1200 Wilmette Avenue
Wilmette, IL 60091
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT

(847) 853-7550
Fax (847) 853-7701
TDD (847) 853-7634

NOTICE OF MEETING
of the
APPEARANCE REVIEW COMMISSION
OF THE VILLAGE OF WILMETTE
Monday, January 4, 2016 at 7:30 P.M.
Second Floor Training Room

AGENDA
I.

Call to Order.

II.

Approval of Minutes.
Minutes of the Appearance Review Commission of December 7, 2015.

III.

Continuances



IV.

Consent Agenda



V.

2015-AR-20, 135 Green Bay Road, IL Center for Digestive and Liver Health,
Certificate
2015-AR-45, 930 Greenleaf Ave, Women’s Club, Certificate
2016-AR-02, 432 Poplar Dr, Citadel Care, Certificate
2016-AR-03, 1146 Central Ave, Craig Scott Opticians, Certificate

Cases



2015-AR-40, 421 Ridge Road, North Shore Meats, Certificate
2016-AR-01, 3201 Old Glenview Rd, IL Back Institute, Certificate

VI.

Public Comment

VII.

Adjournment
Tim Sheridan, Chair

IF YOU ARE A PERSON WITH A DISABILITY AND NEED SPECIAL ACCOMMODATIONS TO PARTICIPATE
IN AND/OR ATTEND A VILLAGE OF WILMETTE PUBLIC MEETING, PLEASE NOTIFY THE VILLAGE
MANAGER’S OFFICE AT (847) 853-7509 OR TDD (847) 853-7634 AS SOON AS POSSIBLE.
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VILLAGE OF WILMETTE
1200 Wilmette Avenue
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040
MEETING MINUTES
APPEARANCE REVIEW COMMISSION
MONDAY, DECEMBER 7, 2015
7:30 P.M.
SECOND FLOOR TRAINING ROOM
Members Present:

Tim Sheridan, Chairman
William Bradford
Dan Collyer
Daniel Elkins
Craig Phillips
Carrie Woleben-Meade

Members Absent:

Mason Miller

Guests:

John Plunkett, 1600 10th St
Christopher S. Canning, 1000 Skokie Blvd, Ste 355
Timm Martin, 3647 Woodhead, Northbrook, IL
Barb Bischoff, 1223 Washington Ave
Edie Rowell, 1625 Sheridan Rd
Jim Braband, 924 Greenleaf Ave

Staff Present:

Lucas Sivertsen, Planner III

I.

CALL TO ORDER
Chairman Sheridan called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m.
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II.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES; APPEARANCE REVIEW COMMISSION MEETING
OF NOVEMBER 2, 2015.
Mr. Phillips moved to approve the November 2, 2015 meeting minutes as amended. The
motion was seconded by Mr. Bradford. Voting yes: Chairman Sheridan, and
Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Phillips, Woleben-Meade. Voting no: none.
The motion carried.

III. CONTINUANCES
Mr. Elkins moved to continue Case 2015-AR-20, 135 Green Bay Road, IL Center for
Digestive Health; and Case 2015-AR-40, 421 Ridge Road, North Shore Meats, to the
January 4, 2016 meeting. The motion was seconded by Mr. Bradford. Voting yes:
Chairman Sheridan, and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Phillips, WolebenMeade. Voting no: none. The motion carried.
IV. CONSENT AGENDA
Mr. Bradford moved to approve an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2015-AR-44,
3245 Lake Ave, Byline Bank, Ground and Wall Signs; Case 2015-AR-46, 328 Linden Ave,
NS Associates, Awning; Case 2015-AR-47, 1195 Wilmette Ave, Trendy Taco, Window
Sign; and Case 2015-AR-48, 111 Green Bay Rd, Firefly, Awning. The motion was
seconded by Mr. Phillips. Voting yes: Chairman Sheridan, and Commissioners Bradford,
Collyer, Elkins, Phillips, Woleben-Meade. Voting no: none. The motion carried.
V.

CASES
1600 10th Street
Sign Variation

2015-AR-05
John Plunkett Interiors

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2015-AR-05, 1600 10th Street, John Plunkett Interiors, requesting
a variation from the Plaza del Lago Local Sign Ordinance for a 17.5 square foot sign area
variation to display a wall sign.
Mr. John Plunkett said they have been at their location in Plaza del Lago for a few years
and would like to install a wall sign. They’re asking for a sign which is larger than what
the code allows. From a viewing distance across the shopping center to the east it would be
difficult to see a sign that met code requirements. The name of the business is rather long
which causes the letters to be smaller in order to fit into the allowable area.
Mr. Sheridan asked for the applicant to clarify the type of illumination. It looked like the
sign was externally illuminated and that the depth of the sign was needed to provide a
means for attaching the gooseneck light fixtures.
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Mr. Plunkett said Mr. Sheridan was correct, the sign would be externally illuminated.
Mr. Sheridan said the photo and drawing of the gooseneck light fixture did not match. He
assumed the light fixture would be the one in the photo and that they would find someone
to fabricate the gooseneck to match the drawing.
Mr. Plunkett said they would have someone fabricate a gooseneck arm like the one in the
drawing. He wanted to find a smaller light fixture than the typical large barn style
gooseneck fixture.
Mr. Plunkett said he had also considered doing the “John Plunkett” letters in white and
“interior” in black instead of what was shown in the submittal.
Mr. Bradford said he thought the proposal as submitted was better. He wondered if the
sign could be made shorter so that the width of the sign aligned with the roof brackets.
Mr. Plunkett said he was trying to align the sides of the sign with the center of the arches
below the sign.
Mr. Bradford said the rendering shows the sign to be smaller. The sign did not appear to
etend to the center of the arches.
Mr. Elkins said his thought was to make the sign bigger so that it aligned with the center of
the arches.
Mr. Plunkett said the rendering did not accurately reflect the size of the proposed sign. The
proposed sign is 15 feet wide. It will align with the center of the arched windows.
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked if the sign for North Shore University Health Systems required
a sign variation.
Mr. Sivertsen said the sign required a variation for the location of the sign, but not the size.
Mr. Sheridan said the size of the sign was reasonable.
Mr. Elkins said he thought the size of the sign made sense.
Mr. Sheridan said you won’t be able to see the sign off of 10th Street until you’re upon it;
however, the letter height will be beneficial to people in the interior of the shopping center
to the east.
Mr. Plunkett said he had looked at how many light fixtures to use. He wanted to make sure
the sign was uniformly illuminated, but didn’t need to provide light that would extend to
the wall on either side. If the light fixtures did not need to align with the roof brackets it
would allow greater flexibility in dispersing the light equally.
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Mr. Bradford said if four lights were used, the two outer lights could alight with the roof
brackets and then the two inner lights could be spaced equally.
Mr. Plunkett said it will depend on the spread of the light bulb. The bulb type he is
considering is a flood bulb. He would like to use only three lights to keep it less busy.
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked if there were any concerns about the amount of illumination.
Mr. Sivertsen said from a code standpoint he didn’t have a concern. The ordinance
provides limits on the amount of light at the receiving lot line. In this case, the closest
receiving lot line would be across 10th Street.
Mr. Phillips asked about the specific fixture being proposed.
Mr. Plunkett said he was proposing the gooseneck in a metallic finish with a directional
bullet light in black.
Standards of Review
The commission found the proposed sign took into account the design of the building. The
variation would relieve the petitioner from a hardship due to the spacing of the windows on
the existing building. The sign would not present a traffic or safety hazard to the
surrounding area.
Decision
Mr. Bradford moved to recommend a 17.5 square foot sign area variation to display a wall
sign with the following conditions: 1) the ends of the sign align with the center line of the
window arches, 2) three gooseneck light fixtures align with the roof brackets, 3) the light
fixture will have a custom gooseneck and be in a metallic finish. The motion was seconded
by Mr. Phillips. Voting yes: Chairman Sheridan, and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer,
Elkins, Phillips, Woleben-Meade. Voting no: none. The motion carried.
Mr. Bradford moved to authorize the chairman to prepare the report and recommendation
for Case 2015-AR-05. The motion was seconded by Mr. Phillips. Voting yes: Chairman
Sheridan, and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Phillips, Woleben-Meade. Voting
no: none. The motion carried.
2015-AR-45
Women’s Club of Wilmette

930 Greenleaf Avenue
Appearance Review Certificate

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2015-AR-45, 930 Greenleaf Avenue, Women’s Club of
Wilmette, requesting an Appearance Review Certificate to modify the building including
redesigning the roof line, increasing the second floor setback on the east elevation,
removing dormers on the north elevation, and constructing an accessible ramp on the south
elevation.
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Mr. Christopher Canning explained the Women’s Club of Wilmette, located at 930
Greenleaf suffered a devastating fire in February of 2015. Once the extent of the damage
was determined it was up to the club whether or not to rebuild. Internally, the club decided
they would like to rebuild. Before that could begin the club needed Village approval to do
so. Village code states that if the owner wishes to rebuild a legal non-conforming structure
that they start construction within 180 days of the damage. Because of necessary selective
demolition, site cleanup, and insurance protocol, the Women’s Club was not able to meet
that deadline. As a result they were required to seek a variation from the zoning ordinance
to extend that 180 day timeline. That extension was granted by the Village Board. The
Women’s Club is now before the Appearance Review Commission seeking approval for
modifications to the building.
Mr. Timm Martin stated he grew up near the Women’s Club and has a great appreciation
for the building. He feels very privileged that the club has decided to bring him into the
role as architect for this project. He worked with experts on stone and was able to find the
stone which they unequivocally believe is the quarry where the original stone was sourced
in 1909.
Mr. Martin said the proposed west elevation is exactly the same as the previous with the
exception that the roof line will change. He stated a roof had been constructed on top of
another roof. There were several remodels that were done over the years. They wished to
modify the roofline to make more architectural and structural sense. On the south
elevation, the stone wall will be the same with the exception of a new entrance to
accommodate the accessible entrance. They have decided to screen the new ramp after
hearing from neighbors. The east and north elevations were modified to reduce the volume
of the building in those areas. Specifically, on the east side, they increased the setback on
the second floor to create some relief. The north side was reduced in volume by removing
dormers that had been on the building. The existing windows are an old handfeld steel
window. The windows are very expensive and not very energy efficient. The lead time on
getting those windows is about 20 weeks, so they are going with a black aluminum clad
window with a thin profile to match the existing. He would love to reuse the existing
windows but they were largely ruined by the heat of the fire.
Mr. Martin said there were a number of different roofs with differing roofing materials.
There were asphalt shingles and slate shingles. Their intent is to use a slate or black
colored architectural asphalt shingle.
Mr. Sheridan asked what type of gutters they would be using.
Mr. Martin said they will use aluminum gutters.
Ms. Woleben-Meade said she would like to see their landscape plan once they get to that
point.
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Mr. Sheridan said in order to give them a full certificate; they would need to see samples of
all the exterior materials being introduced. He wasn’t sure what type of exterior lighting
they were proposing, but they would want to know that before issuing a final certificate.
Mr. Martin said they intend to reuse the existing light fixtures.
Mr. Elkins said he would like to see a sample of the window frame finish.
Mr. Martin said he will get a corner sample of the window frame.
Mr. Sheridan said he doesn’t have a problem with the proposal since it looks like they are
just cleaning up the former exterior design. He assumes the flat part of the roof is where
they will be placing the mechanical units. They would need a roof section and mechanical
cut sheets to demonstrate how the units will be screened. He said they will also need to
screen the garbage. If they just used residential style toters that would be much easier to
screen, but if they had dumpsters they would need to find a way to screen those as well.
The commission discussed the need for information on gutters, downspouts, windows, and
railing.
Mr. Sheridan asked if the tower above the auditorium was existing. If so, he would like to
know if they propose to repaint the tower and if so with what color of paint.
Mr. Sheridan said it looks like there are several different styles of tooling. He would want
to know how the stone would look. It looks like some is split face and some of it is
funiculated. If the cap stones are going to be a different material or finish it would be good
to know what those are.
Mr. Martin said during the surgical demolition, they kept all of the cap stones and intended
to reuse them.
Mr. Phillips asked if this is something that will be continued.
Mr. Canning said what was driving some of this was the 180 day timeframe in which they
were supposed to begin construction. They were given a variation to extend the 180 day
timeframe until June, however, what was really driving them was the need to get a roof on
the structure to protect it from the elements. Mr. Martin’s focus has been on preparing roof
and structural plans so they can install a roof. The lead time for fabrication of the structural
steel is about 6-9 weeks. The focus of the club is to get a partial permit to reconstruct the
wall and install the roof.
Mr. Sheridan said he thought the Community Development Department wouldn’t be able to
issue a permit until an Appearance Review Certificate was approved.
Mr. Sivertsen said the department would be able to issue a partial permit if the commission
were able to give approval for the wall and roof.
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Mr. Martin said the walls are already there. He wanted to know if they going to do a block
back up to support the new roof. Their immediate need is to get the block up so they can
start setting the bar joists in the auditorium. Their intent is to bring all the walls up as soon
as possible. The south side is all veneer, but the face stone will need to go up with that
wall. He would like to get a blessing on the geometry of the building tonight so he can
finish structural drawings.
Mr. Sheridan said he didn’t want to speak for the rest of the commission, but he’s fine with
the massing and the enclosure as presented. He asked if there were any members of the
audience which would like to speak.
Mr. Jim Braband said he lives directly to the east of the Women’s Club. He and his wife
were the neighbors most directly impacted by the fire damage. They were present at both
the Zoning Board and Village Board meetings to consider the extension. All of the
neighbors share a common interest and respect for the Women’s Club. They all bought
their property when the Women’s Club existed and they would all like to see a successful
club. Their main concern is the amount of time it is taking for construction to start. They
felt the June date was too long and would like to see work begin before that time. As part
of the Village Board approval to extend the construction date until June, they understood a
roof would be installed as soon as possible. They are less concerned with the interior work,
but would like to see the exterior work begin long before June. They felt the Women’s
Club and Mr. Martin have been good at meeting with them to share the design. Their other
main concern is the handicapped ramp located on the south elevation and how that would
be screened. They would welcome a decision that would allow the exterior work begin so
that construction wasn’t delayed through the winter months.
Mr. Sheridan said he thinks the Commission can honor their wish to move forward with
construction. He doesn’t hear any objection to what is being proposed, they just need more
information. The applicant will just need to make sure they get their submittals to the
Community Development Department to stay on track for a January 4 date.
Mr. Canning said he would like to not have to come back every month as more information
is developed.
Mr. Sheridan said the Commission will review these items as they come in.
Mr. Canning asked when they need to get everything to the Community Development
Department in order to make the January 4 date.
Mr. Sivertsen said he will need everything by December 30. The plans can be emailed.
The samples can then be brought to the meeting.
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Mr. Elkins moved to grant an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2015-AR-45, 930
Greenleaf to modify the building including redesigning the roof line, increasing the second
floor setback on the east elevation, removing dormers on the north elevation, and
constructing an accessible ramp on the south elevation, as it relates to the building structure
and massing, including the roofline. At a future date the applicant will submit 1) all finish
samples and colors including windows, gutters, roofing, and any other exterior materials; 2)
a roof plan and equipment cut-sheets as necessary to illustrate how the roof top units will
be screened; and 3) a landscape plan. The stone as submitted is approved. The motion was
seconded by Mr. Bradford. Voting yes: Chairman Sheridan, and Commissioners Bradford,
Collyer, Elkins, Phillips, Woleben-Meade. Voting no: none. The motion carried.
VI. ADJOURNMENT
At 9:20 p.m., Mr. Phillips moved to adjourn the meeting. The motion was seconded by Mr.
Bradford. Voting yes: Chairman Sheridan, and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins,
Phillips, Woleben-Meade. Voting no: none. The motion carried.
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1200 Wilmette Avenue
Wilmette, IL 60091
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT

December 30, 2015
To:

Chairman Sheridan and the Appearance Review Commission

From:

Lucas Sivertsen, AICP
Business Development Planner

Re:

Consent Agenda for January 4, 2015

(847) 853-7550
Fax (847) 853-7701
TDD (847) 853-7634

Attached are two conforming proposals. The Commission should determine whether these
proposals meet the Standards of Review for an Appearance Review Certificate. If you would like
to remove an item from the Consent Agenda, please bring it to my attention on Monday, January
4, 2016 and I will notify the petitioner to be present at the meeting to discuss the proposal.
2016-AR-01

Citadel Care Center

432 Poplar Drive

The petitioner wishes to replace an existing ground sign for the new business.
Sign Ordinance

Proposed Sign

A business use may display one primary
sign per street frontage.

A ground sign is proposed for the Poplar Drive
frontage.

A ground sign is allowed up to 10 square
feet in area in a residential zoning district.

The proposed ground sign is 9.38 square feet in
area.

A ground sign is allowed up to 7 feet in
height for a non-residential use in a
residential district.

The proposed ground sign is 3.08 feet in height.

The petitioner wishes to replace one ground sign with the name of the new care facility. The ground
sign will not be illuminated.
Applicable Sections of the Wilmette Zoning Ordinance:
16-10.D states the regulations for ground signs

2016-AR-03

Craig Scott Opticians

1146 Central Avenue

The petitioner wishes to install a new awning for the new business.
Sign Ordinance

Proposed Sign

One primary sign is permitted for each street
frontage.

An awning sign is proposed for the Central
Avenue frontage.

Awning signs are allowed to cover up to 20%
of the awning.

The proposed awning sign has 16% coverage.

Awning signs may display seven items of
information.

The proposed awning sign includes the business
name.

Each valance may display one item of
information in five inch tall letters.

The business name is proposed on the valance
in five inch tall letters.

The petitioner is proposing to recover the existing awning frame with Ocean Blue Sunbrella canvas
material. The lettering will consist of white vinyl applied to the canvas.
The petitioner is also proposing to install a canvas vestibule. The vestibule would be in-line with the
storefront and consist of Ocean Blue Sunbrella canvas and clear vinyl.
Applicable Sections of the Wilmette Zoning Ordinance:
16-10.B states the regulations for awning signs

Craig Scott Opticians
Wilmette, IL
Building Awning Recover
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Report to the Appearance Review Commission
from the
Department of Community Development
Case Number:

2015-AR-40

Property:

421 Ridge Road

Zoning District:

R-2, Attached Residence District

Petitioner:

Northshore Meats

Request:

The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to install
fencing around a condensing unit.

Applicable Provisions of
Ordinances:

20-3.5, Appearance Review Commission Powers
20-5.7, Appearance Review Certificate

Meeting Date:

November 2, 2015
January 4, 2016

Date of Application:

October 6, 2015

Notices:

Certificate of Posting dated, October 16, 2015

Report Prepared By:

Lucas Sivertsen, AICP
Business Development Planner

Case 2015-AR-40
421 Ridge Road

Description of the Property
The subject property is located in the R-2, Attached Residence Zoning District, and is improved with a two
story commercial building. The surrounding uses include multi-family residential to the north and south,
commercial retail to the east across Ridge Road, and townhomes to the west.

Description of Request
The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to install fencing around a condensing unit.
The proposal includes the installation of 4 foot tall shadowbox fencing around the condensing unit. The
fencing will be made from western red cedar.

Action Required
The Appearance Review Commission can grant an Appearance Review Certificate provided the applicant
meets the following standards of review:
Appearance Review Certificate Standards of Review
1. All sides of a structure receive design consideration.
2. If the side or rear of the structure faces a street, a residential use, or a property located in a
residential zoning district, the exterior materials used on the side or rear are comparable in
character and quality to the exterior materials used on the facade of the structure.
3. Materials used in the construction and design of the structure are of durable quality.
4. Mechanical equipment is located or screened so as not to be visible from surrounding streets
and properties.
5. The scale and placement of the structure on the site is appropriate to the proportion of the site
covered by the structure and the location of the structure in relation to its lot lines.
6. Building design and placement must take into consideration natural grade conditions, existing
vegetation, and other natural features.
7. Excessive similarity or dissimilarity in design in relation to surrounding or adjoining
structures is discouraged, including but not limited to building height, exterior materials,
building mass, roof line, and architectural features.
8. Design takes into consideration the relationship to the street and the pedestrian environment.
9. Parking, storage, and refuse areas are located and screened so as not to negatively affect
neighboring properties.
10. Landscape is designed to maintain existing mature trees and shrubs to the maximum extent
possible.
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Case 2015-AR-40
421 Ridge Road
11. Landscape provides an aesthetically pleasing design and, where applicable, provides for the
screening of parking, storage, refuse, and utility areas from the street and adjacent residential
properties.
12. Selected plant materials shall be suitable to Wilmette’s climate and to their location on the
site. The use of invasive species is prohibited. Invasive species shall be those included in the
“Chicago Botanic Garden” list of “Invasive Plants in the Chicago Region.”
13. Parking areas are designed to achieve efficient traffic flow and minimize dangerous traffic
movements.
14. Signs are of the appropriate design, color and placement to the structure, site and adjoining
properties, in terms of materials, height, setback from the street, and proportion.
15. Accessory structures, exterior lighting and fences, complement the overall structure and site
design, in terms of materials, size, and architectural character.
16. For new two-unit dwellings, review is limited to whether or not the proposed structure
maintains the external appearance of a single-family dwelling.

Case File Documents
Location Maps and Plans
1.1 Aerial Photo
1.2 Fence Plan
1.3 Shadowbox fence photo

Case Minutes
November 2, 2015
Northshore Meats

421 Ridge Road
Appearance Review Certificate

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2015-AR-40, 421 Ridge Road, Northshore Meats requesting an
Appearance Review Certificate to install landscaping around a condensing unit.
Ms. Gail Ferrari said she was one of the owners of Northshore Meats. She said they needed to
replace the condenser for the freezer and were proposing to screen the unit with landscaping.
Mr. Elkins said it looked like the landscaping would only screen the unit from the east and
would not screen it from the apartments to the north.
Ms. Woleben-Meade said the standard of review calls for screening the unit on all sides. While
the unit is most visible from the east, it can be seen from the north side.
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421 Ridge Road
Ms. Ferrari said the unit can’t be screened to the north because the parking lot is directly
adjacent to the unit and there needs to be ventilation for the unit.
Mr. Sheridan said an option is to screen it with a fence instead of landscaping. A louvered
fence would allow sufficient ventilation.
Ms. Ferrari said she’s worried about people hitting the fence with their car.
Mr. Sheridan said it would be beneficial for the people to the north if the unit was screened.
There are ways to design a fence to help withstand damage from an automobile.
Mr. Bradford said he appreciates the concern for the fence being damaged by automobiles.
Ms. Woleben-Meade said she likes the idea of having a panel to screen the unit.
Mr. Sheridan said the screen wouldn’t need to be tall. The unit itself is only about 24 inches
tall. He said they are probably better off either doing bushes or a fence, but not both. The best
solution seems to be to screen the unit on three sides with a fence.
Mr. Elkins said the changes discussed are significant enough that the applicant should resubmit
revised plans to show what type of fence is proposed.
Mr. Sheridan asked the applicant if it would help to continue the case until they can have a
fence contractor provide her with a proposal. They wouldn’t expect the fence to be installed
this year with winter weather approaching. They could approved something next month, but if
the ground is frozen they could wait until spring to install.
Mr. Bradford moved to continue Case 2015-AR-40, 421 Ridge, Northshore Meats, to the
December 7, 2015 meeting. The motion was seconded by Mr. Phillips. Voting yes: Chairman
Sheridan, and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Phillips, Woleben-Meade. Voting no:
none. The motion carried.
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Report to the Appearance Review Commission
from the
Department of Community Development
Case Number:

2016-AR-01

Property:

3201 Old Glenview Road

Zoning District:

OR, Office Research

Petitioner:

Illinois Back Institute

Request:

The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to install
an egress door on the east elevation.

Applicable Provisions of
Ordinances:

20-3.5, Appearance Review Commission Powers
20-5.7, Appearance Review Certificate

Meeting Date:

January 4, 2016

Date of Application:

December 9, 2015

Notices:

Certificate of Posting dated, December 18, 2015

Report Prepared By:

Lucas Sivertsen, AICP
Business Development Planner

Case 2016-AR-01
3201 Old Glenview Road

Description of the Property
The subject property is located in the OR, Office Research Zoning District. The property is approximately
3.2 acres in area and is improved with a two story office building. Surrounding uses include townhomes to
the north, Edens Expressway to the east, a hotel to the south, and single family homes to the west.

Description of Request
The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to install an egress door on the east elevation.
A new medical clinic is going into the first floor of the building. As part of the remodeling, a second
egress door is being installed. The egress door will match an existing door located on the south side of
the building.

Action Required
The Appearance Review Commission can grant an Appearance Review Certificate provided the applicant
meets the following standards of review:
Appearance Review Certificate Standards of Review
1. All sides of a structure receive design consideration.
2. If the side or rear of the structure faces a street, a residential use, or a property located in a
residential zoning district, the exterior materials used on the side or rear are comparable in
character and quality to the exterior materials used on the facade of the structure.
3. Materials used in the construction and design of the structure are of durable quality.
4. Mechanical equipment is located or screened so as not to be visible from surrounding streets
and properties.
5. The scale and placement of the structure on the site is appropriate to the proportion of the site
covered by the structure and the location of the structure in relation to its lot lines.
6. Building design and placement must take into consideration natural grade conditions, existing
vegetation, and other natural features.
7. Excessive similarity or dissimilarity in design in relation to surrounding or adjoining
structures is discouraged, including but not limited to building height, exterior materials,
building mass, roof line, and architectural features.
8. Design takes into consideration the relationship to the street and the pedestrian environment.
9. Parking, storage, and refuse areas are located and screened so as not to negatively affect
neighboring properties.
10. Landscape is designed to maintain existing mature trees and shrubs to the maximum extent
possible.
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11. Landscape provides an aesthetically pleasing design and, where applicable, provides for the
screening of parking, storage, refuse, and utility areas from the street and adjacent residential
properties.
12. Selected plant materials shall be suitable to Wilmette’s climate and to their location on the
site. The use of invasive species is prohibited. Invasive species shall be those included in the
“Chicago Botanic Garden” list of “Invasive Plants in the Chicago Region.”
13. Parking areas are designed to achieve efficient traffic flow and minimize dangerous traffic
movements.
14. Signs are of the appropriate design, color and placement to the structure, site and adjoining
properties, in terms of materials, height, setback from the street, and proportion.
15. Accessory structures, exterior lighting and fences, complement the overall structure and site
design, in terms of materials, size, and architectural character.
16. For new two-unit dwellings, review is limited to whether or not the proposed structure
maintains the external appearance of a single-family dwelling.

Case File Documents
Location Maps and Plans
1.1 Site Plan
1.2 Proposed Plan
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