
 
 

1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, IL  60091 

 
 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT (847) 853-7550 
DEPARTMENT Fax (847) 853-7701 

 TDD (847) 853-7634 
NOTICE OF MEETING 

of the  
APPEARANCE REVIEW COMMISSION 

OF THE VILLAGE OF WILMETTE 
 

Monday, June 6, 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 May 2, 2016. 
III. Continuances 

 2015-AR-45, 930 Greenleaf Ave, Women’s Club, Certificate 
 2016-SZC-01, 3232 Lake Ave, Joseph Freed & Associates, Zoning Ordinance 

Text Amendment 
 2016-AR-11, 1314-1318 Wilmette Ave, Sam Gambacorta, Certificate 

IV. Consent Agenda 

 2016-AR-22, 1101 Central Ave, St. Roger Abbey, Certificate 
V. Case 

 2016-AR-18, 601 Green Bay Rd, Mona Lisa Stone, Certificate and Variation 
 2016-AR-19, 2012 Washington Ave, Ben Wozney, 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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V I L L A G E   O F   W I L M E T T E 

1200 Wilmette Avenue 
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

 

MEETING MINUTES  

 

APPEARANCE REVIEW COMMISSION 

 

MONDAY, MAY 2, 2016  

7:30 P.M. 

SECOND FLOOR TRAINING ROOM 

 

 
Members Present: Tim Sheridan, Chairman 

William Bradford 
Dan Collyer 
Daniel Elkins  
Craig Phillips 
Mason Miller  
Carrie Woleben-Meade 
 

Members Absent:  None 
 

Guests: Thomas Shafer, 939 Chicago Ave, Evanston 
 Jill Sickle, 601 Park Ave, Wilmette 
 Scott Freres, 116 West Illinois St, Chicago 
 Becky Hurley, 116 West Illinois St, Chicago 
 Michael Kritzman, 116 West Illinois St, Chicago 
 
Staff Present:  Lucas Sivertsen, Business Development Coordinator 
 
 
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 APRIL 4, 2016. 

 

Mr. Bradford moved to approve the April 4, 2016 meeting minutes as amended.  The 
motion was seconded by Mr. Elkins.  Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan, and Commissioners 
Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The 

motion carried. 

 

 

III. CONTINUANCES 

 
Mr. Bradford moved to continue Case 2015-AR-45, 930 Greenleaf Avenue, Women’s 
Club; Case 2016-SZC-01, 3232 Lake Avenue, Joseph Freed & Associates; and Case 2016-
AR-11, 1314-1318 Wilmette Avenue, Sam Gambacorta to the June 6, 2016 meeting.  The 
motion was seconded by Mr. Elkins.  Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan, and Commissioners 
Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The 

motion carried. 

 

 
IV. CASES 

 
2016-AR-16 601-607 Park Avenue 

Thomas Shafer Architects Appearance Review Certificate 

 
Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2016-AR-16, 601-607 Park Avenue, Thomas Shafer Architects 
for an Appearance Review Certificate to remodel the exterior of the existing townhomes. 
 
Ms. Jill Sickle stated she purchased the townhome building and would like to upgrade the 
interior and exterior of the units. 
 
Mr. Thomas Shafer stated they were trying to freshen up the tired 50’s look.  To do this 
they wanted to change the long monolithic slab building into 5 more individual townhomes 
to give each unit its own identity without expanding the overall footprint of the building. 
 
Mr. Bradford said he had some concern over the return on the metal awning.  It would 
create a potential nesting place for birds.  He asked for the size of the wall sconces. 
 
Mr. Shafer said they were approximately 12-16 inches in diameter. 
 
Mr. Phillips said the paint colors seemed pretty bold and asked the architect how they came 
to decide on the colors presented. 
 
Mr. Shafer said they had originally proposed much bolder and brighter colors.  They 
decided to tone it down and use some of the colors found in the neighborhood. 
 
Mr. Phillips asked if they would be painting over the existing vinyl siding. 
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Mr. Shafer said their painter had recommended using Benjamin Moore Regal Select which 
is designed to be applied to vinyl. 
 
Mr. Miller asked the architect if they considered using other wall scones. 
 
Mr. Shafer said had looked at the typical vertical column, square, and triangular, but felt 
that the round was more shape neutral and added a Scandinavian flair to the building. 
Mr. Miller asked if they came in different sizes. 
 
Mr. Shafer said they came in small, medium, and large.  They were proposing large on the 
front of the building and on the back they used the medium.  The medium were 12 inches 
diameter and the large were 16 inches diameter. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked if they were planning to update the landscaping. 
 
Ms. Sickle said they were working on plans, but that they wouldn’t be part of this project. 
 
Mr. Elkins said the downspouts on the front of the building provided a break for the 
transition of color, but on the back there were no natural breaks along the wall.  He asked 
how they would transition the paint color on the back. 
 
Mr. Shafer said his painter would be able to tape the line. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said the only thing that was left open was the awning.  He asked Mr. Shafer if 
he had a solution. 
 
Mr. Shafer said they could provide screening on either side to make sure birds couldn’t 
nest. 
 
Mr. Elkins said he liked the profile of the awning as proposed and thought it would be a 
shame to alter the profile.  He suggested removing a significant portion of the underside, 
but keep 2-3” on each side for support. 
 
Mr. Shafer said that was a good suggestion, and he would take a look at alternatives. 
 
Mr. Phillips moved to approve Case 2016-AR-16, 601-617 Park Avenue for an Appearance 
Review Certificate as submitted.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Bradford.  Voting yes:  
Chairman Sheridan, and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Phillips, 
Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 
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2016-AR-17 201 Sheridan Road 

Baker Demonstration School Preliminary Review 

 
Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2016-AR-17, 201 Sheridan Road, Baker Demonstration School, 
for a preliminary review of an Appearance Review Certificate request. 
 
Mr. Scott Freres said they are doing a complete revamp of the school campus.  People tend 
to drive right by Baker School without noticing the campus.  That’s the reason why Baker 
wants to refresh their brand and improve their exposure to the community.   
 
Mr. Freres said the campus master plan has been vetted over the last year by both an 
internal steering committee as well as the neighborhood.  Some of the concerns expressed 
by the neighbors have been addressed by the current version of the master plan.  He 
explained the reasoning for regrading and installing turf at the playfield as well as the 
concept behind the campus refresh design.  Some of the basketball courts and playground 
equipment have been moved away from the west property line at the request of the 
neighbors.  Additional landscaping will be installed along the west property line to increase 
the screening.  The dumpster enclosure will also be moved away from the property line and 
will be heavily screened.  The hoop house and composting areas have been moved over to 
the east side of the building where a “farmstead” will be created. 
 
Mr. Freres stated their civil engineer, Gewalt Hamilton, has created a stormwater 
management plan that will provide an underground vault to collect stormwater from the 
parking lot and other paved areas and release them slowly into the public stormwater 
system. 
 
Mr. Freres stated they are also requesting a sign variation to install a ground sign along 
Sheridan Road.  They have a small existing sign along Maple that is not proposed to 
change.  The design of the sign along Sheridan Road was intended to reflect the character 
of existing columns along Sheridan Road. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen asked if the wall sign on the building facing Sheridan Road would remain.  
He said if it were to remain an additional variation would be required.  Only one sign is 
permitted along each frontage. 
 
Mr. Freres said the school would probably be open to removing the wall sign if it meant 
they could get a ground sign along Sheridan Road. 
 
Mr. Sheridan asked if the ground sign should be moved so that southbound traffic could see 
the sign. 
 
Mr. Michael Kritzman said 80% of the traffic coming to Baker School comes from the 
south so they would be willing to forgo visibility for southbound traffic to provide better 
site-lines for traffic exiting the property. 
 
Mr. Sheridan asked if the sign was externally illuminated. 
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Mr. Freres said the sign would be ground lit. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said the Commission would need to see information on the lighting before 
voting. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade said she thought it was a great submittal.  Her main concern coming-
in was the stormwater, but it sounded like to the applicant is addressing those concerns. 
 
Mr. Bradford asked about the type of turf that would be installed. 
 
Mr. Freres said there had been a lot of discussion and thought put into the type of synthetic 
turf that would be used.  There’s a mix of gravel, sand, and cork that will likely be used for 
the base.  The turf will need to be replenished with sand and cork from time to time.  The 
proposed storage sheds will store these materials.  They may work with the Park District or 
other organizations who have synthetic turf to share maintenance costs. 
 
Mr. Phillips asked if the applicant had looked at MWRD regulations for water quality 
standards.  He also wanted to know if the rain garden was going to be functional or 
illustrative. 
 
Mr. Freres said the rain garden was meant to be illustrative, but it will help their need for 
stormwater detention vaults.  They have already started working with Village staff and 
MWRD on the stormwater detention review. 
 
Mr. Freres asked if there was additional information they needed for their formal review. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade said just a more detailed landscape plan. 
 
Mr. Phillips applauded the applicant for the thought put into the plan as well as the effort to 
get input from neighbors prior to formulating a plan. 
 
 

V. ADJOURNMENT 

 
At 8:33 p.m., Mr. Bradford moved to adjourn the meeting.  The motion was seconded by 
Mr. Elkins.  Voting yes: Chairman Sheridan and Commissioners, Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, 
Miller, Phillips, and Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried.  
 



 
 

1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, IL  60091 

 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT (847) 853-7550 
DEPARTMENT Fax (847) 853-7701 
 TDD (847) 853-7634 

June 3, 2016 
 
To:  Chairman Sheridan and the Appearance Review Commission 
 
From:   Lucas Sivertsen, AICP 
  Business Development Coordinator 
 
Re:  Consent Agenda for June 6, 2016 
 
Attached is one conforming proposal.  The Commission should determine whether this proposal 
meets 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, June 6, 2016 and I 
will notify the petitioner to be present at the meeting to discuss the proposal. 
 
2016-AR-22 St. Roger Abbey 1101 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 and 11th Street frontages. 

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

The proposed awning signs have the following 
coverage: 
Central Avenue: 19.4% 
11th Street: 19.3% 

Awning signs may display seven items of 
information. 

The proposed awning sign includes the business 
name and logo. 

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

The address is existing. 

 
The petitioner is proposing to apply their sign to the existing awing canvas.  The lettering will consist 
of white vinyl applied to the canvas. 
 
Applicable Sections of the Wilmette Zoning Ordinance: 
16-10.B states the regulations for awning signs 





Report to the Appearance Review Commission 
from the  

Department of Community Development 
 

Case Number: 2016-AR-18 

 
Property: 601 Green Bay Road 
 

Zoning District: VC, Village Center 
 

Petitioner: Mona Lisa Stone 
 

Request: The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to 
refurbish the façade, a sign variation to display more than one 
window sign per frontage, a 5.25 square foot sign area variation to 
display a projecting sign and a sign variation to display signs painted 
directly to an exterior wall. 

 

Applicable Provisions of 20-5.5, Sign Variations 
Ordinances: 20-16, Sign Regulations 
 20-5.4, Variation 

20-5.7, Appearance Review Certificate 
 

Meeting Date:    June 6, 2016 
 
Date of Application: May 2, 2016 
 
Notices: Legal Notice published Wilmette Beacon on May 19, 2016 

Certificate of Posting dated, May 13, 2016 
Affidavit of Personal Notice dated, May 6, 2016 

 
Report Prepared By: Lucas Sivertsen, AICP 
 Business Development Coordinator 
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Description of the Property 

The subject property is located on the northwest corner of Green Bay Road and Wilmette Avenue in the 
Village Center Zoning District.  Surrounding uses include a commercial retail use to the north, Union Pacific 
Railroad to the east across Green Bay Road, a commercial retail use to the south across Wilmette Avenue 
and the Wilmette Library to the west across an alley. 
 
Description of Request 

The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to refurbish the façade, a sign variation to 
display more than one window sign per frontage, a 5.25 square foot sign area variation to display a 
projecting sign and a sign variation to display signs painted directly to an exterior wall. 
 
Appearance Review Certificate 

The applicant wishes to remove the existing wood and metal cladding and refurbish the building façade.  
They believe the original cast iron columns of the storefront remain behind the cladding.  They wish to 
expose this and replace the storefront window system. 
 
A new retractable awning will be installed on the front façade.  Above the storefront window a new 
reverse-lit wall sign is proposed.  Additional mural like paintings are proposed at the rear of the building.  
A white washed sign, projecting sign, and window signage are also proposed. 
 
Sign Variation 

The applicant wishes to display window signage on each first floor window.  The sign ordinance allows 
only one window sign to be installed per street frontage, therefore, a variation to display more than one 
window sign per frontage is required. 
 
A projecting sign is proposed to be installed at the corner of the building oriented approximately 45 
degrees to the building.  The proposed sign is 3 feet wide by 3 feet, 9 inches tall with an area of 11.25 
square feet.  The sign ordinance limits the area of projecting signs to 6 square feet, therefore, a 5.25 
square foot sign area variation is required. 
 
The applicant proposes to display a wall sign along their Wilmette Avenue frontage.  The sign would be 
a white-wash applied directly to the brick.  The sign ordinance prohibits signs from being painted directly 
to the wall of the building, therefore, a sign variation to display a sign painted directly to an exterior wall 
is required. 
 
Action Required 

The Appearance Review Commission may grant an Appearance Review Certificate and recommend 
granting the variations provided they determine the proposal meets the following standards of review. 
 
(After the vote on the request) 
Move to authorize the chairman to prepare the report and recommendation from the Appearance 
Review Commission for case number 2016-AR-18. 
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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. 
 
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. 
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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. 
 
Variation Standards of Review 

 
1. The particular physical conditions, shape or surroundings of the property would impose upon 

the owner a practical difficulty or particular hardship, as opposed to a mere inconvenience, if 
the requirements of this Ordinance were strictly enforced. 
 

2. The plight of the property owner was not created by the owner and is due to unique 
circumstances. 
 

3. The difficulty or hardship is peculiar to the property in question and is not generally shared by 
other properties classified in the same zoning district and/or used for the same purposes. This 
includes the need to accommodate desirable existing site landscape or reflect unique conditions 
created by the age and character of the property. 
 

4. The difficulty or hardship resulting from the application of this Ordinance would prevent the 
owner from making a reasonable use of the property. However, the fact the property could be 
utilized more profitably with the variation than without the variation is not considered as grounds 
for granting the variation. 
 

5. The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property 
or otherwise injure other property or its use, will not substantially increase the danger of fire or 
otherwise endanger the public health, safety and welfare, and will not substantially diminish or 
impair property values within the neighborhood. 
 

6. The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood and will be 
consistent with the goals, objectives and policies set forth in the Comprehensive Plan. 
 

7. With respect to building materials, unforeseen advances in technology, appearance or quality 
render a prohibited material to be suitable and in keeping with the appearance goals of this code 
when used in the form presented by the applicant. 

 

Sign Variation Standards of Review 

 
Unusual Circumstances: 

 
A variation will serve to relieve the petitioner from an unusual difficulty due to the location, 
topography, or circumstances on the petitioner’s property or a peculiar attribute existing on the 
neighboring property which directly affects the petitioner’s property. 
 
Character and Appearance: 

 
A variation will be consistent in design and scale with other signs nearby, and will not alter the 
essential character of the commercial streetscape in the vicinity of the subject property. 
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Not Self-Created: 

 
The plight of the property owner was not created by the owner and denial of the variation will 
impose undue hardship or difficulty on the owner’s ability to conduct business on the subject 
property. 
 
Health, Safety and Welfare: 

 
A variation will not create a traffic or safety hazard and will not impair the utility of 
neighboring properties’ signage. 
 
Purpose of Ordinance: 

 
A variation is in harmony with the purpose and intent of the Sign Ordinance. 

 
Case File Documents 

Correspondence 
 
1.1 None 
 

Location Maps and Plans 
 
2.1 Applicant Submission, submitted May 2, 2016 

 











































Report to the Appearance Review Commission 
from the  

Department of Community Development 
 
Case Number: 2016-AR-19 
 
Property: 2012 Washington Avenue 
 
Zoning District: R1-D, Single-Family Residence District 
 
Petitioner: Ben Wozney 
 
Request: The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to 

modify the color and type of roofing material. 
 
Applicable Provisions of 20-3.5, Appearance Review Commission Powers 
Ordinances: 20-5.7, Appearance Review Certificate 
 
Meeting Date:    June 6, 2016 
 
Date of Application: May 5, 2016 
 
Notices:    Certificate of Posting dated, May 13, 2016 
 
Report Prepared By: Lucas Sivertsen, AICP 
 Business Development Coordinator 
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Description of the Property 

The subject property is located in the R1-D, Single-Family Residence Zoning District, and is improved with 
two, 2-unit buildings.  The surrounding uses include single family homes. 
 
Description of Request 

The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to modify the color and type of roofing 
material. 
 
The existing light-gray colored asphalt shingle roofing needs to be replaced.  The owners of the 2-unit 
building on the east side would like to replace the roof with a charcoal colored asphalt single roof.  A 
material sample will be provided at the meeting. 
 
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. 
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10. Landscape is designed to maintain existing mature trees and shrubs to the maximum extent 
possible. 

 
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 Street View Photo 
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