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, December 5, 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 November 7, 2016.

III.

Continuances


IV.

Consent Agenda


V.

2015-AR-45, 930 Greenleaf Ave, Women’s Club, Certificate
2016-AR-45, 825 Green Bay Road, Hoffmann Commercial Real Estate,
Certificate

Case




VI.

2016-AR-42, 2601 Old Glenview Road, Westmoreland Country Club,
Certificate
2016-AR-44, 1210 Central Ave, International Bank of Chicago, Certificate
Westerfield Place Townhomes, Preliminary Review

Public Hearing, Special Zoning Committee


2016-SZC-02, 1515 Sheridan Road, Plaza del Lago, LLC., Zoning Ordinance
Text Amendment

VII.

Public Comment

VIII.

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, NOVEMBER 7, 2016
7:30 P.M.
VILLAGE BOARD CONFERENCE ROOM
Members Present:

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

Members Absent:

Tim Sheridan, Chairman
Craig Phillips

Guests:

Jon Talty, 600 W Jackson Blvd, Chicago, IL
Melissa Toops, 600 W Jackson Blvd, Chicago, IL
Mike Fitzgerald, 600 W Jackson Blvd, Chicago, IL
Laura Moss, 1515 Sheridan Rd
Linda Pedian, 1500 Sheridan Rd
Timothy Schoolmaster, 1500 Sheridan Rd
Steve Denemark, 1500 Sheridan Rd
Mark Egmon, 1625 Sheridan Rd

Staff Present:

Lucas Sivertsen, Business Development Coordinator

I.

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

APPROVAL OF MINUTES; APPEARANCE REVIEW COMMISSION MEETING
OF SEPTEMBER 26, 2016.
Ms. Woleben-Meade moved to approve the September 26, 2016 meeting minutes as
amended. The motion was seconded by Mr. Elkins. Voting yes: Acting Chairman
Bradford, and Commissioners Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Woleben-Meade. Voting no: none.
The motion carried.

III. CONTINUANCES
Mr. Elkins moved to continue Case 2015-AR-45, 930 Greenleaf Avenue, Women’s Club,
to the December 5, 2016 meeting. The motion was seconded by Ms. Woleben-Meade.
Voting yes: Acting Chairman Bradford, and Commissioners Collyer, Elkins, Miller,
Woleben-Meade. Voting no: none. The motion carried.
IV. CONSENT AGENDA
Mr. Elkins moved to approve an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2016-AR-43,
1419 Lake Avenue, Terry Animal Hospital. The motion was seconded by Mr. Miller.
Voting yes: Acting Chairman Bradford, and Commissioners Collyer, Elkins, Miller,
Woleben-Meade. Voting no: none. The motion carried.
V.

CASES
2016-AR-42
Westmoreland Country Club

2601 Old Glenview Road
Preliminary Review

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2016-AR-42, 2601 Old Glenview Road, Westmoreland Country
Club, requesting a preliminary review of their Appearance Review Certificate request to
construct a paddle hut, modify two existing paddle courts and construct an additional two
courts. He said they will be attending a Zoning Board of Appeals hearing later in the
month for a variation and special use request. Before they attend that meeting they would
like a preliminary review of their project.
Mr. Fitzgerald explained Westmoreland’s desire to expand their paddle courts which were
originally constructed over 20 years ago. He provided an overview of the plans submitted
in the packet. Material samples will be provided at the next meeting. The main club house
building and the auxiliary buildings on the site are all of similar vernacular. The proposed
paddle hut intends to reflect this vernacular. Clapboard siding is used throughout the
campus. He said the lighting fixture cut-sheets will be provided at the next meeting as they
haven’t yet selected the fixture.
Ms. Woleben-Meade said the applicant’s submittal was very complete. She noted, the
pavers for the viewing deck are concrete, however, most of the campus has bluestone or
antique street pavers.
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Mr. Fitzgerald said they are still studying that part of the building. There is occupied space
below the viewing deck so they need to be sensitive to drainage and how the material will
work as a walking surface.
Ms. Woleben-Meade said bluestone works with pedestal systems.
Mr. Bradford asked where the trash containers would be located.
Mr. Fitzgerald said in keeping with the club’s policy on trash removal they will be picking
up trash daily from the hut with a cart. They will bring the trash to the centralized
enclosure for the entire campus next to the principal club house. There will not be a
separate trash enclosure for the courts or paddle hut.
Mr. Bradford asked for the location of the a/c units.
Ms. Toops said the a/c units could be found on Sheet A-2 next to the east side of the courts.
They are located where the new hicks yew shrubs are proposed.
Mr. Bradford asked about the lower level entry shown on Sheet A-6. He wanted to know
the material of the wall.
Mr. Fitzgerald said the wall would be concrete. They would likely put a skim coat over the
wall and paint it.
Mr. Miller said the street view of the building looked quite a bit like a church with the
cupola and weathervane just above the entrance. He wondered if they considered moving
the cupola back towards the center of the building.
Mr. Fitzgerald said the reason they located the cupola towards the front of the building is to
provide natural light in the lobby.
Mr. Talty added the club likes to place a lot of emphasis on the entrance to the main club
house and ancillary buildings. The cupola helps emphasize the entrance to the paddle hut.
1515 Sheridan Road
Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment

2016-SZC-02
Plaza del Lago

Mr. Bradford swore in those in attendance who wished to speak on Case 2016-SZC-02.
Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2016-SZC-02, 1515 Sheridan Road, Plaza del Lago, requesting a
text amendment to the Plaza del Lago Local Sign Ordinance.
Ms. Moss stated she had submitted drawings that were included in the case report that were
intended to show only the size of the sign they were wishing to install and were not
intended to depict a specific design or copy. When she began looking into displaying a
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wall sign on the Sheridan Road side of No Man’s Land Pizza she realized the sign was very
small. When she had seen the proposals for both No Man’s Land and Runner’s Edge she
felt they were both smaller than what would typically be displayed by a business. She said
she had learned that the Village was allowing blade signs in other commercial districts and
so she wanted blade signs to be allowed in Plaza del Lago to keep up with the rest of the
Village.
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked for clarification on the text amendment request.
Ms. Moss said she was not looking for an approval of a particular sign for No Man’s Land.
She just wanted the ordinance to be amended so that a sign larger than what is currently
permitted could be displayed in the future by either No Man’s Land or a future tenant. She
might not even decide to display another wall sign for No Man’s Land.
Mr. Elkins asked for clarification that if the ordinance was amended to allow a larger wall
sign the Commission wouldn’t necessarily be able to review that sign before it was issued a
permit. They wouldn’t be able to review it to determine whether or not it was in keeping
with the design originally envisioned.
Mr. Sivertsen said Mr. Elkins was correct. Signs permitted under the local sign ordinance
do not require further review by the Appearance Review Commission.
Mr. Elkins said he was not clear what was being requested by reading through the case
report. It seemed like they were asking for a larger sign to be permitted in space #1 where
No Man’s Land is currently located. That sign could cover up to 30% of the signable area.
In addition, they could choose to display a projecting sign in lieu of a wall sign that would
follow the same regulations as other projecting signs in the Village. He didn’t necessarily
have a problem with the projecting signs. They’re visible when driving down the street and
are more elegant then internally illuminated signs. He asked if the sign for the Runner’s
Edge storefront was asking to cover 30% or 37% of the signable area.
Mr. Sivertsen said they were asking to be allowed a sign that covers 37% of the signable
area.
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked if they should review each of these requests separately and not
amend the local sign ordinance.
Mr. Bradford said the Commission has historically asked the management of Plaza del
Lago to come in to amend the ordinance rather than request individual variations.
Mr. Bradford invited members of the audience to ask questions if they would like.
Ms. Linda Pedian said she lived at 1500 Sheridan Road across from Plaza del Lago. She
said the space where No Man’s Land is located is different than some other parts of the
shopping center because of its close proximity to residential condos across the street. Other
areas across from the shopping center like Westerfield Drive and 10th Street which are
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more single-family residences don’t allow illuminated signs across from them. The
building at 1500 Sheridan wants to be good neighbors and support the vibrancy of Plaza del
Lago, but light pollution can be very distressing. She prefers a softer light. The businesses
where Starbucks is located have a different setting across from the residents. While the
signs are vivid they are setback further from the residents on Sheridan. She recommends
the request for No Man’s Land is modified so that the lighting is made softer.
Mr. Schoolmaster said he lives at 1500 Sheridan Road. He said they are not objecting to
the blade signs. The notice that was sent seemed to suggest the wall sign would be much
larger. The current ordinance that limits illuminated signs on Westerfield and 10th Street
seem to do so because of the residences across the street. He feels the residents at 1500
Sheridan are being denied the equal protection that those areas are given.
Ms. Moss said No Man’s Land is allowed an illuminated sign under the current ordinance.
The only change that is being requested is the size of the sign. While No Man’s Land is
close to Sheridan Road there are no residences directly across from the restaurant. Directly
across is a parking lot and further down the street are the residences. She said that she
doesn’t know if No Man’s Land will ever come in with a request to display a wall sign.
She’s coming from the perspective of the landlord.
Ms. Pedian said she can’t find in the ordinance where is says signs along Sheridan are
allowed to be illuminated.
Mr. Sivertsen said all signs are assumed to be allowed to be illuminated unless they are
specifically prohibited, such as in the case of Westerfield and 10th Street.
Mr. Bradford said the ordinance specifically prohibits types of illuminated signs in the case
of box signs. He thought the sign in the rendering for No Man’s Land looked like a box
sign which might be further confusing the discussion.
Mr. Steve Denemark said while the residences might not be directly across from No Man’s
Land they can see No Man’s Land from their windows. He said Plaza del Lago is currently
esthetically pleasant. He prefers smaller signs.
Mr. Mark Egmon asked if there were any limits of lumens in the Village.
Mr. Bradford said there are limits.
Ms. Woleben-Meade said she supported the projecting signs. The illuminated sign at
Runner’s Edge seems reasonable since Fannie May and Starbucks are already allowed
large illuminated signs.
Mr. Bradford said the existing regulations for Runner’s Edge limits wall signs to 20 square
feet, while the request limits the sign by its coverage.
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There was discussion of the proposal and how it related to the draft text amendment. Mr.
Sivertsen clarified how the draft text amendment could be modified so as to allow the
proposed size of signs.
Mr. Bradford said everyone is comfortable with the sign for Runner’s Edge and the sign is
larger than what’s permitted then the language needs to be amended.
Mr. Elkins said he wasn’t sure if he was comfortable with the proposed size for Runner’s
Edge. There were no dimensions on the rendering, but it looked to be about 80 square feet.
Mr. Sivertsen said the outline depicting the proposed size of Runner’s Edge was 27 square
feet.
Mr. Elkins said he there seems to be too many moving parts to the proposal and since the
commission doesn’t have an actual dimensioned proposal it is hard for him to vote at this
time.
Ms. Moss said from a landlord perspective it is easier to establish a percentage coverage
allowed rather than an exact dimension. She doesn’t want to see a sign for Runner’s Edge
be dwarfed by the signage for Fannie May and Starbucks which are quite large.
Mr. Sivertsen explained that the signable area for Runner’s Edge is quite small compared to
most storefronts. It is limited by the medallions on either side of the spandrel.
Ms. Moss said the owner of Runner’s Edge hasn’t told her yet exactly the size and type of
sign he would like. The sign in the proposal is something he was considering.
Mr. Bradford said his preference would be to define a percent coverage allowed rather than
establish a prescriptive x and y dimension.
Mr. Elkins said after hearing Mr. Sivertsen’s explanation of the signable area for Runner’s
Edge he agreed that 20 square feet may be small, but he still wasn’t sure how much larger it
should be.
Mr. Bradford said he would like to see a graphic depiction of the sign currently permitted
and of the sign proposed. Without having dimensions of the signage, it is hard to
determine which size is appropriate.
Mr. Miller said if the ordinance was changed from an exact dimension to a percent
coverage what about the other storefronts where an exact dimension is proposed.
Mr. Bradford said each building is so unique that you have to tailor the regulations to each
storefront.
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked if there was enough information to make a recommendation at
this time.
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Ms. Moss said she’s not sure at this point what she wants, but she is sure that 30% is big
enough for No Man’s Land.
Ms. Moss asked if she would need to re-notice if the meeting were continued.
Mr. Bradford said re-noticing would not be required if the case were continued.
Mr. Elkins said he wanted to make sure the projecting signs were following the same
regulations as other projecting signs in the Village.
Mr. Sivertsen said the reference will be included in the text amendment.
Ms. Moss said No Man’s Land signage was proposed to cover 30% because that is what is
consistently permitted in most other parts of the Village.
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked if a blade sign might be more effective for people driving on
Sheridan Road.
Ms. Moss said it’s hard for traffic on Sheridan Road to see a 6 square foot projecting sign,
but she liked projecting signs. She has been told by many people that they never noticed
their sign at the corner.
Mr. Elkins said he doesn’t have an issue with the 30% coverage proposed, but does
understand the concern of the residents regarding the illumination. There’s also regulations
as to the amount of illumination and the time at which the signs may be illuminated. He
thought a properly illuminated blade sign could be effective.
Ms. Woleben-Meade said they should be able to illuminate the sign, otherwise it is useless
during the winter months. The Plunkett sign is externally illuminated and is attractive.
Mr. Bradford said he thinks he is comfortable with the 30%, but thinks there could be some
qualifiers placed upon the wall sign. They could specify the way it is illuminated and the
type of copy on the sign.
Ms. Moss said she is familiar with back-lit signs because they installed them for the
shopping center signage. That type of sign would be cost prohibitive for No Man’s Land.
Mr. Sivertsen said they could also propose an externally illuminated sign as previously
suggested by Ms. Woleben-Meade.
Mr. Miller suggested they might want to go with a back-lit sign to match what they already
have to provide a cohesive look.
Ms. Moss said she didn’t think the back-lit sign they had was very readable.
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Ms. Woleben-Meade asked the commission if given their goal of consistency in signage
among the same storefront if the existing back-lit sign would affect what gets approved for
the Sheridan Road frontage.
Ms. Moss asked what would happen if the French bakery at Central and 11th wanted to
come in and propose two different style signs on each of their storefronts.
Ms. Woleben-Meade said the commission would pull the case off the consent agenda and
discuss.
Mr. Elkins said they don’t have that ability with someone covered by local sign regulations.
That is why they are being so careful in their consideration. It’s their last chance to provide
their input.
Mr. Bradford said this typically comes up when the adjacent elevations and signs are
essentially the same, but because of the signable area being slighting different the signs are
not the same size. In those cases the commission has required the signs to be the same size.
In the case of No Man’s Land the angled front is radically different than the other
elevation.
Mr. Bradford said he thinks there’s some consensus. Most people are comfortable with
30% coverage for space 36 rather than a strict dimension. On building A, space 1, people
are starting to feel comfortable with 30% coverage, but maybe would like to see the copy
limited to the business name. However, he doesn’t feel there’s consensus on the lighting.
Mr. Elkins feels the sign needs to be illuminated, it’s just how it’s illuminated.
Ms. Woleben-Meade thought a sign like the one Starbucks had would be too bright for the
No Man’s Land storefront.
Mr. Bradford said his preference is to continue the case and get all of the information
requested so that there is a clear understanding of the request.
Mr. Elkins moved to continue Case 2016-SZC-02 to the December meeting. The motion
was seconded by Ms. Woleben-Meade. Voting yes: Acting Chairman Bradford, and
Commissioners Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Woleben-Meade. Voting no: none. The motion
carried.
VI. PUBLIC COMMENT
There were no public comments.
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VII. ADJOURNMENT
At 9:25 p.m., Mr. Elkins moved to adjourn the meeting. The motion was seconded by Ms.
Woleben-Meade. Voting yes: Acting Chairman Bradford, and Commissioners Collyer,
Elkins, Miller, Woleben-Meade. Voting no: none. The motion carried.
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1200 Wilmette Avenue
Wilmette, IL 60091
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT

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

December 1, 2016
To:

Chairman Sheridan and the Appearance Review Commission

From:

Lucas Sivertsen, AICP
Business Development Coordinator

Re:

Consent Agenda for December 5, 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
this item from the Consent Agenda, please bring it to my attention on Monday, December 5, 2016
and I will notify the petitioner to be present at the meeting to discuss the proposal.
2016-AR-45

Hoffmann Commercial Real Estate

825 Green Bay Road

The petitioner wishes to install two new awnings.
Sign Ordinance

Proposed Sign

A business use may display one valance
sign per awning.

No signage is proposed for the new awning.

The petitioner is proposing to install two new awnings. One awning will be installed on the side of
the building facing south. The other will be installed over a bay of windows on the front of the building
facing Green Bay Road. Both awnings are proposed to be installed just above the window header
in burgundy Sunbrella fabric.

Report to the Appearance Review Commission
from the
Department of Community Development
Case Number:

2016-AR-42

Property:

2601 Old Glenview Road

Zoning District:

R1-A, Single Family Residence District

Petitioner:

Westmoreland Country Club

Request:

The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to
relocate paddle courts, construct new paddle courts and construct
a new paddle hut.

Applicable Provisions of
Ordinances:

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

Meeting Date:

December 5, 2016

Date of Application:

October 25, 2016

Notices:

Legal Notice published Wilmette Beacon on November 17, 2016
Certificate of Posting dated, November 16, 2016
Affidavit of Personal Notice dated, November 20, 2016

Report Prepared By:

Lucas Sivertsen, AICP
Business Development Coordinator

Case 2016-AR-42
2601 Old Glenview Road

Description of the Property
The subject property is located in the R1-A, Single Family Residential, Zoning District. The surrounding
uses include single-family homes.

Description of Request
The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to relocate paddle courts, construct new paddle
courts and construct a new paddle hut.
The existing paddle area consists of a paddle hut and four paddle courts. Two of the paddle courts will
be shifted to accommodate the new site plan and two more courts will be added. The existing paddle
hut will be removed and replaced with a new paddle hut. New lighting will be added to the six courts
and the new building. A small amount of new landscaping will help screen the a/c units for the new
building.

Action Required
The Appearance Review Commission can grant an Appearance Review Certificate provided the application
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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Case 2016-AR-42
2601 Old Glenview Road
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
2.1 Architect’s Submittal (A6, A13 revised 12/2/16)

Case Minutes
November 7, 2016
Westmoreland Country Club

2601 Old Glenview Road
Preliminary Review

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2016-AR-42, 2601 Old Glenview Road, Westmoreland Country
Club, requesting a preliminary review of their Appearance Review Certificate request to
construct a paddle hut, modify two existing paddle courts and construct an additional two
courts. He said they will be attending a Zoning Board of Appeals hearing later in the month for
a variation and special use request. Before they attend that meeting they would like a
preliminary review of their project.
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Mr. Fitzgerald explained Westmoreland’s desire to expand their paddle courts which were
originally constructed over 20 years ago. He provided an overview of the plans submitted in
the packet. Material samples will be provided at the next meeting. The main club house
building and the auxiliary buildings on the site are all of similar vernacular. The proposed
paddle hut intends to reflect this vernacular. Clapboard siding is used throughout the campus.
He said the lighting fixture cut-sheets will be provided at the next meeting as they haven’t yet
selected the fixture.
Ms. Woleben-Meade said the applicant’s submittal was very complete. She noted, the pavers
for the viewing deck are concrete, however, most of the campus has bluestone or antique street
pavers.
Mr. Fitzgerald said they are still studying that part of the building. There is occupied space
below the viewing deck so they need to be sensitive to drainage and how the material will work
as a walking surface.
Ms. Woleben-Meade said bluestone works with pedestal systems.
Mr. Bradford asked where the trash containers would be located.
Mr. Fitzgerald said in keeping with the club’s policy on trash removal they will be picking up
trash daily from the hut with a cart. They will bring the trash to the centralized enclosure for
the entire campus next to the principal club house. There will not be a separate trash enclosure
for the courts or paddle hut.
Mr. Bradford asked for the location of the a/c units.
Ms. Toops said the a/c units could be found on Sheet A-2 next to the east side of the courts.
They are located where the new hicks yew shrubs are proposed.
Mr. Bradford asked about the lower level entry shown on Sheet A-6. He wanted to know the
material of the wall.
Mr. Fitzgerald said the wall would be concrete. They would likely put a skim coat over the
wall and paint it.
Mr. Miller said the street view of the building looked quite a bit like a church with the cupola
and weathervane just above the entrance. He wondered if they considered moving the cupola
back towards the center of the building.
Mr. Fitzgerald said the reason they located the cupola towards the front of the building is to
provide natural light in the lobby.
Mr. Talty added the club likes to place a lot of emphasis on the entrance to the main club house
and ancillary buildings. The cupola helps emphasize the entrance to the paddle hut.
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GX60-5 Retrofit Kit

INDUSTRIES

Features and Benefits
● Reduction of energy costs by up to 80%
● Built with high quality Cree, Nichia, and
Samsung LED chips.
● Patented technology that dissipates heat
outside of the fixture – patent #8807783
● Easy to install and no service required
for 5 years
● 10 year Limited Warranty, 5 years on driver
● Compatible with all existing light controls
● Retrofit kits available for all exterior and high
bay fixtures
● Input voltage options from 100-480V
● Built in surge protection
● Replaces 1000-1200W HID and Halogen
lamps
● IP65, IP66, IP67 rated
● 5 optic options
● Available in black, grey, white, and bronze
● Available colors: 2700K, 3000K, 3500K,
4000K, and 5000K
● Typical applications: Auto dealerships, large
parking lots, high security areas, sports centers

Specifications
● Total Lumens:

26,500

● Total Wattage:

295

● Lumens/watt:

90

● CCT:

5100K

● CRI:

75

● Life Expectancy:

200,000+ hours LED’s
60,000 hours-drivers

GX60-5 with optional recessed pan RP3

3001 N US Highway 12, Spring Grove, IL 60081

| 888-700-7815 | www.TheGreenerLED.com
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Report to the Appearance Review Commission
from the
Department of Community Development
Case Number:

2016-AR-44

Property:

1210 Central Avenue

Zoning District:

VC, Village Center

Petitioner:

International Bank of Chicago

Request:

The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to screen
a new roof top mechanical unit.

Applicable Provisions of
Ordinances:

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

Meeting Date:

December 5, 2016

Date of Application:

November 1, 2016

Notices:

Certificate of Posting dated, November 14, 2016

Report Prepared By:

Lucas Sivertsen, AICP
Business Development Coordinator

Case 2016-AR-44
1210 Central Avenue

Description of the Property
The subject property is located on the northwest corner of Central Avenue and Green Bay Road in the
Village Center Zoning District. Surrounding uses include an automobile dealership to the north, Union
Pacific railroad to the east across Green Bay Road, commercial retail uses to the south across Central
Avenue and townhomes to the west across an alley.

Description of Request
The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to screen a new roof top mechanical unit.
International Bank of Chicago lost their water-cooled air conditioning unit for the main floor of the
building late this summer. The owners chose to install a new roof top mechanical unit to replace the
antiquated water-cooled unit. Because new roof top mechanical equipment was being introduced to the
roof top screening was required. The applicant has chosen to propose a corrugated metal screening
system in a dark brown finish. The unit itself is located on the north end of the building. An attached
roof plan shows the location of the new root top unit.

Action Required
The Appearance Review Commission may grant an Appearance Review Certificate provided they
determine the proposal 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.
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Case 2016-AR-44
1210 Central Avenue
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.
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
2.1 North American Enclosures, Inc. submittal
2.2 Screening Cut-sheet
2.3 Roof Plan
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Spinnaker screening system is easily installed, requiring no complicated assembly or rooftop penetration, guaranteeing
an attractive custom appearance at less than a custom cost. Ideally suited for both Commercial or Industrial Applications

Simple, sturdy and attractive, a Spinnaker screening system provides a cost-effective method of protecting essential equipment
while remaining in compliance with local building codes.

WHATEVER YOUR ROOFTOP UNIT,
A SPINNAKER SCREENING SYSTEM PROVIDES:
•
•
•
•
•

Hinged panels with stainless steel spring latches
Expansion possibilities
Safe and easy service access
Attractive custom appearance
Additional accommodation for exhaust flues, economizers, etc.

AFFORDABLE AND ATTRACTIVE
• High quality materials
• Optional custom color matching, or Coordinating standard colors

Bone White

Cream

Dark Brown

White

Gray

* Colours shown above are representations only. These are not exact colour matches.

ROOFTOP SCREENING WAS NEVER EASIER
•
•
•
•
•

Attractive design
Easy, lightweight installation
Choice of style and colors
Flexible, strong and durable materials
Economical and affordable

For a well-defined, attractive, rooftop profile, plus all-weather protection for costly equipment, you can trust an affordable
Spinnaker Rooftop Screening System.

THE CHOICE OF CONTRACTORS, ENGINEERS AND BUILDING DESIGNERS. EACH SPINNAKER SCREENING
SYSTEM OFFERS EASY INSTALLATION AND PROTECTION WITHOUT ROOFTOP PENETRATION.

27 Leading Road, Etobicoke, Ontario M9V 4B7
Tel: 416-742-0598
Fax: 416-742-4251
Toll Free: 800–932–6210
Toll Free Fax: 800–903–7294

w w w. s p i n n a k e r i n d u s t r i e s . c o m

Unit Report For 25 AIR COOL
Project: - Untitled1
Prepared By:

07/11/2016
05:52PM

Unit Information
Tag Name:
..... •... ...... •..............25 AIR COOL
Model Number:............................................... 30RAP025
Condenser Type:................................Air Cool ed
Compressor Type:...............
.......Scroll
Nameplate Voltage:. .
............... 208/230-3-60
Quantity: ... . ..........
....... .................................2
Manufacturing Source:...............Charlotte, NC USA
Refrigerant:...................................................................R41 OA
Independent Refrigerant Circuits:.................................1
Capacity Control Steps:................................................... 22
Minimum Capacity:........ ........................ .....................17.0
Shipping Weight:.. ............................................ ............1328
Operating Weight: .........................................................1242
Unit Length:..........................................................................89
Unit Width:...............................................................................41
Unit Height:.............................................................................79

V-Ph-Hz

Accessories and Ins talled Options
Cooler Heater
Micro Channel
Low Sound
Digital Compressor
Single Point
Fixed Speed Condenser Fan
Remote Cooler Kit
Security Grilles/Hail Guards

%
lb
lb
in
in
in

AUG - 1 2016

Chiller Warranty Information (Note: for US & Canada only)
First Year - Parts Only (Standard)
Compressor Years 2-5 Parts Only

Ordering Information
Part Number
30RAP0255D-021 00

30RA-900---057
38AP-900---003

Packaged Chiller Builder NACO 3.49q

Description
Packaged Chiller
Base Unit
Cooler Heater
Micro Channel
Low Sound
Digital Compressor
Single Point
Fixed Speed Condenser Fan
Remote Cooler Kit
Security Grilles/Hail Guards

Quantity

f

f

•

Page 1 of 7

Certified Drawing for 25 AIR COOL
Project: -Untitled1
Pre_pared By~

07111 /2016
05:52PM
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MECHANICAL ROOF PLAN- DEMO & NEW WORK

5'
0'
5'
10'

1210 CENTRAL AVE.
WILMETTE, IL 60091

INTERNATIONAL BANK OF CHICAGO
WILMETTE BRANCH

1200 WILMETTE AVENUE
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT

(847) 853-7550
FAX (847) 853-7701
TDD (847) 853-7634
EMAIL comdev@wilmette.com

December 2, 2016
To:

Chairman Sheridan and the Appearance Review Commission

From:

Lucas Sivertsen, Business Development Coordinator

Subject:

Westerfield Square, Preliminary Review

Westerfield Square is proposing to install new landscaping and fencing along their
Sheridan Road frontage and wish to receive a preliminary review. The application will
be at the December 5, 2016 meeting to present their request.

1200 WILMETTE AVENUE
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT

(847) 853-7550
FAX (847) 853-7701
TDD (847) 853-7634
EMAIL comdev@wilmette.com

Date:

December 2, 2016

To:

Chairman Sheridan and the Appearance Review Commission

From:

Lucas Sivertsen, Business Development Coordinator

Subject:

Request to Amend Plaza del Lago Local Sign Ordinance

Laura Moss of Plaza del Lago, LLC has requested a Zoning Ordinance text amendment
to permit the display of projecting signs and to increase the size of wall signs.
Background
A Local Sign Ordinance (LSO) is an agreement between a specific commercial area and
the Village of Wilmette that establishes specific sign standards for all businesses within
that area. Because the sign standards are so specific, individual sign applications that
follow the Local Sign Ordinance criteria can be reviewed and issued by Village staff
without needing ARC review.
The current LSO for Plaza del Lago does not permit projecting signs as are allowed in
other commercial districts. While wall signs are permitted the petitioner would like to
increase the permitted sign of wall signs for spaces 1 and 36. These spaces are occupied
by No Man’s Land Pizza and The Runner’s Edge, respectively.
Discussion
Space 1 (No Man’s Land)
The applicant would like to present several different alternatives to the sign presented at
the previous meeting. One option shows a projecting sign that is 4 feet wide by 8 feet tall
with a surface area of approximately 10.2 square feet. Another option shows a smaller
channel letter wall sign measuring 28.8 square feet with 24.8% coverage. A third option
shows a 34.8 square feet channel letter sign with 30% coverage. The applicant hopes to
present draft language reflecting these options at the meeting. Renderings of each one
of these signs are attached.

Space 36 (The Runner’s Edge)
The applicant wishes to display a wall sign in space 36 (Runner’s Edge) that covers 30%
of the signable area or a maximum size of 22.3 square feet. The attached proposal for
The Runner’s Edge is 20.85 square feet in area with a coverage of 28%.
Projecting Signs
The Zoning Ordinance allows projecting signs in Village Center, Linden Square, Ridge
Road, and Green Bay Road commercial districts. Projecting signs in these areas are
allowed a maximum area of 6 square feet and may project 4 feet from the face of the
building. They can be externally illuminated by spotlights, but are not allowed to be
internally illuminated like a channel letter. The petitioner would like the ability for the
tenants in the shopping center to display a projecting sign in place or a permitted wall
sign. The projecting signs would follow the same rules for design and size as other signs
in the Village.
The ARC may discuss the request and make a recommendation to the Village Board of
Trustees. Prior to making a recommendation staff can prepare a draft ordinance of the
Commission’s preferred design. The sign ordinance cannot be formally amended until
approved by the Village Board of Trustees.
Standards of Review
When making a recommendation to the Village Board, the ARC should consider how the
recommendation aligns with the Standards of Review for Zoning Ordinance Text
Amendments.
1. The extent to which the proposed amendment promotes the public health, safety
and welfare of the Village.
2. The relative gain to the public, as compared to the hardship imposed upon the
applicant.
3. The consistency of the proposed amendment with the Comprehensive Plan.
4. The consistency of the proposed amendment with the intent and general
regulations of the Zoning Ordinance.
5. Whether the proposed amendment corrects an error or omission, adds clarification
to existing requirements, or reflects a change in policy.
6. That the proposed amendment will benefit the resident of the Village as a whole,
and not just the applicant, property owner, neighbors of any property under
consideration, or other special interest groups, and the extent to which the
proposed use would be in the public interest and would not serve solely the interest
of the applicant.
7. Whether the proposed amendment provides a more workable way to achieve the
intent and purposes of this Ordinance, the Comprehensive Plan, or planned public
improvements.
8. The extent to which the proposed amendment creates non-conformities.

Attachments:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Letter from Chuck Southwick, dated November 29, 2016
Email from Gail Shorr, dated November 6, 2016
Letter from Don C. Clark, dated November 1, 2016.
Sign Rendering, No Man’s Land
Sign Rendering, The Runner’s Edge
Proposed text amendment

SURFACE AREA = 10.2 S.F.

COVERAGE = 24.8%

COVERAGE = 30%

2.77 ft

7.54 ft

APPENDIX A. PLAZA DEL LAGO LOCAL SIGN ORDINANCE
1.

RELATIONSHIP TO ARTICLE 16
All provisions regulating signage as established by Article 16 of Chapter 20 of the
Wilmette Village Code shall apply to Plaza del Lago except to the extent they are modified
herein.

2.

DEFINITIONS
Arcade. Building C as depicted in Figure Appendix A-1: Plaza Del Lago Map, which is
attached to and made a part of this ordinance.
Arch Sign. A wood sign suspended from the archway of Building D which is not
illuminated and does not exceed seventy-two (72) inches in length or twenty (20) inches in
height.
Development Signs. Ground, wall or arch signs which are erected by the Owner to identify
the shopping center, or which direct persons to various businesses or parking areas within
the shopping center.
Owner. Plaza del Lago, LLC, the owner of Plaza del Lago, or its successors in interest.

3.

BUILDING IDENTIFICATION
Sign regulations are herein established for activities in each building as depicted in Figure
Appendix A-1 through Figure Appendix A-8, which are attached hereto and made a part
of this Ordinance.

4.

GENERAL ALLOWANCES
A. All signs may be illuminated according to Article 16 of the Zoning Ordinance, unless
otherwise noted in this appendix.
B. When a tenant space demising or consolidation effects the Local Sign Ordinance the
owner shall be responsible for initiating an update to the Local Sign Ordinance within
three (3) months of the action.
C. A tenant may display a projecting sign instead of a wall sign anywhere a wall sign
is allowed per section 16.10.G (Projecting Signs) of this article.

5.

LIMITATION ON DISPLAY OF SIGNS
Signs displayed by activities within Plaza del Lago are limited to the following:
A. Activities in Building A, may display may display one of the following signs per
building frontage, where that frontage has storefront windows:
1. For all frontages except the frontage parallel to Sheridan Road, a wall sign
may be display within the signable area, not to exceed one-and-one-half (1½)
feet by ten (10) feet in dimension or 60% coverage of the signable area,
whichever is smaller.
2. An activity in space 1 with frontage parallel to Sheridan Road may display a
wall sign not to exceed 30% of the signable area along that frontage.
3. Activities in spaces 1 through 5 may display canopy or awning signs in
accordance with Section 16.10.B. (Awnings). Valance lettering on canopies and
awnings may include a logo.
BA. Activities in Building A and Building B, may display one of the following signs
per building frontage, where that frontage has storefront windows:
1. A wall sign erected within the signable area, not to exceed one-and-one-half (1½)
feet by ten (10) feet in dimension or sixty percent (60%) coverage of the signable
area, whichever is smaller. Wall signs facing 10th Street shall not be illuminated.
2. Canopy or awning signs in accordance with Section 16.10.B. (Awnings). Valance
lettering on canopies and awnings may include a logo.
CB. Activities located in Building C (Arcade) may not display any exterior signage.
This limitation does not apply to Development Signs, which are regulated by Section
7 of these regulations.
DC.

Activities located in Building D may display the following signs:

1. Activities located in spaces 23 through 30 of Building D may display one of the
following:
a. A non-illuminated or illuminated arch sign not to exceed seventy-two (72)
inches in length by twenty (20) inches in height as depicted in Figure Appendix
A-9: Arch Sign or
b. A permanent window sign in accordance with the regulations of 16.10.K
(Window Signs – Permanent). Such signs shall not be illuminated.

c. An activity located in space 31 of Building D may display an illuminated wall
sign in accordance with Section 16.10.J (Wall Signs).
d. An activity located in space 31A of Building D may display an illuminated sign
over the westerly most window of the north facade. The dimensions of the sign
shall not exceed one-hundred eighty (180) inches in length by forty (40) inches
in height. In addition, the activity may display a non-illuminated arch sign in
front of their entrance.
e. Wall signs facing Westerfield Drive and 10th Street are prohibited.
ED. Activities in Building E may display wall signs in accordance with the following
regulations:
1. An activity in space 32 may erect an illuminated wall sign five (5) feet tall by
fourteen-and-one-half (14½) feet wide with letters three-and-one-half (3½) feet
high within the white stucco area which is an architectural detail of the north façade
as depicted in Figure Appendix A-10: Unit 32 Sign.
2. An activity in space 33 may erect a wall sign not to exceed three-and-one-half (3½)
feet in height and twelve (12) feet in length, or sixty percent (60%) of the signable
area, whichever is less.
3. An activity in space 34 may erect a wall sign on the north and east facades of the
building. Such signs shall not exceed one-and-one-half (1½) feet in height and eight
(8) feet in length, or sixty percent (60%) coverage of the signable area, whichever
is less.
4. Wall signs facing Westerfield Drive and 10th Street are prohibited.
FE. Activities in Building F may display wall signs in accordance with the following
regulations:
1. An activity in space 35 may display one wall sign on each of the east and north
storefronts. Such signs shall not exceed three (3) feet in height by twelve (12) feet
in length.
2. An activity in space 36 may display one wall sign on the east storefront. Such sign
shall not exceed thirty percent (30%) coverage of the signable area. twenty (20)
square feet in area, and lettering and logos shall not exceed twenty-four (24) inches
in height.
3. An activity in space 37 may display one wall sign on each of the east and south
storefronts. The east facing sign shall not exceed three (3) feet in height by sixteen
(16) feet in length. The south facing sign shall not exceed twenty (20) square feet

in area and lettering and logos shall not exceed twenty-four (24) inches in height.
No sign facing Westerfield Drive shall be illuminated.
GF. Activities in Building G may display wall and valance signs with the following
regulations:
1. One wall sign per building frontage not to exceed twenty (20) square feet in area
and lettering and logos shall not exceed twenty-four (24) inches in height. No sign
facing north or west shall be illuminated.
2. Lettering on valance signs shall not exceed five (5) inches in height.
6.

TEMPORARY SIGNS
Temporary windows signs may be erected after prior approval and at the sole discretion of
the owner. However, the coverage of such signs is limited to thirty percent (30%) of the
window area.

7.

DEVELOPMENT SIGNS
The owner may display the following development signs to identify Plaza del Lago and its
tenants, and to direct persons through the parking area:
A. Identification Signage – Signs located at or near an entrance identifying the shopping
center are permitted as follows:
1. A sign in accordance with the wall sign coverage limitations of Section 16.10.J.7.
as depicted in Figure Appendix A-11: Identification Sign in lieu of the additional
informational ground signs that would be permitted with sufficient frontage under
Section 16.10.D.
2. A halo-lit sign over the 10th Street entrance may be displayed. The sign shall be
metal and installed upon a brick column on each side of the driveway. A minimum
clearance of fourteen (14) feet is required from the driveway surface to the bottom
of the sign. The sign lettering shall be no taller than eighteen (18) inches.
3. For all new Plaza identification signage, design drawings, and color and material
samples shall be submitted to the Appearance Review Commission for approval.
B. Directional Signage – As many directional signs as needed to guide persons throughout
the main parking area as well as to the parking areas along Westerfield, north parking
lot and arcade shops, containing an arrow and messages similar to “Arcade Shops &
Parking”, provided the sign shall not exceed seven-and-one-half (7½) square feet in
area as depicted in Figure Appendix A-12: Directional Sign.
C. Directory Signage – Signs listing the tenants of Plaza del Lago and their location are
permitted at various locations and sizes as follows:

1. Two (2) multi-tenant wall signs up to four-point-eight (4.8) square feet located at
each end of the canopy of building D, as shown in Figure Appendix A-13: Building
D Directory Sign.
2. One (1) multi-tenant wall sign up to fifty-five-point-five (55.5) Square feet located
at the southeast corner of building B, as shown in Figure Appendix A-14: SE Corner
of Building B.
3. Three (3) multi-tenant wall signs up to thirteen-point-eighty-eight (13.88) square
feet located on buildings A, F, and G, as shown in Figure Appendix A-15: Building
F Directory Sign.
4. One (1) multi-tenant wall sign up to eleven-point-twenty-three (11.23) square feet
located on the north side of building C, as shown in Figure Appendix A-16:
Building C Directory Sign.
5. One (1) multi-tenant wall sign up to three-point-sixty-eight (3.68) square feet
located at each end of building C, as shown in Figure Appendix A-17: Building C
Directory Sign.

FIGURE APPENDIX A-1: PLAZA DEL LAGO MAP

FIGURE APPENDIX A-2: BUILDING A

FIGURE APPENDIX A-3: BUILDING B

FIGURE APPENDIX A-4: BUILDING C

FIGURE APPENDIX A-5: BUILDING D

FIGURE APPENDIX A-6: BUILDING E

FIGURE APPENDIX A-7: BUILDING F

FIGURE APPENDIX A-8: BUILDING G

FIGURE APPENDIX A-9: ARCH SIGN

FIGURE APPENDIX A-10: UNIT 32 SIGN

FIGURE APPENDIX A-11: IDENTIFICATION SIGN

FIGURE APPENDIX A-12: DIRECTIONAL SIGN

FIGURE APPENDIX A-13: BUILDING D DIRECTORY SIGN

FIGURE APPENDIX A-14: SE CORNER OF BUILDING B

FIGURE APPENDIX A-15: BUILDING F DIRECTORY SIGN

FIGURE APPENDIX A-16: BUILDING C DIRECTORY SIGN

FIGURE APPENDIX A-17: BUILDING C DIRECTORY SIGN

