
 
 

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 5, 2017 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 1, 2017 
III. Consent Agenda 

 2017-AR-14, 811-813 Ridge Road, Kerrigan Plumbing, Awning 
IV. Case 

 2017-AR-15, 2716 Old Glenview Road, Roemer Park, Appearance Review 
Certificate 

 2017-AR-16, 1618 Sheridan Road, 1618 Sheridan Road Condo Association, 
Appearance Review Certificate 

V. Public Comment 
VI. Adjournment 

William Bradford, 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 1, 2017  

7:30 P.M. 

SECOND FLOOR TRAINING ROOM 

 

 
Members Present: William Bradford, Chairman 

Nada Andric 
Daniel Elkins  
Mason Miller 
Craig Phillips 
Carrie Woleben-Meade    
 

Members Absent:  None 
 
Guests: Abraham Kelly, 50 Lakeview Parkway, Vernon Hills, IL 
 Julie Shelton, 732 11th Street, Wilmette, IL 
 Werner Brisske, 19349 W. Forest Lane, Mundelein, IL 
 Martina Stoycheva, 620 W. Belmont Avenue, Chicago, IL 
 Chris Vallace, 522 Forest Avenue, Wilmette, IL 
 
Staff Present:  Lucas Sivertsen, Business Development Coordinator 
 
 
I. CALL TO ORDER 

 
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 MARCH 6, 2017. 

 

Mr. Elkins moved to approve the March 6, 2017 meeting minutes as amended.  The motion 
was seconded by Mr. Phillips.  Voting yes:  Chairman Bradford and Commissioners 
Andric, Elkins, Miller, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 

 

III. CONSENT AGENDA 

 
Mr. Phillips moved to grant an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2017-AR-07, 723 
Ridge Road, Peterson Orthodontics, and Case 2017-AR-12, 114 Skokie Boulevard, ATI 
Physical Therapy.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Miller.  Voting yes:  Chairman 
Bradford and Commissioners Andric, Elkins, Miller, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: 
none.  The motion carried. 

 
 

IV. CASES 

 
2017-AR-11 732 11th Street 

Julie Shelton Appearance Review Certificate 
 
Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2017-AR-11, 732 11th Street, Julie Shelton for an Appearance 
Review Certificate to construct an attached pergola at the rear of an existing townhome 
unit. 
 
Mr. Abraham Kelly stated his company did the plans for Ms. Shelton’s project.  He 
presented the remodeling proposal to the Commission.  A new mortared bluestone terrace 
would be installed with a brick seatwall.  The pergola will be white painted cedar with a 
standing seam roof. 
 
Mr. Bradford asked if the roof of the pergola would match the existing building. 
 
Mr. Kelly said the roof of the pergola will match the roof of an existing bay window on the 
unit. 
 
Mr. Bradford said he noticed on the plan that an enclosure was proposed around the grill. 
 
Mr. Kelly said there would be a low wall around the grill which is proposed due to a 
grading issue.  The wall will form around the bluestone. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade said she would like to know the species of plants proposed so she can 
verify they are not considered invasive. 
 
Mr. Kelly said they were using Annabelle Hydrangea, Hosta, Rheinland Astilbe, Lamb’s 
Ear, Brunnera, and maybe some Salvias. 
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Ms. Woleben-Meade said those species sounded fine. 
 
Mr. Bradford suggested extending the drip line on the metal roofing past the seat wall. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade moved to approved Case 2017-AR-11, 732 11th Street, for an 
Appearance Review Certificate to construct an attached pergola and terrace at the rear of 
the existing townhome unit as submitted, with the notes that 1) the metal roofing extend 
past the seat wall, and 2) that the planting palate is not invasive per the standards of review.  
The motion was seconded by Mr. Elkins.  Voting yes:  Chairman Bradford and 
Commissioners Andric, Elkins, Miller, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The 

motion carried. 
 

 

2017-AR-10 808 Linden Avenue 

St. Francis Xavier School Appearance Review Certificate 
 
Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2017-AR-10, 808 Linden Avenue for a preliminary review of an 
Appearance Review Certificate request.  He stated the school was planning an expansion to 
their existing facilities and had requested a preliminary review before submitting for a 
formal review by the Commission.  The proposal will also need to go before the Zoning 
Board of Appeals for a special use and variation request.  That application has not yet been 
submitted. 
 
Mr. Chris Vallace said he was heading up the Capital Campaign Committee at St. Francis 
Xavier School to help fund the school’s expansion project.  He said St. Francis Parish has 
grown by 25% over the past ten years.  Education is a vital part of the parish.  The school 
serves children from kindergarten through eighth-grade with over 463 students enrolled.  
Ten years ago it was approximately 250 students, so they have outgrown their current 
facilities.  The reason for the presentation is to show where they are with their schematic. 
 
Mr. Bradford asked what their net gain in classrooms would be with the proposed addition. 
 
Mr. Vallace said the net gain will be five classrooms, but that doesn’t include the other 
rooms like the library that are being used to make do. 
 
Ms. Andric asked if this was their master plan for a certain period of time. 
 
Mr. Vallace said the addition is phase one of their master plan.  That will allow early 
childhood education to move from the Parish Community Center into the school.  Phase 
two will then be to remodel the community center to better accommodate parish functions.  
The timing of this project is tricky because they are trying to work within the limits of the 
school year. 
 
Mr. Werner Brisske provided a presentation of the proposed addition.  The plan includes 
demolishing the existing gymnasium which surrounds an existing courtyard on the north 



   Draft 6/5/2017 
  

 4 

side.  The courtyard would transition into an interior atrium space that will be open to the 
classroom area. 
 
Mr. Vallace said he wanted to add that there were a few spaces they were making do with.  
The library is being used as a classroom and they are using another space as a cafeteria. 
 
Mr. Brisske said they were proposing precast panels with inlaid brick so that they can fit 
the exterior construction within the school’s summer recess.  It’s a natural clay brick that is 
inlaid into the panel.  They used a similar brick on the west end addition to the Glenview 
Police Station.  The classroom area would be a post and beam type construction.  In the 
gymnasium the precast vertical panels would be the loadbearing members.  A pitched metal 
roof would span the existing building to the new gymnasium. 
 
Ms. Andric asked what would happen to the mosaic. 
 
Mr. Brisske said one of the options was to move it into the atrium area.  They would like to 
save the mosaic and are looking at their options.  They’re not sure how it was constructed.  
The building drawings don’t show it. 
 
Mr. Vallace said that part of the building was built in 1955, but he’s not sure when the 
mosaic was added.  The mosaic means a lot to the parish so they want to keep it. 
 
Ms. Andric said the building appeared to have a consistent limestone finish all around it 
which matched the church.  There was a careful planned approach to use limestone in 
previous construction and now the limestone is disappearing with the proposed addition. 
 
Mr. Vallace said they were looking at the efficiency of construction when determining the 
materials used.  Timing is a big part of their plans. 
 
Ms. Andric said the problem with using precast panels is that they don’t look as good after 
50 years.  The existing limestone on the building looks wonderful.  They have a real gem in 
the existing building and the proposed addition is becoming more industrial.  The precast 
panel is a third element they are adding to the campus.  It is not limestone or brick.  She 
said the Women’s Club of Wilmette is rebuilding with limestone.  They cut the limestone 
so as to extend the amount of limestone they could use. 
 
Mr. Bradford said since they are using inlaid brick already, they could decide to use more 
inlaid brick in place of the precast finish.  That would help the addition tie more closely 
into the existing buildings on campus.  He understands the desire for the school to want to 
use precast panels to assist in helping the efficiency of construction, now they just need to 
find a way to work with the precast panels to that they fit in better with the existing 
campus. 
 
Mr. Brisske said some of that can be done with additional articulation or scoring. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked if the neighbors have seen the drawings yet. 
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Mr. Vallace said some of the neighbors have seen the drawings. 
 
Mr. Miller said they should deemphasize the heavy vertical lines on the precast panels.  
There will be lines in the joints, but finding a way to deemphasize the lines will improve 
the look of the building. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked what the neighbors who have seen the proposal have said. 
 
Mr. Vallace said the neighbors who will be the most impacted will be the ones to the east.  
They will be additionally impacted because their building is a nonconforming structure that 
is two feet off the property line.  The structure closest to the property line was a garage 
which they received a variation to make it attached. 
 
Mr. Phillips assumed the building will be air conditioned so they should show where the 
units are going and show how they will be screened either by extending the parapet or 
providing a separate screen. 
 
Mr. Brisske asked how high the screening needed to be. 
 
Mr. Bradford said it needed to be a full height screen, not just line of sight from the ground. 
 
Ms. Andric asked for the finish on the Linden Avenue façade. 
 
Mr. Brisske said the Linden Avenue side will remain the same.  The perspective and 
elevations of the existing building were not complete.  They only show the massing of the 
building. 
 
Mr. Bradford said when they come back to the Commission, they need to provide all four 
elevations.  They also need to render the existing elevations at the same level of detail as 
the proposed addition.  It’s hard to see how the new is fitting in with the old on the current 
drawings. 
 
Mr. Elkins said they needed to see the mechanical equipment and their screening, lighting 
and cut-sheets, photometrics, landscape plans, fencing, exterior materials (window framing, 
coping, trim, glass).  Regarding the look of the proposal he tends to agree with some of his 
fellow commissioners.  His firm works a lot with precast.  They do acid etched and light 
sandblasted.  While it can be a wonderful material, over time it tends to not age well.  It 
needs to be well maintained.  Some of their contractors have done form liners that gave the 
panels almost of split faced texture.  He appreciates their effort to find a middle ground 
between the limestone and brick, but his feeling is that it should be more brick and less 
‘stone’ if the stone is going to be precast. 
 
Mr. Bradford said he cannot support the north and the east elevations as proposed.  They 
looks too industrial and too monolithic.  The clearstory windows on the gymnasium need 
more work.  He thinks there’s a way they can look more like the punched windows on the 
existing school building.  He also thinks the sloped roof over the gathering space needs to 
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be studied further.  It looks unresolved and doesn’t join well with the rest of the building.  
On the west elevation, the second floor windows extend the entire length of the precast 
panel while the first floor the windows are divided by a central precast piece.  He thinks 
bringing the division on the first floor up to the second floor would help.  It would bring 
down the scale of the windows to be more in line with the existing building. 
 
Mr. Elkins said he agrees with Chairman Bradford on the windows.  He thinks the 
clearstory windows on the south elevation need to be increased in height so as to take into 
advantage the natural light. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked Mr. Sivertsen for the landscape variations that were requested. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said staff has not yet done a complete review of the project since the plans 
were only preliminary, but the potential variations would be for a buffer yard variation on 
the east yard and a landscape screening for the perimeter of the parking lot.  They first need 
to find out how much work is proposed to the parking lot.  That will determine which 
landscape requirements are triggered. 
 
Mr. Bradford asked if there would be an increase to the impervious surface coverage. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen thought the site was pretty well already paved in the areas of planned work. 
 
Ms. Andric said the massing on the east elevation looked very industrial.  It’s a wonderful 
area around the existing school, but the proposed building is very large for a residential 
area.  It was important to soften the exterior.  She would encourage them to talk with the 
Women’s Club of Wilmette to see how they are using limestone. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen asked the applicant if the area between the proposed addition and the east 
property line would continue to be used as a playground. 
 
Mr. Brisske said the area was used for the school’s early childhood students. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said that’s going to limit the amount and size of landscaping they would 
place in that area.  He wondered if the applicant’s had thought about how they were going 
to landscape that area. 
 
Mr. Bradford said the basic planning was sound they just needed to do some work on the 
building envelope. 
 
Mr. Phillips said he has worked a lot with precast panels and he thinks the inlaid brick can 
look really nice.  There are some things that can help soften the exterior like playing with 
some of the planes, columnar landscaping, and including some elements from the existing 
buildings.  He suggested the sandblasted finish over the acid etched.  He said if they are 
going to put mortar in the joints between the brick that it starts to look more like traditional 
brick. 
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Mr. Sivertsen said they should provide a sample of the brick and take a photo of it next to 
the existing brick. 
 

 

V. PUBLIC COMMENT 

 
There were no additional public comments. 
 
 

VI. NEW BUSINESS 

 
Mr. Sivertsen said the regularly scheduled meeting falls on July 3, 2017.  He asked if the 
Commissioners would prefer to move the meeting to July 10 or June 26.  The general 
consensus was July 10, but Mr. Sivertsen said he would email the Commissioners for their 
availability. 
 

 
VII. ADJOURNMENT 

 
At 8:40 p.m., Mr. Elkins moved to adjourn the meeting.  The motion was seconded by Mr. 
Phillips.  Voting yes:  Chairman Bradford and Commissioners Andric, Elkins, Miller, 
Phillips, 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 1, 2017 
 
To:  Chairman Bradford and the Appearance Review Commission 
 
From:   Lucas Sivertsen, AICP 
  Business Development Coordinator 
 
Re:  Consent Agenda for June 5, 2017 
 
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 5, 2017 and I 
will notify the petitioner to be present at the meeting to discuss the proposal. 
 
2017-AR-14 Kerrigan Plumbing/Zier’s Meats 811-813 Ridge Road 
 
The petitioner’s wish to replace their fabric awning and display valance signage. 
 

Sign Ordinance Proposed Sign  

Businesses may display a sign on their 
valance in addition to a primary sign. 

The businesses are proposing to display their 
name on the valance in front of their respective 
business storefronts. 

Lettering is allowed up to 5 inches in height. The proposed lettering is 5 inches in height. 

 
The petitioners are replacing the fabric on their existing retractable awnings.  As part of the work 
each business wishes to display their business name in white lettering. 
 
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: 2017-AR-15 

 
Property: 2716 Old Glenview Road 
 

Zoning District: R1-A, Single-Family Detached Residence District 
 

Petitioner: Wilmette Baseball Association 
 

Request: The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to install 
a new fence along the north and east perimeters of the property. 

 

Applicable Provisions of 20-3.5, Appearance Review Commission Powers 
Ordinances: 20-5.7, Appearance Review Certificate 
 

Meeting Date:    June 5, 2017 
 
Date of Application: May 22, 2017 
 
Notices:    Certificate of Posting dated, May 19, 2017 
 
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-A, Single-Family Detached Residence Zoning District.  The 
surrounding uses include single-family detached residences. 
 
Description of Request 

The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to install a new fence along the north and east 
perimeters of the property. 
 
Existing fencing is located along the north and east perimeter of the park, however, most of that fencing 
is located on neighboring properties.  The petitioner would like to install a new 6 foot tall board on board 
fence along the north property line and a portion of the east property line.  On the north side the fence 
jogs around following the property lines and accommodating existing vegetation.  Along the east 
property line the fence jogs to accommodate an existing tree and then meets up with an existing chain 
link fence.  The fence will be made of unstained natural 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. 
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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 Aerial Map 
2.2 Plat and Site Plan 
2.3 Fence Catalogue Sheet 
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Report to the Appearance Review Commission 
from the  

Department of Community Development 
 

Case Number: 2017-AR-16 

 
Property: 1618 Sheridan Road 
 

Zoning District: R4, Multi-Family Residence District 
 

Petitioner: 1618 Sheridan Road Condo Association 
 

Request: The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to install 
a new fence around an existing retaining wall. 

 

Applicable Provisions of 20-3.5, Appearance Review Commission Powers 
Ordinances: 20-5.7, Appearance Review Certificate 
 

Meeting Date:    June 5, 2017 
 
Date of Application: May 18, 2017 
 
Notices:    Certificate of Posting dated, May 19, 2017 
 
Report Prepared By: Lucas Sivertsen, AICP 
 Business Development Coordinator 
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Description of the Property 

The subject property is located in the R4, Multi-Family Residence Zoning District.  The surrounding uses 
include multi-family residential uses to the northwest and southeast, and a mixed use building to the 
southwest across Sheridan Road. 
 
Description of Request 

The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to install a new fence around an existing 
retaining wall. 
 
An existing retaining wall accommodating a ramp to a below grade garage is located on the southeast 
side of the property.  The petitioner wishes to install a fence on top of the concreate retaining wall to 
protect people from falling over the wall onto the ramp below.  The proposed fence is a 42 inch tall 
wrought iron fence that will match the existing wrought iron fence on the property.  It will be the same 
finish, and design but will be 42 inches in height rather than 60 inches in height. 
 
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. 
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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 Aerial Map 
2.2 Plat and Site Plan 
2.3 Description of Request 
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