1200 Wilmette Avenue
Wilmette, IL 60091
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT

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

NOTICE OF MEETING
of the
APPEARANCE REVIEW COMMISSION
OF THE VILLAGE OF WILMETTE
Monday, January 8, 2018 at 7:30 P.M.
Village Board Conference Room
AGENDA

I.

Call to Order

II.

Approval of Minutes
Minutes of the Appearance Review Commission of December 4, 2017

III.

Cases
•
•
•

2017-AR-25, 1740 Lake Avenue, St. Joseph’s School, Sign Variation
2018-AR-01, 3201 Old Glenview Road, Wilmette Child Development Center,
Certificate
2018-AR-04, 319 3rd Street, Yevgeny Goncharov, Certificate

IV.

Public Comment

V.

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.

Draft 1/8/2018

VILLAGE OF WILMETTE
1200 Wilmette Avenue
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040
MEETING MINUTES
APPEARANCE REVIEW COMMISSION
MONDAY, DECEMBER 4, 2017
7:30 P.M.
SECOND FLOOR TRAINING ROOM
Members Present:

William Bradford, Chairman
Nada Andric
Mason Miller
Craig Phillips
Carrie Woleben-Meade

Members Absent:

Daniel Elkins

Guests:

Joseph McPhillips, 420 Linden, Unit 404

Staff Present:

Lucas Sivertsen, Business Development Coordinator

I.

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

II.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES; APPEARANCE REVIEW COMMISSION MEETING
OF NOVEMBER 6, 2017.
Mr. Phillips moved to approve the November 6, 2017 meeting minutes. The motion was
seconded by Mr. Miller. Voting yes: Chairman Bradford and Commissioners Andric,
Miller, Phillips, and Woleben-Meade. Voting no: none. The motion carried.
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III. CONSENT AGENDA
Ms. Woleben-Meade moved to grant an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2017-AR32, 1141 Greenleaf Avenue, Color Code Nails, Awning Sign. The motion was seconded
by Mr. Miller. Voting yes: Chairman Bradford and Commissioners Andric, Miller,
Phillips, and Woleben-Meade. Voting no: none. The motion carried.
IV. CASES
2017-AR-34
Linden-Ouilmette Condo Association

420 Linden Avenue
Appearance Review Certificate

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2017-AR-34, 420 Linden Avenue, Linden-Ouilmette
Condominium Association, for an Appearance Review Certificate to install light fixtures.
Mr. McPhillips stated he was the President of the Linden-Ouilmette Condominium
Association. He explained the association would like to replace two lower light fixtures
that are approximately 6 feet back from the sidewalk with two pole mounted fixtures in the
same location.
Mr. Bradford said it looks like the proposed light fixtures would not put off much
illumination and that they were more for esthetics.
Mr. McPhillips said the maximum power of each fixture was 40 watts.
Mr. Bradford asked how tall the light fixtures would be above grade.
Mr. McPhillips said they would be a total of 82 inches in height. He said there are no
ground level apartment units in their building. To the east is a coffee shop that typically
closes by 5:00 pm and to the west are vacant garden level offices.
Mr. Bradford asked for the finish color of the fixtures.
Mr. McPhillips said they were black.
Mr. Bradford said normally the Commission asks for a photometric plans that shows
lighting levels at the property line, but given the low wattage of the fixtures and their
distance from neighboring properties he did not feel that level of information was
necessary.
Mr. Miller moved to approve Case 2017-AR-34, 420 Linden Avenue, for an Appearance
Review Certificate as submitted. The motion was seconded by Ms. Woleben-Meade.
Voting yes: Chairman Bradford and Commissioners Andric, Miller, Phillips, and
Woleben-Meade. Voting no: none. The motion carried.
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V.

PUBLIC COMMENT
There were no additional public comments.

VI. NEW BUSINESS
Mr. Sivertsen said the proposal at 333 Ridge Road for a three story senior living facility is
a Planned Unit Development and was not required to be heard before the Appearance
Review Commission. In the past, the Village Board has recommended certain PUD
applications come to the ARC for a non-binding review, but that was not the case for the
current proposal.
Chairman Bradford said he second term on the ARC was expiring in May. If any
Commissioners know anyone that would be a good fit for the ARC please encourage them
to submit a talent bank questionnaire.
VII. ADJOURNMENT
At 7:43 p.m., Mr. Phillips moved to adjourn the meeting. The motion was seconded by
Ms. Woleben-Meade. Voting yes: Chairman Bradford and Commissioners Andric, Miller,
Phillips, and Woleben-Meade. Voting no: none. The motion carried.
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Report to the Appearance Review Commission
from the
Department of Community Development
Case Number:

2017-AR-25

Property:

1740 Lake Avenue

Zoning District:

R1-D, Single-Family Residential District

Petitioner:

St. Joseph’s School

Request:

The petitioner requests an 18 square foot sign area variation and
an Appearance Review Certificate to display a ground sign and
install new fencing and landscaping.

Applicable Provisions of
Ordinances:

20-3.5, Appearance Review Commission Powers
20-5.7, Appearance Review Certificate
20-5.5, Sign Variation Authority

Meeting Date:

September 11, 2017
January 8, 2018

Date of Application:

November 13, 2017

Notices:

Certificate of Posting dated, December 18, 2017
Published in the Wilmette Beacon, December 21, 2017
Affidavit of Personal Notice, December 21, 2017

Report Prepared By:

Lucas Sivertsen, AICP
Business Development Coordinator

Case 2017-AR-25
1740 Lake Avenue

Description of the Property
The subject property is located in the R1-D, Single-Family Residential District. The surrounding uses
include a two-story commercial use to the north, single-family homes to the east, an associated church across
Lake Avenue to the south, and a mix of commercial uses to the west.

Description of Request
The petitioner requests an 18 square foot sign area variation and an Appearance Review Certificate to
display a ground sign and install new fencing and landscaping.
The proposed ground sign is 28 square feet in area (7’w by 4’h). The zoning ordinance permits ground
signs for institutional uses in residential districts at a maximum of 10 square feet in area, therefore, an
18 square feet sign area variation is required.

Action Required
The Appearance Review Commission can grant an Appearance Review Certificate provided the applicant
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 2017-AR-25.
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.
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.
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Case 2017-AR-25
1740 Lake Avenue
Purpose of Ordinance:
A variation is in harmony with the purpose and intent of the Sign Ordinance.
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.
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Case 2017-AR-25
1740 Lake Avenue
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 of Survey
2.3 Proposed St. Joseph’s School Sign Site Plan
2.4 Proposed St. Joseph’s School Sign Elevations and Site Plan
2.5 Proposed St. Joseph’s School Sign Elevation and Fence Elevation
2.6 Lighting Specification Sheet

Case Minutes
September 11, 2017
St. Joseph’s School

1740 Lake Avenue
Preliminary Review

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2017-AR-25, 1740 Lake Avenue, St. Joseph’s School, for a preliminary
review of a request to install a ground sign at the corner of Lake Avenue and Ridge Road. He
explained that this request would require a sign variation for the size of the sign as well as for the
video display board as currently proposed.
Mr. Jay Harron said he is with the St. Joe’s Mens Club. The project is a joint effort by the Men’s
Club and parent school organization. They would like to change the image of that corner from a
chain link fence and backstop to something more appealing.
Mr. Mike Snyder said he is the landscape architect for the project. He’s been asked to come up with
the conceptual design for the sign as well as the landscaping and fence plan at the corner.
Mr. Elkins said the biggest thing for him would be the moving sign. He can only recall one such
request from his time on the Commission. It was not favorably received by the Commission and
the applicant ultimately decided not to pursue the request.
Mr. Harron said they are not wed to the moving sign.
Mr. Elkins also wondered what materials they were proposing.
Mr. Snyder said it would be stone and/or brick with a metal roof.
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Case 2017-AR-25
1740 Lake Avenue
Mr. Elkins asked if the four foot tall piers shown were proposed all along Lake Avenue or just at
the corner.
Mr. Harron said they would be going along Lake Avenue to the south to replace the chain-link.
Mr. Elkins said they will want to see a site plan showing where exactly the fence is proposed and a
drawing or photograph showing the detail and finish materials of the fence. They also would like
to see a brick sample, copper roofing sample if that ends up being part of the design, and additional
detailing of the sign itself.
Mr. Elkins wanted more information on the video sign if that was something they will be moving
forward with. He is somewhat familiar with the moving sign for Notre Dame on Dempster. That
is possibly a little different because it is just scrolling text rather than a video display. He likes
option #1 better because of the way it is oriented, although as a personal preference he likes the
elevation of option #2 because it is lower. While the sign ordinance might limit the sign to 10 square
feet in size, a larger sign would be acceptable at this intersection.
Ms. Woleben-Meade agreed she likes the orientation of option #1 better. She would like to see
information on how the sign would be illuminated.
Mr. Phillips asked if they thought about how their audience would be able to see the sign. It’s only
going to be seen from two directions.
Mr. Harron said he thought it would be best to have it facing southwest so it is visible to eastbound
and northbound traffic just as the current temporary signs face.
Mr. Bradford asked the applicant if they envisioned people sitting on the lower wall.
Mr. Snyder said that will likely happen.
Mr. Bradford said they should lower the height to 18 inches to provide a more comfortable seating
height. They wouldn’t necessarily need to lower the overall height of the sign, but at least the seat
wall.
Mr. Miller said they should also consider making the seat wall depth a little larger.
Ms. Woleben-Meade said she wasn’t sure about the mansard roof option for the sign. She thinks a
limestone cap might be a simpler option.
Mr. Bradford agreed a limestone cap would be a more elegant solution.
Mr. Harron said their long term thought was to possibly install a matching sign on the south side of
Lake Avenue for the church.
Mr. Bradford said that wouldn’t be too dissimilar to what St. Francis Xavier did on Linden Avenue.
Mr. Miller asked what the applicant meant by manual sign.
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Case 2017-AR-25
1740 Lake Avenue
Mr. Harron said it would be something where you could change out the letters manually rather than
a digital board where you program the message.
Ms. Woleben-Meade told the applicant they might want to look at the sign done by Winnetka
Covenant Church. They have a manual sign that is also backlit.
Mr. Elkins asked if all of their other marketing and signage would go away if they installed these
new signs.
Mr. Harron said he’s not sure if they’ve thought that through yet.
Mr. Snyder said he heard the code limits signs to 10 square feet, but that 40 square feet might be
appropriate. He wondered if there was a range that would be acceptable to the commission.
Mr. Elkins said there’s no hard and fast rule. Some of it is going to be based on the esthetics and
how it relates to the intersection.
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Report to the Appearance Review Commission
from the
Department of Community Development
Case Number:

2018-AR-01

Property:

3201 Old Glenview Road

Zoning District:

OR, Office research District

Petitioner:

Child Development Center

Request:

The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to add
new doorways and install new fencing and landscaping.

Applicable Provisions of
Ordinances:

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

Meeting Date:

January 8, 2018

Date of Application:

December 6, 2017

Notices:

Certificate of Posting dated, December 21, 2017

Report Prepared By:

Lucas Sivertsen, AICP
Business Development Coordinator

Case 2018-AR-01
3201 Old Glenview

Description of Request
The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to add new doorways and install new fencing
and landscaping.

Action Required
The Appearance Review Commission can grant an Appearance Review Certificate provided the applicant
meets the following standards of review:
Appearance Review Certificate Standards of Review
1. All sides of a structure receive design consideration.
2. If the side or rear of the structure faces a street, a residential use, or a property located in a
residential zoning district, the exterior materials used on the side or rear are comparable in
character and quality to the exterior materials used on the facade of the structure.
3. Materials used in the construction and design of the structure are of durable quality.
4. Mechanical equipment is located or screened so as not to be visible from surrounding streets
and properties.
5. The scale and placement of the structure on the site is appropriate to the proportion of the site
covered by the structure and the location of the structure in relation to its lot lines.
6. Building design and placement must take into consideration natural grade conditions, existing
vegetation, and other natural features.
7. Excessive similarity or dissimilarity in design in relation to surrounding or adjoining
structures is discouraged, including but not limited to building height, exterior materials,
building mass, roof line, and architectural features.
8. Design takes into consideration the relationship to the street and the pedestrian environment.
9. Parking, storage, and refuse areas are located and screened so as not to negatively affect
neighboring properties.
10. Landscape is designed to maintain existing mature trees and shrubs to the maximum extent
possible.
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.”
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Case 2018-AR-01
3201 Old Glenview
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 Applicant Submittal
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Report to the Appearance Review Commission
from the
Department of Community Development
Case Number:

2018-AR-04

Property:

319 3rd Street

Zoning District:

R2, Townhome Residence District

Petitioner:

Goncharov

Request:

The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to add
new windows and lighting.

Applicable Provisions of
Ordinances:

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

Meeting Date:

January 8, 2018

Date of Application:

December 19, 2017

Notices:

Certificate of Posting dated, December 21, 2017

Report Prepared By:

Lucas Sivertsen, AICP
Business Development Coordinator

Case 2018-AR-04
319 3rd Street

Description of Request
The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to add new windows and lighting.

Action Required
The Appearance Review Commission can grant an Appearance Review Certificate provided the applicant
meets the following standards of review:
Appearance Review Certificate Standards of Review
1. All sides of a structure receive design consideration.
2. If the side or rear of the structure faces a street, a residential use, or a property located in a
residential zoning district, the exterior materials used on the side or rear are comparable in
character and quality to the exterior materials used on the facade of the structure.
3. Materials used in the construction and design of the structure are of durable quality.
4. Mechanical equipment is located or screened so as not to be visible from surrounding streets
and properties.
5. The scale and placement of the structure on the site is appropriate to the proportion of the site
covered by the structure and the location of the structure in relation to its lot lines.
6. Building design and placement must take into consideration natural grade conditions, existing
vegetation, and other natural features.
7. Excessive similarity or dissimilarity in design in relation to surrounding or adjoining
structures is discouraged, including but not limited to building height, exterior materials,
building mass, roof line, and architectural features.
8. Design takes into consideration the relationship to the street and the pedestrian environment.
9. Parking, storage, and refuse areas are located and screened so as not to negatively affect
neighboring properties.
10. Landscape is designed to maintain existing mature trees and shrubs to the maximum extent
possible.
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.”
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Case 2018-AR-04
319 3rd Street
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 Applicant Submittal
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