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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, JANUARY 6, 2020  

7:30 P.M. 

SECOND FLOOR TRAINING ROOM 

 

 

Members Present: Charles Smith, Chairman  

Nada Andric 

Richard Brill 

Devan Castellano  

Mason Miller  

Jeffery Saad 

 

Members Absent:  Doug Johnson 

 

Guests: Ryan O’Donnell, 1146 Wilmette Avenue 

 Glenn Keefer, 1146 Wilmette Avenue 

 Dan Magestro, 2114 Lake Avenue 

 Barb Bischoff, 1223 Washington Avenue 

 Rich Deleo, 1710 Central Avenue 

 Michael Piskule, 444 Skokie Boulevard 

 Mariah DiGrino, 126 Central Park Avenue 

 David O’Donoghue, 2419 Thornwood Avenue 

 Richard Rubens, 2818 Blackhawk Road 

 Sharon Block, 1240 Central Avenue 

 Mimi Manding, 1240 Central Avenue 

 Dorothy Dygos, 1238 Central Avenue 

 Justin Sheperd, 930 Seneca Road 

 

Staff Present:  Lucas Sivertsen, Business Development Coordinator 
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I. CALL TO ORDER 

 

Chairman Smith called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 

 

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES; APPEARANCE REVIEW COMMISSION MEETING 

OF DECEMBER 2, 2019. 

 

Mr. Miller moved to approve the December 2, 2019 meeting minutes as amended.  The 

motion was seconded by Mr. Brill.  Voting yes:  Chairman Smith and Commissioners 

Andric, Brill, Castellano, Miller, and Saad.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 

III. CONSENT AGENDA 

 

Mr. Brill moved to grant an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2020-AR-01, 332 

Ridge Road, Artis, Wall Sign.  The motion was seconded by Ms. Castellano.  Voting yes:  

Chairman Smith and Commissioners Andric, Brill, Castellano, Miller, and Saad.  Voting 

no: none.  The motion carried. 

 

IV. CASES 

 

2019-AR-43 Ryan O’Donnell 

1146 Wilmette Avenue Appearance Review Certificate 
 

Mr. Ryan O’Donnell provided an overview of the revisions made to their plans.  The crown 

molding, trim and base molding have been removed from the plan.  Instead, a thin black 

granite base is proposed.  They are proposing to paint the existing brick.  The light fixtures 

that were proposed underneath the awning were removed from the plans.  The planters 

would be filled with velvet boxwood. 

 

Mr. Glenn Keefer said they decided to replace the light fixtures so that all the bulbs would 

be an incandescent bulb instead of varying LED bulbs. 

 

Mr. Smith asked what led them to propose incandescent bulbs instead of LED. 

 

Mr. O’Donnell said they liked the warm glow of incandescent. 

 

Ms. Castellano asked if the applicant would run into any energy code issues if they used 

only incandescent bulbs. 

 

Mr. Keefer said he didn’t think they would. 

 

Ms. Andric said she thought they could find LED bulbs that would give a warm glow they 

were looking for.  In the future it will be difficult to find incandescent bulbs. 

 

Mr. Miller asked if they were proposing to replace the existing storefront doors. 
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Mr. O’Donnell said the existing storefront doors would remain.  They would add mullions 

to the glass to give them a divided light feel. 

 

Ms. Andric said their storefront is coplanar with the Pediatric Center building to the east.  

She wanted to know how were proposing to separate the two storefronts. 

 

Mr. O’Donnell said there was an existing reveal between the two storefronts which acted as 

a natural break. 

 

Ms. Castellano asked where the black granite was being used. 

 

Mr. O’Donnell said there was going to be a slab of granite at the base of the storefront with 

a cap on top and bottom. 

 

Mr. Smith recommended it be thicker than the 1 ¼ inch thickness shown in the plan. 

 

Mr. O’Donnell said they will use something closer to the sample, 1 ½ to 2 inches thick. 

 

Mr. Saad asked if they were proposing to do a closed or open ended awning. 

 

Mr. O’Donnell said they were proposing an open ended awning with straight edged 

valance. 

 

Mr. Brill moved to approve Case 2019-AR-43, granting an amended Appearance Review 

Certificate based off the plans and samples presented.  The motion was seconded by Mr. 

Miller.  Voting yes:  Chairman Smith and Commissioners Andric, Brill, Castellano, Miller, 

and Saad.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 

2019-AR-11 Orren Pickell Design Group 

444 Skokie Boulevard Appearance Review Certificate 
 

Mr. Mike Piskule presented the modification they were proposing to their existing 

Appearance Review Certificate.  During construction they decided to modify the cladding 

material to a synthetic material that comes in linear planks that will accomplish that same 

goals as the previous material. 

 

Mr. Saad asked if the manufacturer of the cladding material offers a concealed fastener. 

 

Mr. Piskule said they do offer concealed fasteners. 

 

Mr. Piskule explained the “crumple zone” shown on the plans. 

 

Mr. Miller moved to approve Case 2019-AR-11, 444 Skokie Boulevard, granting an 

amended Appearance Review Certificate to modify the cladding material.  The motion was 

seconded by Mr. Saad.  Voting yes:  Chairman Smith and Commissioners Andric, Brill, 

Castellano, Miller, and Saad.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 
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 Optima Inc. 

1210 Central Avenue Non-binding Design Review 
 

Mr. Sivertsen stated the Village has received a Planned Unit Development application for a 

project at 1210 Central Avenue.  The case has been scheduled to be heard by the Plan 

Commission on Tuesday, January 7, 2020.  Prior to that meeting staff had asked the 

applicant if they would be willing to attend a non-binding review with the Appearance 

Review Commission.  The Appearance Review Commission is not typically part of the 

formal Planned Unit Development review process, however, the applicant has agreed to 

attend the meeting.  The intent of the meeting is for the Commission to provide comment 

on the proposal given their expertise in design review.  While questions from the public are 

welcome, the formal public input portion of the review process will be part of the Plan 

Commission hearing. 

 

Mr. Mark Segal introduced himself, Mr. Bill Duke and Mr. Matt Cison as Senior Vice 

Presidents with Optima, Incorporated. 

 

Mr. Segal presented Optima’s background.  They are unique in that they act as the 

developer, architect, general contractor and operator.  After providing some background 

into the company Mr. Segal presented the plans that were submitted to the commission.  In 

addition to the plans included in the case report, Mr. Segal provided the commission with a 

drawing titled Context Exterior Elevation that showed the heights of the proposed building 

compared to the existing building at 611 Green Bay Road.  He discussed the context of the 

surrounding area and stated the access points into the alley were designed to be in the same 

location as the existing property so as to not alter vehicular access into the alley. 

 

Mr. Bill Duke presented the floor plans and elevations. 

 

Mr. Smith asked for clarification on the roof plan.  He wanted to know what the area shown 

in green outside of the roof terrace was proposed to be. 

 

Mr. Duke said that area would be roof membrane, not a green roof.  The dotted area would 

be landscaping and the five trees would be set in raised planters.  The planters are not 

delineated on the plan. 

 

Mr. Smith asked if the public parking area and private parking area would be separated by 

a wall. 

 

Mr. Duke said there was not a wall drawn in the plans, however, they would intend on 

separating the two spaces with some type of block wall. 

 

Mr. Smith asked if they were proposing a door where vehicles accessed the public parking 

area from the alley. 
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Mr. Segal said there would be a door, but it would not require security to provide access for 

both the public and residents of the building.  There will be a parking availability indicator 

to show how many public spaces are available before vehicles enter the parking garage. 

 

Ms. Castellano asked for the length of the stone panel wall along Central. 

 

Mr. Duke said it would be approximately 110 to 125 feet in length.  The stone panels 

would be installed on a wall and the clearstory windows would rest on that wall.  In other 

areas it would act like a fence where the building is setback to provide an outdoor patio for 

the residential units on the first floor.  The stone wall is proposed at seven feet, six inches. 

 

Mr. Saad asked for the elevation showing the rooftop amenity space, penthouse and 

elevator overrun.  The dimensions were listed on the elevations, however, the structures 

were not shown. 

 

Mr. Segal said they were lightened to indicate they were setback from the roof, however, 

they are so light that they don’t show up well. 

 

Mr. Duke said the glass that they were proposing for the project has a light bronze aspect to 

it. 

 

The concrete slabs will be capped with a dark brown metal 

 

Mr. Smith asked where the railing on the roof top would be installed. 

 

Mr. Duke said it would be located at the edges of the gray areas labeled roof terrace, inside 

of the planters drawn as a multicolored band. 

 

Ms. Andric asked how the area delineated on the roof plan as HVAC would be screened. 

 

Mr. Duke said the area would be finished with a metal panel wall using the same color of 

metal that is used for the spandrels.  The detail of the wall does not show up in the 

elevation. 

 

Mr. Smith said one of the zoning reliefs they are requesting is for the first floor height.  The 

proposal shows a height of 13 feet rather than the required 14 feet. 

 

Mr. Duke said because of the mechanical systems they are using they are able to 

accommodate a 10 foot finished ceiling height.  According to some of the businesses they 

have asked, that ceiling would be acceptable to them. 

 

Mr. Smith said his concern is not only the ceiling height, but also the amount of 

transparency and storefront you see on Green Bay Road.  It’s about the pedestrian 

experience as well. 
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Ms. Castellano said she appreciates the pedestrian experience proposed along Green Bay 

Road and said that was actually one of her concerns along the proposed Central Avenue 

frontage.  Central Avenue is extremely busy.  Kids from McKenzie and commuters are 

heavily using that portion of Central.   Having a 120 foot long wall is counter intuitive to 

providing a pedestrian friendly feel.  Having transparency and visual interest is important 

along that wall. 

 

Ms. Castellano asked if there were dwelling units on the first floor along Washington 

Avenue (the block north of Central Avenue) and if that was allowed. 

 

Mr. Segal said that having residential on the first floor is an exception they were seeking. 

 

Mr. Smith agreed with Ms. Castellano that the stone wall along Central Avenue was 

problematic.  He asked if the first floor plan was showing actual dwelling units or areas 

dedicated for residential accessory uses. 

 

Mr. Segal said there were a total of 9 residential dwelling units programed for the first 

floor. 

 

Ms. Andric asked how the applicant thought the project would be contributing to the 

surrounding district. 

 

Mr. Segal said they spent a lot of time reviewing the Village’s master plan for the 

downtown.  The project is adding density in a transit oriented development which will 

provide energy and activity for businesses.  By wrapping the commercial frontage around 

the corner onto Central Avenue they were attempting to provide a more pedestrian feel.  

They had concern that additional commercial tenant space on Central would be difficult to 

lease in the current environment. 

 

Mr. Smith asked if the applicant had considered a community use rather than a commercial 

use along the Central Avenue frontage if occupancy was their concern. 

 

Mr. Segal said they had some discussion with a community type use however that use did 

not work out. 

 

Mr. Smith said even if that particular tenant didn’t work out he encourages them to find an 

active use for that space that would be contributing to the Village.  It would be a dead zone 

as proposed. 

 

Ms. Andric said she had concern about the large wall of glass along Green Bay.  Inevitably 

a commercial tenant will want to use the storefront for storage or some other back of house 

type purpose.  With that much glass you can’t always put on a nice face to the street. 

 

Mr. Segal said one of the benefits of the company is that they are so integrated.  They will 

be holding on to the property and managing the building so that those types of things don’t 

happen. 
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Ms. Andric asked how the commercial tenant space would be divided up. 

 

Mr. Segal said they envisioned a division into two spaces.  Approximately 5,000 square 

feet on the southern portion at the corner and 2,300 on the other side of the retail elevator. 

 

Ms. Andric asked what type of image they are wanting to convey to the Metra passengers 

and vehicles traveling on Green Bay Road.  The proposed building is a wonderful 

contemporary design and she thanked them for their work, but she didn’t know where they 

were going and how the design would work with buildings to the north once they are 

redeveloped.  The first floor needs to project the same image as the rest of the building 

regardless of who is occupying the commercial space.  This happens by looking at the 

storefront glass, lighting, and signage.  She thinks this project will be a great addition to the 

Village and she wanted the applicant to make sure they do the best they can. 

 

Mr. Brill asked if the setbacks meet Village Code. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said the required setback along Green Bay Road was 5 feet and the required 

setback on the rear was 25 feet.  The setback on Central Avenue was actually a build-to-

line that requires the building to be on the property line. 

 

Mr. Saad asked what type of glass was on the north side of the building adjacent to the 

other property. 

 

Mr. Duke said that would be back painted spandrel glass so it would be opaque. 

 

Mr. Saad asked if this particular bronze glass was used in a local building so they could see 

an example in person. 

 

Mr. Duke said he didn’t know of a building, but could find some examples. 

 

Mr. Saad said the renderings looked nice however, he was concerned that the glass 

wouldn’t be ask reflective as depicted in the drawing.  For example, the stone in the 

rendering looks like a darker burnt umber, but the material sample presented looks more 

pink. 

 

Mr. Brill asked what type of landscaping they were proposing.  He wanted to know what 

they were doing to soften the look of the building. 

 

Mr. Duke said they have worked closely with the Village Forester and received specific 

recommendations on what species to use which are reflected in the plans.  They typically 

plan to plant 4 inch caliper trees, however, the Village Forester requested the trees not 

exceed 2 inches in caliper at planting due to the size of the tree pits. 

 

Mr. Brill said they were proposing rental units.  He wondered how much in rent they would 

be asking for the typical unit. 
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Mr. Segal said the average two bedroom unit would be rented for $5,000 per month. 

 

Mr. Smith said he would like to open up the meeting to questions from the public. 

 

Ms. Mimi Manding, 1240 Central Avenue, said she was the president of the townhome 

association next to the proposed development.  She asked if there was a rendering of what 

the building would look like from the alley. 

 

Mr. Segal said the stone panel system would wrap around to the alley for approximately 

two thirds of the building.  Then the access to the garage and loading area would be brown 

metal finished in a brown color to match the other metal on the building. 

 

Ms. Manding asked about the width of the sidewalk along Central Avenue. 

 

Mr. Segal they didn’t plan on reducing the width of the sidewalk.  He thought the building 

will actually be enhancing the safety of the sidewalk.  The curb cuts along Central will be 

closed off completely. 

 

Mr. Dan Magestro, 2114 Lake Avenue, said he was impressed with the meeting.  He asked 

the applicant what it was about Wilmette’s character that led to the brown glass and 

concrete slab design.  The other inner suburbs have more of a traditional brick design.  

Functionally he likes the proposal, however, he is not sure about the design. 

 

Mr. Duke said the terraces provide a lot of shade and texture to the building.  They like the 

complexity and diversity of styles that can coexist.  They think it helps to provide a richer 

environment.  In walking around downtown Wilmette they see quite a mixture of styles. 

 

Mr. Magestro said he wanted to know how the commissioners feel about the overall 

appearance of the building versus how they envisioned Green Bay Road might be 

redeveloped over the next several years. 

 

Mr. Saad said he likes the proposal aesthetically.  He feels the developer of the project at 

611 Green Bay that was constructed a couple of years ago went with lower quality 

materials and did not account for all sides of the building with the same level of quality.  

He appreciates the level of thought Optima has put into all sides of the building.  The 

bronze glass is very trendy right now, but he worries the glass could look dated.  That was 

the reason he requested to see examples of where the proposed type of glass has been used.  

He thinks of Southfield, Michigan, where there are gold towers done in the 1980’s that now 

look terrible.  Since the majority of the project is glass, the glass needs to look great.  That 

is his biggest concern. 
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Mr. Miller said the glass was his biggest fear as well., although, he thinks it could be 

interesting as proposed.  Compared to other north shore communities Wilmette is diverse in 

many ways including its architectural style.  Other communities have a distinct style which 

Wilmette doesn’t have.  The building has a nice scale to it and he thinks it will be a nice 

project. 

 

Ms. Andric asked if there would be any consistent window covering in the building. 

 

Mr. Segal said they will have a roller shade for each unit in a consistent color.  It will likely 

be darker than white. 

 

Mr. Rich Deleo, 1710 Central Avenue, asked why the architect proposed recessed 

balconies at the corner rather than continuing the glass to the corner. 

 

Mr. Duke said they liked the way it opened up the intersection.  It also helps to break up the 

building. 

 

Mr. Deleo said he would be worried about residents putting furniture out on the balcony. 

 

Mr. Duke said they decided to construct the balcony with a series of angled metal panels to 

screen the balcony, however, because they are angled down the occupant would still be 

able to see down. 

 

Mr. Deleo said he was concerned with the stone wall proposed to extend all the way to the 

alley.  It would block sight lines and cause a conflict between vehicles and pedestrians. 

 

Mr. Duke said they could step that wall back to provide better sight lines. 

 

Ms. Castellano said the package room is located near the rear of the building.  With so 

many delivery services being used more and more frequently by residents she wondered if 

there was going to be a separate package delivery unloading area at the rear. 

 

Mr. Segal said they will have a package room in the rear near the alley and will offer 

package delivery to each unit.  They offer this service at other locations they operate. 

 

Mr. Smith said they have a great opportunity to provide views from Central Avenue into 

the courtyard, however, it is being blocked by the elevator bays as proposed.  He said that 

could be a wonderful opportunity if they were able to relocate those elevators. 

 

Mr. Miller asked if they were proposing to install a planting strip along Central Avenue. 

 

Mr. Duke said they thought the vines would actually grow from the other side of the wall.  

They didn’t want to take up any additional sidewalk to plant vines on the sidewalk side. 
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Ms. Castellano said it would be a good idea to setback the building in front of the 

residential units to provide some breathing room and also provide an opportunity to provide 

some landscaping. 

 

Mr. Smith ask the applicant about their proposed construction schedule. 

 

Mr. Segal said they were anticipating starting construction in the second quarter or 

beginning of third quarter of 2020 and taking approximately a year and a half. 

 

Ms. Manding asked about the occupancy of the building at 611 Green Bay Road. 

 

Mr. Adler said the building was at or near full occupancy in the residential apartments as of 

October of 2018. 

 

Ms. Barb Bischoff, 1223 Washington Avenue, said Wilmette is on a bird migratory route.  

She was surprised the proposal did not include more green features like a green roof, bird 

friendly glass, and landscaping. 

 

Mr. Segal said the building will be certified by Green Globes, which is a sustainability 

program with standards for multi-family new construction.  It’s comparable to LEED 

certification.  They are also signatory to the 2030 challenge. 

 

Mr. Duke said the 2030 challenge is something sponsored by the American Institute of 

Architects.  The idea behind it is to have every building be at a certain level of 

sustainability by 2030. 

 

Ms. Bischoff asked why no green roof or no bird glass was being proposed. 

 

Mr. Segal they are still determining how they will be meeting their Green Globe 

sustainability certification.  He said there is no bird glass rating on the glass they are 

proposing. 

 

Mr. Smith said bird friendly design and construction is something that is worth further 

discussion.  The success of the building in many ways is going to be the glass.  The quality 

of the glass, the issues it deals with in the environment are important.  Wilmette has a 

strong advocacy for natural wildlife and birds.  He thinks the applicant should come back 

with some statement as to how they are addressing that concern.  Also he wondered if there 

were any special acoustical treatments given their location on Green Bay Road and 

proximity to the train tracks. 

 

Mr. Duke said they haven’t considered acoustical treated glass yet, but he agreed that is 

something they will need to look into. 
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Mr. Smith said in response to Mr. Magestro’s question to the commission on aesthetics, he 

thought the building would be a great addition to the Village.  The success though, is 

dependent on the glass.  They really need to hit a home run on the glass because to Mr. 

Saad’s point, if the glass becomes dated in 10 years, the Village will be stuck with that for 

many years.  It the glass however has a timeless character, and is not a magnet to birds, the 

building will continue to elevate Optima.  They have contributed a lot to the Village 

already.  The ability to continue to think through these things will be important. 

 

Mr. Saad said that the 2030 challenge and net zero have implications.  Those goals are 

going to be difficult to accomplish with an 80% glass building. 

 

Mr. Segal said those goals are aspirational to Optima.  They are not saying they will be able 

to meet the 2030 challenge with this project, but as a company, they are working towards 

that goal.  He wanted the commission to know they believe in the goal. 

 

Ms. Bischoff asked if they have considered doing an underground pedestrian tunnel across 

Green Bay Road given the depth of the garage they are digging. 

 

Mr. Segal said they did not consider installing an underground pedestrian tunnel.  It was 

very difficult to find a way to do the underground parking without further complexities. 

 

Mr. Smith said since they are not voting on anything there is no motion needed to conclude 

the discussion.  He thanked the applicant for coming in to present. 

 

V. PUBLIC COMMENT 

 

There were no additional public comment. 

 

VI. ADJOURNMENT 

 

At 9:20 p.m., Mr. Miller moved to adjourn the meeting.  The motion was seconded by Mr. 

Brill.  Voting yes:  Chairman Smith and Commissioners Andric, Brill, Castellano, Miller, 

and Saad.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 


