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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, AUGUST 24, 2020  

4:00 P.M. 
VIRTUAL MEETING 

 
 
Members Present: Charles Smith, Chairman 

Nada Andric 
Richard Brill 
Mason Miller  
Doug Johnson 
Jeffery Saad  
 

Members Absent:  Devan Castellano  
 
Guests: Steve Blonsky 245 Franklin Road, Glencoe, IL 
 Chris Talsma, 1765 N Elston, Chicago, IL 
 Peter Langner, 432 East State Parkway, Schaumburg, IL 
 
Staff Present:  Lucas Sivertsen, Business Development Coordinator 
 
I. CALL TO ORDER 

 
Mr. Smith called the meeting to order at 4:00 p.m. 
 
Mr. Smith swore in attendees who wished to speak during the hearing. 

 
II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES; APPEARANCE REVIEW COMMISSION MEETING 

OF AUGUST 3, 2020. 
 
Mr. Johnson moved to approve the August 3, 2020 meeting minutes as submitted.  The 
motion was seconded by Mr. Brill.  Voting yes:  Commissioners Andric, Brill, Johnson, 
Miller, Saad and Chairman Smith.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 
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III. CONSENT AGENDA 

 
Mr. Sivertsen described the request for Case 2020-AR-14, 402 Linden Avenue, Atlas 
Chiropractic, Window Sign as a conforming window sign for a new chiropractic office that 
had previously been occupied by a children’s place space. 
 
Mr. Smith asked if the address of the business was 402 or 404 Linden Avenue.   
 
Mr. Sivertsen said the business spanned two storefronts so while the address was at 402 
Linden Avenue, the sign will be on 404 Linden Avenue. 
 
Mr. Johnson moved to grant an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2020-AR-14, 402 
Linden Avenue, Atlas Chiropractic, Window Sign as submitted.  The motion was seconded 
by Mr. Miller.  Voting yes:  Commissioners Andric, Brill, Johnson, Miller, Saad and 
Chairman Smith.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 
 

IV. CASES 
 

2020-AR-12 Jewel Osco 
411 Green Bay Road Appearance Review Certificate 
 
Mr. Sivertsen introduced Case 2020-AR-12, 411 Green Bay Road, Jewel Osco, for an 
Appearance Review Certificate to replace parking lot lighting fixtures. 
 
Mr. Peter Langner said he was representing the request for the client.  He is with All 
Industrial Electric, who is doing all of Jewel Osco’s retrofitting lighting for their stores. 
 
Mr. Johnson asked which color temperature of LED was proposed and how it differed from 
what exists. 
 
Mr. Langner said the existing lighting is metal halide which has a color of 5000K.  The 
proposed LED is 4000K, which will be a warmer appearance than the existing. 
 
Mr. Langner said they were replacing all of the fixtures inside and outside of the store, and 
there are seven locations on the exterior of the store.  Some of the locations have multiple 
fixture heads. 
 
Mr. Brill said the request said there were three parking lots where these fixtures are located.  
He asked where the three lots were located. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said the main lot is in front of the entrance.  There is another lot north of 
Linden Avenue and a third lot behind the store. 
 
Mr. Brill asked if the new lights will be brighter than the existing lights. 
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Mr. Langner said they designed the lighting so that it would have the same lighting levels.  
A new metal halide bulb has 100% of its brightness, but after time that brightness fades.  
The new lights will be LED which do not have the same drop off in brightness over time, 
so they will likely appear brighter than the existing bulbs. 
 
Mr. Johnson asked if the number of light fixtures and total lumens would be increasing 
from the original design for the parking lot lighting. 
 
Mr. Langner said the proposed photometric design was done to keep the same number of 
light fixtures and the same lighting levels as was originally designed. 
 
Ms. Andric asked if there was specific criteria for the amount of lighting a business should 
have in their parking lot. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said there is no specific amount of lighting required for parking area, only the 
limitation of the amount of lighting that can spill over onto the neighboring properties.  The 
Village does have limitations on the height of lighting that is mounted on poles.  In this 
particular request, they are keeping the existing poles so there will not be a change in 
height.  The existing poles are well under the height limitation. 
 
Mr. Johnson moved to approve Case 2020-AR-12, 411 Green Bay Road, Jewel-Osco 
requesting an Appearance Review Certificate to replace parking lot lighting with the 
conditions that 1) the number of light fixtures will be maintained and 2) the color 
temperature of the LED will be 4000K.  The motions was seconded by Mr. Brill.  Voting 
yes:  Commissioners Andric, Brill, Johnson, Miller, Saad and Chairman Smith.  Voting no: 
none.  The motion carried. 

 
2020-AR-09 BK Wilmette Lodge 
1010 Central Avenue Appearance Review Certificate 
 
Mr. Smith introduced Case 2020-AR-09, 1010 Central, requesting an Appearance Review 
Certificate to remodel an existing institutional club building for the use as a multi-family 
residential apartment building including brick repair, new windows, balconies, exterior 
stairs, landscaping, lighting and modified paving. 
 
Mr. Steve Blonsky introduced himself as the developer of the project as well as Chris 
Talsma, the architect on the project.  He said they listened to the Commission’s comments 
and played with some different color schemes, and they settled on white.  They think it 
complements the brick and stone of the building.  They also reduced the size of the 
balconies by a couple of feet so they did not project as far from the sides of the building.  
The balcony and stair railings were revised to a perforated steel panel that provides a 
lighter feel while still providing a screen for the personal items that residents may keep on 
the balconies. 
 
Mr. Johnson said he appreciated the applicant responding to the various comments 
provided by the Commission. 
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Mr. Miller asked about the dimensions of the support posts for the balconies. 
 
Mr. Talsma said the posts were rectangular tube steel posts and have a narrower profile in 
elevation view. 
 
Mr. Miller said the current scheme makes more sense than the original design with 
balconies that wrapped around the back of the building. 
 
Mr. Brill thanked the applicant for revising the design and color scheme of the building.  
He thought the stairwell still projected out too far and wanted to know if there was any way 
to reduce their size. 
 
Mr. Talsma said they were code minimum. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen clarified Mr. Talsma’s point to say there was a code requirement for the rise 
and run of steps and given those dimensions the stairs were setback as close to the building 
as allowable by code. 
 
Mr. Talsma said that is correct, and added the width of the run impacted the size as well. 
 
Mr. Smith asked if they could start the stairs closer to the building or are they located that 
far from the building for structural purposes. 
 
Mr. Talsma said they were located in that position due to structural purposes. 
 
Mr. Smith said if they started the stairs closer to the building they could pull in the entire 
stairwell closer to the building without impacting the rise and run of the stairs. 
 
Mr. Talsma said they might be able to reduce it by another foot, but that it would not be 
able to be significantly reduced. 
 
Mr. Smith said thinks this plan of the stairs is infinitely better than the original design, 
however, he does think every little bit can help. 
 
Ms. Andric said she was so happy when she saw the revised stair plan.  It was a great 
improvement.  The apartments are very similar in layout, in the back portion of the 
building, the fenestration is different than the sides of the building and she wanted to know 
why it was proposed this way. 
 
Mr. Talsma said the frieze is not changing from the existing building.  The fenestration will 
not change.  The vertical horizontal mullion system is dictated by the function of the 
windows.  On the rear portion of the building the first floor windows were designed to be 
clerestory windows to provide privacy at the ground level.  That horizontal layout and 
window pattern was then carried up the rest of the floors. 
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Ms. Andric said she preferred the perforated panels with larger holes to provide more 
transparency.  She also asked if thry would be able to see an actual color sample of the 
proposed white to be used for the window frames and railing. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said the sample colors were specified on Sheet ARC-6 of the packet, 
however, an actual color sample was not provided. 
 
Mr. Blonski said the color would be a typical white color. 
 
Mr. Smith said there are different shades of white.  It appears the sample specified in the 
packet has a bit of yellow in it which is good to help it blend in with the brick.  He doesn’t 
have a problem with the color as proposed. 
 
Mr. Saad said Sheets ARC-6 and ARC-7 had different percent openness of the perforated 
panels.  He wanted to know which was proposed. 
 
Mr. Talsma said that was a typo and that they were looking for more density in the balcony 
railing and less density in the stairs because it wasn’t as much of a screening concern. 
 
Mr. Saad said in the examples provided, the perforated panels are set in a frame.  He 
wondered how it would be installed for this project. 
 
Mr. Talsma said he wasn’t at that level of detail yet, but he would like to get away with not 
having a frame.  There will need to be a top and bottom, but he wanted to avoid a baluster. 
 
Mr. Saad said the rendering does not show any balusters in the design of the railings and 
wonders how the appearance would change it they were to have balusters every 18 to 20 
inches. 
 
Mr. Talsma said he it thinking of limiting any vertical support to the ends. 
 
Mr. Saad asked if the bottom and top of the railings would be the same color as the panels. 
 
Mr. Talsma said they would be the same color. 
 
Mr. Saad asked what they were proposing for the facia of the stair structural support. 
 
Mr. Talsma said they would not have a facia.  The structural component of the balconies 
and stairs will be tube steel, which will be painted. 
 
Mr. Saad asked if they were using architectural structural steel. 
 
Mr. Talsma said they are proposing to use galvanized steel which is then painted.  He 
would love to use powder coated metal, but he doesn’t think they will be able to do that 
given the size for the metal posts. 
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Mr. Miller asked if they were proposing lighting on the balconies. 
 
Mr. Talsma said they were proposing recessed lighting at approximately 18 inches from the 
floor to illuminate the walking surface. 
 
Mr. Smith said he wanted clarification on the openness of the perforated panels on the 
balconies and stairs. 
 
Mr. Talsma said the stairs would have an openness of 51% and the balconies would have a 
denser pattern. 
 
Mr. Smith asked if there were any public comments. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said there were no additional public comments. 
 
Mr. Johnson moved the approve Case 2020-AR-09, 1010 Central Avenue, BK Wilmette 
Lodge, requesting an Appearance Review Certificate to remodel an existing institutional 
club building for the use as a multi-family residential apartment building including brick 
repair, new windows, balconies, exterior stairs, landscaping, lighting and modified paving 
with the condition that 1) galvanized steel be used for the framing of the stairwell and 
balconies, and 2) the applicant review the ability to reduce the projection of the exterior 
stairwell if structurally feasible.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Miller.  Voting yes: 
Andric, Brill, Johnson, Miller, Saad, and Chairman Smith.  Voting no: none.  The motion 
carried. 

 
V. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

There were no additional public comments. 
 
VI. NEW BUSINESS 
 

The Commission decided to move the next meeting to September 14, 2020 and move the 
regularly scheduled October meeting to October 12, 2020. 
 

VII. ADJOURNMENT 
 
At 4:52 p.m., Mr. Miller moved to adjourn the meeting.  The motion was seconded by Mr. 
Johnson.  Voting yes: Andric, Brill, Johnson, Miller, Saad, and Chairman Smith.  Voting 
no: none.  The motion carried. 
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