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1 This meeting will be held remotely by the Appearance Review Commission and will be recorded as required by law. The 
meeting will be broadcast live on YouTube at https://www.youtube.com/user/villageofwilmette/live and on Channel 6 and 
then published on the Village’s YouTube website. Members of the public may submit a comment in advance of the meeting 
by emailing their comment to comdev@wilmette.com. All emailed comments received two hours prior to the start of the 
meeting will be provided, unredacted, to the Appearance Review Commission. Emails received anytime within two hours of 
the beginning of the meeting until its adjournment will be included in the draft minutes of the meeting. Public comments may 
be made during the meeting through YouTube Live which will be read aloud during the appropriate portion of the meeting. 
There is also the option to make a public comment during the meeting via PC, mobile device or phone. For complete details 
and instructions on joining or participating in the meeting, please visit: https://www.wilmette.com/2020/06/12/village-
meetings-dial-in-instructions-for-public-comment-participation/ 

 
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, April 5, 2021 at 7:00 P.M. 
Remote Meeting1 

 
 
AGENDA 
I. Call to Order 
II. Approval of Minutes 

• Minutes of the Appearance Review Commission of March 1, 2021 
III. Consent Agenda 

• 2021-AR-11, 105 Green Bay Road, Calico, Awning Sign, Certificate 
IV. Cases 

• 2021-AR-09, 1146 Wilmette Avenue, Sophia Steak, Certificate 
• 2021-AR-12, 416 Ridge Road, BCH 400 LLC, Certificate 
• 2021-AR-13, 606 Ridge Road, Andris Andersons, Certificate 
• 2021-AR-16, 123 Green Bay Road, CH Ventures, Certificate 

V. Public Comment 
VI. Adjournment 

Charles Smith, Chairman 

https://www.youtube.com/user/villageofwilmette/live
file://vowfile/vhdata/Comm_Dev/COMMON/ARC/Meeting%20Documents/Agenda/2020/comdev@wilmette.com
https://www.wilmette.com/2020/06/12/village-meetings-dial-in-instructions-for-public-comment-participation/
https://www.wilmette.com/2020/06/12/village-meetings-dial-in-instructions-for-public-comment-participation/
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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, MARCH 1, 2021 

7:00 P.M. 
VIRTUAL MEETING 

 
 
Members Present: Nada Andric  

Richard Brill 
Devan Castellano  
Doug Johnson 
Jeffery Saad  
Charles Smith 
 

Members Absent:  Mason Miller  
 
Guests: Steve Weiss, 222 W Ontario Street, Chicago, IL 
 Glenn Keefer, 1146 Wilmette Avenue 
 Katie Degen, 1150 Central Avenue 
 David Kasprak, 940 W Adams, Chicago, IL 
 Matt O’Keefe, 353 N Clark Street, Chicago, IL 

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

 
Mr. Smith called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 
 

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
Mr. Johnson moved to approve the February 1, 2021 meeting minutes as submitted.  The 
motion was seconded by Mr. Brill.  Voting yes:  Commissioners Andric, Brill, Castellano, 
Johnson, Saad and Smith.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 
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III. CONSENT AGENDA 
 

Mr. Brill moved to approve the consent agenda including Case 2021-AR-10, 1100 Central 
Avenue, One Magnificent MedSpa as submitted.  The motion was seconded by Ms. Andric.  
Voting yes:  Commissioners Andric, Brill, Castellano, Johnson, Saad and Smith.  Voting 
no: none.  The motion carried.  

 
IV. CASES 

  
2021-AR-05 Central Station Coffee & Tea 
1150 Central Avenue Appearance Review Certificate & Variation 
 
Mr. Sivertsen introduced Case 2021-AR-05, 1150 Central Avenue, Central Station Coffee 
& Tea, requesting an amended Appearance Review Certificate to specify exterior materials 
and a sign variation to install an additional window sign.  He stated the Commission 
granted an Appearance Review Certificate at the February 1 meeting with the condition 
that the specific material for the base and trim be presented.  The applicant has selected the 
material and is requesting approval. 
 
Ms. Degen, introduced herself as business owner of Central Station Coffee.  She said her 
architect David Kasprak would explain the selected material. 
 
Mr. Kasprak said they had selected a more durable material at the suggestion of the 
commission.  They are proposing Hardie Panel and 3 ½ inch Hardie Trim. 
 
Mr. Saad asked if there was any resolution on the accessible entrance. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said the entrance at the rear of the property would be the accessible entrance 
and was approved as presented at the February 1, 2021 meeting.  He received an update 
from the landlord who confirmed they were working on selecting a contractor to install the 
accessible parking space and path to the door. 
 
Mr. Saad asked if the design for the conduit had changed from the previous meeting. 
 
Mr. Kasprak said the conduit design was the same. 
 
Mr. Johnson asked for the material of the window sign. 
 
Mr. Kasprak said it would be applied directly to the window and would have a metallic like 
finish. 
 
Ms. Castellano said she did not have any comments. 
 
Ms. Andric asked about the Hardie Panel material. 
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Mr. Kasprak said Hardie Panel was a cement fiber material that appears like wood and is 
intended for outdoor use. 
 
Mr. Smith thanked the applicant for selecting the Hardie material over the previously 
proposed PVC material.  He said at the previous meeting Mr. Kasprak had thought the ends 
of the awning would be enclosed.  He wanted to know if this had been confirmed. 
 
Mr. Kasprak said the ends of the awning would be enclosed. 
 
Mr. Smith said the Village requirements allow one window sign.  In this case they are 
requesting a variation to display an additional window sign, however, they are covering 
less area than what would be allowed for one window sign.  He asked the applicant for the 
reasoning why they are requesting the additional window sign. 
 
Ms. Degen said they were trying to look creatively at the sign design, but only one window 
sign would not provide them enough visibility.  Rather than proposing one larger window 
sign they are proposing to spread that area over two signs. 
 
Mr. Kasprak said aesthetically two signs looked better than one sign and helped to balance 
the storefront.  He also said the two signs provides a better pedestrian environment. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen added the reason they are allowed to have slightly larger window signage is 
because they are forgoing a wall sign or larger awning sign.  Most businesses have a wall 
or awning sign to act as their primary signage.  Because they are not proposing a primary 
sign, they are requesting two smaller window signs. 
 
Mr. Smith asked if the inside of the oval of the sign, except the coffee cup graphic and 
letter, was clear. 
 
Mr. Kasprak said that is correct.  The inside of the oval would be clear. 
 
Mr. Smith said the sign looks very nice and the transparency of it will provide for great 
visibility. 
 
Mr. Brill asked if there were other businesses in Wilmette that had two window signs. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said there were two businesses that he could think of that had two window 
signs.  The Big Tomato and Pediatric Associates both have multiple window signs.  Most 
businesses have a wall or awning sign in addition to a window sign. 
 
Findings 
The Commission finds the proposed sign variation meets the standards of review and is 
consistent with the intent of the sign code.  The overall permitted area of window signage is 
met.  The transparency of the sign further reduces any impact of the variation and provides 
great visibility through the storefront.  
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Decision 
Mr. Johnson moved to approve an amended Appearance Review Certificate as requested 
and recommended granting a sign variation to allow an additional window sign.  The 
motion was seconded by Ms. Castellano.  Voting yes:  Commissioners Andric, Brill, 
Castellano, Johnson, Saad and Smith.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried.  
 
Mr. Johnson moved to authorize Chairman Smith to prepare the report and 
recommendation for the Appearance Review Commission for case number 2021-AR-05.  
The motion was seconded by Mr. Brill.  Voting yes:  Commissioners Andric, Brill, 
Castellano, Johnson, Saad and Smith.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried.  
 
 
2021-AR-09 Sophia Steak 
1146 Wilmette Avenue Appearance Review Certificate 
 
Mr. Sivertsen introduced Case 2021-AR-09, 1146 Wilmette Avenue, requesting a 
preliminary review of an Appearance Review Certificate to permit the replacement of the 
storefront entrance with new revolving door and swinging door. 
 
Mr. Keefer explained they wanted to install the revolving door to assist with the cold 
weather.  The new storefront window system would be finished in anodized black framing.  
The revolving door will be finished in stained oak to blend in with the tri-fold windows. 
 
Mr. Steve Weiss explained they were replacing the doorways with a new revolving door 
and swinging door.  While this project would seem straight forward, the shape of the space 
it is a little more complicated.  They had submitted two different ideas for the 
configuration.  One shows the revolving door and swinging door flush with the storefront.  
The other shows the swinging door angled in order to make sure the door does not swing 
out onto the public sidewalk.  They prefer the flush storefront.  The black anodized 
aluminum framing will match the folding doors to the left of the entrance.  The revolving 
door is oak with glass, and oil rubbed bronze hardware.  The drum of the revolving door 
will be oak.  The panel to the right, which fills in a triangular trim will be oak with no 
seems or exposed fasteners.  They propose installing a menu board on the new oak 
paneling to the right of the door.  The oak would be finished with a polyurethane to protect 
the wood from the elements. 
 
Mr. Brill stated he had no questions or comments.  The proposal looked to be a good 
solution. 
 
Ms. Andric asked where the stained oak in the design came from. 
 
Mr. Keefer said the black stained oak is currently used throughout the interior of the 
restaurant. 
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Ms. Andric asked if the wood would be open pore or closed pore. 
 
Mr. Weiss said he understood the question and their intention is to make sure the texture of 
the wood grain does not disappear.  The revolving door is made of solid oak.  The stiles are 
all solid oak.  They will be finished the same way. 
 
Ms. Andric said there was something very strong about the black and white of the 
storefront.  She hoped that the addition of the oak would not be a variation to that theme. 
 
Ms. Castellano asked if the oak panel above the revolving door was concealing the frame 
of the revolving door. 
 
Mr. Weiss said that is the drum of the revolving door.  It would be flush with the storefront 
and not curved out. 
 
Ms. Castellano asked if the oak for the revolving door and the oak for the paneling would 
be the same or would one be an engineered product. 
 
Mr. Weiss said both would be the same and have the same finish. 
 
Ms. Castellano asked if the maintenance schedule for the revolving door and paneling 
would be similar.  She imagined it would need to be well maintained since it’s a natural 
product in an area with a lot of traffic. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen pointed out the plans called for a brass base plate at the revolving door which 
would possibly help with some of the durability and need for maintenance. 
 
Mr. Weiss said that material will be revised to oil rubbed bronze.  It was their intent to use 
this for the base and hardware. 
 
Mr. Johnson said the outward swinging door was the first thing he noticed.  The 
commission recently reviewed a project where an outward swinging door was proposed to 
open over a public sidewalk.  He agreed from an aesthetic point of view the flush storefront 
would be preferred.  The big difference between the previous case is that this is a clear door 
that does not serve as the primary entrance.   
 
Mr. Sivertsen explain the issue of the door swinging over the public sidewalk was not 
contained within the zoning ordinance so it was not something that could seek a variation.  
The requirement is contained within the Public Ways chapter of the Village Code.  He 
sought interpretation from the Village Engineer on this case.  He will ask the Engineer to 
provide an interpretation in advance of the next meeting. 
 
Mr. Johnson said he appreciated that background.  In addition, he wants to be sure the 
commission is consistent with their decisions. 
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Mr. Saad continued Mr. Johnson’s account of the previous case where the commission 
reviewed a request for a door swinging over the public sidewalk.  The commission was 
very opposed to the door in that situation.  The proposal shows the proposed entrance 
several feet closer to the sidewalk thereby reducing the amount of covered area in front of 
the entrance.  He wondered what additional requests this might trigger such as a canopy 
above the entrance. 
 
Mr. Johnson said it appears as though the issue is with the interior configuration.  He 
understands that will cause further issues to the interior such as seating, but it would help to 
allow the entrance to be inset further. 
 
Mr. Weiss said it would be possible to modify the plans if they were building the space out 
from scratch however, there are existing brick walls that would be difficult to move. 
 
Mr. Smith said he would like to hear what the Village Engineer has to say about the door 
swing.  He wanted to know if the accessible entrance would be used by wait staff serving 
the outdoor seating areas. 
 
Mr. Keefer said by in large, when they are serving the outdoor seating area their staff are 
using the floor to ceiling windows since the two sets of doors are difficult to navigate. 
 
Mr. Smith said if they have two sets of doors there would be some type of airlock 
providing cold air from entering the restaurant.  He asked how that set-up is working. 
 
Mr. Keefer said the two sets of doors do not provide enough protection for the very cold 
days.  They want to make sure the doors do not close too quickly and forcefully so as to not 
catch customers on the heal.  As a result, the two doors are often open simultaneously.  
They will need to make sure people use the revolving door as much as possible otherwise it 
will defeat the purpose of having the revolving door.  He is familiar with indemnifications 
and liability for use of doors swinging over the public right of way in Chicago.  He 
wondered if that would help satisfy the commission’s concerns. 
 
Mr. Johnson said it would not help to satisfy his concerns. 
 
Mr. Smith asked Mr. Sivertsen to work with the Village Engineer to determine the 
Village’s opinion on the encroachment of the door swing.  He thanked the applicant for 
providing the details of the proposal.  Because the commission was providing a preliminary 
review no motion was necessary. 
 
 
2021-AR-14 Newport Capital Partners 
3232 Lake Avenue Appearance Review Certificate 
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Mr. Sivertsen introduced Case 2021-AR-14, 3232 Lake Avenue, requesting a preliminary 
review of an Appearance Review Certificate to permit the construction of an outlot 
building.  The building would accommodate a Starbucks drive-thru and café, which would 
allow the existing operations in the shopping center to be move to a slightly larger space 
and add drive-thru service.  He explained that any new buildings in Edens Plaza are 
required by the zoning ordinance to first obtain a preliminary review by the Appearance 
Review Commission prior to applications being accepted for zoning or building approval. 
 
Mr. O’Keefe introduced himself as an asset manager for Edens Plaza.  He said they are 
seeking approval for a 2,400 square foot build to suit Starbucks planned to be situated just 
south of the Skokie Boulevard entrance to the shopping center.  Newport Capital has 
executed a letter of intent with Starbucks for this location and they both working in good 
faith to work towards a lease and construction documents. 
 
Starbucks has stated their proposed plans are a new prototype which they plan to roll out 
across the county.  There is an existing Starbucks drive-thru in Wheeling which has a 
comparable layout. 
 
Mr. Saad some of the other projects the commission has reviewed at Edens Plaza have been 
retrofits of existing buildings in the shopping center, where they were concentrated on 
looking at how the proposals fit in with the context of the entire center.  This is a new 
standalone outlot building not related to the rest of the shopping center.  The plans being 
shown are stripped of any signage and other Starbucks branding.  Starbucks has a branded 
look, which he understands.  He wonders if there was any thought to this building better 
relating to the rest of the center. 
 
Mr. O’Keefe said they had limited flexibility with the design of the building.  They have a 
boilerplate design which allows for limited wiggle-room. 
 
Mr. Saad asked if the outlot templated building was something the Village’s regulations 
discouraged. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said the Village does not have any prohibition to outlots or restrictions 
written specifically for outlots.  The reason there are very few of these buildings is more 
likely related to the lack of opportunity.  The shopping centers in Wilmette do not have 
much extra land to develop these types of buildings.  Edens Plaza does have a consistent 
design throughout the center.  That point was brought up when the pediatric center was 
reviewed.  The pediatric center was an inline space within the shopping center.  The current 
outlot building is different in that it is physically separated from the rest of the center and is 
a standalone building with a single tenant.  There are no standards in the Village that 
require buildings within the same center to have the same style of architecture.  One of the 
benefits of having a commission made up of highly qualified design professionals is the 
ability to make a judgement on what is reasonable. 
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Ms. Castellano said the building elevation facing Skokie Boulevard looks to be a back of 
house.  She is concerned with this elevation being the one people are viewing as they drive 
on Skokie Boulevard.  She understands this is a branded building.  She doesn’t have as 
much of a problem with the material choices or design as she does for the façade facing 
Skokie. 
 
Mr. O’Keefe said he appreciated the feedback.  The plans are still in development so this 
feedback is important to have. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said to Ms. Castellano’s point, one of the standards of review the commission 
uses when making a decision is that all sides of a structure receive design consideration and 
that sides facing a street or residential use have comparable design and finish as the front 
facing façade. 
 
Ms. Andric asked Mr. Sivertsen what type of jurisdiction the Village has over the proposed 
development.  She also wondered about the other outlot building shown in the southeast 
corner labeled as a bank. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said the Village does have zoning authority over the development.  This 
includes setbacks, floor area, use, and design regulations.  The development also requires 
an Appearance Review Certificate like other projects in the shopping center have required.  
The proposal being discussed will require review by the Zoning Board of Appeals in 
addition to the Appearance Review Commission.  The Zoning Board will review a special 
use to permit a drive-thru, floor area variation, and likely setback variations.  The building 
labeled as a bank is not a current proposal, however, the applicant did show the building as 
one of many possibilities for the shopping center. 
 
Mr. O’Keefe said the owner had multiple initiatives for the property.  Ideally all of those 
initiatives would move forward at the same time.  The construction of the building for 
Starbucks is moving quicker than the other initiatives including redevelopment of the 
former Carson’s box.  The greater site plan which was submitted does include other 
initiatives they are considering however there is a lot of work that still needs to be done 
before they are ready to move forward. 
 
Ms. Andric said she was concerned of the potential for multiple buildings to be constructed 
that could impact the look of the shopping center.  She would not be supportive of a 
proposal that includes an armature of various buildings throughout the shopping center.  It 
is difficult to discuss finishes of the Starbucks building without knowing the bigger picture 
for the center. 
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Mr. Johnson said he shares some of the concerns expressed by other commissioners.  He 
was primarily concerned with east facing façade looking like the back of the building.  That 
elevation is facing a church, school and Chalet which is a crown jewel of Wilmette.  He 
understands there are some economics at play, but it is difficult to discuss the subject 
building without first understanding the other concepts in play.  He feels very strongly that 
he would not be able to support a building face that looks like it would belong facing an 
alley. 
 
Mr. Brill said he was all in favor of Starbucks having an outlot building with drive-thru, 
however, he was concerned with how it was designed.  Edens Plaza has a beautiful 
architectural harmony.  The proposed building is completely different than the existing 
design.  He has seen other buildings occupied by chain stores that modify their designs to 
match the community.  The proposed plan is a little jarring.  He hopes there is something 
that could be done to help it fit in with rest of the shopping center. 
 
Mr. Smith said there is a significant challenge for any building at that location because it 
essentially have four front facades.  He would not be able to support anything that is less 
than respecting all four facades.  The building to the north which faces Skokie Boulevard 
does have a back façade, however, it is heavily screened with landscaping and you don’t 
see that docks or back of house features from the road.  There will need to be landscaping 
presented at the next review.  Regarding the details, a dark brick with light colored mortar 
would not be viewed favorably.  The 7000k light fixture is not in keeping with past 
approvals.  He asked the size of the existing Starbucks. 
 
Mr. O’Keefe said the existing Starbucks is around 1,500 square feet. 
 
Mr. Smith said one of the great things about the existing location is the atmosphere of the 
outdoor seating area.  The outdoor patio shown in the proposal is next to a heavily traveled 
Skokie Boulevard and automobiles making their way through the drive-thru.  That 
environment is not going to be as quality of an environment at the existing.  It will be 
important for them to look at the outdoor space as they develop the plans.  The drive-thru 
as drawn will be pulling back through a constant stream of cars through the lot.  He would 
like to see the circulation studies further. 
 
Mr. O’Keefe said he appreciated the commission’s comments and is glad they are now able 
to get out ahead of these concerns before they further develop the plans.  Overall they are at 
the early stages with Starbucks so the timing of these comments works well.  They are 
going to work to address these comments. 
 
Ms. Andric asked if there was any way in which larger shopping centers such as Edens 
Plaza can be made more coherent with their plans for the future.  The property is a very 
important gateway into the Village.  She doesn’t think she will be able to make any 
decisions for the Starbucks proposal without knowing what will happen with the rest of the 
shopping center.  She doesn’t necessary feel the new buildings need to match the rest of the 
plaza.  They could become a new vocabulary, but she would need to know more about the 
future. 
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Mr. Sivertsen said Village staff has asked that same question of the owner.  They have had 
multiple big box retailers consider the shopping center.  He is confident that they don’t 
know enough at this time to make an accurate representation for the future of the shopping 
center.  There are many different types of users and configurations they are working 
through.  It is going to be heavily dependent on the market. 
 
Ms. Andric asked if the Village has criteria for future development in the open parking lot 
areas of the shopping center. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said the current criteria is the underlying zoning requirements which is 
essentially exactly how the current center is configured.  If they want to modify the site 
plan in any way they will need to request discretionary approval from the Village.  He 
doesn’t think the Village should place any further requirements or conditions on the 
shopping center at this point that could potentially limit creativity or flexibility. 
 
Mr. Smith said the shopping center is essentially a planned unit development and any 
modification will need amended approval from the Village.  The Commission uses the 
standards of review as their criteria for determining what should be granted. 
 
Mr. Brill mentioned the Starbucks at Plaza del Lago was in a building that was in keeping 
with the rest of the center.  He would hope the owners of Edens Plaza could use that as an 
example. 
 
Ms. Castellano said it would also be important for the proposed building to accommodate 
pedestrian and bicycle traffic. 

 
V. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

There were no additional public comments. 
 
VI. ADJOURNMENT 

 
At 8:32 p.m., Mr. Johnson moved to adjourn the meeting.  The motion was seconded by 
Mr. Brill.  Voting yes:  Commissioners Andric, Brill, Castellano, Johnson, Saad and Smith.  
Voting no: none.  The motion carried.  
 



 
 

1200 Wilmette Avenue 
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT (847) 853-7550 
DEPARTMENT Fax (847) 853-7701 
 TDD (847) 853-7634 

March 31, 2021 
 
To:  Chairman Smith and the Appearance Review Commission 
 
From:   Lucas Sivertsen, AICP 
  Business Development Coordinator 
 
Re:  Consent Agenda for April 5, 2021 
 
Attached is a 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, April 5, 2021 and I 
will notify the petitioner to be present at the meeting to discuss the proposal. 
 
2021-AR-11 Calico 105 Green Bay Road 
 
The petitioner wishes to install a new awning sign for the existing business. 
 

Sign Ordinance Proposed Sign  

A business use may display one primary 
sign per street frontage. 

An awning sign is proposed for the Green Bay 
Road frontage. 

Awning signs are allowed up to 20% 
coverage. 

The proposed awning sign has 9.9% coverage. 

The maximum amount of information 
displayed on a sign is seven items of 
information. 

The proposed awning sign has one item of 
information including the business name. 

 
The petitioner wishes to remove the existing wall sign and canopy and install a new awning sign.  
The awning would be 2’ – 4” in height and project 18” from the face of the building.  The awning 
frame would be covered in black canvas material with 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: 2021-AR-09 
 
Property: 1146 Wilmette Avenue 
 
Zoning District: VC, Village Center 
 
Petitioner: Sophia Steak 
 
Request: The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to 

replace the existing entrance with a new revolving door and 
accessible entrance. 

 
Applicable Provisions of 20-3.5, Appearance Review Commission Powers 
Ordinances: 20-5.7, Appearance Review Certificate 
 
Meeting Date:    March 1, 2021 
     April 5, 2021 
 
Date of Application: February 8, 2021 
 
Notices: Certificate of Posting dated, March 16, 2021 
 
Report Prepared By: Lucas Sivertsen, AICP 
 Business Development Coordinator 
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Description of the Property 
The subject property is located on the west side of Wilmette Avenue in the VC, Village Center, Zoning 
District.  Surrounding uses include a medical clinic to the north, a bank to the east across Wilmette Avenue, 
an office building to the south and a bank parking lot and multi-family building to the west. 
 
Description of Request 
The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to replace the existing entrance with a new 
revolving door and accessible entrance. 
 
The proposal includes removal of the existing storefront window system at the entrance.  The recently 
installed tri-fold windows will not be modified.  The primary component of the project is to install a 
revolving door to provide a better weather barrier.  A second door is proposed along side the revolving 
door to provide an accessible entrance.  The window system will be framed with anodized aluminum 
and the revolving door will be constructed of and finished in oak.  Both the oak and aluminum will have 
a black finish.  The windows will be clear glass. 
 
The proposal received a preliminary review at the March 1, 2021 Appearance Review Commission 
meeting.  At that time, two concept were presented.  One concept showed a storefront that was parallel 
with the building face.  The accessible door was shown to open up across the public sidewalk.  The other 
concept showed a storefront that was largely parallel to the building face, except for the accessible door 
which was angled so that the door swing did not open across the public sidewalk. 
 
The commission requested the Village Engineer provide an interpretation of whether or not a door could 
open over the public sidewalk.  The Village Engineer has reviewed the proposal and determined the door 
would not be allowed to open over the public sidewalk.  This interpretation is consistent with previous 
interpretations of the Village Code.  As a result, the petitioner is moving forward with a proposal to 
recess the door so that it does not open over the public sidewalk. 
 
Action Required 
The Appearance Review Commission can grant an Appearance Review Certificate provided 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.  
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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. 
 
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 A1 – Floor Plan 
2.3 A2 – Plans, Elevations & Sections 
2.4 Color Elevation 

 
 



Case 2021-AR-09 
 1146 Wilmette Avenue 

 

4 

Case Minutes 
March 1, 2021 Sophia Steak 
1146 Wilmette Avenue Appearance Review Certificate 
 
Mr. Sivertsen introduced Case 2021-AR-09, 1146 Wilmette Avenue, requesting a preliminary review 
of an Appearance Review Certificate to permit the replacement of the storefront entrance with new 
revolving door and swinging door. 
 
Mr. Keefer explained they wanted to install the revolving door to assist with the cold weather.  The 
new storefront window system would be finished in anodized black framing.  The revolving door will 
be finished in stained oak to blend in with the tri-fold windows. 
 
Mr. Steve Weiss explained they were replacing the doorways with a new revolving door and swinging 
door.  While this project would seem straight forward, the shape of the space it is a little more 
complicated.  They had submitted two different ideas for the configuration.  One shows the revolving 
door and swinging door flush with the storefront.  The other shows the swinging door angled in order 
to make sure the door does not swing out onto the public sidewalk.  They prefer the flush storefront.  
The black anodized aluminum framing will match the folding doors to the left of the entrance.  The 
revolving door is oak with glass, and oil rubbed bronze hardware.  The drum of the revolving door will 
be oak.  The panel to the right, which fills in a triangular trim will be oak with no seems or exposed 
fasteners.  They propose installing a menu board on the new oak paneling to the right of the door.  The 
oak would be finished with a polyurethane to protect the wood from the elements. 
 
Mr. Brill stated he had no questions or comments.  The proposal looked to be a good solution. 
 
Ms. Andric asked where the stained oak in the design came from. 
 
Mr. Keefer said the black stained oak is currently used throughout the interior of the restaurant. 
 
Ms. Andric asked if the wood would be open pore or closed pore. 
 
Mr. Weiss said he understood the question and their intention is to make sure the texture of the wood 
grain does not disappear.  The revolving door is made of solid oak.  The stiles are all solid oak.  They 
will be finished the same way. 
 
Ms. Andric said there was something very strong about the black and white of the storefront.  She 
hoped that the addition of the oak would not be a variation to that theme. 
 
Ms. Castellano asked if the oak panel above the revolving door was concealing the frame of the 
revolving door. 
 
Mr. Weiss said that is the drum of the revolving door.  It would be flush with the storefront and not 
curved out. 
 
Ms. Castellano asked if the oak for the revolving door and the oak for the paneling would be the same 
or would one be an engineered product. 
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Mr. Weiss said both would be the same and have the same finish. 
 
Ms. Castellano asked if the maintenance schedule for the revolving door and paneling would be 
similar.  She imagined it would need to be well maintained since it’s a natural product in an area with a 
lot of traffic. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen pointed out the plans called for a brass base plate at the revolving door which would 
possibly help with some of the durability and need for maintenance. 
 
Mr. Weiss said that material will be revised to oil rubbed bronze.  It was their intent to use this for the 
base and hardware. 
 
Mr. Johnson said the outward swinging door was the first thing he noticed.  The commission recently 
reviewed a project where an outward swinging door was proposed to open over a public sidewalk.  He 
agreed from an aesthetic point of view the flush storefront would be preferred.  The big difference 
between the previous case is that this is a clear door that does not serve as the primary entrance.   
 
Mr. Sivertsen explain the issue of the door swinging over the public sidewalk was not contained within 
the zoning ordinance so it was not something that could seek a variation.  The requirement is contained 
within the Public Ways chapter of the Village Code.  He sought interpretation from the Village 
Engineer on this case.  He will ask the Engineer to provide an interpretation in advance of the next 
meeting. 
 
Mr. Johnson said he appreciated that background.  In addition, he wants to be sure the commission is 
consistent with their decisions. 
 
Mr. Saad continued Mr. Johnson’s account of the previous case where the commission reviewed a 
request for a door swinging over the public sidewalk.  The commission was very opposed to the door 
in that situation.  The proposal shows the proposed entrance several feet closer to the sidewalk thereby 
reducing the amount of covered area in front of the entrance.  He wondered what additional requests 
this might trigger such as a canopy above the entrance. 
 
Mr. Johnson said it appears as though the issue is with the interior configuration.  He understands that 
will cause further issues to the interior such as seating, but it would help to allow the entrance to be 
inset further. 
 
Mr. Weiss said it would be possible to modify the plans if they were building the space out from 
scratch however, there are existing brick walls that would be difficult to move. 
 
Mr. Smith said he would like to hear what the Village Engineer has to say about the door swing.  He 
wanted to know if the accessible entrance would be used by wait staff serving the outdoor seating 
areas. 
 
Mr. Keefer said by in large, when they are serving the outdoor seating area their staff are using the 
floor to ceiling windows since the two sets of doors are difficult to navigate. 
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Mr. Smith said if they have two sets of doors there would be some type of airlock providing cold air 
from entering the restaurant.  He asked how that set-up is working. 
 
Mr. Keefer said the two sets of doors do not provide enough protection for the very cold days.  They 
want to make sure the doors do not close too quickly and forcefully so as to not catch customers on the 
heal.  As a result, the two doors are often open simultaneously.  They will need to make sure people 
use the revolving door as much as possible otherwise it will defeat the purpose of having the revolving 
door.  He is familiar with indemnifications and liability for use of doors swinging over the public right 
of way in Chicago.  He wondered if that would help satisfy the commission’s concerns. 
 
Mr. Johnson said it would not help to satisfy his concerns. 
 
Mr. Smith asked Mr. Sivertsen to work with the Village Engineer to determine the Village’s opinion 
on the encroachment of the door swing.  He thanked the applicant for providing the details of the 
proposal.  Because the commission was providing a preliminary review no motion was necessary. 
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Report to the Appearance Review Commission 
from the  

Department of Community Development 
 
Case Number: 2021-AR-12 
 
Property: 416 Ridge Road 
 
Zoning District: NR, Neighborhood Retail 
 
Petitioner: BCH 400 LLC 
 
Request: The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to install 

two air conditioning condenser units. 
 
Applicable Provisions of 20-3.5, Appearance Review Commission Powers 
Ordinances: 20-5.7, Appearance Review Certificate 
 
Meeting Date:    April 5, 2021 
 
Date of Application: February 16, 2021 
 
Notices: Certificate of Posting dated, March 16, 2021 
 
Report Prepared By: Lucas Sivertsen, AICP 
 Business Development Coordinator 
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Description of the Property 
The subject property is located on the east side of Ridge Road in the NR, Neighborhood Retail, Zoning 
District.  Surrounding uses include townhomes to the north, medical office and single-family residential to 
the east, various commercial uses to the south, and multi-family residential across Ridge Road to the west.  
A dry cleaning business is directly to the north of the proposed work on the same property. 
 
Description of Request 
The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to install two air conditioning condenser units. 
 
As part of a larger interior remodeling project the applicant wishes to install central air conditioning in 
the front and rear units of the existing two-unit structure.  Two condenser units would be installed on the 
rear of the building, one for each unit.  The units are proposed to be screened by a 4 foot tall solid fence. 
 
Action Required 
The Appearance Review Commission can grant an Appearance Review Certificate provided 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. 
 
9. Parking, storage, and refuse areas are located and screened so as not to negatively affect 

neighboring properties. 
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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 of Survey 
2.3 Site Plan 
2.4 Elevations and Floor Plan 
2.5 Condensing Unit Specifications 
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June 2020 44AA77AA33001188HH--SSUUBB--11DD--EENN

Split System Cooling
1.5 Ton
4A7A3018H1000N

Submittal



2 4A7A3018H-SUB-1D-EN

SERVICE PANEL

ELECTRICAL AND REFRIGERANT 
COMPONENT CLEARANCES
PER PREVAILING CODES

TOP DISCHARGE AREA SHOULD BE
UNRESTRICTED FOR AT LEAST 1524 (5 FEET)

ABOVE UNIT. UNIT SHOULD BE PLACED SO ROOF
RUN-OFF WATER DOES NOT POUR DIRECTLY ON UNIT 
AND SHOULD BE AT LEAST 305 (12”) FROM WALL AND

ALL SURROUNDING SHRUBBERY ON TWO SIDES.
OTHER TWO SIDES UNRESTRICTED

ELECTRICAL SERVICE
PANEL

25 (1)
22.2 (7/8) DIA. HOLE

LOW  VOLTAGE

28.6 (1-1/8) DIA. K.O. WITH
22.2 (7/8) DIA. HOLE IN CONTROL

BOX BOTTOM FOR ELECTRICAL
POWER SUPLY

LIQUID LINE SERVICE VALVE,
“E”

I.D. FEMALE BRAZE
CONNECTION WITH 1/4” SAE

FLARE PRESSURE TAP FITTINGS

K

H
F

J
G FIG. 1

K.O. FOR ALTERNATE
ELECTRICAL ROUTING

GAS LINE 1/4 TURN BALL SERVICE VALVE,
“D”

I.D. FEMALE BRAZED CONNECTION WITH 1/4” SAE
FLARE PRESSURE  TAP FITTING.A

From Dwg. D152898

Model Base A B C D E F G H J K

4A7A3018H 2
730

(28–3/4)
724

(28–1/2)
651

(25–5/8) 3/4 3/8 127
(5)

57
(2–1/4)

194
(7–5/8)

38
(1–1/2)

457
(18)

SOUND POWER LEVEL

Model
A-Weighted Sound
Power Level [dB(A)]

Full Octave Sound Power [dB]

63 Hz* 125 Hz 250 Hz 500 Hz 1000 Hz 2000 Hz 4000 Hz 8000 Hz
4A7A3018H 72 73.7 71.4 65.4 68 67.3 62.9 56 50.3

Note: Rated in accordance with AHRI Standard 270–2008 *For reference only



4A7A3018H-SUB-1D-EN 3

Product Specifications

OUTDOOR UNIT (a) (b) 4A7A3018H1000N

POWER CONNS.— V/PH/HZ (c) 208/230/1/60

MIN. BRCH. CIR. AMPACITY 12

BR. CIR. PROT. RTG.— MAX. (AMPS) 20

COMPRESSOR DURATION™- SCROLL

NO. USED— NO. STAGES 1 — 1

VOLTS/PH/HZ 208/230/1/60

R.L. AMPS (d)— L.R. AMPS 9 — 63

FACTORY INSTALLED

START COMPONENTS (e) NO (Uses BAYKSKT263)

INSULATION/SOUND BLANKET NO

COMPRESSOR HEAT NO

OUTDOOR FAN PROPELLER

DIA. (IN.) — NO. USED 18.2 — 1

TYPE DRIVE — NO. SPEEDS DIRECT— 1

CFM@ 0.0 IN. W.G. (f) 2450

NO. MOTORS— HP 1— 1/15

MOTOR SPEED R.P.M. 1075

VOLTS/PH/HZ 200/230/1/60

F.L. AMPS 0.60

OUTDOOR COIL — TYPE SPINE FIN™

ROWS— F.P.I. 1 — 24

FACE AREA (SQ. FT.) 11.32

TUBE SIZE (IN.) 3/8

REFRIGERANT

LBS.— R-410A (O.D. UNIT) (g) 4 LBS., 2 OZ

FACTORY SUPPLIED YES

LINE SIZE — IN. O.D. GAS (h) 3/4

LINE SIZE — IN. O.D. LIQ. 3/8

CHARGING SPECIFICATIONS

SUBCOOLING 10°F

DIMENSIONS H XW X D

CRATED (IN.) 30.1 x 26.7 x 30

WEIGHT

SHIPPING (LBS.) 153

NET (LBS.) 133

(a) Certified in accordance with the Air-Source Unitary Air-conditioner
Equipment certification program, which is based on AHRI standard
210/240.

(b) Rated in accordance with AHRI standard 270.
(c) Calculated in accordance with Natl. Elec. Codes. Use only HACR

circuit breakers or fuses.
(d) This value shown for compressor RLA on the unit nameplate and on

this specification sheet is used to compute minimum branch circuit
ampacity and max. fuse size. The value shown is the branch circuit
selection current.

(e) Use start components only when compressor is found to enter locked
rotor condition and will not start or when lights dim at compressor
start. No means no start components. Yes means quick start kit
components. PTCmeans positive temperature coefficient starter.
Optional kit shown.

(f) Standard Air — Dry Coil — Outdoor
(g) This value approximate. For more precise value see unit nameplate.
(h) Max. linear length 60 ft.; Max. lift — Suction 60 ft.; Max. lift — Liquid

60 ft. For greater length consult refrigerant piping software Pub. No.
32–3312–0* (* denotes latest revision).



June 2020 44AA77AA33002244HH--SSUUBB--11DD--EENN

Split System Cooling
2.0 Ton
4A7A3024H1000N

Submittal



2 4A7A3024H-SUB-1D-EN

SERVICE PANEL

ELECTRICAL AND REFRIGERANT 
COMPONENT CLEARANCES
PER PREVAILING CODES

TOP DISCHARGE AREA SHOULD BE
UNRESTRICTED FOR AT LEAST 1524 (5 FEET)

ABOVE UNIT. UNIT SHOULD BE PLACED SO ROOF
RUN-OFF WATER DOES NOT POUR DIRECTLY ON UNIT 
AND SHOULD BE AT LEAST 305 (12”) FROM WALL AND

ALL SURROUNDING SHRUBBERY ON TWO SIDES.
OTHER TWO SIDES UNRESTRICTED

ELECTRICAL SERVICE
PANEL

25 (1)
22.2 (7/8) DIA. HOLE

LOW  VOLTAGE

28.6 (1-1/8) DIA. K.O. WITH
22.2 (7/8) DIA. HOLE IN CONTROL

BOX BOTTOM FOR ELECTRICAL
POWER SUPLY

LIQUID LINE SERVICE VALVE,
“E”

I.D. FEMALE BRAZE
CONNECTION WITH 1/4” SAE

FLARE PRESSURE TAP FITTINGS

K

H
F

J
G FIG. 1

K.O. FOR ALTERNATE
ELECTRICAL ROUTING

GAS LINE 1/4 TURN BALL SERVICE VALVE,
“D”

I.D. FEMALE BRAZED CONNECTION WITH 1/4” SAE
FLARE PRESSURE  TAP FITTING.A

From Dwg. D152898

Model Base A B C D E F G H J K

4A7A3024H 2
730

(28–3/4)
724

(28–1/2)
651

(25–5/8) 3/4 3/8 137
(5–3/8)

65
(2–5/8)

210
(8–1/4)

57
(2–1/4)

457
(18)

SOUND POWER LEVEL

Model
A-Weighted Sound
Power Level [dB(A)]

Full Octave Sound Power [dB]

63 Hz* 125 Hz 250 Hz 500 Hz 1000 Hz 2000 Hz 4000 Hz 8000 Hz
4A7A3024H 74 47.9 60.5 64.1 71.2 71.2 69.0 58.2 51.5

Note: Rated in accordance with AHRI Standard 270–2008 *For reference only
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Product Specifications

OUTDOOR UNIT (a) (b) 4A7A3024H1000N

POWER CONNS.— V/PH/HZ (c) 208/230/1/60

MIN. BRCH. CIR. AMPACITY 18

BR. CIR. PROT. RTG.— MAX. (AMPS) 30

COMPRESSOR DURATION™- SCROLL

NO. USED— NO. STAGES 1 — 1

VOLTS/PH/HZ 208/230/1/60

R.L. AMPS (d)— L.R. AMPS 13.5 — 58.3

FACTORY INSTALLED

START COMPONENTS (e) NO

INSULATION/SOUND BLANKET NO

COMPRESSOR HEAT NO

OUTDOOR FAN PROPELLER

DIA. (IN.) — NO. USED 18.2 — 1

TYPE DRIVE — NO. SPEEDS DIRECT— 1

CFM@ 0.0 IN. W.G. (f) 2450

NO. MOTORS— HP 1— 1/8

MOTOR SPEED R.P.M. 1075

VOLTS/PH/HZ 200/230/1/60

F.L. AMPS 0.90

OUTDOOR COIL — TYPE SPINE FIN™

ROWS— F.P.I. 1 — 24

FACE AREA (SQ. FT.) 12.89

TUBE SIZE (IN.) 3/8

REFRIGERANT

LBS.— R-410A (O.D. UNIT) (g) 4 LBS., 2 OZ

FACTORY SUPPLIED YES

LINE SIZE — IN. O.D. GAS (h) 3/4

LINE SIZE — IN. O.D. LIQ. 3/8

CHARGING SPECIFICATIONS

SUBCOOLING 10°F

DIMENSIONS H XW X D

CRATED (IN.) 30.1 x 26.7 x 30

WEIGHT

SHIPPING (LBS.) 150

NET (LBS.) 130

(a) Certified in accordance with the Air-Source Unitary Air-conditioner
Equipment certification program, which is based on AHRI standard
210/240.

(b) Rated in accordance with AHRI standard 270.
(c) Calculated in accordance with Natl. Elec. Codes. Use only HACR

circuit breakers or fuses.
(d) This value shown for compressor RLA on the unit nameplate and on

this specification sheet is used to compute minimum branch circuit
ampacity and max. fuse size. The value shown is the branch circuit
selection current.

(e) Use start components only when compressor is found to enter locked
rotor condition and will not start or when lights dim at compressor
start. No means no start components. Yes means quick start kit
components. PTCmeans positive temperature coefficient starter.
Optional kit shown.

(f) Standard Air — Dry Coil — Outdoor
(g) This value approximate. For more precise value see unit nameplate.
(h) Max. linear length 60 ft.; Max. lift — Suction 60 ft.; Max. lift — Liquid

60 ft. For greater length consult refrigerant piping software Pub. No.
32–3312–0* (* denotes latest revision).



Report to the Appearance Review Commission 
from the  

Department of Community Development 
 
Case Number: 2021-AR-13 
 
Property: 606 Ridge Road 
 
Zoning District: R2, Attached Residence 
 
Petitioner: Andris Andersons 
 
Request: The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to install 

an air conditioning condenser unit. 
 
Applicable Provisions of 20-3.5, Appearance Review Commission Powers 
Ordinances: 20-5.7, Appearance Review Certificate 
 
Meeting Date:    April 5, 2021 
 
Date of Application: January 29, 2021 
 
Notices: Certificate of Posting dated, March 16, 2021 
 
Report Prepared By: Lucas Sivertsen, AICP 
 Business Development Coordinator 
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Description of the Property 
The subject property is located on the east side of Ridge Road in the R2, Attached Residence zoning district.  
Surrounding uses include townhomes and single-family residential to the north, single-family residential to 
the east and south and residential and commercial uses to the west across Ridge Road. 
 
Description of Request 
The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to install an air conditioning condenser unit. 
 
The proposal includes the installation of condenser unit on the rear wall of the townhome unit.  Brackets 
will be installed on the wall and the unit will rest on the brackets.  The unit is proposed to be screened 
by existing landscaping on the property. 
 
Action Required 
The Appearance Review Commission can grant an Appearance Review Certificate provided 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. 
 
9. Parking, storage, and refuse areas are located and screened so as not to negatively affect 

neighboring properties. 
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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 of Survey and Site Plan 
2.3 Condensing Unit Specifications 
2.4 Photos of Existing Conditions 
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Product Specifications
 OUTDOOR UNIT 

 

POWER CONNS. — V/PH/HZ 
 MIN. BRCH. CIR. AMPACITY
 BR. CIR. PROT. RTG. - MAX. (AMPS)

 

COMPRESSOR
 NO. USED - NO. SPEEDS
 VOLTS/PH/HZ
 R.L. AMPS  - L.R. AMPS
 FACTORY INSTALLED
START COMPONENTS 
INSULATION/SOUND BLANKET
COMPRESSOR HEAT

 
OUTDOOR FAN

 DIA. (IN.) - NO. USED
 TYPE DRIVE - NO. SPEEDS
 CFM @ 0.0 IN. W.G. 
 NO. MOTORS - HP
 MOTOR SPEED R.P.M.
 VOLTS/PH/HZ
 F.L. AMPS

 
OUTDOOR COIL — TYPE

 ROWS - F.P.I.
 FACE AREA (SQ. FT.)
 TUBE SIZE (IN.)
 REFRIGERANT CONTROL

 
REFRIGERANT

 LBS. — R-410 (O.D. UNIT) 
 FACTORY SUPPLIED
 LINE SIZE - IN. O.D. GAS 
 LINE SIZE - IN. O.D. LIQ. 

 CHARGING SPECIFICATION
 SUBCOOLING

 DIMENSIONS
 CRATED (IN.)
 WEIGHT
 SHIPPING (LBS.)
 NET (LBS.)

M4AC3018B1000AA

TAG: _________________________________

1.5 Ton Split System
Air Conditioner - 1 Phase 
M4AC3018B1000AA

SUBMITTAL

M4AC3018B1000AA
208/230/1/60

11.9
20

SCROLL
1 - 1

208/230/1/60
9.0 - 39.0

NO
PROPELLER
17-3/4  - 1
DIRECT - 1

1588
1 - 1/12

1075
208/230/1/60

0.6
PLATE FIN

2 - 19
8.89
9/32

ORIFICE

4 LBS. - 7   OZ.
YES
3/4
3/8

8º F
W  X  H   X  D

22-9/10X26-1/4X22-9/10

130
123

NO
NO

M4AC3018B1000AA

Model H W L LIQUID VALVE SIZE GAS VALVE SIZE

633 (24-15/16) 554 (21-7/8) 554 (21-7/8) 3/8 3/4

NOTE: All dimensions are in mm/inches.

SUCTION LINE  
CONNECTION 

CONTROL WIRING 
7/8” (22.2mm) 

KNOCKOUT 
1-11/32” (34.5mm) 

LIQUID LINE  
CONNECTION 

SERVICE 
FITTING 

SERVICE 
FITTING 

POWER WIRING 
SEE DETAIL A 

DETAIL A 
 

HOLE 
1-3/32” (27.8mm) 

NOTE: GRILL APPEARANCE  
MAY VARY. 

SERVICE ACCESS 
ALLOW 24” CLEARANCE 

AIR INLETS 
LOUVERED PANELS 
ALLOW 18” 
MINIMUM 
CLEARANCE 

W 

ACCESS VALVLE
FOR LOW PRESSURE
NOTE: 
ONLY ADOPTED BY HEAT PUMP, 
CAN BE USED FOR MEASURING 
PRESSURE AFTER SWITCHOVER 
VALVE-SUCTION TO COMPRESSOR OR
REFRIGERANT CHARGE.



A/C Brackets

Product Family Description:

These heavy duty 1/8” thick AC brackets are perfect for hanging A/C condensers
and heat pumps outside the home. Mount at any height to allow for easy
maintenance under units. No need to wait for finished grade or landscaping prior to
installation of AC unit. Pre-punched holes for easy installation. Powder coated gray
finish. Load rating 600 lbs. per pair. The ACB line of wall brackets are also third party
Hurricane certified.

Item Number:

ACB-30
AC Mounting Bracket –

30in., pack of 2

Primary UOM: PK

Order Multiple: 1

List Price: $137.08

  

English | Español

Simplify Your Work™

CALL TOLL FREE

(800) 995-2222

Select... 

 

C SCC SC SCC S

Packaging Metrics  Customs Tariff Classification 

Save to Favorites

https://www.diversitech.com/en-US/category/cat_id/407
https://www.diversitech.com/es-US/item/id/7950
https://www.diversitech.com/en-US/
tel:8009952222






Report to the Appearance Review Commission 
from the  

Department of Community Development 
 
Case Number: 2021-AR-16 
 
Property: 123 Green Bay Road 
 
Zoning District: GC-2, General Commercial 
 
Petitioner: CH Ventures 
 
Request: The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to 

modify and repair the façade. 
 
Applicable Provisions of 20-3.5, Appearance Review Commission Powers 
Ordinances: 20-5.7, Appearance Review Certificate 
 
Meeting Date:    April 5, 2021 
 
Date of Application: March 16, 2021 
 
Notices: Certificate of Posting dated, March 16, 2021 
 
Report Prepared By: Lucas Sivertsen, AICP 
 Business Development Coordinator 
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Description of the Property 
The subject property is located on the west side of Green Bay Road in the GC-2, General Commercial, 
Zoning District.  Surrounding uses include commercial uses to the north and south, the Union Pacific rail 
road to the east across Green Bay Road, and single-family residential to the west across a shared alley. 
 
Description of Request 
The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to modify and repair the façade. 
 
The existing building consists of multiple additions.  The most recent addition in the 1990’s included a 
second-floor addition.  At that time, the cornice of the first floor had been altered and damaged in some 
places.  The area was covered up with several cabinet sign enclosures.  As part of the remodeling for 
new first floor tenants, the cabinet signs were removed, thereby exposing the wall. 
 
The property owner is proposing to repair the damaged façade by removing a patchwork of brick and 
stone and installing new cast stone.  The new façade will provide a clean slate for new signage to be 
installed. 
 
It is the current intent to install a backer panel on the new wall where new signage could then be installed.  
The specific size and material of that backer panel has not been determined. 
 
In 2018, Staley Marial Arts located on the first floor of the building, but recessed back approximately 
30 feet from the subject storefront, requested a sign variation to reuse the existing sign cabinet and install 
a new face in the existing sign cabinet.  The variation was recommended by the commission and 
approved by the village board. 
 
Action Required 
The Appearance Review Commission can grant an Appearance Review Certificate provided 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. 
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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. 
 
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 Elevations 
2.3 Concept Plan for Tenant Signage 
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123 Green Bay Rd.
Wilmette, IL
60091

S. Menna

SCALEPROPOSED

3/8” = 1’-0”

1'-6" 6'-4 1/4"

Quantity:
O.A.H.:
O.A.W.:
Total Sq.Ft.:
FCO:

Mounting:

Notes:

One(1) Set
1’-6”
8’-4 3/4”
12.6
1/2” Black Acrylic,
1/2” White Acrylic,
Painted PMS 485 C (Logo)

Studs on Back Side of  Letters
to mount to Sign Band

Need Survey to determine
Sign Area.

14’-0” SIGN BAND

Survey
Required

8’-4 3/4”

1/2

NON-ILLUMINATED FCO LETTERS

ACRYLIC FLAT
CUT LETTER
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