
 
 

1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, IL  60091 

 

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, June 7, 2021 at 7:00 P.M. 
Remote Meeting1 

 
 
AGENDA 
I. Call to Order 
II. Approval of Minutes 

• Minutes of the Appearance Review Commission of May 3, 2021 
III. Consent Agenda 

• 2021-AR-30, 1225 Green Bay Road, Krystal’s Body Shop, Certificate 
• 2021-AR-31, 165 Green Bay Road, Pearl Nail & Spa, Certificate 

IV. Cases 
• 2021-AR-18, 1100 Laramie Avenue, Loyola Academy, Certificate 
• 2021-AR-28, 1 Indian Hill Road, Indian Hill Club, Certificate 
• 2021-AR-24, 400 Linden Avenue, Dental Studio of Wilmette, Sign Variation 
• 2021-AR-27, 530 Skokie Boulevard, Ameena and Manoj Raj, Certificate 
• 2021-AR-29, 325 3rd Street, Grant Butterfield, Certificate 

V. Public Comment 
VI. New Business 
VII. 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, MAY 3, 2021 

7:00 P.M. 
VIRTUAL MEETING 

 
 
Members Present: Nada Andric  

Richard Brill – joined 7:04 pm  
Devan Castellano  
Doug Johnson 
Mason Miller  
Jeffery Saad – joined 7:21 p.m. 
Charles Smith 
 

Members Absent:  None 
 
Guests: George Stavrou, 1141 Central Avenue 
 Sara Lundgren, 221 West Erie Street 
 Dennis Stonequist, 1100 Laramie Avenue 

 
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 April 5, 2021 meeting minutes as submitted.  The 
motion was seconded by Mr. Miller.  Voting yes:  Commissioners Andric, Brill, 
Castellano, Johnson, Miller, 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-19, 3534 Lake 
Avenue; 2021-AR-21, 1107 Greenleaf Avenue; and Case 2021-AR-23, 535 Green Bay 
Road as submitted.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Johnson.  Voting yes:  
Commissioners Andric, Brill, Castellano, Johnson, Miller and Smith.  Voting no: none.  
The motion carried.  

 
IV. CASES 

  
2021-AR-17 Valley Lodge Tavern 
1141 Central Avenue Appearance Review Certificate 
 
Mr. Sivertsen introduced Case 2021-AR-17, 1141 Central Avenue, Valley Lodge Tavern, 
requesting an Appearance Review Certificate to install an overhead door on the north 
elevation of the exiting storefront. 
 
Mr. George Stavrou introduced himself as one of the partners at Valley Lodge Tavern. 
 
Ms. Andric asked Mr. Stavrou to explain the reasoning they are wishing to install an 
overhead door. 
 
Mr. Stavrou said more customers are requesting natural ventilation and it seems to be the 
way most restaurants are moving.  People feel safer with open natural ventilation. 
 
Ms. Castellano asked if this was the only proposed overhead door or was there another 
proposed along Central Avenue. 
 
Mr. Stavrou said that is the only proposed door. 
 
Mr. Miller asked if the glass would be clear or frosted. 
 
Mr. Stavrou said the glass would be clear. 
 
Mr. Johnson asked if the proposed overhead door will have the same type of glass and 
same type of finish as the other doors on the storefront. 
 
Mr. Stavrou said the framing of the doors will be black which will match the existing doors 
and windows. 
 
Mr. Smith said there are a few precedents for other operable windows at restaurants, 
however, in most cases the windows do not come down all the way to the ground.  He 
asked if there was consideration for the door coming all the way to the ground. 
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Mr. Stavrou said they are thinking of bringing it all the way down to the ground so as to not 
cause a tripping hazard. 
 
Mr. Smith said he heard the reasoning behind the new door was to provide better 
ventilation, but he assumed it was also to better facilitate movement from the inside and 
outdoor seating. 
 
Mr. Stavrou said that was correct. 
 
Mr. Smith asked if there was anything in the code that would prevent an opening in the 
storefront like this. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said the proposal has not yet been reviewed by the Building Plan Reviewer, 
but he did discuss the proposal with the Village Engineer as it related to the streetscape 
work and public right of way.  The Engineer did not have an issue with the proposal. 
 
Mr. Smith also asked if the door was required as a means of egress. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said it was not necessary for egress. 
 
Mr. Johnson asked if the flow of water from outside especially in the winter or during a 
storm was considered. 
 
Mr. Stavrou said the architect was going to have the floor sloped toward the outside. 
 
Mr. Johnson asked for confirmation that there wouldn’t be a channel to prevent water from 
leaking into the building. 
 
Mr. Stavrou confirmed there would not be a channel.  The slope would be the only thing to 
prohibit leakage.  He said it would be well insulated as well. 
 
Mr. Smith said it is also and issue of how the architect details that bottom of the door.  He 
would suspect there will be some sort of cushion at the bottom to provide a seal for both 
water and air. 
 
Mr. Brill said he trusts the door will be weather tight. 
 
Mr. Stavrou said the door was designed to be weather tight. 
 
Mr. Johnson moved to approve Case 2021-AR-17, 1141 Central Avenue, Valley Lodge 
Tavern, granting an Appearance Review Certificate to install an overhead door as 
submitted, subject to building permit review of drainage.  The motion was seconded by Ms. 
Andric.  Voting yes:  Commissioners Andric, Brill, Castellano, Johnson, Miller and Smith.  
Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 
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2021-AR-18 Loyola Academy 
1100 Laramie Avenue Appearance Review Certificate 
 
Mr. Sivertsen introduced Case 2021-AR-18, 1100 Laramie Avenue, Loyola Academy, 
requesting an Appearance Review Certificate to revise building elevations, site plan, 
paving, screening and landscaping. 
 
Mr. Dennis Stonequist, introduced himself as representing the school.  He said they have 
started construction on the foundation and plan to be open in the fall of 2022.  He said the 
specifics of the proposal will be presented by Sara Lundgren who is lead architect on the 
project. 
 
Ms. Sara Lundgren outlined the proposed changes to the existing approval contained in the 
submitted plans. 
 
Mr. Saad said the cedar fence seems a little out of place considering the materials on the 
rest of the building and site. 
 
Ms. Lundgren said they were trying to balance value and aesthetics.  The natural cedar is a 
nice complement to the rest of the building.  The best way to detail the screening system 
given the priorities of the project was to use wood.  She didn’t know if Mr. Saad was 
suggesting they use the same precast materials as used on the rest of the building, but their 
idea was to keep the masonry tight to the building. 
 
Mr. Saad asked if there was a precedent anywhere else on the campus for the fence 
materials.  He understands that the fence is on the interstate side of the building and it 
wouldn’t be as visible, however, as a commission they are charged with looking at all sides 
of the building. 
 
Mr. Brill said the submittal was very comprehensive and he didn’t have any questions. 
 
Mr. Johnson said he thinks the changes to the stairs and front will work very well.  He has a 
question about the intensity of the light at the front of the building.  It looks good in the 
rendering, but he has concerns that the columnar lighting on the building will be too bright 
and provide the wrong emphasis. 
 
Ms. Lundgren said the lighting coming out of those windows will be coming from the 
ceiling and not directly from the gaps in the system.  She would be surprised if the lighting 
will be an issue given the type of lighting.  She can have her lighting team look at possibly 
putting those fixtures that are near the windows on a separate circuit so they can be 
dimmed if needed. 
 
Mr. Johnson also wanted to add that he thought the cedar was an odd choice, but that he 
didn’t have a strong objection. 
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Mr. Miller said he likes the building and the proposed changes, but does have concern over 
the cedar fence.  He has been involved in projects where they have placed the cedar 
horizontally, and it looks great for a couple of years, but then over time, the rings of the 
wood start to deteriorate quickly.  He wondered if they have considered doing the boards 
vertically. 
 
Ms. Lundgren said by running the wood vertically the ends of the wood are exposed.  She 
wondered if running the boards vertically would help. 
 
Mr. Miller said a project he was involved in had vertical and horizontal boards and the 
vertical held up really well.  He asked if they were proposing to stain the wood or let it go 
gray. 
 
Ms. Lundgren said it was their intent to let the wood go gray.  She will further consider 
rotating the boards. 
 
Ms. Castellano said she concurs with the other commissioners who spoke.  She asked if the 
frit of the glass was done to deter birds.  There are a fair number of trees in the grounds just 
outside the building. 
 
Ms. Lundgren said it is expected that the frit will help deter birds, but she does not know 
specifics. 
 
Ms. Andric asked if Ms. Lundgren can walk the commission through the different types of 
concrete. 
 
Ms. Lundgren showed each elevation and identified the different types of concrete used for 
each section.  The ultrahigh performance concrete will come in two different finishes to 
provide variation.  One is a bead blast and the other is smooth. 
 
Ms. Andric asked for the size of the precast panels. 
 
Ms. Lundgren said the panels were between 9 and 10 feet in width.  They vary slightly to 
make sure each grouping of panels are equal in width. 
 
Ms. Andric asked about the size of each joint. 
 
Ms. Lundgren said each joint is ¾ of an inch and is raked.  She hopes there will be enough 
spacing to visualize the joint.  They will be able to better provide this with the color of the 
caulk. 
 
Ms. Andric asked how wide of pickets were being used for the fence. 
 
Ms. Lundgren said they are proposing 4 inch wide tongue and groove boards. 
 



   Draft 06/07/2021 
  

 6 

Ms. Andric asked for the width of the pedestrian circulation at the stairs on the south side 
the building between the wall and stairs.  She wanted to make sure the area provided 
enough room for comfortable circulation on the terrace.  It is nice to have the stairs, but 
they also need to be careful not to reduce the width too much. 
 
Ms. Lundgren said she thought the width was five feet and understands Ms. Andric’s 
concern.  They are wanting to use that area not only as steps, but as seating for 
performances on the lawn. 
 
Mr. Smith thanked the applicant for their presentation and plans.  He agreed with the other 
commissioner’s concerns for the cedar fence.  To follow-up on Ms. Andric’s comments on 
the design of the fence, he thinks they would be able to accomplish the same screening and 
sound attenuation with precast panels that would be in keeping with the rest of the building.  
That is the one part of the design scheme that is a stretch.  The rest of the design is well 
composed.  He asked if they had worked with their mechanical engineers to be certain that 
there will be no visible mechanical equipment on the roof top. 
 
Ms. Lundgren confirmed they have worked closely with their mechanical engineers to 
ensure the height of the mechanical well will be at least as tall as the tallest air handling 
unit.  Other than roof drains and roof hatches that are required, there will not be any other 
equipment on the flat roofs. 
 
Mr. Smith said bird friendly glass is becoming an increasingly important component of 
their review.  They have pushed other projects to use bird friendly design.  It is important 
for this glass to be used up to a height of 36 feet.  It is also important to know if the frit 
pattern proposed will accomplish the intent of bird glass. 
 
Ms. Lundgren said they are using a ceramic frit so they don’t have a specific opacity. 
 
Mr. Smith said he strongly recommends they look at the frit pattern and level of 
transparency to make sure it is bird friendly. 
 
Mr. Smith asked if there were any other comments or questions from the public. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said there were no other comments on YouTube chat or Teams chat. 
 
Mr. Johnson said it sounds like the real problem with the fence is that it looks like it 
doesn’t belong to the building. 
 
Mr. Saad said he started the critique of the fence and wanted to add that some people might 
look at the building and say what a beautiful building, but the fence looks like something 
that you might see at a strip mall.  It just seems out of place.  He wonders if they can come 
back at a later meeting to address the fence material. 
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Mr. Stonequist said he is concerned that this will hold up the construction.  The summer 
construction schedule is so important to them and he worries that coming back will hold up 
the construction. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen explained the foundation permit has been issued.  There are zoning 
comments as well as building review and fire review comments that are holding up 
issuance of the permit for the building.  If the only issue was the material of the fence it 
would not hold up issuance of the building permit.  If the Commission is comfortable with 
the size and location of the pad he would be comfortable issuing the building permit subject 
to final review of the fence. 
 
Mr. Johnson moved to approve Case 2021-AR-18, 1100 Laramie Avenue, requesting an 
Appearance Review Certificate to revise building elevations, site plan, paving, screening 
and landscaping including the footprint of the mechanical pad, with the conditions that 1) 
the discussion of the fence material will be continued unless the original material (metal 
louvers) is used, and 2) verification is provided that the glass is bird friendly.  The motion 
was seconded by Mr. Saad.  Voting yes: Commissioners Andric, Brill, Castellano, Johnson, 
Miller, Saad and Smith.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 
 
Mr. Johnson moved to continue the remaining items of Case 2021-AR-18, 1100 Laramie 
Avenue, to the June 7, 2021 meeting.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Miller.  Voting 
yes: Commissioners Andric, Brill, Castellano, Johnson, Miller, Saad and Smith.  Voting 
no: none.  The motion carried. 

 
V. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

There were no additional public comments. 
 
VI. ADJOURNMENT 

 
At 8:28 p.m., Mr. Brill moved to adjourn the meeting.  The motion was seconded by Mr. 
Johnson.  Voting yes: Commissioners Andric, Brill, Castellano, Johnson, Miller, Saad and 
Smith.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 
 



 
 

1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, IL  60091 

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

June 2, 2021 
 
To:  Chairman Smith and the Appearance Review Commission 
 
From:   Lucas Sivertsen, AICP 
  Business Development Coordinator 
 
Re:  Consent Agenda for June 7, 2021 
 
Attached are two conforming proposals.  The Commission should determine whether these 
proposals meet the Standards of Review for an Appearance Review Certificate.  If you would like 
to remove an item from the Consent Agenda, please bring it to my attention on Monday, June 7, 
2021 and I will notify the petitioner to be present at the meeting to discuss the proposal. 
 
2021-AR-30 Krystal’s Body Shop 1225 Green Bay Road 
 
The petitioner wishes to install a new projecting sign for the proposed business. 
 

Sign Ordinance Proposed Sign  

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

A projecting sign is proposed for the Green Bay 
Road frontage. 

Projecting signs are permitted up to 6 square 
feet in area. 

The proposed projecting sign is 5.9 square feet 
in area. 

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

The proposed sign includes the business name 
and logo. 

 
The petitioner wishes to display a projecting sign above the storefront entrance.  The sign would be 
at least 8 feet above grade as required by code.  It would not be illuminated. 
 
Applicable Sections of the Wilmette Zoning Ordinance: 
16-10.G states the regulations for projecting signs 
 
 
 
 
 



2021-AR-31 Pearl Nail & Spa 165 Green Bay Road 
 
The petitioner wishes to install a new wall sign with the new business name. 
 

Sign Ordinance Proposed Sign  

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

A wall sign is proposed for the Green Bay Road 
frontage. 

Wall signs are allowed up to 30% wall 
coverage. 

The proposed wall sign has 28.6% coverage. 
 

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

The proposed wall sign has one item of 
information. 

 
The petitioner wishes to replace the existing name with the new name by swapping out the “imperial” 
channel letters for “pearl” channel letters.  The raceway would remain in its current location. 
 
Applicable Sections of the Wilmette Zoning Ordinance: 
16-10.J states the regulations for wall signs 
 



MATERIAL: Aluminum

PAINT: Black (Semi- Gloss/ Powder Coated)

GRAPHICS: Cast, cut vinyl

INSTALLATION: FASTSIGNS of Skokie

All Joints 
Welded 

Together

Mounted to brick facade 
with Galvanized Steel Bolts 

33.00”

4.00”

2.00”
SIGN

FACEPLATE
39.50”

LANDLORD INFORMATION

Phone & E-mail

Signature

Name (Please Print)



214”





Report to the Appearance Review Commission 
from the  

Department of Community Development 
 
Case Number: 2021-AR-18 
 
Property: 1100 Laramie Avenue 
 
Zoning District: R1-A, Single-Family Detached Residence 
 
Petitioner: Loyola Academy 
 
Request: The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to revise 

fence materials. 
 
Applicable Provisions of 20-3.5, Appearance Review Commission Powers 
Ordinances: 20-5.7, Appearance Review Certificate 
 
Meeting Date:    May 5, 2021 
     June 7, 2021 
 
Date of Application: April 5, 2021 
 
Notices: Certificate of Posting dated, April 13, 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 Laramie Avenue, from Lake Avenue to Illinois Road.  
The property has 250.59’ of frontage on Lake Avenue, 1,264.97’ of frontage on Laramie Avenue, and 
558’ of frontage on Illinois Road.  The property is approximately 854,000 square feet in area and improved 
with a two-story school, surface parking lot, tennis courts, football field, and other athletic facilities. 
 
To the north and west are properties zoned R1-A, Single-Family Detached Residence, and improved with 
single-family homes. To the east is the Edens Expressway. To the southwest are properties zoned NR, 
Neighborhood Retail, and improved with one-story commercial buildings. 
 
Description of Request 
The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to revise fence materials.  The commission 
reviewed a proposal to modify the approved fence material from metal louver to cedar fence at the May 
3, 2021 meeting.  The applicant has since modified the proposed fence material to Trex synthetic boards.  
The attached specifications show the proposed material and color choices.  The design of the fence has 
not changed from the previous meeting, only the material. 
 
In addition to the modification, the applicant has provided documentation that the glass used on the 
exterior curtain wall will be bird friendly according to industry standard criteria.  The documentation 
was provided for informational purposes only and does not require an additional vote. 
 

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. 
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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 Memo from Sara Lundgren Regarding Fence Material, dated May 26, 2021 
2.3 Documentation of Bird Collision Deterrent glass 
2.4 Site Plan 
2.5 Elevations 
2.6 Fence Detail - Section 
2.7 Fence Detail - Plan 
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Case Minutes 
May 3, 2021 Loyola Academy 
1100 Laramie Avenue Appearance Review Certificate 
 
Mr. Sivertsen introduced Case 2021-AR-18, 1100 Laramie Avenue, Loyola Academy, requesting 
an Appearance Review Certificate to revise building elevations, site plan, paving, screening and 
landscaping. 
 
Mr. Dennis Stonequist, introduced himself as representing the school.  He said they have started 
construction on the foundation and plan to be open in the fall of 2022.  He said the specifics of the 
proposal will be presented by Sara Lundgren who is lead architect on the project. 
 
Ms. Sara Lundgren outlined the proposed changes to the existing approval contained in the 
submitted plans. 
 
Mr. Saad said the cedar fence seems a little out of place considering the materials on the rest of the 
building and site. 
 
Ms. Lundgren said they were trying to balance value and aesthetics.  The natural cedar is a nice 
complement to the rest of the building.  The best way to detail the screening system given the 
priorities of the project was to use wood.  She didn’t know if Mr. Saad was suggesting they use the 
same precast materials as used on the rest of the building, but their idea was to keep the masonry 
tight to the building. 
 
Mr. Saad asked if there was a precedent anywhere else on the campus for the fence materials.  He 
understands that the fence is on the interstate side of the building and it wouldn’t be as visible, 
however, as a commission they are charged with looking at all sides of the building. 
 
Mr. Brill said the submittal was very comprehensive and he didn’t have any questions. 
 
Mr. Johnson said he thinks the changes to the stairs and front will work very well.  He has a 
question about the intensity of the light at the front of the building.  It looks good in the rendering, 
but he has concerns that the columnar lighting on the building will be too bright and provide the 
wrong emphasis. 
 
Ms. Lundgren said the lighting coming out of those windows will be coming from the ceiling and 
not directly from the gaps in the system.  She would be surprised if the lighting will be an issue 
given the type of lighting.  She can have her lighting team look at possibly putting those fixtures 
that are near the windows on a separate circuit so they can be dimmed if needed. 
 
Mr. Johnson also wanted to add that he thought the cedar was an odd choice, but that he didn’t 
have a strong objection. 
 
Mr. Miller said he likes the building and the proposed changes, but does have concern over the 
cedar fence.  He has been involved in projects where they have placed the cedar horizontally, and it 
looks great for a couple of years, but then over time, the rings of the wood start to deteriorate 
quickly.  He wondered if they have considered doing the boards vertically. 
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Ms. Lundgren said by running the wood vertically the ends of the wood are exposed.  She 
wondered if running the boards vertically would help. 
 
Mr. Miller said a project he was involved in had vertical and horizontal boards and the vertical held 
up really well.  He asked if they were proposing to stain the wood or let it go gray. 
 
Ms. Lundgren said it was their intent to let the wood go gray.  She will further consider rotating the 
boards. 
 
Ms. Castellano said she concurs with the other commissioners who spoke.  She asked if the frit of 
the glass was done to deter birds.  There are a fair number of trees in the grounds just outside the 
building. 
 
Ms. Lundgren said it is expected that the frit will help deter birds, but she does not know specifics. 
 
Ms. Andric asked if Ms. Lundgren can walk the commission through the different types of 
concrete. 
 
Ms. Lundgren showed each elevation and identified the different types of concrete used for each 
section.  The ultrahigh performance concrete will come in two different finishes to provide 
variation.  One is a bead blast and the other is smooth. 
 
Ms. Andric asked for the size of the precast panels. 
 
Ms. Lundgren said the panels were between 9 and 10 feet in width.  They vary slightly to make 
sure each grouping of panels are equal in width. 
 
Ms. Andric asked about the size of each joint. 
 
Ms. Lundgren said each joint is ¾ of an inch and is raked.  She hopes there will be enough spacing 
to visualize the joint.  They will be able to better provide this with the color of the caulk. 
 
Ms. Andric asked how wide of pickets were being used for the fence. 
 
Ms. Lundgren said they are proposing 4 inch wide tongue and groove boards. 
 
Ms. Andric asked for the width of the pedestrian circulation at the stairs on the south side the 
building between the wall and stairs.  She wanted to make sure the area provided enough room for 
comfortable circulation on the terrace.  It is nice to have the stairs, but they also need to be careful 
not to reduce the width too much. 
 
Ms. Lundgren said she thought the width was five feet and understands Ms. Andric’s concern.  
They are wanting to use that area not only as steps, but as seating for performances on the lawn. 
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Mr. Smith thanked the applicant for their presentation and plans.  He agreed with the other 
commissioner’s concerns for the cedar fence.  To follow-up on Ms. Andric’s comments on the 
design of the fence, he thinks they would be able to accomplish the same screening and sound 
attenuation with precast panels that would be in keeping with the rest of the building.  That is the 
one part of the design scheme that is a stretch.  The rest of the design is well composed.  He asked 
if they had worked with their mechanical engineers to be certain that there will be no visible 
mechanical equipment on the roof top. 
 
Ms. Lundgren confirmed they have worked closely with their mechanical engineers to ensure the 
height of the mechanical well will be at least as tall as the tallest air handling unit.  Other than roof 
drains and roof hatches that are required, there will not be any other equipment on the flat roofs. 
 
Mr. Smith said bird friendly glass is becoming an increasingly important component of their 
review.  They have pushed other projects to use bird friendly design.  It is important for this glass 
to be used up to a height of 36 feet.  It is also important to know if the frit pattern proposed will 
accomplish the intent of bird glass. 
 
Ms. Lundgren said they are using a ceramic frit so they don’t have a specific opacity. 
 
Mr. Smith said he strongly recommends they look at the frit pattern and level of transparency to 
make sure it is bird friendly. 
 
Mr. Smith asked if there were any other comments or questions from the public. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said there were no other comments on YouTube chat or Teams chat. 
 
Mr. Johnson said it sounds like the real problem with the fence is that it looks like it doesn’t belong 
to the building. 
 
Mr. Saad said he started the critique of the fence and wanted to add that some people might look at 
the building and say what a beautiful building, but the fence looks like something that you might 
see at a strip mall.  It just seems out of place.  He wonders if they can come back at a later meeting 
to address the fence material. 
 
Mr. Stonequist said he is concerned that this will hold up the construction.  The summer 
construction schedule is so important to them and he worries that coming back will hold up the 
construction. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen explained the foundation permit has been issued.  There are zoning comments as 
well as building review and fire review comments that are holding up issuance of the permit for the 
building.  If the only issue was the material of the fence it would not hold up issuance of the 
building permit.  If the Commission is comfortable with the size and location of the pad he would 
be comfortable issuing the building permit subject to final review of the fence. 
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Mr. Johnson moved to approve Case 2021-AR-18, 1100 Laramie Avenue, requesting an 
Appearance Review Certificate to revise building elevations, site plan, paving, screening and 
landscaping including the footprint of the mechanical pad, with the conditions that 1) the 
discussion of the fence material will be continued unless the original material (metal louvers) is 
used, and 2) verification is provided that the glass is bird friendly.  The motion was seconded by 
Mr. Saad.  Voting yes: Commissioners Andric, Brill, Castellano, Johnson, Miller, Saad and Smith.  
Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 
 
Mr. Johnson moved to continue the remaining items of Case 2021-AR-18, 1100 Laramie Avenue, 
to the June 7, 2021 meeting.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Miller.  Voting yes: Commissioners 
Andric, Brill, Castellano, Johnson, Miller, Saad and Smith.  Voting no: none.  The motion 
carried. 
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Memorandum 

To:  Appearance Review Committee, Village of Wilmette  

From:  Sara Lundgren 

Date:  26 May 2021 

 

Loyola Performing Art Center Adiabatic Cooler Fence: 

 

The new Performing Art Center project for Loyola Academy includes a fence around the adiabatic cooler plant.  We 

propose Trex engineered wood.   This material will not only hold up to the test of aging, but it is composed of 95% 

reclaimed wood and plastic film, expanding the sustainability measures the LAPAC provides. 

 

The fence detailing will be simple, as before, with exposed planks creating a minimal enclosure.  Structure and detailing 

of the previous fence, which were not challenged by the ARC committee, will be maintained as designed.  Color will be 

selected as a compliment to the precast enclosure and is backed by a 25-year warranty to ensure long lasting 

performance. 

 

We believe this change maintains the design intent and also addresses the concerns raised by ARC members about the 

longevity and actual performance characteristics of cedar. 

 

 

http://www.ks.partners/


Loyola Performing Art Center Bird Collision Deterrence: 

In response to the ARC request, we are pleased to inform you that the new Loyola Academy 
Performing Art Center (LAPAC) project meets the requirements for a Bird Collision 
Deterrent credit from Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) v4.1 rating 
system. LEED is the most widely used green building rating system in the world.  

To comply with LEED’s Bird Collision Deterrent credit, a project must demonstrate a Bird 
Collision Threat Factor Rating (BCTR) that factors quantity, location and material 
properties of all glass on a building. LEED has the following guidelines: 

 The maximum total Bird Collision Threat Rating (BCTR) must be 15 or less.   
 No more than 15% of the glazed area in Façade Zone 1 (below 36’-0”) may have a 

Threat Factor higher than 75.  
 All glazed corners must have a Threat Factor less than or equal to 25. 

The table below outlines LEED’s guidelines compared with the results for Loyola 
Academy’s Performing Arts Center (LAPAC):   
 

 LEED 
Standard 

LAPAC 

Maximum allowable Bird Collision Threat 
Factor Rating (BCTR) 

15 or less 2.9 

Maximum % of glazed area in façade zone 1 
w/ threat factor higher than 75

15% 0% 

Maximum Threat Factor at glazed corners 25 15 
 

The LAPAC is well within the bounds of LEED’s requirements and also complies with the 
other three portions of compliance requiring: 

 That interior light fixtures shall be turned off by the appropriate personnel after 
hours when a space is unoccupied, or at a minimum from midnight to 6am 

 That exterior building fixtures do not directly emit any light at a vertical angle more 
than 90 degrees from straight down and that all exterior fixtures not necessary for 
safety, building entrances, and circulation shall be automatically shut off from 
midnight until 6:00 a.m. 

 That a three-year post-construction monitoring plan be implemented to routinely 
monitor the effectiveness of the building and site design in preventing bird 
collisions.  Loyola will identify and document any locations where repeated bird 
strikes occur, the number of collisions, the date, the approximate time, and features 
that may be contributing to collisions. 
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6.4 LOYOLA ACADEMY MASTER PLAN: PHASE 2 ARC PACKAGE
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SECTION 6: arChITECTuraL dESIGNS 6.5
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Report to the Appearance Review Commission 
from the  

Department of Community Development 
 
Case Number: 2021-AR-28 
 
Property: 1 Indian Hill Road 
 
Zoning District: R, Single-Family Detached Residence 
 
Petitioner: Indian Hill Club 
 
Request: The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to 

modify roofing material and landscaping. 
 
Applicable Provisions of 20-3.5, Appearance Review Commission Powers 
Ordinances: 20-5.7, Appearance Review Certificate 
 
Meeting Date:    June 7, 2021 
 
Date of Application: May 18, 2021 
 
Notices: Certificate of Posting dated, May 18, 2021 
 Legal Notice published Wilmette Life on May 20, 2021 
 Affidavit of Personal Notice dated, May 20, 2021 
 
Report Prepared By: Lucas Sivertsen, AICP 
 Business Development Coordinator 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Case 2021-AR-28 
 1 Indian Hill Road 
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Description of the Property 
The Subject Property is located on the northwest corner of Kenilworth Avenue and Hunter Road.  Indian 
Hill Road, a private road, runs to the north and west of the property.  The primary entrance is from Indian 
Hill Road and there is an emergency entrance on Kenilworth Avenue.  The property has an area of 
approximately 77,490 square feet. The property is improved with a one-story maintenance building that 
serves the Indian Hill Golf Club. 
 
To the east and south are properties zoned R1-C, Single-Family Residence, and improved with single-
family homes. To the northeast and west are properties zoned R, Single-Family Residence, and improved 
with single-family homes. To the north is the Indian Hill Golf Club. 
 
Description of Request 
The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to modify roofing material and landscaping. 
 
The proposal includes modifying the previously approved standing seam metal roof of the environmental 
building to asphalt shingles.  A previously approved landscape plan has been modified to show existing 
landscaping to remain on the north side of the existing maintenance building, as well as changes to 
proposed landscaping in that area as explained below. 
 
The Appearance Review Commission had reviewed and approved an Appearance Review Certificate on 
December 7, 2020 for a proposal that included two new buildings, paving, and landscaping.  The Village 
Board subsequently reviewed a request for a special use and variations associated with the same 
proposal.  The Village Board voted to approve a revised site plan from what had been reviewed and by 
the Appearance Review Commission.  The differences from the ARC plan to Village Board plan include: 
 

• Removal of loading area north of existing building 
• Existing landscaping north of existing building to remain 

 
The site plan approved by the Village Board is included for the Commission’s review.  Assuming there 
are no issues expressed by Commission, the revised plans should be part of the motion for approval so 
that the differences between the previous ARC approval and Village Board approval can be reconciled. 
 
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. 



Case 2021-AR-28 
 1 Indian Hill Road 

 

3 

 
4. Mechanical equipment is located or screened so as not to be visible from surrounding streets 

and properties.  
 
5. The scale and placement of the structure on the site is appropriate to the proportion of the site 

covered by the structure and the location of the structure in relation to its lot lines. 
 
6. Building design and placement must take into consideration natural grade conditions, existing 

vegetation, and other natural features. 
 
7. Excessive similarity or dissimilarity in design in relation to surrounding or adjoining 

structures is discouraged, including but not limited to building height, exterior materials, 
building mass, roof line, and architectural features. 

 
8. Design takes into consideration the relationship to the street and the pedestrian environment. 
 
9. Parking, storage, and refuse areas are located and screened so as not to negatively affect 

neighboring properties. 
 
10. Landscape is designed to maintain existing mature trees and shrubs to the maximum extent 

possible. 
 
11. Landscape provides an aesthetically pleasing design and, where applicable, provides for the 

screening of parking, storage, refuse, and utility areas from the street and adjacent residential 
properties. 

 
12. Selected plant materials shall be suitable to Wilmette’s climate and to their location on the 

site. The use of invasive species is prohibited. Invasive species shall be those included in the 
“Chicago Botanic Garden” list of “Invasive Plants in the Chicago Region.” 

 
13. Parking areas are designed to achieve efficient traffic flow and minimize dangerous traffic 

movements. 
 
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 

Written Correspondence 
 
1.1 Email from Lloyde Nelson, June 1, 2021 
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Location Maps and Plans 
 
2.1 Aerial Map 
2.2 Site Plan 
2.3 Elevations 
2.4 Site Plan – Approved by Village Board 
2.5 Material Board 



From: Lloyde Nelson
To: Sivertsen, Lucas
Cc: pn916@aol.com; Roberts, Lisa
Subject: FW: 1 Indian Hill
Date: Tuesday, June 1, 2021 8:00:07 AM
Attachments: 20201204_IHC Maintenance Facility Landscape Plans[56844].pdf

Plans 05-19 Reduced.pdf
2021-01-12 - Revised Site Plan for Village Board_DRAFT[50193].pdf

Your attachments have been security checked by Mimecast Attachment Protection. Files where no threat or
malware was detected are attached.

Hi, Lucas,

Are the specific landscape plans (“20201204_IHC Maintenance Facility Landscape
Plans[56844]”) also to be included as part of the Club’s submission for the 6/7/21
ARC review?  (See new attachment). 

The “Plans 05-19 Reduced” file you provided lacks many details that were included in
these “20201204” plans which were the basis for the 12-7-20 ARC approval.  These
ARC-approved plans enumerate and show exactly which trees will be removed, which
new plantings will be made, etc. over the whole site.  Among these, they show the
removal of the Maple, the new planting of 5 Douglas Firs and the replacement of the
chain link fence with the 6’ high wooden fence in our area.  (Refer to the email from
Mark Kluemper dated 12/7/20).  In contrast, the “Plans 05-19 Reduced” is skimpy,
lacking these in/out planting charts/lists, locations, dimensions, notes, etc.

We believe that those “20201204” plans should be used as a starting point.  They
should be updated to reflect the elimination of the parking pad and preservation of
existing fencing and plantings on the north side (call it the “Nelsons’ agreement”) and
noting any other changes the Club may be proposing.  This updated document must
reflect the contingent commitment made by the Club for final approval of the special
use and variations ordinance at the 1/12/21 Village Board Meeting.

In summary, the ARC should not accept the generic “Plans 05-19 Reduced”
document proposed by the Club.  The ARC should ask the Club to submit a bona fide
landscaping plan for review at the 6/7/21 ARC meeting.

If we are not understanding the intent of the “Plan 05-19 Reduced” document or the
absence of the “20201204” document, please clarify. 

Please let us know if you have any questions or comments.  We will contact you
Tuesday to discuss further.

Lloyde & Peggy Nelson
847-347-4234

From: Lloyde Nelson

1.1

mailto:LN630@aol.com
mailto:sivertsenl@wilmette.com
mailto:pn916@aol.com
mailto:robertsl@wilmette.com
mailto:LN630@aol.com



EXISTING MAINTENANCE BUILDING


HUNTER   ROAD


INDIAN                        HILL                         ROAD


628


Remove shrubs, typ.


Remove shrubs, typ.


Remove
shrubs, typ.


Remove buckthorn, typ.


45


6


7
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9


1
2


3


Tree Preservation Fence, typ.


10
Remove Existing 42" ht. chain link fence.


Remove existing shrubs. Stockpile and
protect for transplant elsewhere on site.
Location TBD by Owner.


KEY SPECIES DBH CONDITION


1 Oak 30" Good


2 Oak 24" Good


3 Oak 30" Good


4 Pine 6" Poor (overhanging building)


5 Pine 10" Poor (overhanging building)


6 Pine 10" Poor (overhanging building)


7 Pine 10" Fair


8 Pine 8" Fair


9 Cherry 3" Fair


10 Maple 30" Fair (split trunk, leaning)


TREE REMOVALS


Architects


DRAWN BY: CHECKED:


600 West Jackson Blvd
Chicago, IL  60661
T 312.798.7700
F 312.798.7777
***.okwarchitects.com


DATE:
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SITE PLAN


Issue Date: 12/4/2020


17027


MAINTENANCE FACILITY
MODERNIZATION PROJECT
- EMPLOYEE CENTER
1 INDIAN HILL ROAD, WILMETTE,
IL  60091


SCALE:L-001
1


 1" = 16'-0"


TREE PRESERVATION AND REMOVALS PLAN


LEGEꢀD


Existing Tree to Be Removed


Remove and dispose of existing plant material.


Tree Preservation Fence. See Details 1 - 3, sheet L3.0


Existing Deciduous Tree


Existing Evergreen Tree







EXISTING MAINTENANCE BUILDING
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4' Mulch ring, typ.


Pea gravel mulch, typ.


6' ht. fence, to match
existing wood fence.


PROPOSED PLANT LIST


Architects


DRAWN BY: CHECKED:
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Chicago, IL  60661
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SITE PLAN


Issue Date: 12/4/2020
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MAINTENANCE FACILITY
MODERNIZATION PROJECT
- EMPLOYEE CENTER
1 INDIAN HILL ROAD, WILMETTE,
IL  60091


SCALE:L-002
1


 1" = 16'-0"


PLANTING PLAN


LEGEꢀD


Ornamental Tree, typ. See Detail 4, Sheet L3.0


Pea Gravel Mulch. See Detail 10, Sheet L3.0


Evergreen Tree, typ. See Detail 6, Sheet L3.0


Shrub, typ. See Detail 7, Sheet L3.0


Shade Tree, typ. See Detail 7, Sheet L3.0


Turf Seed Restoration. See Specifications.
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FINISH: WHITE
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MANUFACTURER: BUILDERS EDGE OR EQ. 
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PRODUCT: DOUBLE HUNG WINDOW
MANUFACTURER: MARVIN OR EQUAL
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Sent: Friday, May 28, 2021 4:49 PM
Subject: RE: 1 Indian Hill
 
Hi, Lucas,
 
Thanks for the response, the latest landscape plan and the phone call this afternoon. 
To confirm our conversation:
 
The good news: We agree with the resolutions made at the 1/12/21 Village Board
Meeting and the latest plan’s note about: (1) the parking pad being eliminated; and (2)
the existing fencing and plantings to remain on the north side east of the gate all the
way to the property line.
 
The bad news: In this version of the landscape plan, dated 5/19/21, just one 18’
Douglas Fir (presumably) will be added in the area where the existing Maple is to be
removed.  The note says: “Per ARC, Maple tree removed and replaced with an 18’ tall
Douglas Fir” (i.e., singular). The plan presented at the Village Board Meeting (which I
have attached, dated 1/12/21) included five Douglas Firs along the side of our house
blocking our view of the Maintenance Yard and three Buildings.  Considering that the
existing landscaping will remain north of the building, five Douglas Firs may now be
more than are required to block our view, but one Douglas Fir certainly will not be
sufficient in breadth to provide the amount of visual coverage the Maple now
provides.  (In fact, previous plans always showed 3 Douglas Firs replacing the one
Maple).  Thus, a change about the number of trees in this area is necessary.
 
Finally, the latest plan does not specify that the existing 10’ section of chain link fence
(running east-west off the northeast corner of the existing fence) was to be replaced
by a 6’ high wooden stockade fence to match all the other fencing.  It was agreed that
this would keep people from cutting through that area as they can now climb over the
3’-6” high chain link fence.  Similarly, a change to add a note about the new fence
section in this area is necessary.
 
Hopefully these two items are mere oversights by the Golf Club, but I wanted to
document them, just in case the Club intended these changes to the actual plans that
were agreed during the Village Board Meeting of 1/12/21.  
 
LN
 
 
From: Sivertsen, Lucas
Sent: Friday, May 28, 2021 3:36 PM
To: ln630@aol.com
Subject: 1 Indian Hill
 
Mr. Nelson,
 
Please see the proposed plans showing the changes proposed by the applicant since the most recent

mailto:sivertsenl@wilmette.com
mailto:ln630@aol.com


ARC meeting in December.  As you know the Village Board required the removal of the parking pad. 
The resulting change to their site plans and landscape plan shows the existing large shrubs west of
your property remaining.  The large tree that straddles the property line is still proposed to be
removed and replaced with a large non-deciduous tree.
 
Lucas Sivertsen, AICP
Business Development Coordinator
Village of Wilmette
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Report to the Appearance Review Commission 
from the  

Department of Community Development 
 
Case Number: 2021-AR-24 
 
Property: 400 Linden Avenue 
 
Zoning District: NR-1, Linden Square 
 
Petitioner: Dental Studio of Wilmette 
 
Request: The petitioner requests a 29.5% wall coverage sign variation and a 

variation to display a prohibited box sign. 
 
Applicable Provisions of 3.5, Appearance Review Commission Powers 
Ordinances: 5.5, Sign Variation 
 16.8.C, Box Signs 
 16.10.J, Wall Signs 
 
Meeting Date:    June 7, 2021 
 
Date of Application: January 7, 2021 
 
Notices: Legal Notice published in Wilmette Life, May 20, 2021 

Certificate of Posting dated, May 20, 2021 
Personal Notice Affidavit dated, May 20, 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 northwest corner of Linden Avenue and 4th Street in the NR-1, Linden 
Square, Zoning District.  Surrounding uses include a mix of office, personal service and restaurant uses to 
the north, east, south and west. 
 
Description of Request 
The petitioner requests a 29.5% wall coverage sign variation and a variation to display a prohibited box 
sign. 
 
The proposal includes the display of an internally illuminated channel letter wall sign above the 
storefront entrance.  The letters will be flush mounted to the exterior brick wall.  The area of the wall 
sign is 23.5 square feet as calculated by the total width by total height of the sign.  The signable area of 
the wall sign is 39.6 square feet.  The signable area is limited to the area above the storefront free of any 
architectural ornamentation or variation in the wall plane.  The brick course and reveal limit the size of 
the signable area.  The resulting wall sign coverage is 59.48%.  Because wall signs are limited to a 
maximum of 30% coverage, a 29.5% wall coverage sign variation is required. 
 
The channel letters are proposed to be internally illuminated.  Because of the small size of the letters for 
the word “of”, the petitioner proposes to combine both letters into one single channel letter.  By 
combining multiple letters into one channel letter the petitioner is creating a box sign as defined by the 
Zoning Ordinance.  Because box signs are prohibited by code a sign variation to install a prohibited box 
sign is required. 
 
Other Coverage Variation Requests 
1116 Central Avenue Case 2020-AR-17 ARC: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 34.14% wall sign coverage variation 
 
1144 Wilmette Avenue Case 2019-AR-07 ARC: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 28.69% window sign coverage variation 
 
1149 Wilmette Avenue Case 2018-AR-25 ARC: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 37.9% wall sign coverage variation 
 
Other Box Sign Variation Requests 
123 Green Bay Road Case 2018-AR-11 ARC: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a sign variation to install a prohibited box sign 
 
Applicable Provisions of Ordinance 
Section 5.5: Establishes procedures for review of sign variations 
 
Section 16.8.C: Defines box signs as prohibited 
 
Section 16.10.J: Establishes maximum coverage of 30% for wall signs 
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Action Required 
The Appearance Review Commission may recommend granting a sign variation provided they 
determine the proposal meets the following standards of review. 
 
(After the vote on the request) 
Move to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and recommendation for the Appearance Review 
Commission for case number 2021-AR-24. 
 
Sign Variation Standards of Review 
 

Unusual Circumstances: 
A variation will serve to relieve the petitioner from an unusual difficulty due to the location, 
topography, or circumstances on the petitioner’s property or a peculiar attribute existing on the 
neighboring property, which directly affects the petitioner’s property. 

 
Character and Appearance: 
A variation will be consistent in design and scale with other signs nearby, and will not alter the 
essential character of the commercial streetscape in the vicinity of the subject property. 

 
Not Self-Created: 
The plight of the property owner was not created by the owner and denial of the variation will 
impose undue hardship or difficulty on the owner’s ability to conduct business on the subject 
property. 
 
Health, Safety and Welfare: 
A variation will not create a traffic or safety hazard and will not impair the utility of 
neighboring properties’ signage. 
 
Purpose of Ordinance: 
A variation is in harmony with the purpose and intent of the Sign Ordinance. 

 
Case File Documents 

Written Correspondence 
 
1.1 Email from Sam Grill, May 25, 2021 
1.2 Email from Dr. Madrigal, May 26, 2021 

 
Location Maps and Plans 
 
2.1 Aerial Map 
2.2 Sign Proposal 



From: grillsam@gmail.com
To: Sivertsen, Lucas
Subject: Re: 400 Linden sign
Date: Tuesday, May 25, 2021 4:30:21 PM

Ok. Thanks for the info. Makes more sense. Personally, I just think the illumination is too
much for the location and makes it really heavy but as is usually the case, I don’t think
anybody cares about my opinion. 

You may or may not hear directly from some tenants as I forwarded the notice to them
yesterday. 

Thanks!

Sam Grill
847-361-4551

On May 25, 2021, at 4:19 PM, Sivertsen, Lucas <sivertsenl@wilmette.com>
wrote:


The sign is actually not that big relative to other wall signs in the Village.  It’s true that
most businesses in Linden Square don’t have illuminated wall signs, however, they are
not uncommon in Village.  Downtown there’s Pescadero, Panera, Pit and Tap, Carlos &
Carlos, International Bank.
 
The variation is so large because the signable area is so small.  Most businesses have a
large clean slate above their storefront allowing them to install a larger sign.  The sign is
approximately 25 square feet in size.  For reference Panera’s sign is 67 square feet.
 
Signs are limited to 75 foot candles and cannot be illuminated between midnight and 6
am.
 
Lucas Sivertsen, AICP
Business Development Coordinator
Village of Wilmette
 

From: grillsam@gmail.com <grillsam@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 25, 2021 4:06 PM
To: Sivertsen, Lucas <sivertsenl@wilmette.com>
Subject: Re: 400 Linden sign
 
Do you have any thoughts on this? It just seems out of place and a lot of sign for the
location. 
 
A 120% increase in the allowed coverage seems very high. Why wouldn’t every tenant

mailto:grillsam@gmail.com
mailto:sivertsenl@wilmette.com


in wilmette ask for this kind of variance? 
 
Are there any requirements on the lighting? Brightness? Color? Hours? I can’t even
think of other backlit signs like this in area or  downtown wilmette. 
 
Curious to hear any thoughts you might have. 
 
 
Sam Grill
847-361-4551

On May 25, 2021, at 3:44 PM, Sivertsen, Lucas
<sivertsenl@wilmette.com> wrote:


Here are the plans.
 
Lucas Sivertsen, AICP
Business Development Coordinator
Village of Wilmette
 

From: sam grill <grillsam@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 25, 2021 2:36 PM
To: Sivertsen, Lucas <sivertsenl@wilmette.com>
Subject: 400 Linden sign
 
A tenant asked me about this.  Can you send me info on this sign variance
for ARC?  I don’t understand it from the letter and can’t find info online.
 Thanks and hope all is well!
 

Sam Grill
847-361-4551
 
 

 
<Sign Plan - 2021-05-12.pdf>

mailto:sivertsenl@wilmette.com
mailto:grillsam@gmail.com
mailto:sivertsenl@wilmette.com


From: robert madrigal
To: Sivertsen, Lucas
Subject: Signage 400 Linden
Date: Wednesday, May 26, 2021 5:27:44 PM

Hi Lucas,

   I was recently made aware of a sign proposal at 400 Linden. I would like to express my
concern regarding 68% coverage of the building. If approved, this will set a precedent for the
entire community. If this request is approved, I would also plan to request an exemption for
my own business. 

   Not sure if I’ll be able to attend the hearing, so wanted to share my thoughts with you. 

Sincerely,

Robert Madrigal (Wilmette Dental - 344 Linden)

mailto:rlmadrigal1031@gmail.com
mailto:sivertsenl@wilmette.com
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Report to the Appearance Review Commission 
from the  

Department of Community Development 
 
Case Number: 2021-AR-27 
 
Property: 530 Skokie Boulevard 
 
Zoning District: R2, Attached Residence 
 
Petitioner: Ameena & Manoj Raj 
 
Request: The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to install 

a fence along their south property line. 
 
Applicable Provisions of 20-3.5, Appearance Review Commission Powers 
Ordinances: 20-5.7, Appearance Review Certificate 
 
Meeting Date:    June 7, 2021 
 
Date of Application: April 27, 2021 
 
Notices: Certificate of Posting dated, May 20, 2021 
 
Report Prepared By: Lucas Sivertsen, AICP 
 Business Development Coordinator 
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2 

Description of the Property 
The subject property is located on the east side of Skokie Boulevard in the R2, Attached Residence zoning 
district.  Surrounding uses include townhomes to the north, and single-family residences to the east, south 
and west.  To the immediate south of the subject property is unimproved public right of way. 
 
Description of Request 
The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to install a fence along their south property 
line. 
 
The proposal includes the installation of a four (4) foot tall picket fence.  The pickets would be three (3) 
inches in width with three (3) inch spacing.  The style and color of picket and post would match the 
existing fence along the perimeter of the development, however, the dimensions and spacing between 
pickets would be different in order to meet code. 
 
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 Photos of Existing Conditions 
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Report to the Appearance Review Commission 
from the  

Department of Community Development 
 
Case Number: 2021-AR-29 
 
Property: 325 3rd Street 
 
Zoning District: R2, Attached Residence 
 
Petitioner: Grant Butterfield 
 
Request: The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to infill 

a doorway. 
 
Applicable Provisions of 20-3.5, Appearance Review Commission Powers 
Ordinances: 20-5.7, Appearance Review Certificate 
 
Meeting Date:    June 7, 2021 
 
Date of Application: May 18, 2021 
 
Notices: Certificate of Posting dated, May 20, 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 3rd Street in the R2, Attached Residence zoning district.  
Surrounding uses include townhomes to the north and south, single-family residences to the east, and the 
Chicago Transit Authority railyard to the west. 
 
Description of Request 
The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to infill a doorway. 
 
The proposal includes removal of a door and stoop serving the kitchen and infilling the doorway with 
brick to match the existing on the building.  A small vent next to the door will be infilled as well.  Half-
bricks will be removed so the new brick can be toothed in to the existing. 
 
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 Proposal 
2.3 Brick Samples 
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Brick Up Door Opening.

Notes:

Prepared on May 3, 2021

PROPOSAL SUBMITTED TO:

Grant Butterfield
325 3rd St, Wilmette, IL 60091
847-624-9481
grantbutter@gmail.com

WORK TO BE PERFORMED AT:

325 3rd St, Wilmette, IL 60091



EDMAR Corporation | (847) 724-5600 | info@MasonryTuckpointing.com | MasonryTuckpointing.com

JOB DESCRIPTION Price

We hereby propose to furnish the materials and perform the labor necessary for the completion of:

Each of our projects begins with preparation of a jobsite for the work to be performed

We always try to protect surrounding areas. However, it is sometimes impossible to perform
work without causing some damage to the property surrounding grass, flowers, bushes, or any
other type of plants. We understand how precious they are for you and we will do our best to
minimize the damage. 

Brick Up door opening on North elevation and a small vent opening by the
gutter downspout (see image below).

Remove existing doors from the wall opening.
Remove half-bricks from vertical edges of the openings.
Remove bottom concrete stoop/landing (door sill stays intact).
Brick up outside wythe of the wall openings, using new face brick matching
existing as close as possible.
Point and tool mortar joints to match existing.
We will not perform any interior work.
Concrete repair after stoop/landing removed to be done by others.

$3,700.00

Building Permit to be Obtained by Customer.

SELECT THIS OPTION IF YOU'LL BE PERSONALLY APPLYING FOR
BUILDING PERMIT.

$0.00

Building Permit to be Obtained by EDMAR - price to be determined.

SELECT THIS OPTION IF YOU'D LIKE US TO HANDLE PERMIT PROCESS.
Permit / administrative fees + our $150.00 expediting fee.

$0.00

Mortar will be mixed and applied according to manufacturer’s requirements and current ASTM
specifications. No admixtures except coloring are used unless requested or required by owner.
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Total.................................... $3,700.00

All debris, which is produced from our work, will be removed and hauled away by our company
either daily or after the entire job is completed.

Work is done in normal consecutive weekdays barring inclement weather or other
arrangements made.

We will make every reasonable effort to match materials but cannot guarantee a perfect match.

Attached pictures may not represent all problems listed in this proposal.

In projects that include multiple items, individually listed prices are valid only if all work will be
performed at the same time.  If you choose to have work on individual items performed at
different times, or choose only a single item from the list, our price for this service may be
higher.

PAYMENT TERMS
2% transaction fee will be added to
payments made with a credit card.

On Contract Signing $1,850.00

On 100% Completion $1,850.00 + permit fee if selected

If you accept and sign this proposal, you can make the first payment with a credit card using the last page

form below, or you can request a payment link from us (if form is not available). Alternatively, you can mail a

check, payable to EDMAR Corporation, to our office at: 4411 W. Montrose Ave., Chicago IL 60641. 

Project Manager: Peter Zawadzki | Cell: 847-910-5000

I. Permit Fees: Permit costs and expediting fees will be charged as incurred and are additional to any
costs stated above, unless otherwise stated.
II. Change Orders and Approvals: All materials are guaranteed to be as specified, and the above work to be

performed in accordance with the drawings and specifications submitted for above work and completed in a

substantial workmanlike manner. Any alteration or deviation from above specifications involving extra costs,

will be executed upon written orders, and will become an extra charge over and above the estimate. All

agreements contingent upon strikes, accidents or delays are beyond our control.

III. Insurance: Edmar Corporation is insured and will be glad to provide a Certificate of Insurance upon

request. Owner to carry fire, tornado, and other necessary insurance upon above work. Workmen’s
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Compensation and Public Liability Insurance on above work to be taken out by Edmar Corporation. Edmar

Corporation will not be held accountable for water and dust penetration to interior areas as a result of

defective mortar joints or caulking in windows or door frames.

IV. Site Conditions: The premises will be kept clean during work hours and will be left clean upon completion

of the job.

V. Final Payment: Grant Butterfield agrees to pay the final payment amount indicated in this contract within

7 days of notification of project completion by EDMAR Corporation. Failure to pay the full amount by this

deadline shall constitute a breach of contract. Payments may be made by cash, check, or credit card (2%

transaction fee will apply to CC payments). Contact EDMAR Corporation to arrange payment upon project

completion.

VI. Unpaid Balances: Customer to pay all fees, costs, and expenses incurred by Edmar Corporation in

association with collecting unpaid balances, including attorney’s fees.  

ACCEPTANCE OF THIS PROPOSAL CONSTITUTES A LEGALLY BINDING CONTRACT

This signed proposal will constitute a contract for EDMAR Corporation services listed above. The
above prices, specifications and conditions are satisfactory and are hereby accepted. Payment will
be made as outlined above. No work shall begin prior to the signing of this document, transmittal
of the signed copy to EDMAR Corporation, and making of a initial payment.

 PREPARED by:
Edward Marciszewski

AGREED TO AND ACCEPTED by:
Grant Butterfield

_______________________________

May 3, 2021

_______________________________

05/04/2021



From: 

EDMAR Corporation

To: Grant Butterfield

Initial payment for the job to be performed at:
325 3rd St, Wilmette, IL 60091

The amount listed below includes 2% Credit Card transaction fee.

Payment amount: $1,887.00

You will receive confirmation email once the payment has been successfully processed. 



Signature Certificate
Document Ref.: 2RPZH-DPIRG-POBWR-PKN7L

Document signed by:

Edward Marciszewski
Verified E-mail:
info@masonrytuckpointing.com

IP: 71.201.179.20 Date: 03 May 2021 14:56:29 UTC

Grant Butterfield
Verified E-mail:
grantbutter@gmail.com

IP: 73.74.158.30 Date: 04 May 2021 23:33:19 UTC

Document completed by all parties on:
04 May 2021 23:33:19 UTC

Page 1 of 1

Signed with PandaDoc.com

PandaDoc is the document platform that boosts your
company's revenue by accelerating the way it transacts.
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