
 
 

1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, IL  60091 

 

IF YOU ARE A PERSON WITH A DISABILITY AND NEED SPECIAL ACCOMMODATIONS TO PARTICIPATE 
 IN AND/OR ATTEND A VILLAGE OF WILMETTE PUBLIC MEETING, PLEASE NOTIFY THE VILLAGE  

MANAGER’S OFFICE AT (847) 853-7509 OR TDD  (847) 853-7634 AS SOON AS POSSIBLE. 

 
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, August 30, 2021 at 7:00 P.M. 
Committee Meeting Room 

 
 
AGENDA 
I. Call to Order 
II. Approval of Minutes 

• Minutes of the Appearance Review Commission of July 12, 2021 
• Minutes of the Appearance Review Commission of August 2, 2021 

III. Consent Agenda 
• 2021-AR-41, 417 Linden Avenue, State Farm, Certificate 
• 2021-AR-42, 915 Ridge Road, Grip Fitness, Certificate 
• 2021-AR-43, 141 Skokie Boulevard, State Farm, Certificate 

IV. Continuances 
• 2021-AR-36, 415 Linden Avenue, Baha’i National Center, Certificate 

V. Cases 
• 2021-AR-39, 525 4th Street, Beacon Financial, Certificate 

VI. Public Comment 
VII. New Business 
VIII. Adjournment 

Charles Smith, Chairman 



 
 

V I L L A G E   O F   W I L M E T T E 
1200 Wilmette Avenue 

WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 
 

MEETING MINUTES  
 

APPEARANCE REVIEW COMMISSION 
 

MONDAY, AUGUST 2, 2021 
7:00 P.M. 

COMMITTTEE MEETING ROOM 
 
 
Members Present: Richard Brill 

Doug Johnson  
Jeffery Saad 
Charles Smith 
 

Members Absent:  Nada Andric  
Devan Castellano  
Mason Miller  

 
Guests: Rick Goldman, 1811 St. Johns Avenue, Highland Park, IL 
 Scott Conrad, 401 Greenleaf 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. Sivertsen said the Commission can continue this item to the next meeting since some 
of the members did not receive the minutes for review. 

 
III. CONSENT AGENDA 
 

Mr. Smith questioned the size of the sign as described in the request for 1218 Washington 
Avenue. 
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Mr. Sivertsen said the sign would be conforming.  It appears the applicant provided 
dimensions of only their side of the storefront rather than the entire storefront as was 
requested.  The coverage would be even less than what was described in the request. 
 
Mr. Brill moved to approve the consent agenda including Case 2021-AR-35, 1218 
Washington Avenue, A Space to Work, and Case 2021-AR-37, 930 Greenleaf Avenue, 
Woman’s Club of Wilmette as submitted.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Johnson.  
Voting yes:  Commissioners Brill, Johnson, Saad and Smith.  Voting no: none.  The 
motion carried. 

 
IV. CASES 

  
Case 2021-AR-34 Buck Russell’s 
1133-1139 Greenleaf Avenue Appearance Review Certificate 
 
Mr. Sivertsen introduced Case 2021-AR-34, 1133-1139 Greenleaf Avenue, Buck Russell’s 
requesting an Appearance Review Certificate to replace the storefront window framing 
system.  The applicant appeared before the Commission at their previous meeting and is 
coming back to address previous comments. 
 
Mr. Goldman said he is representing the petitioner, Buck Russell’s.  He said they have 
revised the plans so the proposed horizontal mullion is consistent with the existing in both 
height and thickness.  The storefront window system has a very long lead time and they are 
anxious to move forward with approvals so they can order the windows. 
 
Mr. Brill said the revised plans are a big improvement from the previous submittal.  The only 
question he has is why they chose to increase the number of horizontal mullions compared 
with the existing storefronts. 
 
Mr. Goldman said they did a lot of studying of the storefront.  They originally wanted to 
have a fully divided lite that would make it look more like a eight over eight pattern to bring 
the storefront more of a community feel than a national chain restaurant.  They instead chose 
to do something in between the existing building and their original idea. 
 
Mr. Johnson said the revised proposal meets his previous concerns. 
 
Mr. Saad said it looks great.  He wondered if they were proposing any exterior lighting. 
 
Mr. Goldman said they would have interior lighting that would provide illumination at night, 
but that they were not proposing to have exterior lighting.  They wanted to provide a cozy 
setting. 
 
Mr. Saad asked Mr. Sivertsen is there was a specific amount of window decals they could 
have. 
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Mr. Sivertsen said they would be permitted to have window graphics cover up to 10 percent 
of the overall storefront. 
 
Mr. Goldman said the branding team is looking at this.  They don’t want to look like a 
national chain restaurant. 
 
Mr. Smith said he thinks the plans look great.  He thought the storefront went all the way to 
the end, but looking at the elevations it looks like there is one additional tenant space to the 
east. 
 
Mr. Smith asked if there would be a low-e coating on the glass. 
 
Mr. Goldman confirmed there would be a coating. 
 
Mr. Smith said that would provide a slight tint to the glass. 
 
Mr. Johnson moved to approval Case 2021-AR-34, 1133-1139 Greenleaf Avenue, Buck 
Russell’s for an Appearance Review Certificate to remodel the storefront windows as 
submitted.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Brill.  Voting yes:  Commissioners Brill, 
Johnson, Saad and Smith.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 
 
Case 2021-AR-36 Baha’i National Center 
415 Linden Avenue Appearance Review Certificate 
 
Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2021-AR-36, 415 Linden Avenue, Baha’i National Center 
requesting an Appearance Review Certificate to construct a two story addition on the rear of 
the building, remodel the façade, and install lighting.  The same project was reviewed by the 
Zoning Board of Appeals who voted to recommend approving the project.  That 
recommendation will be sent to the Village Board for final approval. 
 
Mr. Scott Conrad introduced himself and provided some of his background.  He explained 
the building at 415 Linden Avenue had been purchased by the Baha’i in the 1970’s.  
Unfortunately, when they purchased it they stripped the façade of it’s historic character and 
tried to modernize it.  They are now realizing this mistake and want to bring it back to its 
original characteristics.  The proposed façade is similar to what they believe the building 
used to look like.  For this particular building, they would like to use as an archives and 
research building because of it’s proximity to the temple. 
 
Mr. Smith asked the applicant if they could go into more detail about the rear addition. 
 
Mr. Conrad said there is an existing mezzanine which is approximately 30 feet tall.  In order 
to accommodate the archives, the mechanical system needs to be a single process to maintain 
a single temperature and humidity.  They are using Grumman Butkus who specialize in this 
type of work.  They thought it would be best to locate this equipment as far back from the 
street as possible.  They are also trying to locate it as far away from the west side. 
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Mr. Johnson asked if the section drawing had been revised to show the rear addition and 
elevations accurately. 
 
Mr. Conrad said some of the drawings were not completely up to date.  There are louvers on 
the rear elevation, but those are not drawn. 
 
Mr. Smith said he would need to know what the rear elevation was going to look like even 
though it’s adjacent to the alley. 
 
There was some discussion on what the plans are showing and how that relates to the property 
to the west. 
 
Mr. Johnson asked if the sides of the building would have the same brickwork as was 
proposed for the rear. 
 
Mr. Conrad said they would be the same. 
 
Mr. Saad said the materials are appropriate for the rear elevation, however he would like to 
see the other details of the elevation such as the louvers and lighting. 
 
Mr. Conrad said AKLD lighting did the lighting design, but he was open to hearing what the 
commission had to say.  He said the lights were shown as up and down lighting, but he 
proposes them to be downlighting only. 
 
Mr. Smith said he kind of liked the simple wall sconce fixtures because they were subtle on 
the simple façade.  He agreed they should be downlighting only. 
 
Mr. Brill thought the front elevations look great, however, they will need further information 
on the rear addition.  It would be helpful to have photos of what it looks like now and 
drawings of what the property to the west will see since they have window facing the 
addition. 
 
There was discussion on what the drawings were showing and what the existing conditions 
were on the adjacent property. 
 
Mr. Conrad said all of the new mechanical equipment will be enclosed within the building. 
 
Mr. Smith said because they need to review all sides of the façade it will be important to 
show the rear and sides of the building.  He recommended continuing discussion once they 
have more information. 
 
Mr. Conrad agreed it would be best to come back once the plans are more complete. 
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Mr. Johnson moved to continue Case 2021-AR-36, 415 Linden Avenue, Baha’i National 
Center to the next meeting with further information on lighting, adjacent properties, overall 
completion of new construction plans, and mechanical equipment.  The motion was 
seconded by Mr. Brill.  Voting yes:  Commissioners Brill, Johnson, Saad and Smith.  
Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 
V. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

There were no additional public comments. 
 

VI. NEW BUSINESS 
 

There was no new business. 
 
VII. ADJOURNMENT 

 
At 8:08 p.m., Mr. Johnson moved to adjourn the meeting.  The motion was seconded by 
Mr. Brill.  Voting yes:  Commissioners Brill, Johnson, Saad and Smith.  Voting no: none.  
The motion carried. 
 



 
 

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, JULY 12, 2021 
7:00 P.M. 

COMMITTTEE MEETING ROOM 
 
 
Members Present: Richard Brill 

Devan Castellano  
Doug Johnson  
Mason Miller  
Jeffery Saad 
Charles Smith 
 

Members Absent:  Nada Andric  
 
Guests: Peter Cohen, 1107 Greenleaf Avenue 
 Tom Zordan, 303 N. Northwest Highway, Barrington, IL 

Rick Goldman, 1811 St. Johns Avenue, Highland Park, 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. Brill moved to approve the June 7, 2021 meeting minutes as submitted.  The motion 
was seconded by Mr. Johnson.  Voting yes:  Commissioners Brill, Castellano, Miller, Saad 
and Smith.  Voting no: none.  Abstained: Johnson.  The motion carried. 
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III. CONSENT AGENDA 
 

Mr. Johnson moved to approve the consent agenda including Case 2021-AR-22, 123 Green 
Bay Road, Optimum Fitness Formula, and Case 2021-AR-33, 1215 Washington Avenue, 
React Physical Therapy as submitted.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Brill.  Voting yes:  
Commissioners Brill, Castellano, Johnson, Miller, Saad and Smith.  Voting no: none.  The 
motion carried. 

 
IV. CASES 

  
2021-AR-32 Verona Condominium Association 
1107 Greenleaf Avenue Appearance Review Certificate 
 
Mr. Sivertsen introduced Case 2021-AR-32, 1107 Greenleaf Avenue, Verona 
Condominium Association requesting an Appearance Review Certificate to modify existing 
pergolas. 
 
Mr. Peter Cohen introduced himself as representing the condominium association.  He said 
he was last before the Commission to present their courtyard project. 
 
Mr. Tom Zordan introduced himself as the architect for the project.  He is with 
Architectural Consulting Group out of Barrington.  They were hired to assist the 
association with the pergola repairs.  They looked as some leakage issues with the building 
as well as some structural issues with the wooden pergolas.  They concluded the pergolas 
needed to be removed and were not able to be repaired.  They investigated solutions for 
replacing the pergolas and found the cost to replace the pergolas in their existing design 
would have been cost prohibitive for the association. 
 
Mr. Cohen said they had reserves for what they anticipated the repair would be, however, 
the actual cost estimates were far in excess of what they anticipated.  They take in 
approximately $200,000 in assessments each year.  About $60,000 remains after typical 
costs. 
 
Mr. Zordan said the building has done a lot of work tuckpointing the building to repair 
water leaks in the building and have done a good job at fixing those issues.  The pergolas, 
however, are not able to be repaired.  Their solution is to remove the pergolas but keep a 
portion of the column and install a finial on top to keep some of the architectural character. 
 
Mr. Brill said he doesn’t see a problem with the proposal based on what was explained. 
 
Ms. Castellano asked what would be done to the columns on the backside of the railing. 
 
Mr. Zordan said those would be cut down to the base and a limestone cap would be 
installed over the top. 
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Mr. Cohen said only the unit owners on the west side of the second floor had access to the 
space. 
 
Mr. Smith asked if there were any finials in the courtyard. 
 
Mr. Zordan said there were not. 
 
Mr. Miller said one of the details called out the cap as cast stone.  He asked if they meant to 
say limestone. 
 
Mr. Zordan said it would be limestone. 
 
Mr. Miller asked a question in section #2.  They are calling out a repair to the EIFS.  He 
asked how that would be done. 
 
Mr. Zordan said they would remove the damaged EIFS and repair the whole section and 
then do a whole new coating on the entire wall so there would not be a visible identification 
that the wall was patched. 
 
Mr. Saad asked what was to the east of the pergolas. 
 
Mr. Zordan said it was surface parking for the adjacent property. 
 
Mr. Saad said he wanted to make sure they were not removing the pergolas and making a 
monolithic blank wall in its place. 
 
Mr. Zordan said the wall was originally intended to be a screen for the building so they 
weren’t looking out over a parking lot. 
 
Mr. Smith asked if the residents in the units endorsed the removal of the pergolas. 
 
Mr. Cohen said he made a presentation two weeks ago.  There are 25 unit owners and about 
13 view the courtyard.  The two owners who overlook the area want the pergolas removed 
because they are the ones whose walls are leaking.  The units who open onto the pergola 
deck are the ones most heartbroken over the loss of the pergolas, however, they realize they 
are in the minority and are doing what is best for the good of the building. 
 
Mr. Smith said in someway it is the Commission’s duty to protect the community which 
includes the condominium owners. 
 
Mr. Cohen said the three owners who were the most impacted have conceded for the good 
of the building they are on board with the program to remove and repair the pergolas.  
There are more pressing issues that will help the entire building. 
 
Mr. Saad wondered if the increased heat gain from the pergolas would create condensation. 
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Mr. Zordan said he didn’t think the amount of heat gain would be significant since the 
pergolas don’t currently provide much shade. 
 
Mr. Johnson asked if all the finials would be the same height. 
 
Mr. Zordan said all the new finials would be at the same height. 
 
Mr. Johnson moved the approve Case 2021-AR-32, 1107 Greenleaf Avenue, Verona 
Condominium Association granting an Appearance Review Certificate to modify existing 
pergolas.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Brill.  Voting yes:  Commissioners Brill, 
Castellano, Johnson, Miller.  Voting no: Saad, Smith.  The motion carried. 
 
Case 2021-AR-34 Buck Russell’s 
1133-1139 Greenleaf Avenue Sign Variation 
 
Mr. Smith performed the swearing in process for the attendee. 
 
Mr. Goldman introduced himself as the applicant.  He works for ReThink Solutions which 
is a development management company.  They work for a lot of hospitality clients.  They 
did the Sophia Steak location.  The client for this project is Ballyhoo who also operates 
Sophia.  They have a strong emphasis on brand.  The concept is unique and a new concept 
for them.  They would consider the concept as a full-service lunch counter, but it is not a 
nostalgia place.  A place for the community to gather and have some really great food.  It’s 
not just breakfast, but also lunch.  It will also have its own bakery, which will make it stand 
apart from other businesses.  The bakery will have a separate retail presence.  They will 
also have a separate coffee component with the bakery. 
 
Mr. Goldman said that’s what led them to the storefront.  The building has a lot of 
character, but the storefront glass and especially the transom needs updating.  They wanted 
to divide the space a little bit to give it a neighborhood feel that is more contextual with 
some of the storefronts on Central Avenue.  The color they have picked for the window 
frame is antique white, which plays well with the color of the brick.  They wanted the 
horizontal mullions to come across at door height.  All the doors on the storefront are 
setback from the sidewalk with a portion of the glass returning at an angle to form the inset.  
The glass will be 1 inch thick thermally broken insulating units and will be a lot better for 
energy efficiency.  They are planning on doing all four storefronts, but might only remodel 
the interior of three of the four storefronts to begin with. 
 
Mr. Goldman described the sign variation request.  The variation is because the sign is 
internally illuminated rather than being non-illuminated or externally illuminated with 
something like goosenecks. He said they feel strongly about having the interior 
illumination that is clean and modern without all of the other attachments of hanging light 
fixtures off the building and maintaining those items.  It’s not a lot of signage.  It’s actually 
much less signage than was previously on the building.  It’s a subtle logo that will glow on 
a fall day.  The rest of the sign conforms.  It’s not any larger than what is allowed by code. 
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Mr. Smith asked the commissions if they had any comments or questions. 
 
Mr. Saad said he loves the concept.  Some of the issues he has are the lack of drawings to 
understand the mullions and their thickness and transition from adjoining storefronts.  It 
does change the overall aesthetics of the building by changing the number of window bays 
by modifying the spacing between the mullions. 
 
Mr. Goldman said he has drawings showing more detail.  They will be reusing the existing 
kneewall.  They are not proposing to alter the structure of the building, only the window 
system. 
 
Mr. Saad said the top horizontal mullion is not aligned with the existing.  He wondered 
why they chose to not align the horizontal mullions. 
 
Mr. Smith said the existing storefront is very delicate looking with clean anodized 
aluminum. 
 
Mr. Goldman said the height of the horizontal matches the door height which is at eight (8) 
feet.  There are multiple problems with the existing storefront.  The transom has a level of 
opacity with which the client is not comfortable.  The existing space has a drop ceiling that 
is at the same level as the middle of the transom window.  He thinks they replaced the 
transom glass so that it was opaque when they installed the drop ceiling.  They wanted to 
divide the lite of the windows even further than currently proposed, however, they didn’t 
want to divide it too much, but wanted to give it a cozy feeling.  He does not know the 
complete history of the building, but he would be very surprised if those were the original 
windows. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said he could provide some background on the building.  The existing 
awnings and signage on the building were not the original design.  He didn’t think the 
transoms are 100% opaque, but there is some sort of film or screen on the transoms. 
 
Mr. Smith said the commission was trying to think about both the quality of design the 
applicant is bringing to the building and the integrity of the existing building.  He agreed 
with  
Mr. Saad in that it was difficult to consider the details given the drawings submitted.  It was 
difficult to consider the thickness of the mullions against the existing.  The horizontal is so 
different than that of the existing. 
 
Mr. Goldman said their intent was to celebrate the transom window and wanted to make 
sure if worked with the new door height. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said he has encouraged the building owner to remove the awnings as they 
were not original to the building and that they are not consistent from storefront to 
storefront.  He has had some success with this. 
 
Mr. Johnson said they could always ask to install them again. 
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Mr. Sivertsen said they could, but they would need to request that approval from the 
Commission. 
 
Mr. Johnson said there are a lot of moving parts.  Each new business is going to want to 
add their own design to their storefront.  The Commission will be setting a precedent for 
how much change is acceptable to the building. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said he has spoken to the building owner about the future of the building.  
They are supportive of the changes proposed by the applicant, but did not think it was 
necessary to replace all the windows with this same window pattern as proposed.  He said 
the storefronts are in really bad shape and need to be replaced.  The single pane windows 
were in bad shape 10 years ago.  He has had contractors tell him they won’t work on the 
building due to liability because of the shape of the storefront.  He has been told by 
businesses that they like the location, but the building is in such bad shape that they don’t 
want to locate there. 
 
Mr. Smith asked what percentage of the building they were proposing to occupy. 
 
Mr. Goldman said he didn’t know for sure, but he would guess around 35% of the gross 
leasable area. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said he thought it would be closer to 40%. 
 
Ms. Castellano asked for the length of their proposed lease, to see how it may impact what 
happens with the rest of the building over time. 
 
Mr. Goldman said the initial term was ten years. 
 
Ms. Castellano asked to know the color of the glass. 
 
Mr. Goldman said the glass with be as clear as possible with a low e coating. 
Mr. Smith said he was frankly okay with the proposed sign, but he had more concern with 
the storefront.  He didn’t think the Commission had enough details of the storefront 
window system to appropriately evaluate.  The proposed window system looks very thick 
compared to the existing. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen asked if the window system they were proposing had an option for a slimmer 
profile of window frame. 
 
Mr. Goldman said they are proposing a Kawneer window system.  The thickness of the 
design can be adjusted.  He can get them the specs on the framing.  They have not gotten to 
the point of having the shop drawings prepared since they were waiting to get the 
Commission’s approval. 
 
Mr. Miller asked if they were proposing to keep all four doors. 
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Mr. Goldman said they were proposed to keep all the door locations.  Closing off the door 
would be a challenge since the doors are currently setback. 
 
Mr. Miller asked if they were going to remove the hardware so a customer would not walk 
through the wrong door. 
 
Mr. Goldman said it would be apparent where to enter the restaurant, however, they would 
likely remove the exterior hardware.  There would be three separate “storefronts” however, 
they will be all part of one business. 
 
Mr. Smith asked if one of the spaces was going to be an ice cream shop.  
 
Mr. Goldman said that is a concept they have for the easternmost storefront, but they are 
not focused on that right now. 
 
Mr. Smith asked if the windows will be fixed. 
 
Mr. Goldman confirmed all the windows will be fixed.  He handed the Commissioners a 
copy of a plan with more detail on the window dimensions, but said they are not at the level 
of detail of a shop drawing. 
 
Mr. Johnson said it would seem reasonable to have a type of approval to set a precent that 
the vertical mullions could be spaced differently, however, the horizontal mullion would be 
consistent all the way across the building.  That way as the storefronts are replaced going 
forward, they can have some sort of pattern in the back of their head of what is acceptable.  
He likes the idea of respecting the location of the existing doors. 
 
Mr. Saad said he would like to take a step back even further.  He would like to see a sample 
of the glass, door metal sample, hardware.  He thinks those are the basics to review what is 
coming before the Commission to make an informed decision. 
 
Mr. Johnson said he would also suggest as they get more information that the materials and 
design proposed is not a custom design with a large upcharge and therefore would not be 
easy to replicate. 
 
Mr. Smith said the Kawneer window system is fairly standard so he would think it would 
not be an issue. 
 
Mr. Brill said they are located in a building with nine storefronts and they are proposing to 
replace four of the storefronts.  They don’t own the building so they can’t change all of 
them.  He asked how many spaces will be vacant once they open. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said all the storefronts will be filled once the proposed storefronts are 
completed. 
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Mr. Brill asked if they were proposing other signs like a window sign or awning sign. 
 
Mr. Goldman said they were not proposing an awning sign, but maybe a window sign. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said he had a lot of discussion with the sign company on the sign.  The only 
part of the sign that will be illuminated will be the red and blue letters and lines.  All the 
white background will be opaque. 
 
Mr. Brill said it would be nice if all the storefronts would match. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen confirmed he did speak with the building owner about the proposal.  He is 
supportive of the proposed storefront, but he wanted to leave it up to each tenant, as there is 
turnover, to install storefronts they wish.  Mr. Sivertsen said he told the owner, as 
storefronts needed to be replaced, they will need to match the design of the current 
proposal. 
 
Mr. Smith asked if there was a way they can bind that approval to the rest of the building or 
if it would be a virtue of the consistency of the Commission. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said it will be up to the Commission as they review future proposals. 
 
Mr. Johnson asked if there can be some consistency as storefronts transition to the new 
design. 
 
Mr. Goldman said he wouldn’t want to reflect the design of the outdated storefront that has 
less than an eight-foot-tall door. 
 
Mr. Saad said the existing configuration has different heights of the door and transom.  
They could propose the same in the new storefront design rather than having all the door 
heights match the transom height. 
 
Mr. Goldman said they were not looking at the old design.  He thought they were 
proposing a new standard. 
 
Ms. Castellano said she thought keeping the height of the door and transom consistent with 
one another made sense.  She did think the horizontal mullion of the transom looks fairly 
chunky.  She thought it would look more acceptable if they reduced the thickness. 
 
Mr. Smith told the applicant they are in no question dramatically improving the quality of 
the storefront; however, the existing storefront has a delicate window frame that is arguably 
nicer than having a thicker storefront.  If the designer could take that into account and 
design something that is not as heavy it would help. 
 
Mr. Saad wasn’t sure if the vertical mullion dimensions were different or if that was a 
rendering error. 
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Mr. Goldman said the portion of the storefront angles back which gives an appearance of a 
different thickness. 
 
Mr. Johnson said if the new storefront’s horizontal mullion matched the height of the 
existing storefront the doors could always go taller, but it would at least be a way to help 
the two storefront designs transition over time. 
 
Mr. Goldman said he will just need to go back to the storefront fabricator and ask them to 
get as slim a profile as possible to try and match the existing thickness. 
 
Mr. Johnson said in his opinion it’s more important to have the horizontal mullions line up 
with each other than have a thin mullion. 
 
Mr. Saad said he doesn’t necessarily care where the horizontal mullion of the door frame is 
located as long as the horizontal mullion of the main storefronts align.  He thought it would 
be great to line up the vertical mullions with the terra cotta finials, however, that might be 
difficult to work with their window configuration. 
 
Mr. Smith asked if there would be any other exterior lighting other than the sign. 
 
Mr. Goldman said there would not be any other exterior lighting.  He wondered if there 
was anything they could get approval on so they can move forward with a portion of the 
remodel. 
 
Mr. Smith asked the Commission if they could have a special meeting to accommodate the 
request before the regularly scheduled meeting in August. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said the next meeting is scheduled for Monday, August 2, 2021 which is in 
three weeks. 
 
Mr. Goldman said if the next meeting is in three weeks he’s not sure they would even be 
ready before than so there was no need to have a special meeting.  He was thinking the next 
meeting wasn’t until mid-August. 
 
Mr. Smith said if they could send the plans as soon as they have them it will allow the 
Commissioners time to digest the information prior to the meeting. 
 
Mr. Smith said it would be nice to have a sample of the glass and information on the 
dimensions of the mullions. 
 
Mr. Goldman said it sounded like the Commission was okay with the antique white finish 
as proposed.  They will need to measure the height of the existing storefront to see the 
actual height.  They might not be the same across the building. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen asked the Commission to review the sign variation standards. 
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Mr. Smith said the sign would have a minimal impact to the building due to its location on 
the building, size, and design.  He is actually surprised that they did not ask for more 
signage.  While the sign is internally illuminated, a majority of the face of the sign would 
not be illuminated. 
 
Mr. Johnson said it is consistent with the sign code and the neighborhood.  The amount of 
light proposed would be less than two exterior flood lights, which are permitted by code. 
Ms. Castellano asked if the light would be on a timer. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said the sign would need to be off between midnight and 6:00 am. 
 
Mr. Goldman said they would follow whatever the Village’s regulations are. 
 
Findings 
The Commission found the proposed sign was consistent with the sign code and 
neighborhood.  It will have a minimal impact given the design and will not negatively 
impact the health, safety, and welfare of the Village.  The amount of light produced by the 
sign will be minimal. 
 
Decision 
Mr. Johnson moved to recommend granting a sign variation to install an internally 
illuminated projecting sign and continue the request for an Appearance Review Certificate 
to the August 2, 2021 meeting.  The motion was seconded by Ms. Castellano.  Voting yes: 
Commissioners Brill, Castellano, Johnson, Miller, Saad, Smith.  Voting no: None.  The 
motion carried. 
 
Mr. Goldman said he appreciated the Commission’s offer the schedule a special meeting to 
consider their request, however, he didn’t think it would be necessary given the lead time 
for them to get plans updated.  He asked if they could get the sign into production. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said the Commission was providing a recommendation to the Village Board.  
The Village Board would likely review the matter on July 27, 2021. 
 
Mr. Johnson moved to allow the Chairman to prepare the case report to the Village Board.  
The motion was seconded by Mr. Brill.  Voting yes: Commissioners Brill, Castellano, 
Johnson, Miller, Saad, Smith.  Voting no: None.  The motion carried. 

 
V. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

There were no additional public comments. 
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VI. NEW BUSINESS 
 

Mr. Saad said he had noticed the property at 505 Skokie which had been reviewed a couple 
of years ago.  The Commission had approved a request for the owner to stain the brick.  He 
noticed it was now peeling off the brick and looked in poor share.  He asked what recourse 
they had to ensure the owner lives up to what had been promised. 
 
Mr. Johnson remembered the applicant had make a specific commitment to maintaining the 
stain and realized there was a Village requirement to do so. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said that was something they can work with their code enforcement officer 
on.  They are bound by the approval and must maintain it or seek approval to modify the 
design.  Right now they are working with Jewel on their maintenance of landscaping that 
was part of their 1995 approval.  The fact that the building at 505 Skokie appears to be 
painted rather than stained is an interesting case. 
 
Mr. Smith said it must be difficult for the Village to tell people to maintain their property to 
the standards of their approval. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said that is correct.  They do not have the time to regularly inspect each 
property.  They typically find out about these on a complaint basis. 
 
Mr. Smith said they should send a letter to the owner making them aware of the existing 
approval and let them respond. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said ultimately if they were not cooperative the Village could issue a citation 
which would require the owner to appear before an administrative judge who would then 
rule on the citation. 
 
The Commission discussed the time of the next meeting and decided on 7:00 pm. 

 
VII. ADJOURNMENT 

 
At 6:55 p.m., Mr. Miller moved to adjourn the meeting.  The motion was seconded by Mr. 
Johnson.  Voting yes: Commissioners Brill, Castellano, Johnson, Miller, Saad, Smith.  
Voting no: None.  The motion carried. 
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August 26, 2021 
 
To:  Chairman Smith and the Appearance Review Commission 
 
From:   Lucas Sivertsen, AICP 
  Business Development Coordinator 
 
Re:  Consent Agenda for August 30, 2021 
 
Attached are three 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, August 
30, 2021 and I will notify the petitioner to be present at the meeting to discuss the proposal. 
 
2021-AR-41 State Farm 417 Linden Avenue 
 
The petitioner wishes to install a new wall sign for the new business. 
 

Sign Ordinance Proposed Sign  

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

A wall sign is proposed for the Linden Avenue 
frontage. 

Wall signs are allowed up to 30% wall 
coverage. 

The proposed wall sign has 29.7% coverage. 
 

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

The proposed wall sign has three items of 
information. 

 
The petitioner wishes to replace the existing wall sign with the new name.  The sign would be 
fabricated from aluminum.  It would match the existing wall sign in material and finish and would be 
slightly smaller than the existing in order to meet the 30% coverage requirement.  The applicant 
wishes to replace the name on the window as well with a conforming window sign. 
 
Applicable Sections of the Wilmette Zoning Ordinance: 
16-10.J states the regulations for wall signs 
 
 



2021-AR-42 Grip Fitness 915 Ridge Road 
 
The petitioner wishes to install a new window sign for the new business. 
 

Sign Ordinance Proposed Sign  

Businesses located in commercial districts 
are allowed one window sign per street 
frontage. 

A window sign is proposed for the parking lot 
frontage. 

Businesses without a wall or awning sign are 
allowed window graphics that cover up to 
20% of the window. 

The proposed window sign has 2.9% coverage. 
 

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

The proposed window sign has two items of 
information. 

 
The petitioner wishes to display a window sign facing the parking lot using vinyl. 
 
Applicable Sections of the Wilmette Zoning Ordinance: 
16-10.K states the regulations for window signs 
 
 
2021-AR-43 State Farm 141 Skokie Boulevard 
 
The petitioner wishes to install a new wall sign for the new business. 
 

Sign Ordinance Proposed Sign  

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

A wall sign is proposed for the Skokie Boulevard 
frontage. 

Wall signs are allowed up to 30% wall 
coverage. 

The proposed wall sign has 26.8% coverage. 
 

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

The proposed wall sign has two items of 
information. 

 
The petitioner wishes to install a new wall sign for the new business.  The sign includes individual 
channel letters mounted on a raceway painted to match the brick wall. 
 
Applicable Sections of the Wilmette Zoning Ordinance: 
16-10.J states the regulations for wall signs 
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Report to the Appearance Review Commission 
from the  

Department of Community Development 
 
Case Number: 2021-AR-39 
 
Property: 525 4th Street 
 
Zoning District: NR-1, Linden Square 
 
Petitioner: Beacon Financial 
 
Request: The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to 

construct a fence along the south property line. 
 
Applicable Provisions of 20-3.5, Appearance Review Commission Powers 
Ordinances: 20-5.7, Appearance Review Certificate 
 
Meeting Date:    August 30, 2021 
 
Date of Application: August 8, 2021 
 
Notices: Certificate of Posting dated, August 12, 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 4th Street, north of Linden Avenue in the NR-1, Linden 
Square, Zoning District.  Surrounding uses include an institutional use to the north and west, townhomes to 
the east across 4th Street, and a mix of office and personal service uses to the south. 
 
Description of Request 
The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to construct a fence along the south property 
line. 
 
The proposed fence is located along the south property line.  It is 26 feet in length and 6 feet in height.  
The posts and pickets are made of PVC and have a white finish.  The posts are 8 inches squared and 
would be set in 36 inches of concrete. 
 
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 Fence Specifications 
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information is believed to be generally accurate, errors may exist and the user should independently confirm for accuracy. The map does not constitute a regulatory determination and is not a base for engineering

design. A Registered Land Surveyor should be consulted to determine precise location boundaries on the ground.
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PROPERTY ADDRESS:

POINTS OF INTEREST

BUYER:

SELLER:

CERTIFIED TO:

CLIENT NUMBER: DATE:

SURVEY NUMBER:

FIELD WORK DATE: REVISION DATE(S):

This is page 1 of 2 and is not valid without all pages.

PARCEL 1:THE NORTH 25 FEET OF THE SOUTH 88 FEET OF LOT 1 AND THE NORTH 25 FEET OF THE
SOUTH 88 FEET OF LOT 2 IN BLOCK 13 IN LAKE SHORE ADDITION TO WILMETTE, BEING A SUBDIVISION
OF THE SOUTHEASTERLY 160 ACRES OF THE NORTH SECTION OUILMETTE RESERVATION IN TOWNSHIP 42
NORTH RANGE 13 EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, IN COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS.

PARCEL 2:EASEMENT APPURTENANT TO AND FOR THE BENEFIT OF PARCEL 1 AS CREATED BY DEED FROM
PAUL SCHROEDER AND WIFE TO WALTER S. MAC LANN AND BESSIE R. URBAN FILED AUGUST 22, 1921
AS DOCUMENT LR137977 FOR INGRESS AND EGRESS OVER THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED LAND:THE
WEST 15 FEET OF THE SOUTH 63 FEET OF LOT 2 IN BLOCK 13 IN LAKE SHORE ADDITION TO WILMETTE
AFORESAID, IN COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS.
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 Proposed Fence 

 Size: 6 foot tall 

 Material: PVC 

 Description: Posts 8 inch squared set in 36 inch concrete footings 
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