
 
 

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, January 10, 2022 at 7:00 P.M. 
Committee Meeting Room 

 
 
AGENDA 
I. Call to Order 
II. Approval of Minutes 

• Minutes of the Appearance Review Commission of October 4, 2021 
III. Cases 

• 2022-AR-01, 1900 Wilmette Ave, 1900 Wilmette Condominium Association, 
Certificate 

IV. Public Comment 
V. New Business 
VI. 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, OCTOBER 4, 2021 
7:00 P.M. 

SECOND FLOOR TRAINING ROOM 
 
 
Members Present: Richard Brill 

Devan Castellano  
Doug Johnson  
Mason Miller  
Jeffery Saad 
Charles Smith 
 

Members Absent:  Nada Andric 
 
Guests: Scott Conrad 
 Michael Blue 
 Erin Cigliano 
 Roseanne (No last name provided) 
 
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.  Miller moved to approve the August 30, 2021 Appearance Review Commission 
minutes.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Brill.  Voting Yes: Brill, Castellano, Johnson, 
Miller, Saad, and Smith. Voting No: none.  The motion carried. 

 
 
 



   Draft 01/10/2021 
 

 2 

III. CONSENT AGENDA 
 
Mr. Brill moved to approve the consent agenda including Case 2021-AR-38, 344 Linden 
Avenue, Wilmette Dental, Wall Sign and Window Sign with the condition that the 
electrical conduit be installed behind the wall.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Johnson.  
Voting Yes: Brill, Castellano, Johnson, Miller, Saad, and Smith.  Voting No: none.  The 
motion carried. 

 
IV. CASES 

  
2021-AR-36 Baha’i National Center  
415 Linden Avenue Appearance Review Certificate 
 
Mr. Sivertsen introduced Case 2021-AR-36, 415 Linden Avenue, Baha’i National Center, 
requesting an Appearance Review Certificate to construct a two-story addition, install new 
rooftop mechanical equipment and remodel the façade with new stone cladding, windows 
and lighting. 
 
Mr. Scott Conrad mentioned some of the other projects they were planning including 
improving the building on the northwest corner of 4th Street and Linden Avenue and 519 4th 
Street.  He reviewed some of the changes made to the plans.  He showed a plan representing 
their best approximation of the location of windows on the building to the west in relation to 
their proposal.  They are proposing to push back the addition several feet to allow more room 
between their proposal and the building to the west as well as allow a mature overstory tree 
to remain.  The rooftop equipment was located as far away from the residential building as 
possible while still conforming to setbacks and mechanical requirements. 
 
Mr. Johnson asked why they are proposing the rooftop mechanical screen to have a black 
finish.  He thought the black color would draw more attention to the screen. 
 
Mr. Conrad said he is open to considering another color like tan. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen referenced the other colors offered by the manufacturer contained in the case 
report. 
 
Mr. Conrad described how the proposed addition would be pulled back from the property 
line.  He also said they would like to move the trash enclosure from what was shown. 
 
Mr. Smith asked Mr. Conrad to point out the dimension of the addition offset from the 
property line.  After discussion it appeared to be at least 10 feet from the property line to the 
mechanical enclosure.  He also asked if there was personal notice sent to the neighbors. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said notices were required to be delivered for the Zoning Board hearing which 
already took place.  Those notices were sent to all properties within 250 feet of the subject 
property.  The immediately adjacent owners were also notified of this meeting.  By right, the 
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building could go right up to the property line.  The setback being proposed is in addition to 
what is required by Village Code. 
 
Mr. Miller asked if they were planning on redoing the roof. 
 
Mr. Conrad said the existing roof is asphalt and it would be replaced with a TPO roof, which 
would have some light reflectivity. 
 
Mr. Miller said with the understanding that the roof would be a lighter color he would concur 
the mechanical screen should also be a lighter color. 
 
Mr. Johnson said he agreed the black and tan louver color would look sharp, but that’s not 
necessarily what the neighbor is going to see.  The louvers on the back of the building would 
not necessarily be seen in the same view as the roof top mechanical screen so he doesn’t see 
the need for the two to match. 
 
Mr. Conrad said he would prefer for all the metal finish colors to be the same. 
 
Mr. Saad he appreciates the time and thought put into the restoration of the façade.  He 
wondered if all the surrounding buildings were part of the same zoning district. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said the buildings to the east and west of the subject property were also in the 
NR-1 zoning district. 
 
Mr. Saad thought the height allowance in the district was likely the reason the residential 
building to the west had the upper stories setback from the property line to allow for 
separation if a new structure were to be constructed along the property line at a 3-story height.  
He thinks the continuity in color is important.  He’s fine if they choose to go with the tan 
color, but wants it to be consistent.  He also thinks it would be great to include a green roof 
which would not only add an environmentally friendly design component, but also help 
lessen the impact of roof reflectivity on the neighbors. 
 
Ms. Castellano agrees with the other commissioners and appreciates the thought put into the 
design.  She wondered if any of the windows would have a protective tint. 
 
Mr. Conrad said the front rooms were actually for the public.  The archival records will be 
stored in the back. 
 
Mr. Brill asked what equipment was on the roof currently versus what was being proposed. 
 
Mr. Conrad said right now the mechanical equipment is not screened and is located closer to 
the street. 
 
Mr. Smith asked for the applicant to specify the location of where they propose to locate the 
trash enclosure. 
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Mr. Conrad thought about the revised location and decided it would be best to keep the trash 
location as shown on the plans.  If they need to move because of interference with utilities, 
they can come back and seek an amended approval. 
 
Mr. Smith thanked the applicant for responding to their questions and suggestions to an even 
greater extent than he anticipated.  His personal opinion on the metal louver and screen was 
that he preferred the darker color.  He thought it related better to the front façade which had 
light colored stone next to dark window framing.  He will not push the issue if the majority 
of commissioners prefer the lighter color. 
 
Mr. Smith reviewed the standards of review and thought the applicable standards were met. 
 
Mr. Smith asked Mr. Sivertsen if there were any parking requirements the commission needs 
to be aware of. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said they were adding an accessible parking space.  The number and placement 
of parking spaces was approved by the Zoning Board.  No screening is required for the 
parking because it is adjacent to an alley. 
 
Mr. Smith said there are two planters in front of the building.  He wondered what was being 
installed in those planters. 
 
Mr. Conrad said they contract with a company to provide seasonal plantings. 
 
Mr. Smith asked if they were proposing any signage as part of the proposal. 
 
Mr. Conrad said the only signage would be on the glass next to the door with address, 
telephone, etc. 
 
Mr. Johnson asked the applicant which finish color they were proposing for the louvers and 
screen. 
 
Mr. Saad moved to approve Case 2021-AR-36, 415 Linden Avenue, Baha’i National Center, 
requesting an Appearance Review Certificate to construct a two-story addition, install new 
rooftop mechanical equipment and remodel the façade with new stone cladding, windows 
and lighting.  The motion was seconded by Ms. Castellano. 
 
Mr. Johnson said as a matter of procedure he wanted to know the applicant’s thoughts. 
 
Mr. Conrad said he prefers the darker color, but also understands the only people who will 
really be seeing the screen will be the neighbors on the second floor of the adjacent building.  
If a lighter color will be more beneficial to them he is fine with the lighter color. 
 
Mr. Saad said he didn’t want the color to hold up a vote.  There are arguments for both light 
and dark finishes.  The true impact won’t be understood until the screens are installed.  He 
wondered if there was the ability to use a perforated screen instead. 
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The Commission discussed the possible color finish options from the screen manufacturer.  
There was concern it would be difficult to find a color to complement the brick. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said there was a motion on the table for the darker color.  That can be voted 
on or Mr. Saad can amend the motion.  The applicant can also come back at a later date if a 
better color solution is found after some further consideration. 
 
Mr. Conrad said he would be happy to come back once an alternative color is found that he 
thinks works with the proposed brick. 
 
Ms. Castellano said there is a nice consistency with the design as presented.  She is concerned 
altering the design for some parts without having a holistic review with actual material 
samples. 
 
Mr. Smith agreed and called for a vote on the motion.  Voting Yes: Brill, Castellano, Miller, 
Saad, Smith.  Voting No: Johnson.  The motion carried. 

 
V. INTRODUCTION TO WILMETTE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
 

Mr. Blue introduced himself as principal with Teska Associates and the lead consultant 
working on the comprehensive plan update for the Village.  They are currently working in 
the beginning phases of the project and before the commission to seek input on visioning.  
He provided an overview of what the comprehensive plan is and the purpose of the plan as 
it relates to the commission. 
 
Ms. Cigliano introduced herself as principal with Teska Associates and the lead 
engagement consultant.  She viewed the different engagement efforts the project team was 
undertaking. 
 
Mr. Blue presented a conceptual definition of community character and asked the 
commission to provide their thoughts on what they interpret community character to mean. 
 
The commission discussed their views on what community character means to them. 
 

VI. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

Roseanne, a resident said there are a lot of great qualities that make Wilmette special.  She 
moved to Wilmette for the schools and safety.  The way outsiders from Chicago, where she 
grew up, looked at Wilmette was that it was for the wealthy.  She raised her kids here and 
was very involved in the community.  It is great to see what is happening in the downtown.  
She has been very happy being a resident of Wilmette. 
 

VII. NEW BUSINESS 
 

There was no new business. 
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VIII. ADJOURNMENT 

 
At 9:04 p.m., Mr. Johnson moved to adjourn the meeting.  The motion was seconded by 
Mr. Miller.  Voting Yes: Brill, Castellano, Johnson, Miller, Saad, and Smith.  Voting No: 
none.  The motion carried. 



Report to the Appearance Review Commission 
from the  

Department of Community Development 
 
Case Number: 2022-AR-01 
 
Property: 1900 Wilmette Avenue 
 
Zoning District: R3, Multi-Family Residence 
 
Petitioner: 1900 Wilmette Condominium Association 
 
Request: The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to 

modify a screen wall. 
 
Applicable Provisions of 20-3.5, Appearance Review Commission Powers 
Ordinances: 20-5.7, Appearance Review Certificate 
 
Meeting Date:    January 10, 2022 
 
Date of Application: November 17, 2021 
 
Notices: Certificate of Posting dated, December 22, 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 Wilmette Avenue and Ridge Road in the R3, 
Multi-Family Residence Zoning District.  The subject property is surrounded by a two-story commercial 
building to the north, a mix of commercial uses to the east across Ridge Road, an automobile service station 
to the south across Wilmette Avenue and a townhome development to the west. 
 
Description of Request 
The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to modify a screen wall. 
 
An existing brick screen wall exists along the south property line between the parking lot and public 
sidewalk along Wilmette Avenue.  A vehicle damaged the screen wall and the applicant seeks a permit 
to repair the wall. 
 
The repair proposal includes replacing the sections of the wall that are damaged with new brick sourced 
by a masonry contractor.  The existing screen wall contains a variation of four to five different shades 
of tan brick.  The variation in brick color is identified in the attached photo.   
 
The proposed replacement brick would be of similar size, but contains a lesser degree of color variation.  
While the proposed brick is a close match to some of the existing brick, it does not provide a match for 
all the brick shades being replaced.  Therefore, an Appearance Review Certificate is required to permit 
the proposed modification in brick color. 
 
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 Contractor Proposal 
2.3 Brick Cut-Sheet 
2.4 Photos of Existing and Proposed Brick 
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1 - Showing variation in brick color 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

2 - existing wall 

 

3 - existing wall with proposed brick on top 



 

 

 

4 - existing wall with damage 

 

 

 

5 - existing wall with damage 
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