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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, NOVEMBER 3, 2014  

7:30 P.M. 

COMMUNITY RECREATION CENTER 

3000 GLENVIEW ROAD, RM 106 

Members Present: William Bradford 

Dan Collyer 

Daniel Elkins 

Mason Miller 

Craig Phillips 

Tim Sheridan, Chairman 

Carrie Woleben-Meade 

Members Absent: None 

Guests: Bill Patrun, M & R Development, 555 West Pierce Road, Itasca, IL 

Brad Lewis, Schwartz Lewis Design Group, 2 Mid America Plaza, 

Oakbrook Terrace, IL 

Daniel Weinbach, Daniel Weinbach and Partners, 53 W Jackson Blvd 

#250, Chicago, IL 

Abbie Stevens, Hoffmann Commercial Real Estate, 825 Green Bay Road 

Bob Joyce, 356 Tioga Trail, Wood Dale, IL 

Jim Erickson, 9701 West Higgins Road, Rosemont, IL 

Julie Nelson, 925 Ashland 

Staff Present: Lucas Sivertsen, Planner III 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

Chairman Sheridan called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 

6.11
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II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES; APPEARANCE REVIEW COMMISSION MEETING 

OF OCTOBER 6, 2014. 

 

Mr. Bradford moved the Commission approve the October 6, 2014 meeting minutes as 

amended.  The motion was seconded by Ms. Woleben-Meade.  Voting yes:  Chairman 

Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  

Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 

III. CONSENT AGENDA 

 

Mr. Elkins moved to approve an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2014-AR-11, 911 

Ridge Road, Multi-tenant Signage, and Case 2014-AR-34, 1167 Wilmette Avenue, 

Persimmon, Awning.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Bradford.  Voting yes:  Chairman 

Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  

Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 

IV. CASES 

 

2014-AR-21 111 Green Bay Road 

Firefly Kitchen Appearance Review Certificate 

 

Mr. Phillips moved to continue Case 2014-AR-21, 111 Green Bay Road, to the December 

1, 2014 ARC meeting.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Elkins.  Voting yes:  Chairman 

Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  

Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 

2014-AR-24 1616 Sheridan Road 

1616 Sheridan Condo Assoc. Appearance Review Certificate 

 

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2014-AR-24, 1616 Sheridan Road, 1616 Sheridan Condominium 

Association, for an Appearance Review Certificate to remodel the existing balconies.  The 

applicant received partial approval of an Appearance Review Certificate at the previous 

meeting to remove the existing balcony enclosures and railings and repair the balconies.  

The applicant was now before the Commission requesting approval for the new railings and 

enclosures. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said all of the revisions the Commission had requested at the previous 

meeting had been submitted to the Commission for review. 

 

Mr. Bradford said he was satisfied with the window profiles and details as drawn. 

 

Mr. Elkins asked if the color of the railings and the enclosures would match. 

 

Mr. Erikson said the railings would be a powder coated off-white and the enclosures would 

be a Kynar finish in off-white. 
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Mr. Elkins moved to grant an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2014-AR-24, 1616 

Sheridan Road, 1616 Sheridan Condominium Association to install new railings and 

enclosures.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Bradford.  Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan 

and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  Voting 

no: none.  The motion carried. 

 

611 Green Bay Road 

M & R Development Advisory Design Review 

 

Mr. Sivertsen introduced Bill Patrun of M & R Development as the developer of proposed 

611 Green Bay Road project.  Mr. Patrun and his team were before the Commission to 

receive an advisory design review of their project prior to submitting a formal Planned Unit 

Development application. 

 

Mr. Patrun expressed his excitement for beginning the review process of their proposal.  

The project is in a prominent location in Wilmette.  They intend to build a development 

with transit oriented design character that will fit in with the architecture of the community.  

They hope the comments voiced by the Commission and the audience will help them to 

design a better project that puts them in a better position to meet community approval. 

 

The project includes 95 residential apartment units ranging in size from 649 square feet to 

1,550 square feet.  The retail component will consist of a little less than 7,000 square feet 

with an additional portion of first floor space being devoted to the residential leasing office 

and common area.  The architects for the project are Schwartz and Lewis Design Group 

and Dan Weinbach and Partners. 

 

Mr. Lewis provided a presentation of the architectural elements of the proposal including 

the floor plans, elevations, and materials.  They are trying to create amenities comparable 

to what you would see in a boutique hotel or custom home.  He described the overall style 

of the building as sophisticated, comfortable, and contemporary. 

 

The main entrance is off Green Bay Road.  There will be a drop off in the front near the 

entrance to the residential component.  There will also be an entrance in the back off the 

parking garage.  The loading docks will be in the back of the building. 

 

The commercial retail will be on the south end of the first floor.  The residential lobby, and 

fitness center will be on the north end.  The fitness center was designed to be located on the 

first floor to add activity to the street level. 

 

The first floor of residential is setback from the side lot lines in consideration of potential 

future development.  By setting the building back from the lot lines they created two patio 

spaces on either side.  It creates an amenity for the residents and also solves a building code 

issue for light and ventilation.  There are also patio spaces on the top floor.  The patios on 

the top floor provide some shape to the building.  They provide a visual step down on the 

ends to take away some of the bulk of the building. 
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The visual step down is shown on the elevations.  They tried designing a lot of movement 

to the façade so as not to create a blank wall.  The design is traditional in nature with a 

bottom, middle and top, but they also played around with different materials and created 

both horizontal and vertical lines to the building.  All of this helps to break up the façade 

and create a balance to the building.  They chose not to design a building that is too 

contemporary. 

 

Mr. Lewis said the balconies provide further movement to the building.  Proposed lighting 

fixtures near the top of the building accent the top floors in a subtle way.  The west façade 

of the building includes much of the same design and materials as the rest of the building. 

 

Mr. Weinbach presented the proposed landscaping for the project.  The ground floor does 

not provide for a great amount of room for landscaping however, the parkway trees will be 

placed in raised planting beds.  In the rear of the building they are proposing to install 

Boston Ivy that will eventually climb up the wall.  The amenity spaces on the second and 

six floors are where a majority of the landscaping is proposed.  Versa cells will make up 

the floor of the amenity spaces.  This tile like material provides for drainage underneath the 

walking surface.  Planters and other furniture would then be placed on top of the tiles. 

 

Mr. Bradford asked if pergolas are proposed on the top floor in the amenity spaces.  They 

were shown in the elevations, but not the landscaping plans. 

 

Mr. Weinbach said they have been removed from the proposal. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade asked about the vines growing on the west side of the building. 

 

Mr. Weinbach said the vines would be growing from the ground and not necessarily be 

attached to the side of the building as the architectural rendering might suggest.  There 

won’t be a grid pattern or any structure attached to the wall. 

 

Mr. Sheridan asked about the private terrace shown on the sixth floor. 

 

Mr. Patrun said they didn’t yet have a plan for how that private terrace would be separated 

from the common area terrace, but they would like to do something like a short planter with 

evergreen plant material rather than a fence. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade understood the lack of room on the west side to plant much of 

anything, but she wondered if they could utilize some of the land west of the alley to plant 

street trees.  It would provide much needed screening for those residents living on Park 

Avenue that would face the west side of the proposed development. 

 

Mr. Patrun said he understood the concern and said they want to put their best foot forward.  

They are proposing to use the stone on that side of the building and said the addition of 

street trees was a good suggestion as long as the property owner is ok with that. 

 

Mr. Sheridan asked how high the Boston Ivy would grow. 
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Mr. Weinbach said the ivy could grow 40-50 feet up the wall. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said he wanted to explain for those people in the audience the reason for this 

review.  The advisory design review was being held because the development proposal will 

be going through the Planned Unit Development process which does not require the review 

of the Appearance Review Commission like typical commercial projects would.  He said 

he appreciated Julie Wolf’s and the Village Board’s request that M & R Development 

come to the Appearance Review Commission for an advisory review.  He hopes the 

development team will welcome the Commission’s input and incorporate their comments 

as they finalize their design.  Before the Commission discussed the development he invited 

the audience to ask questions and provide comment. 

 

Ms. Nelson said she had strong opinions of the conceptual designs presented by the 

previous developer who had the property under contract.  She was more favorable towards 

this design although she had some concerns.  The stucco type material shown on the upper 

floors of the building looked like something that you might see on a chain hotel.  She 

wondered if the stucco would be timeless and classic.  She felt the word contemporary used 

by the presenter was not necessarily the style of Wilmette.  The development should strive 

to be classic, traditional, and timeless.  She wanted to know if the brick was red or brown. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said it was a reddish brown. 

 

Ms. Nelson said she drives around other places and sees cheap brick used.  She wanted to 

make sure the brick was not cheap. 

 

Mr. Elkins said he has seen king sized brick used in 1/3 running bond.  He prefers the 

sample which shows a running bond with 50/50 between joints.  He much prefers that over 

the king sized brick.  He wanted to know what type of brick and course was proposed. 

 

Mr. Lewis said the Village Center ordinance prohibits the use of king sized brick.  They 

were not proposing to use king brick.  He said they are happy with the brick shown in the 

sample board.  It was more residential in scale. 

 

Mr. Sheridan agreed it was not an inexpensive brick. 

 

Mr. Lewis said it was a sand coated brick so it will provide more texture. 

 

Mr. Phillips asked why they were proposing veneer brick. 

 

Mr. Lewis said it was a steel frame building with a full sized brick veneer and precast 

floors.  Walls would be metal stud with insulation and waterproofing behind the brick 

veneer.  The fiber cement board would be a reveal system. 

 

Mr. Sheridan asked what size the manufactured stone units would be. 
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Mr. Lewis said they hadn’t selected a manufacturer yet, but they like to use 12x18’s. 

He said when they start to prepare perspective drawings it will help to show how much 

dimension there is on the building.  It’s not just a flat façade. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said the perspective shown at tonight’s meeting was very helpful in gaining a 

better understanding of the façade details.  For a building of this type there is a lot of 

articulation. 

 

Mr. Elkins pointed out the west elevation had two stories of stone with two stories of brick, 

while the other elevations had three stories of brick.  He wondered if the west façade was 

intended to have three stories of brick to be consistent with the other elevations. 

 

Mr. Lewis said the west elevation was incorrect and it should be three stories of brick.  The 

datum line of the transition from stone to brick and brick to stucco will be the same all the 

way around the building. 

 

Mr. Bradford asked how trucks would access the loading dock. 

 

Mr. Lewis said it didn’t show on the site plan, but there was an existing alley serving that 

part of the property. 

 

Mr. Bradford said the perspective drawing was very helpful in understanding the 

movement of the building façade.  He asked that the architects restudy the spacing of the 

first floor storefront.  Currently the openings don’t align vertically with the floors above.  If 

the spacing of the storefront openings relate better to the balconies and other vertical 

elements it will help the overall design of the building. 

 

Mr. Bradford asked if the center of the building is recessed back above the first floor. 

 

Mr. Lewis said the whole building is recessed back from the first floor. 

 

Mr. Bradford asked them to consider pulling the center bay forward so the center axis 

comes all the way to the ground.  It will make the center of the building much stronger. 

 

Mr. Lewis said they can definitely look at doing that. 

 

Mr. Bradford said he was pleased to see they are using normal sized brick.  It says a lot 

about the quality of the building they are proposing to build. 

 

Mr. Sheridan referred to the Village Center design standards and read the prohibited 

materials list for everyone’s reference. 

 

Mr. Bradford asked about the finish of the fiber cement panel.  He wondered if there was a 

different finish that could be used. 

 

Mr. Lewis said they had a smoother finish they could use. 
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Mr. Bradford said the smoother finish would be preferred. 

 

Mr. Phillips asked about the design of the windows. 

 

Mr. Lewis said the windows would be clear glass with clear anodized frames on the lower 

level. 

 

Mr. Patrun said they traditionally work with Shiner and Associates to provide insulation to 

deaden the sound produced by the train.  He wasn’t sure if they will need to do triple 

glazing. 

 

Mr. Lewis said they will be applying for LEED Silver certification so they will likely use a 

closed cell insulation. 

 

Mr. Patrun said they would apply for at least LEED Silver certification, but would strive 

for Gold. 

 

Mr. Phillips said that will say a lot to the community about the quality of the building they 

are building. 

 

Mr. Miller said it would help to provide as much depth as possible on the west elevation 

where the windows meet the cement board.  It’s easier to make the window flush with the 

wall, but it can really detract from the look. 

 

Mr. Lewis said they had the same concern. 

 

Mr. Bradford asked if there are any rooftop mechanical equipment. 

 

Mr. Lewis said they will have 95 separate a/c units on the roof top for each residential unit 

as well as the roof top units, boilers, and elevator override.  There will be screening around 

the units.  They will likely provide screens around multiple units rather than screen each 

individual unit separately. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade asked how they were addressing storm water. 

 

Mr. Patrun said they have been working with the Village Engineer and MWRD on a storm 

water management plan. 

 

Mr. Phillips asked if they have done a photo rendering showing what the building would 

look like next to the existing buildings. 

 

Mr. Lewis said they could do that, but it was something they had not produced yet. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said there are a few zoning code requirements that are not being followed in 

the plans.  The maximum height is limited to five stories and 65 feet.  He understands the 
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reasons why the building is taller, but he just wanted to point that out.  For properties with 

greater than 150 feet in width, two pedestrian paths are required from the public sidewalk 

to the rear parking area.  There are no easy routes from the public sidewalk to the parking 

areas.  He asked the architect to try and create an easier path to the rear parking area. 

 

Mr. Patrun said they had originally proposed a pedestrian path on the north side of the 

building, but because it limited the amount of first floor retail area they decided to remove 

the path. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade asked if she were a customer going to shop at the retail stores in the 

building if she would be able to park in the garage or if she would need to park on the 

street. 

 

Mr. Lewis said there are parking spaces in front of the building. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said some of the first floor garage parking would need to be dedicated to the 

retail uses. 

 

Mr. Patrun said it was difficult to combine the retail and residential parking in the same 

garage.  There’s a security issue with having the residential parking open to the public. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade said it will affect their ability the lease the retail spaces if they don’t 

have dedicated on-site parking for employees and customers. 

 

Mr. Patrun said they will need to work on that issue with the Village. 

 

Mr. Bradford asked what they planned to do with signage.  He hoped the developer would 

establish a master sign plan for the building. 

 

Mr. Lewis started looking at the signage based off the idea that they would have three retail 

tenants.  They defined three separate wall sign areas and three separate locations for 

projecting signs.  The code allows 2 feet by 3 feet projecting signs which he feels are too 

small.  They were proposing 2 ½ feet by 4 feet projecting signs.  There would also be 

signage for the residential apartment component.  A sign over the entrance is proposed as 

well as a 1 ½ feet by 9 ½ feet projecting sign.  Since the name of the building has not yet 

been determined they weren’t sure how the name would fit on a sign, so the plans are 

conceptual. 

 

Mr. Phillips said while it isn’t an appearance issue, he wondered if they had looked at the 

traffic impact of this project. 

 

Mr. Patrun said they are working on hiring a traffic engineer.  At this time they are 

comfortable with the amount of parking that is proposed.  They realize it is important to 

understand the parking demand so as not to create a problem down the road. 
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Mr. Sheridan said since the review is only advisory there’s no vote required.  He 

encouraged the applicants to come back if they had any further questions or revisions.  The 

minutes from this meeting would be forwarded to the Village Board. 

 

2014-AR-29 825 Green Bay Road 

Hoffmann Commercial Real Estate Sign Variation 

 

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2014-AR-29, 825 Green Bay, Hoffmann Commercial Real 

Estate, for a sign variation to display a wall sign which does not front a public street. 

 

Ms. Stevens said she was an executive assistance and property manager for Hoffmann.  She 

explained they wanted to display a wall sign on the north side of the building for visibility 

and branding.  Traffic coming from the north have driven by the building not knowing 

where the building was located.  In commercial real estate name recognition is very 

important.  They wanted to have their name displayed on the north side to match the other 

existing signs on the building. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said he’s conflicted because the Commission has recommended variances in 

the past for similar requests, but he didn’t see this case meeting the standards.  If someone 

builds a new building next to them they would need to remove the sign or at least turn off 

the illumination to not cause a nuisance.  Mr. Sheridan mentioned the letter submitted by 

George Baker who owns the building just north of the subject property, objecting to the 

variation request. 

 

Mr. Elkins said while the Commission has recommended sign variations in the past for 

signs not fronting a public street this request was different.  In those cases they were 

requesting a single sign on the side of the building.  In this case they have already been 

granted a sign variation for a sign on the south side of the building.  They were now 

requesting a third wall sign.  He also feels the applicant is surreptitiously requesting the 

variation.  It was not that long ago they requested a variation for the sign on the south side 

of the building. 

 

Ms. Stevens said they weren’t trying to amend the signs that were already approved.  That 

is not their intent.  Secondly they were under the impression that if they requested too many 

signs at once it would not be well received.  While she was not with the company when 

they requested the first variation she thought the feeling of the company was that they 

would be better off requesting one variation at a time. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said that was not the best path for them to take. 

 

Mr. Elkins said the other tenant in the building Osprey Capital has also requested and 

received approval for a sign on the south side of the building.  He asked if Osprey Capital 

was also going to come to the Commission requesting a second variation to put a sign on 

the north side of the building. 
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Ms. Stevens said their company did not want to propose anything extravagant.  They try to 

improve existing buildings. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade asked if there was an address sign in front of the building.  An 

address at the entrance would help solve the problem of people accidentally passing by the 

building. 

 

Mr. Phillips pointed out the quality of the sign was not something they had questioned in 

the past.  He wondered where the hardship was in this case.  He didn’t think he could 

support this variation request.  The other variations requested in the past were for a second 

sign, one of which did not front a street.  They have never granted approval for a third wall 

sign for a building with only one street frontage. 

 

Mr. Bradford pointed out the previously granted variation for Hoffmann Commercial Real 

Estate was to display a wall sign on the side of the building where their main entrance was 

located. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade said she agreed with the other commissioners.  If their concern is to 

stop motorists from accidentally passing by their building they could install a ground sign 

with the address of the building.  That would be a conforming solution.  She thought there 

used to be a ground sign with the address. 

 

Mr. Sheridan asked Ms. Stevens if she wanted the commission to vote or if she wanted the 

Commission to continue the case and let her come up with an alternative solution. 

 

Ms. Stevens said she would like to Commission to continue the case. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade moved to continue Case 2014-AR-29, 825 Green Bay Road, 

Hoffmann Commercial Real Estate to the December 1, 2014 meeting.  The motion was 

seconded by Mr. Bradford.  Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, 

Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 

 

V. ADJOURNMENT 

 

At 9:43 p.m., Mr. Elkins moved to adjourn the meeting.  The motion was seconded by Mr. 

Phillips.  Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, 

Miller, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 


