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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, OCTOBER 6, 2014  

7:30 P.M. 

SECOND FLOOR TRAINING ROOM 

 

 

Members Present: William Bradford  

Dan Collyer 

Daniel Elkins 

Mason Miller  

Tim Sheridan, Chairman 

Carrie Woleben-Meade 

 

Members Absent:  Craig Phillips  

  

Guests: Donley Klug, 111 Green Bay Road 

 Bob Joyce, 356 Tioga Trail, Wood Dale, IL 

 Jeff Leven, 6611 Laburnum, Northbrook, IL 

 Tim Brooker, 189 Poplar, Northbrook, IL 

 Jim Erickson, 9701 West Higgins Road, Rosemont, IL 

 

Staff Present:  Lucas Sivertsen, Planner III 
 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

 

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

 

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES; APPEARANCE REVIEW COMMISSION MEETING 

OF SEPTEMBER 8, 2014. 

 

Mr. Elkins moved the Commission approve the September 8, 2014 meeting minutes as 

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

and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  

The motion carried. 
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III. CONSENT AGENDA 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade moved to approve an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2014-

AR-30, 1100 Central, Wilmette Wine Cellar, Wall Sign, and Case 2014-AR-31, 801 Ridge, 

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

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

no: none.  The motion carried. 

 

 

IV. CASES 

 

2014-AR-27 50-126 Skokie Boulevard 

Wilmette Commons Appearance Review Certificate 

 

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2014-AR-27, Wilmette Commons, for an Appearance Review 

Certificate to replace the existing roof with a modified color and material of shingles. 

 

Mr. Brooker said the color and type of shingles has remained the same from the previous 

meeting, but the color of sheet metal has been revised based on the Commission’s 

comments.  The new proposed color is sandstone which will blend in with the existing 

brick and stucco. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade moved to grant an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2014-AR-

27, Wilmette Commons to replace the existing roof with slate colored shingles and 

sandstone colored sheet metal.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Elkins.  Voting yes:  

Chairman Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, 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. Erickson said the plans submitted for this meeting provided elevation drawings 

showing where the enclosures and railings would be installed. 

 

Mr. Bradford said he had some questions on the enclosures.  On Sheet A13 the dimensions 

of the frames were missing.  The concern voiced at the previous meeting was how the 

profile of the railings related to the profile of the enclosures.  Without having dimensions 
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on the drawings it was difficult to compare the railings to the enclosures.  On Sheet A7 

there are a number of situations where the enclosures and the railings are next to each 

other.  He would like to see a large detail of those areas blown up so the Commission can 

see the two next to each other.  On Sheet A10, drawing 1, the drawing is incorrect.  The 

drawing shows the profile of the operable and non-operable windows aligning perfectly.  

Based on the details this is not correct.  He wants to see accurate drawing before making a 

decision. 

 

Mr. Miller said it would help to provide a blown up elevation of two floors showing how 

everything comes together. 

 

Mr. Erickson said the next step is to produce shop drawings.  He doesn’t have the 

information the Commission is looking for yet.  He provided a drawing assuming the 

frames would be on a center line.  The drawings were more schematic. 

 

Mr. Bradford asked if Mr. Erickson could produce dimensioned elevations based on the 

details shown on sheets A13 – A16. 

 

Mr. Joyce asked what he needed in order to start working on the repair of the balconies. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said he should submit plans showing the repair work only and not the railings 

or enclosures.  The building department could then issue a permit for the repair work. 

 

Mr. Bradford moved to continue Case 2014-AR-24 to the November meeting, requesting 

the applicant come back with a larger detailed elevation of the balcony railing and 

enclosure side by side, and dimensions of the profiles of the enclosure head sill and jamb.  

The motion was seconded by Mr. Elkins.  Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan and 

Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The 

motion carried. 

 

 

2014-AR-21 111 Green Bay Road 

Firefly Kitchen Appearance Review Certificate 

 

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2014-AR-21, 111 Green Bay Road, Firefly Kitchen, requesting 

an amendment of their Appearance Review Certificate for brick repair and new rooftop 

mechanical equipment. 

 

Mr. Leven said some of the brick on the facade would be removed and the wall would be 

repaired to stop water infiltration.  The new brick would match the face brick on the middle 

of the existing façade.  The parapet would be rebuilt to match the existing dimensions.  The 

new brick would not be painted.  It would match the color of the previously approved 

pantone paint color that was originally going to cover the entire brick facade. 
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Mr. Sheridan said they would need a sample of the brick.  There’s not pantone color match 

for brick.  The Commission would need to see the brick sample to make sure it worked 

with the paint color. 

 

Mr. Leven said he could get a brick sample. 

 

Mr. Sheridan asked if they were using the same brick course over the windows as the 

existing face brick. 

 

Mr. Leven said they would be using a running bond over the entire brick façade with steel 

lintels over the windows. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen asked if the brick sample came back and it wasn’t approved by the 

Commission would they be willing to paint the new face brick using the previously 

approved pantone color. 

 

Ms. Klug said they would be willing to paint the brick to match the pantone color, but they 

would like to not have to paint the new brick. 

 

Mr. Miller asked what color of grout they would use if the new brick were not painted and 

a colored brick were used. 

 

Mr. Leven said the existing face brick that would remain would be power washed and 

repainted to match the pantone color. 

 

Mr. Sheridan asked if the new grout would match the old grout. 

 

Mr. Leven said the new grout would match the new paint.  They would need to see what 

condition the existing brick and grout are in once they chemically remove the existing 

layers of paint. 

 

Mr. Elkins cautioned them about painting the brick.  The paint will hold in moisture which 

will lead to deterioration of the brick. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said they could consider staining the brick which would be more breathable 

than paint. 

 

Mr. Leven said they were adding some rooftop mechanical units.  They preferred not to 

install screening for these units.  The roof plan shows where the screening would be placed 

if required by the Commission. 

 

Mr. Sheridan asked what the screening would look like. 

 

Mr. Leven said they hadn’t yet selected a type of screening.  They wanted to make sure 

screening would be required.  It would be hard to view the units from Green Bay Road. 
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Mr. Sheridan said they would need to screen the rooftop units from Green Bay Road as 

well as the residential properties to the rear and south. 

 

Ms. Klug said they may have to limit the scope of work due to budget constraints.  Some of 

the rooftop mechanical units might be removed from the scope. 

 

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

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

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

no: none.  The motion carried. 

 

V. ADJOURNMENT 

 

At 8:51 p.m., Mr. Elkins moved to adjourn the meeting.  The motion was seconded by Mr. 

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

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

 


