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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, JUNE 6, 2016  

7:30 P.M. 

SECOND FLOOR TRAINING ROOM 

 

 

Members Present: Tim Sheridan, Chairman 

William Bradford 

Dan Collyer 

Daniel Elkins  

Craig Phillips 

Mason Miller  

 

Members Absent:  Carrie Woleben-Meade 

 

Guests: Chad Boomgaarden, 1315 Central Ave 

 Joseph LaJeune, 406 Green Bay Rd, Kenilworth, IL 

 Ben Wozney, 2012 Washington Ave 

 

Staff Present:  Lucas Sivertsen, Business Development Coordinator 
 

 

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 MAY 2, 2016. 

 

Mr. Elkins moved to approve the May 2, 2016 meeting minutes as amended.  The motion 

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

Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Phillips.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 
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III. CONTINUANCES 

 

Mr. Bradford moved to continue Case 2015-AR-45, 930 Greenleaf Avenue, Women’s 

Club; Case 2016-SZC-01, 3232 Lake Avenue, Joseph Freed & Associates; and Case 2016-

AR-11, 1314-1318 Wilmette Avenue, Sam Gambacorta to the July 11, 2016 meeting.  The 

motion was seconded by Mr. Phillips.  Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan, and 

Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Phillips.  Voting no: none.  The motion 

carried. 

 

IV. CONSENT AGENDA 

 

Mr. Phillips moved to approve an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2016-AR-22, 

1101 Central Avenue, St. Roger Abbey.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Bradford.  

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

Phillips.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 

V. CASES 

 

2016-AR-19 2012 Washington Avenue 

Ben Wozney Appearance Review Certificate 

 

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2016-AR-19, 2012 Washington Avenue for an Appearance 

Review Certificate to modify the color and type of roofing material. 

 

Mr. Ben Wozney said unit 2012 and the adjoining unit at 2014 Washington are proposing 

to replace their roof.  They are part of a four unit townhome development.  2016-2018 

Washington Avenue are part of another building. 

 

Mr. Sheridan asked if the units were part of a home owners association. 

 

Mr. Wozney said according to his client who owns 2012 Washington the units are not part 

of an association.  He said they are replacing the existing gray shingles with black shingles.  

The gutters would not be replaced however, the chimney flashing would be replaced with a 

black metal to match the new shingles. 

 

Mr. Elkins moved to approve Case 2016-AR-19, 2012 Washington Avenue for an 

Appearance Review Certificate as submitted.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Phillips.  

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

Phillips.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 
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2016-AR-18 601 Green Bay Road 

Mona Lisa Stone & Tile Appearance Review Certificate and Sign Variation 

 

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2016-AR-18, 601 Green Bay Road, Mona Lisa Stone & Tile for 

an Appearance Review Certificate to refurbish the façade, a sign variation to display more 

than one window sign per frontage, a 5.25 square foot sign area variation to display a 

projecting sign and a sign variation to display signs painted directly to an exterior wall. 

 

Mr. Chad Boomgaarden said he was representing the applicant as their architect.  When the 

owner purchase the building he contacted the Wilmette Historical Museum to obtain photos 

of the original building.  It is their intent to refurbish the exterior to bring it back to more of 

what it looked like historically. 

 

Mr. Joseph Lajeune said he is the owner of the building.  As an interior designer he hates to 

see old buildings torn down.  It’s his hope, if financially feasible, to remove the wood 

cladding on the exterior of the first floor and expose the original cast iron columns.  He 

said the original building had a full window glazing with wooden trim.  He wants to install 

a new full glazing with black metal trim and a wooden door. 

 

Mr. Bradford said it’s difficult to tell what is happening at the head of the window.  The 

plans show a cast iron column on either side of the doorway, but are those existing. 

 

Mr. Boomgaarden said he can’t say for sure because they haven’t removed the cladding, 

but from the interior it appears the cast iron columns are intact.  In looking at the historical 

photos it appears there was something over the doorway other than just running bond brick.  

They are hoping the brick and some of the structural elements are still there. 

 

Mr. Sheridan asked if once they remove the cladding, and assuming they find the columns 

and capital are they going to keep them.  And if not in good condition will they replace 

them. 

 

Mr. Boomgaarden said if they are there they will be kept and if they are damaged it’s their 

intent to replace where possible.  He can see the capitals from the interior. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said it’s possible the capitals were damaged when they installed the mansard 

roof. 

 

Mr. Bradford said he would encourage a horizontal expression in the form of a lintel, or 

other element other than just running bond brick.  That would hold true for the door and 

window to the north of the main storefront. 

 

Mr. Elkins said he thought this proposal was a big improvement over what was existing.  

His main issue with the proposal is the signage, including the repetitive wording the 

windows and painted sign on the side of the building. 
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Mr. Bradford asked about the windows on the east elevation that were broken up into three 

panels from top to bottom.  He wanted to know if the top two panels were transom glass. 

Mr. Lajeune said all three panels would be vision glass and would not have any tint or film. 

 

Mr. Phillips asked for the thought behind the custom painted areas on the west and south 

sides of the building.  To him they are just signs. 

 

Mr. Lejeune thought they could act as mural like paintings, although, there was no specific 

artwork in mind. 

 

Mr. Elkins said there wouldn’t be much visibility for the painted area on the west side of 

the building. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said in his opinion the custom painted areas as proposed are too large.  He 

would suggest proposing something that has graphics, but not something that is specifically 

advertising a business or product. 

 

Mr. Bradford asked what size of a conforming blade sign would be. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said a 6 square foot sign would be conforming. 

 

Mr. Bradford said he thinks the proposed sign is too large, but that a 2x3 foot sign is 

probably too small for this intersection. 

 

Mr. Phillips thought the projecting sign would be more visible if it were facing Green Bay 

Road rather than at a 45 degree angle. 

 

Mr. Collyer said he liked the white wash sign on the south elevation, but thought the size 

was maybe too big.  He liked their proposal to refurbish the façade. 

 

Mr. Miller asked about the window surround on the south elevation.  They seemed very 

large and not necessarily in keeping with the rest of the proposed work. 

 

Mr. Boomgaarden said the existing window openings on that side of the building are pretty 

rough.  It is difficult to say until they remove the cladding, but he suspects there’s a very 

rough opening. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said he thought the windows were probably just wood jams with glazing. 

 

Mr. Boomgaarden said they would match the existing profile of the window and add some 

rolled steel with a black finish. 
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Mr. Sheridan said there is existing cabling running above the fake mansard roof.  They will 

need to determine how they will hide the cabling once the roof is removed.  The guardrail 

surrounding the stairs to the basement will need to be replaced.  They will need to present 

their proposal for replacing the railing.  They will also need to provide a trash enclosure for 

their dumpster and screen the a/c condenser.  He asked if the exhaust vents on the rear of 

the building will stay or be removed. 

 

Mr. Boomgaarden said they will remain, but their purpose will change.  He said they might 

match the finish color of the other metal items on the building. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said they shouldn’t sandblast the brick, but definitely clean it.  There are 

other methods that won’t remove the outer barrier of the brick.  He thinks the proposal is a 

great solution to refurbish the building. 

 

Mr. Phillips said they are proposing too many signs in general. 

 

Mr. LaJeune said they have another option where they remove the white wash sign on the 

south elevation and replace it with another reverse-lit sign similar to the east elevation. 

 

Mr. Elkins said he didn’t necessarily have a problem with the white wash sign, but thought 

it was too big.  Regarding the window signs, they could hang a sign in the window that was 

at least 12 inches from the face of the window. 

 

Mr. Phillips said he thought the wall sign along Green Bay should stay within the edges of 

the window openings. 

 

Mr. Collyer said he likes the white wash sign on the south side of the building.  It adds 

some character to the building and seems to be in keeping with the age of the building. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said he is hearing the commission is in support of the white wash sign, but 

just not the additional mural type painted signs on the rear and side of the building. 

 

Mr. Boomgaarden said he agrees with the commission’s comments on the projecting sign.  

He thinks they will revise the proposal so that it is perpendicular to Green Bay rather than 

at an angle. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said there are enough items outstanding that they will need to continue part of 

the case, but that they can get them started on the façade work. 

 

Mr. Collyer said they would be able to fit the sign within the window openings if they 

removed the letters, “inc.” from the sign. 

 

Mr. Elkins said alternatively they could shrink the letters from 15.5 inches to 14 inches and 

have it fit within the window openings. 
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Mr. Sheridan asked the applicant if they were sure the projecting sign was exactly how they 

wanted it.  If they are still unsure what the graphics will look like or how it will be 

illuminated they should hold off until those items are decided. 

 

Mr. Boomgaarden said they were still unsure how they will illuminate the sign. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said they will continue that item to the next meeting. 

 

Mr. Bradford moved to approve a partial Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2016-

AR-18, 601 Green Bay Road for the east and south elevations to remove the existing 

cladding, clean the existing brick, restore the existing cast iron columns, if the cast iron 

beam above the columns does not exist that it will be replaced in-kind, window openings 

will have a head detail, that the proposed aluminum storefront will have a black finish, 

conceptual approval of black canvas awning with dimensions to be submitted, a back-lit 

wall sign with lettering 14 inches in height, and that the storefront door will be wooden 

with ebony finish.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Elkins.  Voting yes:  Chairman 

Sheridan, and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Phillips.  Voting no: none.  

The motion carried. 
 

Mr. Elkins moved to continue Case 2016-AR-18, 601 Green Bay Road, where the applicant 

will return to address the following items: removal of the cable along the west and south 

elevations, the guardrail around the stairwell on the west elevation, dumpster enclosure, 

exterior lighting with cut-sheets and photometric plan, exhaust ducts, and the requested 

sign variations.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Phillips.  Voting yes:  Chairman 

Sheridan, and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Phillips.  Voting no: none.  

The motion carried. 
 

 

VI. ADJOURNMENT 

 

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

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

Miller, Phillips.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried.  

 


