
Village of Winnetka 
 Design Review Board/Sign Board of Appeals Regular 

Meeting 
  

 
September 19, 2024 at 7:00 PM 

Winnetka Village Hall Council Chambers 
510 Green Bay Road 

 

NOTICE 
Public comment is permitted on all agenda items at the meeting.  If you wish to provide testimony or comments 
prior to the meeting, you may provide them one of two ways: (1) by sending an email to planning@winnetka.org; or 
by sending a letter to Community Development, Village of Winnetka, 510 Green Bay Road, Winnetka, IL  60093.  All 
agenda materials are available at www.villageofwinnetka.org/agendacenter.  

The Village of Winnetka, in compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, requests that persons with 
disabilities, who require certain accommodations to allow them to observe and/or participate in this meeting or have 
questions about the accessibility of the meeting or facilities contact the Village ADA Coordinator at 510 Green Bay 
Road, Winnetka, Illinois 60093, (Telephone (847) 716-3543; T.D.D. (847) 501-6041). 
 
 

AGENDA 
1. Call to Order 
2. Public Comments 
3. Approval of Minutes 
  a. August 15, 2024, Regular Meeting Minutes   
4. Continued Applications 
  a. Case No. 24-14-SU: Grace Presbyterian Church of the North Shore (440 

Ridge Avenue): A Certificate of Appropriateness to allow construction of 
additions and site improvements to Grace Presbyterian Church of the North 
Shore.  The Village Council has final jurisdiction on this request.  This item was 
continued from the June 20, 2024, July 18, 2024, and August 15, 2024, Design 
Review Board meetings. 

5. New Applications 
  a. Case No. 24-15-DR: 924 Green Bay Road - Spirit Elephant: A Sign Permit to 

allow the installation of an externally illuminated wall sign on the Green Bay 
Road frontage of the Subject Property. 

6. Other Business 
  a. October 17, 2024, Regular Meeting - Quorum Check 
7. Adjournment 
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1 Winnetka Design Review Board/Sign Board of Appeals Meeting Minutes
2 August 15, 2024
3
4 Members Present: Katie Moor, Chairperson 
5 Fritz Duda 
6 Colin Kennedy  
7 Maggie Meiners
8 Michael Ritter 
9

10 Members Absent: Heather Niehoff 
11 Paul Konstant 
12
13 Village Staff: Davorka Kirincic, Building and Code Enforcement Manager 
14
15 Call to Order & Roll Call:
16 Chairperson Moor called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 
17
18 Public Comments:
19 No comments were made at this time.
20
21 Approval of Minutes:
22 Chairperson Moor asked if there were any comments or corrections or for a motion to approve the July 18, 2024 
23 meeting minutes. A motion to approve the July 18, 2024 meeting minutes was made by Mr. Duda and seconded by 
24 Mr. Ritter. A vote was taken and the motion unanimously passed, 5 to 0: 
25 AYES: Duda, Kennedy, Meiners, Moor, Ritter 
26 NAYS: None 
27
28 Roll call was then taken of the Board Members present. 
29
30 Continued Application:
31 a. Case No. 24-14-SU: Grace Presbyterian Church of the North Shore (440 Ridge Avenue): A Certificate of 
32 Appropriateness to allow construction of additions and site improvements to Grace Presbyterian Church of the 
33 North Shore. The Village Council has final jurisdiction on this request. This item was continued from the June 20, 
34 2024, and July 18, 2024 Design Review Board meetings. The Applicant is requesting this item be continued to the 
35 September 19, 2024 Design Review Board meeting. 
36 Leslie Ferrell stated she is representing Grace Presbyterian Church and informed the Board they would like to 
37 continue the application to the September 19, 2024 meeting. She noted they are continuing to have conversations 
38 with neighbors and are considering the Board’s previous feedback. 
39
40 Chairperson Moor asked for a motion to continue the application to the September 19, 2024 meeting. A motion to 
41 continue the request to the September 19, 2024, meeting was made by Mr. Duda. Mr. Ritter seconded the motion. 
42 A vote was taken and the motion unanimously passed, 5 to 0: 
43 AYES: Duda, Kennedy, Meiners, Moor, Ritter 
44 NAYS: None 
45
46 New Applications:
47 a. Case No. 24-13-DR: 103 High Street: A Certificate of Appropriateness to allow replacement of a portion 
48 of an existing wood fence with a new fence, along with landscape alterations. 
49 Ms. Kirincic identified the property’s location, improvements, and zoning classification. She referred to the existing 
50 fence’s photo, which would remain along the Winnetka Avenue side, whose bushes and fence would be replaced. 
51 Ms. Kirincic stated the proposed fence would be a traditional wood fence with lattice on the top on the north line 
52 as well as the removal and replacement of the bushes and rustic fence. She also identified the site plan showing 
53 additional details. Ms. Kirincic described the proposed fence’s height and material which complied with code 
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1 requirements and provided screening in accordance with the design guidelines. She also described the surrounding 
2 properties. 
3
4 Chairperson Moor asked what the existing fence’s height is. Ms. Kirincic responded that it was rustic/bamboo 
5 screening and not a solid traditional fence. Mr. Kennedy asked if the property was not located in the R-1 zoning 
6 district, it would not have come before the Board. Ms. Kirincic confirmed that this is correct. No additional 
7 questions were raised at this time.
8
9 Chairperson Moor asked for the applicant’s presentation. Ruth Homer Mahru and her brother, Daniel Mahru, 

10 introduced themselves to the Board. Ms. Rooth Mahru described the condition of the existing fence, which they 
11 would like to replace. Chairperson Moor commented that she liked the proposed fence. No questions were raised 
12 at this time.
13
14 Chairperson Moor asked for a motion to approve the request as presented. A motion to approve the request as 
15 presented was made by Mr. Kennedy. Seconded by Mr. Duda. A vote was taken and the motion unanimously 
16 passed, 5 to 0: 
17 AYES: Duda, Kennedy, Meiners, Moor, Ritter 
18 NAYS: None 
19
20 b. Case No. 24-14-DR: 894 Green Bay Road - Hewn Bakery: A Sign Permit to allow installation of a 
21 projecting blade sign on the Green Bay Road frontage.
22 Ms. Kirincic identified the property’s location and zoning classification with the space being leased by the 
23 applicant. She stated the Village staff administratively approved window and door signage on August 8, 2024 with 
24 the signage providing promotion for the business. Ms. Kirincic identified the proposed materials and referred to 
25 illustrations noting the proposed projecting blade sign complied with the sign code. She identified the elevations 
26 where the signage would be located and then described the projecting blade sign in detail. Ms. Kirincic then 
27 outlined the Board’s role. 
28
29 Chairperson Moor asked if there were any questions and commented the proposal looked great. Several Board 
30 Members agreed. Ms. Kirincic confirmed the sign would not be internally illuminated. 
31
32 Chairperson Moor then asked for a motion to approve the request. A motion to approve the request as presented 
33 was made by Ms. Meiners. Mr. Kennedy seconded the motion. A vote was taken and the motion unanimously 
34 passed, 5 to 0: 
35 AYES: Duda, Kennedy, Meiners, Moor, Ritter 
36 NAYS: None
37
38 Other Business.
39 a. September 19, 2024 Meeting - Quorum Check. 
40 No additional business was discussed. The Board Members discussed their availability. 
41
42 Adjournment:
43 Chairperson Moor asked for a motion to adjourn. A motion to adjourn was made by Mr. Ritter and seconded by 
44 Mr. Duda. A vote was taken and the motion unanimously passed, 5 to 0: 
45 AYES: Duda, Kennedy, Meiners, Moor, Ritter 
46 NAYS: None 
47 The meeting was adjourned at 7:14 p.m.
48
49 Respectfully submitted,
50
51 Antionette Johnson 
52 Recording Secretary
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MEMORANDUM 
VILLAGE OF WINNETKA 

TO: DESIGN REVIEW BOARD

FROM: ANN KLAASSEN, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR

DATE: SEPTEMBER 12, 2024

SUBJECT: GRACE PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH OF THE NORTH SHORE 
440 RIDGE AVENUE AND 760 CHERRY STREET 
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS (AMENDED CASE NO. 24-14-SU) 

INTRODUCTION

On September 19, 2024, the Design Review Board (DRB) is scheduled to hold a continued public hearing 
on an amended application submitted by Grace Presbyterian Church of the North Shore (the “Applicant”), 
as the owner of the properties located at 440 Ridge Avenue and 760 Cherry Street (collectively, the 
“Subject Property”).  The Applicant is proposing construction of additions to the existing church and a new 
parking lot on the Subject Property and requests approval of a Certificate of Appropriateness.   

A mail notice was sent to property owners within 250 feet of the Subject Property, for the initial public 
hearing in June, in compliance with Village Code.  As of the date of this memo, staff has received one 
additional written comment from the public regarding this application since the June meeting.  This 
comment along with the public correspondence received subsequent to the posting of the June DRB 
agenda packet are included as Attachment C1.  

JUNE 20, 2024, DESIGN REVIEW BOARD MEETING

On June 20, 2024, the DRB held a public hearing on the Applicant’s request for approval of a Certificate of 
Appropriateness for the design of the proposed improvements to allow construction of additions to the 
existing church and a new parking lot on the Subject Property.  The staff report for the June 20 meeting, 
as well as the meeting minutes, can be found in Attachment B1.

After hearing presentations by Village Staff and by the Applicant, the DRB heard from ten (10) residents 
who are neighbors of the church.  All spoke in opposition to the proposed plan as presented.  Their 
concerns mainly focused on the requested zoning relief; however, some of their comments focused on 
the proposed design in terms of where the on-site parking and the proposed additions should be located, 
and the impact on the character of the residential neighborhood.  The Board then discussed the project.  
The members suggested: (a) providing more details on the proposed windows; b) providing a better 
comparison of the proposed brick and the existing brick; (c) elimination of the northern loop to the east 
parking lot; (d) further refinement to the fenestration on the south building elevation; (e) providing a 
pedestrian view of the rooftop mechanical equipment and screening; (f) bollard light fixtures that are 
more neighbor friendly (not so tall); (g) possible shift of north addition to the east to break up the west 
wall; (h) more thought given to having one consistent fence on the site; and (i) use of natural stone rather 
than cast stone.  Ultimately, the Board continued the item to the July meeting to provide the Applicant 
time to respond to comments of the Board.
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On July 18, 2024, the DRB was scheduled to hold a continued public hearing on an amended application 
submitted by the Applicant.  However, at the request of the Applicant, the item was continued to the 
August 15, 2024, DRB meeting to allow the Applicant more time to continue its dialogue with neighbors 
in an effort to address or mitigate neighbor concerns.  Prior to the August 15 DRB meeting, the Applicant 
requested its application be continued to the September 19 DRB meeting, to facilitate further discussion 
with neighbors.  At the August 15 meeting, the DRB granted the Applicant’s request and continued the 
item to the September 19 meeting.     

AMENDED PROPOSED PLAN

In response to comments at the June 20 DRB meeting, the Applicant has provided the attached written 
explanation describing the revised design and plans (Attachment A1).  The primary changes include the 
following:

• Addition of a landscape buffer on the east side of the south addition.

• Relocation of rooftop mechanical equipment into the attic, so that the equipment it not visible.

• Bollard light fixture has been revised to an 18” tall path light.

• North addition has been shifted 1.5 feet to the east.

• New continuous 6-foot-tall wood fence along west and south property lines to provide 
consistency.

Additionally, in response to meetings the Applicant had with neighbors, it has provided a written 
explanation describing the revised landscape plan and changes to three area drains on the site 
(Attachment A1).  The changes include:

• Retaining one (1) mature oak tree located on the west side of the proposed south addition that 
was previously noted to be removed.

• Relocating two (2) area drains within the proposed west parking lot further east within the lot 
to pitch water away from the west curb of the parking lot.

• Lowering the elevation of the area drain in the southwest corner of the site and adjust grades 
to improve collection of water on site.

• Addition of evergreen trees along the western and southern edges of the property to obstruct 
views of the proposed south addition.

At the September 19 meeting, the Applicant will review the revised plans and explain the design decisions 
in response to the Board’s comments.  As noted in the Applicant’s written explanation describing the 
revised design, the Applicant has three (3) options from the original design presented of the south 
addition.  The first option is included in the revised plans in Attachment A1 and consists of a landscape 
buffer on the east side of the south addition.  In this first option, the design of the addition itself remains 
the same as what was originally proposed and presented to the Board in June.  The Applicant has two 
additional options that it is prepared to present at the September meeting; these options include the 
additional landscape buffer as well as changes to the design of the entry link between the existing church 
and the proposed south addition.

The images on the following pages compare some of the plans and design elements considered at the 
June 20 DRB meeting with the current amended plan (Figures 1 through 14).
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Figure 1 – Proposed Site Plan (June 20 Meeting)

Figure 2 – Amended Site Plan
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Figure 3 – Rendering of East Façade (June 20 Meeting)

Figure 4 - Amended Rendering of East Façade 

Page 7 of 186



Page 5

Figure 5 - Rendering of North Façade (June 20 Meeting)

Figure 6 – Amended Rendering of North Façade 
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Figure 7 – Proposed Bollard Fixture (June Meeting)

Figure 8 – Amended Bollard Fixture
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Figure 9 – Landscape Plan (June 20 Meeting)

Figure 10 – Amended Landscape Plan
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Figure 11 - Southeast Aerial Perspective (June Meeting)

Figure 12 – Amended Southeast Aerial Perspective
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Figure 13 - Northwest Aerial Perspective (June Meeting)

Figure 14 – Amended Northwest Aerial Perspective 
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OTHER ADVISORY BOARD/COMMISSION REVIEW

As noted in the June staff report to the DRB, the Applicant has also submitted the following applications:  
• Subdivision application to consolidate the two existing lots known as 440 Ridge Avenue and 760 

Cherry Street into a single lot of record.
• Special Use Permit to allow the consolidation of 440 Ridge Avenue and 760 Cherry Street, which 

results in a lot that is greater than two times the minimum required lot size and minimum average 
lot width for a corner lot in the R-5 Single Family Residential Zoning District.

• An amendment to an existing Special Use Permit that allowed construction of a parking lot as an 
accessory use to the existing church on the Subject Property.

• Variation to:
o Exceed the maximum permitted gross floor area;
o Exceed the maximum permitted roofed lot coverage;
o Exceed the maximum permitted impermeable lot coverage;
o Provide less than the minimum required front yard setback (Ridge Avenue);
o Provide less than the minimum required corner yard setback (Cherry Street); and
o Provide less than the minimum required area for individual off-street parking spaces.

• Demolition application to demolish the existing residence and detached garage located at 760 
Cherry Street.

Though zoning relief is not the purview of the DRB, we are providing you with this information so you are 
aware of the relief the Zoning Board of Appeals and Plan Commission will be considering.

The Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) considered the demolition application for 760 Cherry Street 
on August 5, 2024; by a vote of 4-0, the Commission required an Historical Architectural Impact Study 
(HAIS).  Upon submittal of the HAIS by the Applicant, public notice of the HPC’s consideration of the HAIS 
will be provided by mail to property owners within 250 feet of the Subject Property once the meeting is 
scheduled.

The Zoning Board of Appeals is tentatively scheduled to consider the special use permit specific to the 
building addition and site improvements, and the variation requests on October 14, 2024.  The Plan 
Commission is tentatively scheduled to consider the subdivision application and both special use permits 
on October 23, 2024.  Public notice of these meetings will also be provided by mail to property owners 
within 250 feet of the Subject Property once the meeting dates are confirmed.

CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS CONSIDERATIONS

As established by the Village Code, the DRB is to consider the following four (4) factors in determining whether 
to grant a Certificate of Appropriateness:

“(1) whether the proposed external architectural features and site improvements are 
appropriate to and compatible with the character of the immediate neighborhood;” 

“(2) whether the proposed external architectural features and site improvements are 
appropriate to and compatible with adopted Village plans for and improvements in the 
immediate neighborhood, and including both urban design and site arrangement 
considerations;” 

“(3) whether the proposed external architectural features and site improvements are 
consistent with applicable Village design guidelines and such standards and criteria as may be 
adopted by the Board; and” 

“(4) the probable effect of the proposed external architectural features on the integrity of the 
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immediate vicinity.”

The Board will need to determine if the proposed additions and site improvements for Grace Presbyterian 
Church located at 440 Ridge Avenue comply with the above standards.

DESIGN GUIDELINES 

The June staff report highlighted aspects of the Village’s Design Guidelines relevant to the proposed 
improvements (Attachment B1).  Excerpts of the Village Design Guidelines, which apply to institutional 
buildings, are also included in Attachment B1.   

RECOMMENDATION

At the September 19, 2024, DRB meeting, the Board is scheduled to continue its consideration of the 
design of the Applicant’s proposed additions and site improvements to the Subject Property.  After 
hearing from the Applicant and the public, the Board may decide to take action on one or two options:

1) Continue further review of the application to a date specific in order to provide the Applicant 
and/or staff additional time to address questions and comments from the Board; or 

2) Adopt a motion to recommend approval or a motion to recommend denial of a certificate of 
appropriateness for the design of the proposed additions and site improvements to Grace 
Presbyterian Church of the North Shore located at 440 Ridge Avenue.

If the Board wishes to adopt a motion to recommend approval or denial, a Board member will want to 
make a motion such as the following: 

Move to recommend approval [denial] of a certificate of appropriateness for the design of the 
proposed additions and site improvements to Grace Presbyterian Church of the North Shore at 
440 Ridge Avenue, subject to the following conditions:

A. [If the Board chooses to place conditions as part of its recommendation of approval, it 
will want to include the conditions here.]

The Board’s findings are based on evidence in the record, or a public document, and upon the following 
findings of fact:

(1) the proposed external architectural features and site improvements are appropriate to 
and compatible with the character of the immediate neighborhood; 

(2) the proposed external architectural features and site improvements are appropriate to 
and compatible with adopted Village plans for and improvements in the immediate 
neighborhood, and including both urban design and site arrangement considerations; 

(3) the proposed external architectural features and site improvements are consistent with 
applicable Village design guidelines and such standards and criteria as may be adopted by 
the Board; and 

(4) the probable effect of the proposed external architectural features on the integrity of the 
immediate vicinity.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A1:  Applicant’s Explanation of Revised Design and Revised Plans
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Attachment B1:  June 13, 2024, DRB Staff Report and Attachments, and June 20, 2024, DRB Meeting 
 Minutes

Attachment C1:  Public Correspondence  
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pfa.work    |    1147 W Ohio St, #504, Chicago, IL 60642   |    (312) 961-1292 1

Date: 7/10/2024 

To: Ann Klaassen, Assistant Director 
Village of Winnetka 
Community Development Dept. 

RE: DRB Review Comments #1 
Grace Presbyterian Church Building Addition & Site Improvements 
440 Ridge Ave., and 760 Cherry Street (Case #24-14-SU)  

Below are the DRB comments / follow up questions and responses (in blue). 

1. Design Review Board Comments provided in an email on 06/26/2024 

a. Provide more details on the proposed windows.

Additional details provided on Sheet SP-021 for muntin, ogee and panning profiles. Window samples have been 

requested from the MFR and we hope to receive them in time for the next DRB meeting.  

b. Provide a better comparison of the proposed brick and the existing brick.

See page SP-027 of pictures of proposed brick against the existing brick. We’ll bring these samples along to our next 

DRB meeting. 

c. Elimination of the northern loop to the east parking lot.

The loop out of the east parking lot is a critical element for GPC as it facilitates an efficient drop off for the youth 

program. This loop currently exists and eliminates congestion within the lot and on the street.  

d. Further refinement to the fenestration on the south building elevation.

We are providing (3) options from the original design presented. These will be presented to DRB and options are: 

1. Landscape buffer on east side of the south addition to soften the appearance / more residential feel.

2. Landscape buffer & modification of entry link (reduction in glass)

3. Landscape buffer & alternate modification of the entry link (residential scale windows)

e. Providing a pedestrian view of the rooftop mechanical equipment and screening.

Mechanical equipment will be housed under the gable roof of the south addition in the attic space (see SP-013). There 

will be no view of the mechanical equipment.  

f. Bollard light fixtures that are more neighbor friendly (not so tall).

Bollard light fixture has been revised to an 18” tall path light – see SP-033. 

g. Possible shift of the north addition to the east to break up the west wall.

North additions walls have been shifted. See revised plans, elevations and rendering on SP-024 & SP-026. 

h. More thought given to having one consistent fence on the site.

Wood fence that boarders adjacent properties to west & south will be a new 6’ tall cedar fence. See SP-009 for extents 

of new fence. 

i. Use of natural stone rather than cast stone.

Pictures of proposed stone against existing stone are provided on sheet SP-027. Samples will be provided at DRB 

meeting. 

ATTACHMENT A1
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EXHIBIT LIST

# SHEET NAME
SP-000 COVER SHEET

SP-001 EXISTING CONDITIONS 440 RIDGE AVE

SP-002 EXISTING CONDITIONS 440 RIDGE AVE

SP-003 EXISTING CONDITIONS 760 CHERRY ST

SP-004 EXISTING CONDITIONS 760 CHERRY ST

SP-005 SITE DEMOLITION PLAN

SP-006 BASEMENT DEMOLITION PLAN

SP-007 FIRST FLOOR DEMOLITION PLAN

SP-008 SECOND FLOOR DEMOLITION PLAN

SP-009 SITE PLAN & ANALYSIS

SP-010 BASEMENT FLOOR PLAN

SP-011 FIRST FLOOR PLAN

SP-012 SECOND FLOOR PLAN

SP-013 ROOF PLAN

SP-014 EXISTING EXTERIOR ELEVATION

SP-015 EXISTING EXTERIOR ELEVATION

SP-016 EXISTING EXTERIOR ELEVATION

SP-017 PROPOSED EXTERIOR ELEVATION

SP-018 PROPOSED EXTERIOR ELEVATION

SP-019 PROPOSED EXTERIOR ELEVATION

SP-020 PROPOSED EXTERIOR ELEVATION

SP-021 PROPOSED EXTERIOR DETAILS

SP-023 RENDERING

SP-024 RENDERING

SP-025 RENDERING

SP-026 RENDERING

SP-027 MATERIAL BOARD

SP-028 EXISTING LOT COVERAGE

SP-029 PROPOSED LOT COVERAGE

SP-030 EXISTING GFA

SP-031 PROPOSED GFA

SP-032 EXTERIOR LIGHTING

SP-033 EXTERTIOR LIGTHING

SP-034 EXTERTIOR LIGTHING

SP-035 BUILDING ADJACENCY

C000 COVER SHEET

C100 SITE DEMOLITION PLAN

C101 SITE DEMOLITION PLAN

C200 SITE GEOMETRY PLAN

C201 SITE GEOMETRY PLAN

C300 SITE UTILITY PLAN

C301 SITE UTILITY PLAN

C400 GRADING AND PAVING PLAN

C401 GRADING AND PAVING PLAN

C500 SITE EROSION & SEDIMENT CONTROL PLAN

C501 SITE EROSION & SEDIMENT CONTROL PLAN

L010 TREE PRESERVATION & REMOVAL PLAN

L100 LANDSCAPE PLANS

L200 LANDSCAPE DETAILS

GRACE PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH

SPECIAL USE PERMIT REVIEW  /  JULY 3, 2024

ARCHITECTURE

PRESENT FUTURE ARCHITECTS
1147 WEST OHIO STREET, #504
CHICAGO, IL 60642
T: (312) 961-1292

CIVIL

ERIKKSON ENGINEERING
1335 S JEFFERSON ST, STE 135
CHICAGO, IL 60661
T: (312) 463-0551

OWNER

GRACE PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH
440 RIDGE AVE
WINNETKA, IL 60093
T: (847) 920-9517
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VIEW OF EAST FACADE VIEW OF NORTH FACADE

VIEW OF SOUTH FACADEVIEW OF WEST FACADE
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LIMITED HEADROOM IN EXISTING BASEMENT INACCESSIBLE INTERIOR W/ MULTIPLE FLOORS AND SUB-LEVELS TO FLOORS.
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

Page 1 

MEMORANDUM 
VILLAGE OF WINNETKA

TO: DESIGN REVIEW BOARD  

FROM: ANN KLAASSEN, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR 

DATE: JUNE 13, 2024  

SUBJECT: GRACE PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH OF THE NORTH SHORE 
440 RIDGE AND 760 CHERRY STREET  
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS (CASE NO. 24-14-SU) 

INTRODUCTION 

On June 20, 2024, the Design Review Board (DRB) is scheduled to hold a public hearing on an application 
submitted by Grace Presbyterian Church of the North Shore (the “Applicant”), as the owner of the 
properties located at 440 Ridge Avenue and 760 Cherry Street (collectively, the “Subject Property”).  The 
Applicant is proposing construction of additions to the existing church and a new parking lot on the Subject 
Property and requests approval of a Certificate of Appropriateness.    

A mail notice has been sent to property owners within 250 feet of the Subject Property, in compliance 
with Village Code.  As of the date of this memo, staff has not received any written comment from the 
public regarding this application.   

The Applicant is also submitting the following applications: 
• Subdivision application to consolidate the two existing lots known as 440 Ridge Avenue and 760

Cherry Street into a single lot of record.
• Special Use Permit to allow the consolidation of 440 Ridge Avenue and 760 Cherry Street, which

results in a lot that is greater than two times the minimum required lot size and minimum average
lot width for a corner lot in the R-5 Single Family Residential Zoning District.

• An amendment to an existing Special Use Permit that allowed construction of a parking lot as an
accessory use to the existing church on the Subject Property.

• Variation to:
o Exceed the maximum permitted gross floor area;
o Exceed the maximum permitted roofed lot coverage;
o Exceed the maximum permitted impermeable lot coverage;
o Provide less than the minimum required front yard setback (Ridge Avenue);
o Provide less than the minimum required corner yard setback (Cherry Street); and
o Exceed the maximum permitted length of an unarticulated side building wall.

• Demolition application to demolish the existing residence and detached garage located at 760
Cherry Street.

The Landmark Preservation Commission is scheduled to consider the demolition application for 760 
Cherry Street on July 1, 2024.  The Zoning Board of Appeals is tentatively scheduled to consider the special 
use permit specific to the building addition and site improvements, and the variation requests on July 15, 

ATTACHMENT B1
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2024.  The Plan Commission is tentatively scheduled to consider the subdivision application and both 
special use permits on July 24, 2024.   
 
The Village Council has final jurisdiction on this request.  
 
PROPERTY DESCRIPTION 

The Subject Property is located on the southwest corner of the intersection of Ridge Avenue and Cherry 
Street, is zoned R-5 Single Family Residential and currently consists of two buildable lots.  The area of each 
existing lot is as follows: 

1. 440 Ridge Avenue:  35,202.75 square feet 

2. 760 Cherry Street:  7,506.25 square feet 
 
The 440 Ridge Avenue lot contains Grace Presbyterian Church of the North Shore, which contains 
approximately 18,806 square feet of gross floor area and 9,359 square feet of roof lot coverage, and a 
parking lot.  The 760 Cherry Street lot contains a two-story single-family residence and a detached garage.  
The existing parcels and improvements are depicted below in Figure 1.  The Applicant desires to 
consolidate its two existing lots into one lot of record that would measure 42,709 square feet (0.98 acres) 
and demolish the existing residence and detached garage at 760 Cherry Street, in order to construct 
additions to the existing church and a parking lot on the west side of the existing church building.   
 

 
Figure 1 – Two Existing Lots 

 
The Comprehensive Plan designates the Subject Property as appropriate for “Institutional (Religious 
Institution, School, Governmental & Other Facilities” uses.  The property is zoned R-5 Single Family 
Residential, and it is bordered by B-1 Multifamily Residential to the north and east, and R-5 Single Family 
Residential to the south and west (see Figure 2). 
 
In addition to single-family residential uses, the R-5 District allows a limited range of additional uses by 
Special Use Permit.  Allowed Special Uses in the R-5 District include (a) church or temple; (b) public 
school, elementary and high, or private school having a curriculum equivalent to a public elementary 

440 Ridge Avenue 

760 Cherry Street 
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school, public high school or public institution of higher learning; (c) library; and (d) pre-school or pre-
kindergarten.   
 
The Applicant’s use of the Subject Property as a church is generally consistent with the Comprehensive 
Plan land use designation and the R-5 zoning district. 

 

 
Figure 2 – Zoning Map 

 
PROPERTY HISTORY AND PREVIOUS ZONING APPLICATIONS 

According to Village records, construction of the church began in 1933.  There are two previous zoning 
cases for the Subject Property: 

1. In 1933, the Village Council granted variations to allow construction of the church.  The approved 
variations were for intensity of use of lot and the front yard setback from Ridge Avenue; and 

2. In September 1983, Ordinance M-151-83 and Resolution-793-83 were adopted by the Village 
Council, granting a special use permit and an intensity of use of lot variation to allow consolidation 
of 440 Ridge Avenue and 428 Ridge Avenue, and construction of a parking lot on the south side 
of the existing church. 

 
The Applicant has been operating a church and associated programming at the church since 2012.  Figures 
3 through 6 on the following pages are current photos of the church provided by the Applicant.   
 

Subject 
Property 
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Figure 3 – Grace Presbyterian Church – East Façade  

 

 
Figure 4 – Grace Presbyterian Church – North Façade  
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Figure 5 – Grace Presbyterian Church – South Façade   

 

 
Figure 6 – Grace Presbyterian Church – West Façade  

 

760 Cherry Street 
Detached Garage 
to be Removed 
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PROPOSED PLAN 

As noted earlier this report, the Applicant intends to demolish the existing residence and detached garage 
located at 760 Cherry Street and consolidate 760 Cherry Street and 440 Ridge Avenue into a single lot to 
accommodate the following proposed improvements: (i) a two-story addition on the south side of the 
existing church; (ii) a two-story addition on the north side of the existing church; and (iii) additional 
accessory parking on the west side of the existing church. 
 
South Addition.  The proposed south two-story addition would be constructed over a portion of the 
existing parking lot.  As described by the Applicant in the attached application materials provided in 
Attachment A, the current programming space, including administrative and office activities, as well as 
Sunday worship and children’s ministry, is outdated, undersized, and inaccessible for people with mobility 
challenges.  The Applicant’s goal with the south addition is to provide an accessible entrance into the 
existing church building and new, updated youth space to meet the needs of the existing programming.  
This addition represents an increase in roofed lot coverage of approximately 3,250 square feet and 6,400 
square feet of gross floor area. 
 
North Addition.  The Applicant is also proposing a two-story addition on the north side of the existing 
church to provide reception and office space.  This addition represents an increase in roofed lot coverage 
of approximately 648 square feet and 1,296 square feet of gross floor area.  The proposed additions are 
shaded pink in Figure 7 on the following page. 
 
Parking Lots.  The existing parking lot that currently accommodates 19 vehicles would be reduced in size 
to allow for the proposed south addition.  The reconfigured lot would accommodate 10 vehicles, one of 
which would be an accessible space.  A new parking lot is proposed on the west side of the existing church, 
in the general location of the residence proposed for demolition at 760 Cherry Street.  This new lot would 
have 10 regular spaces and one (1) accessible space, for a total of 11 new parking spaces.  The proposed 
parking plan results in a net increase of two (2) parking spaces, with a total of 21 parking spaces on the 
Subject Property.   
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Figure 7 – Proposed Site Plan 

 

 
Figure 8 – Rendering of East Façade  
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Figure 9 - Rendering of North Façade  

 
Exterior Building Materials.  The proposed building materials for both additions would match the existing 
church.  A modular brick veneer is proposed to match the existing brick.  The cornice and fascia would 
match the existing building and be white.  The corners of the building would have precast stone corner 
panels, to match the existing church.  The proposed two-story entry to the south addition would consist 
of clear glazing, decorative metal paneling along the base, and a custom glass and aluminum entry door 
with raised panels. The windows would be aluminum single-hung with white framing and precast stone 
sills.  The wood louvers and siding would also be painted white to match the existing church.  Asphalt 
shingles are proposed for the roof.  Included in Attachment A is an electronic version of the material 
board; the actual material board will be provided at the DRB meeting (Figure 10). 
 

 
Figure 10 – Proposed Exterior Building Materials 
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Exterior lighting.  The proposed site improvements include installation of bollards along the walkways on 
the Subject Property.  The bollards would be 3’-4” in height (Figure 11).  A decorative sconce is proposed 
above three entrances that would match existing sconces on the church (Figure 12). 

  
         Figure 11 – Proposed Bollard Fixture                                         Figure 12 – Decorative Sconce 
 
Landscaping and Hardscape.  Included in the application materials is a proposed landscape plan and plant 
schedule.  The Applicant intends to provide vegetation screening along the west property line with a 
variety of evergreen and canopy tree plantings.  Along a portion the south property line, an evergreen 
tree screen is proposed.  Landscape screening is also proposed for the parking lots.  Please refer to the 
tree and plant schedule for details. 
 
Both of the parking lots would be constructed of permeable pavers, specifically Unilock Eco-Priora 5”x10” 
pavers, in a color referred to as River.   
 

 
Figure 13 – Landscape Plan 
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A 6-foot-tall solid wood fence is proposed along the west side of the proposed 11 space westerly parking 
lot.  It would be a cedar fence with clear coat stain to preserve the natural wood grain and tone, as well 
as match existing wood fencing on the site.  There is an existing wood fence along the south side of the 
westerly parking lot, which appears to be on the neighboring lot, that would remain.  There is also existing 
wood fencing along the west and south sides of the proposed south addition that would remain.  A 4-foot-
tall ornamental metal fence painted black is also proposed to the west and south of the proposed south 
addition. 
 
In addition to the renderings included earlier in this report, the Applicant has provided aerial perspectives 
of the proposed additions and site improvements, which are provided below as Figures 14 and 15.  The 
complete set of plans is provided in Attachment A. 
 

 
Figure 14 - Southeast Aerial Perspective 

 

 
Figure 15 - Northwest Aerial Perspective 
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ZONING RELIEF 

Although not part of the DRB’s consideration, it should be noted that based upon staff’s review of the 
plans submitted to date, the following variations are necessary to allow the proposed improvements to: 
(i) exceed the maximum permitted gross floor area; (ii) exceed the maximum permitted roofed lot 
coverage; (iii) exceed the maximum permitted impermeable lot coverage; (iv) provide less than the 
minimum required front yard setback from Ridge Avenue; (v) provide less than the minimum required 
corner yard setback from Cherry Street; and (vi) exceed the maximum permitted length of an 
unarticulated side building wall.  The existing church and site improvements on the 440 Ridge lot are 
currently nonconforming with respect to: (i) gross floor area; (ii) roofed lot coverage; (iii) the front yard 
setback: and (iv) rear yard setback.     
 
Additionally, special use approval is required to allow the proposed improvements and to consolidate the 
two existing lots into a single lot of record. 
 
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS CONSIDERATIONS 

As established by the Village Code, the DRB is to consider the following four (4) factors in determining whether 
to grant a Certificate of Appropriateness: 

“(1) whether the proposed external architectural features and site improvements are 
appropriate to and compatible with the character of the immediate neighborhood;”  

“(2) whether the proposed external architectural features and site improvements are 
appropriate to and compatible with adopted Village plans for and improvements in the 
immediate neighborhood, and including both urban design and site arrangement 
considerations;”  

“(3) whether the proposed external architectural features and site improvements are 
consistent with applicable Village design guidelines and such standards and criteria as may be 
adopted by the Board; and”  

“(4) the probable effect of the proposed external architectural features on the integrity of the 
immediate vicinity.” 

 
The Board will need to determine if the proposed additions and site improvements for Grace Presbyterian 
Church located at 440 Ridge Avenue complies with the above standards. 
 
DESIGN GUIDELINES ANALYSIS    

The Village’s Design Guidelines provide recommendations and standards on the appearance of exterior 
facades for institutional buildings. 
 

• Additions to existing institutional structures should respect the established setbacks of the 
original building and be sensitive to the context of the surrounding zoning area, particularly 
residential neighborhoods. The proposed south addition would comply with the required setbacks 
and not be located any closer to Ridge Avenue than the existing church building.  However, the 
north addition would encroach the required setback from Cherry Street. 
 

• The height of institutional buildings located in single family zoning districts should be sensitive to 
the surrounding buildings and must conform to the existing zoning requirements.  Additions 
should respect the existing height and not differ from the established eave line by more than a 
half story. The proposed north addition would be 26’-5” in height and the south addition would 
be 28’-5” in height, in compliance with the maximum permitted height of 60 feet and 2½-stories 
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and not be as tall as the existing church. 
 

• Roofs of institutional buildings should have shallower sloped roofs than commercial buildings and 
be composed of basic gable, hipped or flat roofs.  Additions to institutional buildings should 
respect the existing roof form and slope.  The slope of the roof on the proposed additions would 
match the existing church building.  

 
• Additions to existing institutional structures should also respect the existing horizonal rhythms to 

maintain and enhance the original scale and proportion of the structure.  The scale and proportion 
of institutional buildings should be appropriate to the function and use of the building.  

 
• Window materials should be aluminum or wood in a color that matches the overall building style.  

Glazing should be clear glass without tint or film.   The proposed window frames would be 
aluminum, with white framing and precast stone sills to match the existing church building.  

 
• Monochromatic materials such as modular brick are encouraged for building façade materials. 

The proposed addition would consist of a brick to match the existing church brick in size, texture, 
and color.   

 
• A perimeter landscape area should be provided along off-street parking areas on sides adjacent 

to public streets.  The goal of the buffer zone is to lessen the visual impact of parked cars and 
parking areas on the streetscape and surrounding uses.  Where parking areas abut residential 
properties, a 6-foot solid screen fence or wall should be constructed.  Appropriate materials 
include cedar, masonry, or evergreen plant material.  Landscape screening is proposed for both 
parking lots.  Additionally, a 6-foot-tall solid cedar fence is proposed along the west property line 
of the proposed west parking lot. However, a fence or wall is not proposed along the southern 
edge of the west parking lot or along the southern edge of the east parking lot.   Internal 
landscaping is also encouraged to reduce the visual impact of surface parking.   

 
RECOMMENDATION 

At the June 20, 2024, DRB meeting, the Board is scheduled to consider the design of the Applicant’s 
proposed additions and site improvements to the Subject Property. 
 
After hearing from the Applicant and the public, the Board may decide to take action on one or two 
options: 
 

1) Continue further review of the application to a date specific in order to provide the Applicant 
and/or staff additional time to address questions and comments from the Board; or  

2) Adopt a motion to recommend approval or a motion to recommend denial of a certificate of 
appropriateness for the design of the proposed additions and site improvements to Grace 
Presbyterian Church of the Norrh Shore located at 440 Ridge Avenue. 

 
If the Board wishes to adopt a motion to recommend approval or denial, a Board member will want to 
make a motion such as the following:  
 

Move to recommend approval [denial] of a certificate of appropriateness for the design of the 
proposed additions and site improvements to Grace Presbyterian Church of the North Shore at 
440 Ridge Avenue, subject to the following conditions: 
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A. [If the Board chooses to place conditions as part of its recommendation of approval, it 
will want to include the conditions here.] 

 
The Board’s findings are based on evidence in the record, or a public document, and upon the following 
findings of fact: 
 

(1) the proposed external architectural features and site improvements are appropriate to 
and compatible with the character of the immediate neighborhood;  

(2) the proposed external architectural features and site improvements are appropriate to 
and compatible with adopted Village plans for and improvements in the immediate 
neighborhood, and including both urban design and site arrangement considerations;  

(3) the proposed external architectural features and site improvements are consistent with 
applicable Village design guidelines and such standards and criteria as may be adopted by 
the Board; and  

(4) the probable effect of the proposed external architectural features on the integrity of the 
immediate vicinity. 

 
ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment A:  Application Materials 
Attachment B:  Design Guidelines Excerpt 
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Statement in Support of Special Use, Variation, and Subdivision Applications 
Submitted by Grace Presbyterian Church of the North Shore 

440 Ridge Avenue, Winnetka, Illinois 
 

1. Background. 
 

Grace Presbyterian Church of the North Shore, an Illinois not-for-profit corporation (the 
“Applicant”), owns the property commonly known as 440 Ridge Avenue (the “Ridge Property”) 
and 760 Cherry Street (the “Cherry Property”) (collectively, the “Property”) in the Village of 
Winnetka, Illinois (the “Village”).  The Property is located at the southwest corner of the 
intersection of Cherry Street and Ridge Avenue. The Ridge Property is improved with an existing 
two-story church building (the “Existing Building”) and a surface parking lot (the “Existing 
Parking Lot”).  The Existing Building consists of the main church building and a hall located 
adjacent to, and to the west of, the church building (“West Hall”).  The Applicant operates a 
church and related programs at the Ridge Property.  The Cherry Property is improved with an 
unoccupied single-family residence. 

 
The Applicant desires to construct: (a) a two-story addition to the south elevation of the 

Existing Building (the “South Addition”); (b) a two-story addition to the north elevation of West 
Hall (the “North Addition”); and (c) a new accessory parking lot containing 11 parking spaces on 
the Cherry Property (the “New Parking Lot”) (collectively, the South Addition, the North 
Addition, and the New Parking Lot are the “Proposed Improvements”).  The Proposed 
Improvements are depicted on the plans (the “Plans”) enclosed with this Statement in support of 
Special Use, Variation, and Subdivision Applications (this “Statement”).  The South Addition 
would be constructed over a portion of the Existing Parking Lot.  To replace the loss of 9 parking 
spaces within the Existing Parking Lot, the Applicant intends to construct the New Parking Lot on 
the Cherry Property, which will result in a net gain of 2 new parking spaces (i.e., 19 existing 
parking spaces within the Existing Parking Lot compared to 21 parking spaces combined within 
the New Parking Lot and the remaining portion of the Existing Parking Lot after completion of the 
Proposed Improvements). 

 
In connection with the Proposed Improvements, the Applicant has submitted applications 

for approval of: (i) a special use permit for the operation of a church on the Property; (ii) the 
Variations (defined below); (iii) a plat of subdivision consolidating the Ridge Property and the 
Cherry Property; (iv) a Certificate of Appropriateness; and (v) a permit to demolish the existing, 
vacant building located on the Cherry Property.  This Statement provides information that is 
relevant to all of those applications and describes how the Proposed Improvements satisfy the 
standards of approval for a special use permit and variations. 

 
The area surrounding the Property features a mix of uses and intensity of activities that are 

compatible with the Applicant’s use and the Proposed Improvements.  The Property is located on 
the edge of the Village’s R-5 Single-Family Residential District (the “R-5 District”), bordered to 
the north and east by the Village’s B-1 Multifamily Residential District.  One block to the south 
of the Property, beginning at Ash Street, is an area located within the Village’s B-2 Multifamily 
Residential District.  Pursuant to Section 17.12.010 of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance (the 
“Zoning Ordinance”), the R-5 District provides for a “single-family residential environment of 
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relatively intense suburban character.”  The adjacent multi-family zoning districts provide for 
greater density and a greater variety of uses than the R-5 District.  Just one block north of the 
Property, at Oak Street, begins the Village’s downtown area, which features a mix of commercial 
and institutional uses.  Moreover, the Village’s fire and police department building is located 
across Ridge Avenue to the east of the Property.  Green Bay Road is also located less than one 
block east of the Property.  Green Bay Road is a major thoroughfare that features a mix of multi-
family residences, institutional uses (such as the North Shore County Day School to the southeast 
and the Winnetka Public Library and Village Hall to the northwest of the Property), and 
commercial uses.  Adjacent to Green Bay Road is the Union Pacific North railroad right-of-way, 
which carries Metra train traffic to and from Chicago and points north.  The Applicant’s activities 
and Proposed Improvements are consistent with the robust and diverse array of land uses and 
activities taking place in the vicinity of the Property. 

 
Use of the Ridge Property as a church has been part of the mix of uses in the neighborhood 

for more than 80 years.  The Ridge Property has been used as a church since 1941, when the First 
Church of Christ, Scientist completed construction of the Existing Building.  The Applicant has 
been operating a church and ancillary religious, educational, and community programs at the Ridge 
Property since 2012.  Among other things, the Applicant offers the following worship activities 
and programming within the Existing Building (collectively, “Programming”):   

 
• Sunday worship services: Sundays at 10:00 a.m.  Average attendance of 262 people 

per service, including attendees of Sunday school. 
• Sunday school: Sundays during worship services. 

o Nursery for children 0-23 months staffed with professional childcare 
workers.  Currently located on second story of the south side of West Hall. 

o Toddler classroom for children ages 2-3 years.  Currently located on the 
second story of the north side of West Hall. 

o Pre-K and Kindergarten classroom for children ages 4-5 years. Currently 
located on the lower level of the Existing Building. 

o 1st grade through 4th grade classroom.  Currently located on main level of 
West Hall. 

• Children’s program for Pre-K to 4th grade, which includes Bible teaching, activities, 
and games.  Wednesdays from 6:00 p.m. – 7:15 p.m. Currently located on the main 
level of West Hall and within the Sanctuary.  Approximately 40 participants. 

• Middle school program for 6th to 8th grade, which includes games, fellowship, and 
Bible teaching.  Sunday nights from 5:30 p.m. – 7:00 p.m. Currently located on 
main level of West Hall.  Together with high school program, below, approximately 
40 participants. 

• High school program, which includes games, fellowship, and Bible teaching.  
Sunday nights from 5:30 p.m. – 7:00 p.m. Currently located in the foyer of the 
Existing Building.  Together with the middle school program, above, 
approximately 40 participants. 

• Men’s ministry, which features bible study.  Wednesday from 6:30 a.m. to 7:30 
a.m. Currently located on the main level of West Hall.  Approximately 15 
participants. 
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• Women’s ministry, which features bible study and related activities.  Thursdays 
from 9:30 a.m. – 11:00 a.m. Currently located on the main level of West Hall.  Child 
care is provided in the main level of West Hall.  Approximately 30 participants.   

• Moms in Prayer program.  Mondays from 11:00 a.m. – noon.  Currently located on 
the main level of West Hall.  Approximately 4 participants. 

• “Tuesdays at 12:00 p.m.” prayer program.  Tuesdays from 12:00 – 12:30 p.m. 
Currently located on the main level of West Hall.  Approximately 10 participants. 

 
2. Purpose of Proposed Improvements. 

 
Importantly, the purpose of the Proposed Improvements is to improve the functionality, 

accessibility, and experience of the spaces available for existing Programming and administrative 
functions, not to support plans for new or expanded Programming. The Applicant does not propose 
to expand the scope of its Programming in connection with the construction of the Proposed 
Improvements.  Although the Applicant’s Programming may vary over time as the interests and 
needs of the community may change, the Applicant intends to offer substantially the same 
Programming after the construction of the Proposed Improvements as it currently offers within the 
Existing Building.   
 

The spaces within the Existing Building where the Applicant conducts its Programming, 
administrative, and office activities – including Sunday worship, Children’s Ministry, Middle 
School Ministry, and High School Ministry – are undersized and outdated, with insufficient space, 
facilities, and features to effectively deliver the existing Programming and perform related 
activities.  Regrettably, spaces throughout the Existing Building are also inaccessible to people 
with disabilities.  Although churches are not subject to the “public accommodation” requirements 
of the Americans with Disabilities Act (“ADA”), the Applicant strongly believes that the Existing 
Building and Proposed Improvements should be inclusive of and welcoming to all people.  The 
Applicant therefore desires to renovate the Existing Building and construct the Proposed 
Improvements to comply with the accessibility requirements set forth in the ADA.  After the 
Proposed Improvements are completed, the Applicant will be able to provide its Programming and 
perform its activities in state-of-the art spaces that better serve and accommodate the needs of the 
entire community.  The community, in turn, will benefit by having access to the Proposed 
Improvements and the Applicant’s improved Programming. 
 

3. Pre-Application Meetings with Staff and Neighbors.   
 

In November of 2023, the Applicant held a pre-application meeting with Village staff to 
discuss preliminary plans for the Proposed Improvements.  Additionally, the Applicant held a 
meeting with approximately 20 neighbors of the Property in February of 2024.  The preliminary 
plans proposed a larger, 11,000 square foot, 2 ½ story South Addition, with a 12-foot setback from 
the south lot line of the Property (rather than 16 feet, as currently proposed).  The preliminary 
plans did not include the North Addition.  Neighbor comments regarding the preliminary plans 
focused in large part on certain issues, including: (a) concerns about traffic and parking, including 
the proposed New Parking Lot on Cherry Street; and (b) the height, bulk, and density of the 
proposed South Addition and its proximity to neighboring single-family residences. 

 

Page 86 of 186



The Applicant took these comments seriously and undertook substantial good faith efforts to 
address them.  As further discussed in Section 4 of this Statement, the Applicant engaged a traffic 
and parking engineer to prepare a study to evaluate traffic and parking conditions at the Property.  
The study shows that existing traffic and parking capacity exceeds demand. The Proposed 
Improvements will not increase traffic and parking demand and, therefore, existing traffic and 
parking capacity is more than sufficient to accommodate the Applicant’s Programming.  As further 
discussed in Section 5 of this Statement, the Applicant also worked with its architect to 
substantially revise its preliminary plans to reduce the height, bulk, and density of the South 
Addition to address neighbors’ comments.  On May 23, 2024, the Applicant held a second pre-
application meeting with Village staff to share its revised Plans. 
 

4. Traffic and Parking. 
 
Sufficient traffic and parking capacity currently exists and will exist after construction of 

the Proposed Improvements to accommodate the Applicant’s Programming.  The Applicant 
engaged Eriksson Engineering Associates, Ltd. (“Eriksson”) to conduct a traffic and parking study 
with respect to the Applicant’s use of the Property.  The study is enclosed with this Statement.   

 
Eriksson analyzed available parking supply and usage during the Applicant’s Sunday 

services on February 4, 2024.  The analysis surveyed the Existing Parking Lot (19 spaces), the 
Winnetka Public Library’s parking lot (23 spaces), which the Applicant may use on Sundays 
pursuant to an agreement with the Library, and on-street parking near the Property (154 spaces), 
for a total of 196 spaces.  Eriksson found that only 16 out of 19 spaces (84%) within the Existing 
Parking Lot, 11 out of 23 spaces (48%) within the Library parking lot, and 83 out of 154 on-street 
parking spaces (54%) were used, or a total of 110 out of 196 available spaces (56%). 

 
Eriksson noted that: (i) the Applicant’s Sunday services generate peak traffic and parking 

demand; (ii) the Applicant’s other Programming generates substantially less traffic and parking 
demand; and (iii) the Applicant does not intend to expand its Programming as a result of the 
Proposed Improvements.  Eriksson concluded that the Proposed Improvements “will not have a 
material impact on traffic and parking conditions around the church . . . The low level of traffic 
activity in general on the roadway system on a Sunday will not be impacted and will accommodate 
the church.  There is sufficient parking around the church to accommodate typical services.”  These 
findings address neighbors’ comments and questions regarding the traffic and parking impact of 
the Proposed Improvements. 

 
The relocation of 11 accessory parking spaces to the New Parking Lot on Cherry Street 

will not materially increase the impact of Church-related parking on the surrounding neighborhood 
or change with the character of the neighborhood.  After the Proposed Improvements are 
constructed, the Property will have substantially the same number of accessory parking spaces as 
it currently has, and a substantially identical number of vehicles will be travelling to and from the 
Property and using the accessory parking spaces.  The location of the New Parking Lot on Cherry 
Street, just around the corner from the Existing Parking Lot, will have a minimal effect, if any, on 
neighboring properties and land uses.  As discussed above, the area around the Property features a 
diverse mix of land uses that are compatible with the existing and proposed levels of traffic and 
parking related to the Applicant’s Programming. 
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Nevertheless, the Applicant considered whether an addition to the Existing Building could 

be constructed on the Cherry Property instead of on the Ridge Property to avoid locating the New 
Parking Lot on the Cherry Property, but unfortunately that alternative is not feasible.  A ComEd 
easement containing above-ground powerlines is located between the Ridge Property and the 
Cherry Property.  The powerlines continue to the north and south of the Property.  These 
powerlines prevent the Applicant from building an addition to the Existing Building on the Cherry 
Property.  Relocating or burying the powerlines to allow for construction of the addition on the 
Cherry Property is not reasonably feasible.   

 
5. Height, Bulk, and Density.   

 
As a religious organization whose mission is to serve and support the community, the 

Applicant took seriously comments from neighbors regarding the height, bulk, and density of the 
South Addition.  Some neighbors believed that the South Addition would be too tall, have 
disproportionate bulk relative to nearby single-family homes, and be located too close to the south 
property line of the Property.  Although the Applicant’s preliminary plans for the South Addition 
complied in all respects with the height, bulk, and density regulations of the R-5 District, the 
Applicant and its architect nevertheless went to great effort to prepare an alternative design to 
address those comments.   

 
The Applicant reduced the height of the South Addition by half a story (from 2 ½ stories 

to 2 stories), reduced the floor area of the South Addition by 2,114 square feet (from 8,231 square 
feet to 6,099 square feet), and increased the setback from the south lot line of the Property by 4 
feet (from 12 feet to 16 feet).  To compensate for the reduction in floor area in the South Addition, 
the Applicant proposes to enlarge West Hall by constructing the North Addition.  The North 
Addition faces Cherry Street and does not abut any neighboring properties.  By shifting floor area 
from the South Addition to the North Addition, the revised Plans mitigate the impact of height, 
bulk, and density on adjacent single family homes, while providing approximately the same 
amount of space for the Applicant’s Programming and administrative functions.  In fact, the 
current proposed dimensions of the South Addition are comparable to the dimensions of a single-
family home that could be constructed as of right in the R-5 District.  The effect of the height, 
bulk, and density of the South Addition on neighboring property owners, therefore, is similar to 
that of a new single-family home.  

 
In addition to reducing the height, bulk, and density of the South Addition, the Applicant 

proposes robust landscaping along the south and west lot lines of the Property to provide a buffer 
that will screen the Proposed Improvements from view and dampen any sound emitted from the 
Property.  This landscape buffer will further mitigate neighbors’ concerns about the impact of the 
Proposed Improvements on adjacent properties.   
 

6. Special Use Standards. 
 

Pursuant to Section 17.12.020.C.1. of the Zoning Ordinance, churches are a special use in 
the R-5 District.  Section 17.56.090 of the Zoning Ordinance states that a new special use must be 
approved in connection with the structural alteration of a building used for an existing special use.  
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The Proposed Improvements, therefore, require a special use permit.1  For the reasons described 
below, the Proposed Improvements satisfy the applicable standards for a special use set forth in 
Section 17.56.120 of the Zoning Ordinance.  
 

A. The establishment, maintenance, and operation of the special use will not be 
detrimental to or endanger the public health, safety, comfort, morals, or general welfare. 
 

The Proposed Improvements will not be detrimental to or endanger the public health, 
safety, comfort, morals, or general welfare of the community.  Rather, the Proposed Improvements 
are compatible with the community and will enhance the general welfare by improving the 
Applicants’ facilities and the quality of the Applicants’ Programming in service of the community.  

 
As discussed in Section 1 of this Statement, the area surrounding the Property consists of 

a mix of uses that vary in intensity, including single-family dwellings, multi-family dwellings, 
institutional uses, commercial uses, Green Bay Road, and the Union Pacific Railroad right-of-way.  
The Property has been used as a church for more than 80 years.  The Applicant does not intend to 
expand the scope of its Programming in connection with the Proposed Improvements.  The 
Applicant’s activities do not cause excessive noise, odors, light, vibration, or other impacts that 
materially adversely affect public health, safety, and the general welfare.  The Proposed 
Improvements will not create or increase any such impacts.   

 
Further, as described in Section 5 of this Statement, the height, bulk, and density of the 

South Addition, as revised by the Applicant in response to neighbors’ comments, will be 
comparable to a single-family home in the R-5 District and will have a similar, minimal impact on 
adjacent properties.   

 
Finally, for the reasons set forth in Section 4 of this Statement and in Erikkson’s traffic and 

parking study, the Proposed Improvements will not materially increase traffic or parking demand.  
The existing roadway system and the number of parking spaces that will be available after 
construction of the Proposed Improvements will have more than enough capacity to accommodate 
traffic and parking demand created by the Applicant’s Programming. 

 
B. The special use will not be substantially injurious to the use and enjoyment of 

other property in the immediate vicinity which are permitted by right in the district or 
districts of  concern, nor substantially diminish or impair property values in the immediate 
vicinity. 
 

For the same reasons, the Proposed Improvements will not be substantially injurious to the 
use and enjoyment of other properties in the immediate vicinity or substantially diminish or impair 
property values in the immediate vicinity.  As described above: (i) the Proposed Improvements 
and the Programming are compatible with the mix of uses in the vicinity of the Property; (ii) the 
Proposed Improvements will not cause noise, odors, light, vibration, or other impacts that would 
materially and adversely affect the use and enjoyment and property values of nearby properties; 

 
1 In the alternative, it is possible that use of the Existing Building as a church is a legal nonconforming use for which 
a special use permit has not been issued.  In that event, a special use permit is required to allow for enlargement of the 
Existing Building pursuant to Section 17.64.050 of the Zoning Ordinance. 
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(iii) the height, bulk, and density of the South Addition is compatible with the height, bulk, and 
density of single-family homes within the R-5 District; and (iv) the Proposed Improvements will 
not increase vehicular traffic or parking demand in a manner that would be injurious to the use or 
reduce the property values of neighboring properties.   

 
C. The establishment of the special use will not impede the normal and orderly 

development or improvement of other property in the immediate vicinity for uses permitted 
by right in the district or districts of concern. 
 

The Proposed Improvements will not impede the normal and orderly development or 
improvement of other properties in the immediate vicinity.  The surrounding area is already 
developed.  If development sites become available, the Proposed Improvements will not 
discourage additional development in the area because the Proposed Improvements will not 
negatively impact surrounding properties or the general welfare of the community (as discussed 
above). 
 

D. Adequate measures have been or will be taken to provide ingress and egress 
in a manner which minimizes pedestrian and vehicular traffic congestion in the public ways. 

 
Existing traffic and parking infrastructure is sufficient to minimize pedestrian and vehicular 

traffic congestion in the public ways.  As discussed above, the Applicant does not expect the 
Proposed Improvements to create new parking demand or materially increase traffic.  The existing 
and proposed parking supply provides adequate capacity to accommodate vehicular traffic 
generated by the Applicant’s Programming without causing unreasonable congestion in the right-
of-way.  The Applicant proposes new ingress and egress to the New Parking Lot on Cherry Street, 
which will not materially affect traffic congestion in public ways. 
 

E. Adequate parking, utilities, access roads, drainage, and other facilities 
necessary to the operation of the special use exist or are to be provided. 
 

Existing parking, utilities, access roads, drainage, and other facilities necessary for the 
operation of the Proposed Improvements are adequate.  The Property is already served by all 
utilities and drainage that are necessary to operate the Proposed Improvements.  The operation of 
the Proposed Improvements does not require any additional utilities or facilities. 

 
F. The special use in all other respects conforms to the applicable regulations of 

the Zoning Ordinance and other Village ordinances and codes. 
 

Except for the Variations (described below), the Proposed Improvements will conform to 
all applicable regulations of the Zoning Ordinance and other Village ordinances and codes.  
 

7. Variation Standards. 
 

The Existing Building is more than 80 years old and is a legal nonconforming structure 
with respect to certain provisions of the Zoning Ordinance.  Pursuant to Section 17.64.060 of the 
Zoning Ordinance, when alterations are made to a legal nonconforming structure, the structure 
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must either be brought into conformity with applicable provisions of the Zoning Ordinance or 
variations must be obtained.  The Proposed Improvements eliminate or reduce the extent of certain 
nonconformities, thereby eliminating or reducing the need for variations.  The Proposed 
Improvements increase the extent of other nonconformities, but in certain cases the increases are 
attributable, in whole or in part, to the Applicant’s efforts to address neighbors’ comments.   

 
Code 

Section 
Requirement Existing Proposed Difference 

from 
Existing 

Variation Required? 

17.30.030.B. Maximum of 
21,355 s.f. of 
impermeable 
surface lot 
coverage. 

24,479 s.f. 21,005 s.f. Reduction of 
3,474 s.f.  

No. Need for variation 
eliminated by Proposed 
Improvements. 

17.30.100.C. Accessory 
parking spaces 
in front yard 
prohibited. 

Does not 
comply. 

Does not 
comply. 

Parking 
layouts 
differ, but 
both include 
fractional 
spaces in 
front yard. 

Yes. 

17.30.040 Maximum of 
11,638 sf of 
GFA. 

19,476 s.f.  20,956 s.f.  Increase of 
1,480 s.f. 

Yes.   

17.30.030.A. Maximum of 
10,677 s.f. of 
roof lot 
coverage. 

11,831 s.f.. 13,161 s.f. Increase of 
1,330 s.f. 

Yes, but extent of 
variation increased to 
address neighbors’ 
comments.  Reducing the 
height of the South 
Addition and moving 
floor area to the North 
Addition increased the 
total area of roofed or 
building lot coverage. 

17.30.050.B Setback of 30 
feet from 
Cherry Street. 

37 feet, 8 
inches from 
Cherry 
Street 

20 feet, 4 
inches from 
Cherry 
Street. 

Reduction of 
17 feet, 4 
inches. 

Yes, but variation made 
necessary by neighbors’ 
comments.  Reducing the 
height of the South 
Addition and moving 
floor area to the North 
Addition causes the need 
for reduced setback. 
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The Applicant respectfully requests the following four variations (collectively, the 
“Variations”): 
 

• A variation to allow accessory parking spaces in the front yard, where accessory parking 
spaces are not permitted in the front yard by right. 

• A variation to allow 20,956 s.f. of GFA, where a maximum of 11,638 s.f. of GFA is 
permitted by right. 

• A variation to allow 13,161 s.f. of roof lot coverage, where a maximum of 10,677 s.f. of 
roof lot coverage is permitted by right. 

• A variation to allow a 20-foot, 4-inch setback from Cherry Street, where a minimum 
setback of 30 feet is required. 
 
For the reasons described below, the Proposed Improvements satisfy the applicable 

standards for variations set forth in Section 17.56.120 of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 

A. There are practical difficulties or particular hardships in the way of carrying 
out the strict letter of the provisions of the R-5 District. 

 
The Applicant faces numerous practical difficulties or particular hardships that prevent the 

applicant from complying with all of the requirements of the R-5 District.  First, the Property is an 
irregular shape that is bisected by a ComEd easement and above-ground powerlines.  These 
features significantly limit site planning and prevent the Applicant from constructing an addition 
to the Existing Building on the Cherry Property, rather than north and south of the Existing 
Building.  If an addition on the Cherry Property had been possible, the Applicant may have been 
able to reduce the area of roof lot coverage and to comply with the 30-foot setback abutting Cherry 
Street.   

 
Second, the Existing Building is 80 years old and is a legal nonconforming structure.  The 

Proposed Improvements require formalizing the Existing Building’s legal nonconformities.  The 
Applicant has been able to eliminate or reduce certain nonconformities through its design of the 
Proposed Improvements, as summarized in the table above.  In other cases, the Applicant has 
proposed to increase certain nonconformities so that the design of the Proposed Improvements will 
be more responsive to neighbors’ comments, as also summarized in the table above.  The Applicant 
does not have an economically viable way to cure all of the Existing Building’s nonconformities.  
The only way to do so would be to demolish and replace the entire Existing Building, which would 
be cost prohibitive.  More importantly, demolition of the Existing Building would have a far 
greater impact on the character of the neighborhood than the construction of the Proposed 
Improvements.  The Existing Building is historically significant and contributes to the historic 
aesthetic of the surrounding area.  The Winnetka Historical Society has prepared and maintained 
information about the Existing Building at https://www.winnetkahistory.org/gazette/first-church-
of-christ-scientist/.  The Proposed Improvements have been designed to match the aesthetics of 
the Existing Building and be compatible with the historic nature of the surrounding area.   

 
Finally, the Applicant seeks to correct existing code deficiencies, including by bringing the 

Existing Building into compliance with ADA accessibility standards.  The Applicant is unable to 
cause all of the spaces within the Existing Building to comply with ADA standards without 
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construction of the South Addition and the North Addition.  The Proposed Improvements create 
space for accessible entries, elevators providing access to all floors, accessible hallways, and other 
accessible spaces, including the sanctuary, where Sunday worship services are held. 

 
B. The Property cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only 

under the conditions allowed by regulations in the R-5 District. 
 
The Applicant is a non-profit religious organization and does not seek to earn a return from 

development of the Property.  The Applicant merely seeks to improve the functionality and 
accessibility of its facilities to deliver better Programming for the benefit of the community.  The 
Property cannot generate that type of community “return” if it is permitted to be used only under 
the conditions allowed by regulations in the R-5 District.  

 
C. The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances related to the Property. 
 
The Applicant has not caused the unique circumstances related to the Property.  Through 

no fault of the Applicant, the Existing Building is a legal nonconforming structure.  The Existing 
Building was constructed on the Ridge Property more than 80 years ago, before the Applicant 
owned the Property and before the Village’s current zoning ordinances and regulations and the 
ADA became law.  Where possible, the Applicant has worked in good faith to eliminate or reduce 
the extent of nonconformities, while also attempting to address comments from neighbors.  
Further, the Applicant did not create the current configurations of the Ridge Property and the 
Cherry Property and the ComEd easement located between them.  These features of the Property 
predate the Applicant’s ownership but impose significant limitations on site planning that might 
otherwise allow for the reduction or elimination of additional nonconformities. 

 
D. The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality. 

 
If granted, the Variations will enhance and complement the essential character of the 

surrounding area, not alter it.  As discussed above, the neighborhood around the Property consists 
of a variety of land uses, including single-family residential, multi-family residential, institutional, 
and commercial uses.  The area is also located adjacent to Green Bay Road and the Union Pacific 
North right-of-way.  A church has been operated on the Ridge Property for more than 80 years and 
has contributed to the character of the area for that entire time.  The Applicant does not propose to 
change or increase its Programming in connection with the Proposed Improvements.  The 
Applicant’s Programming after construction of the Proposed Improvements, therefore, will not 
alter character of the neighborhood.   The Applicant has designed the Proposed Improvements to 
be compatible with the historic aesthetic of the Existing Building and many other buildings nearby, 
which will enhance the “look and feel” of the community.   

 
The Applicant’s activities do not cause excessive noise, odors, light, vibration, or other 

impacts that materially adversely affect public health, safety, and the general welfare.  The 
Proposed Improvements will not create or increase any such impacts.   

 
Further, as described in Section 5 of this Statement, the height, bulk, and density of the 

South Addition, as revised by the Applicant in response to neighbors’ comments, will be 
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comparable to a single-family home designed in accordance with the requirements of the R-5 
District and, therefore, will have a minimal impact on the character of the area.   

 
Finally, for the reasons set forth in Section 4 of this Statement and in Erikkson’s traffic and 

parking study, the Proposed Improvements will not materially increase traffic or parking demand.  
The existing roadway system and the number of parking spaces that will be available after 
construction of the Proposed Improvements will have more than enough capacity to accommodate 
traffic and parking demand created by the Applicant’s Programming. 

 
E. An adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property will not be impaired. 
 
The Proposed Improvements will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent  

Properties.  The height, bulk, and density of the South Addition, as revised by the Applicant in 
response to neighbors’ comments, will be comparable to a single-family home designed in 
accordance with the requirements of the R-5 District.  Although the North Addition requires a 20-
foot, 4-inch setback, rather than a 30-foot setback, along Cherry Street, the North Addition does 
not abut adjacent properties and will not materially affect the supply of light and air to adjacent 
properties. 

 
F. The hazard from fire and other damages to the property will not be increased. 

 
The Proposed Improvements will not increase hazards from fire and other damages to the 

Property.  On the contrary, the North Addition and South Addition will be constructed in 
accordance with the latest life safety codes and the Existing Building will be modernized so that 
the Applicant’s facilities are better protected from fire and other casualties.   

 
G. The taxable value of the land and buildings throughout the Village will not 

diminish. 
 
The Applicant does not expect the Proposed Improvements to have a measurable effect on 

the taxable value of real property located within in the Village.  If the Proposed Improvements 
affect taxable property values at all, the Applicant expects values to increase.  The Applicant 
proposes to make a significant investment in the Village so that the Applicant may continue to 
provide its Programming in more functional and accessible spaces.  The Applicant’s investments 
will benefit the community and make it an even more desirable place to live and raise families, 
thereby tending to increase, rather than decrease, taxable values of property in the Village.  

 
H. The congestion in the public street will not increase. 

 
As described in Section 4 of this Statement and in Erikkson’s traffic and parking study, the 

Proposed Improvements will not materially increase traffic or parking demand compared to 
existing conditions.  The existing roadway system and available parking spaces have and will have 
more than enough capacity to accommodate traffic and parking demand created by the Applicant’s 
Programming. 
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I. The public health, safety, comfort, morals and welfare of the inhabitants of the 
Village will not otherwise be impaired. 
 

The Proposed Improvements will not be detrimental to or endanger the public health, 
safety, comfort, morals, or general welfare of the community.  Rather, the Proposed Improvements 
are compatible with the community and will enhance the general welfare by improving the 
Applicants’ facilities and the quality of the Applicants’ Programming in service of the community.  

 
The area surrounding the Property consists of a mix of uses that vary in intensity, including 

single-family dwellings, multi-family dwellings, institutional uses, commercial uses, Green Bay 
Road, and the Union Pacific Railroad right-of-way.  The Property has been used as a church for 
more than 80 years.  The Applicant does not intend to expand the scope of its Programming in 
connection with the Proposed Improvements.  The Applicant’s activities do not cause excessive 
noise, odors, light, vibration, or other impacts that materially adversely affect public health, safety, 
and the general welfare.  The Proposed Improvements will not create or increase any such impacts.   

 
Further, as described in Section 5 of this Statement, the height, bulk, and density of the 

South Addition, as revised by the Applicant in response to neighbors’ comments, will comparable 
to a single-family home designed in accordance with the requirements of the R-5 District.  The 
presence of the South Addition will not impair public health, safety, comfort, morals, and welfare 
of the inhabitants of the Village. 
 

8. Subdivision. 
 

In connection with the Proposed Improvements, the Applicant proposes to consolidate the 
Cherry Property and the Ridge Property into a single lot of record.  The Applicant has submitted 
a Subdivision/Consolidation Application and a Plat of Subdivision depicting the proposed 
consolidation.  This Statement describes the Proposed Improvements, including conformity with 
zoning standards and the orientation, arrangement, and configuration of the Proposed 
Improvements on the Property in the context of the surrounding neighborhood.  The Applicant has 
also submitted the Plans, which depict the Proposed Improvements on the Property, along with 
engineering, landscaping, and related improvements.    
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EXHIBIT LIST

# SHEET NAME
SP-000 COVER SHEET

SP-001 EXISTING CONDITIONS 440 RIDGE AVE

SP-002 EXISTING CONDITIONS 440 RIDGE AVE

SP-003 EXISTING CONDITIONS 760 CHERRY ST

SP-004 EXISTING CONDITIONS 760 CHERRY ST

SP-005 SITE DEMOLITION PLAN

SP-006 BASEMENT DEMOLITION PLAN

SP-007 FIRST FLOOR DEMOLITION PLAN

SP-008 SECOND FLOOR DEMOLITION PLAN

SP-009 SITE PLAN & ANALYSIS

SP-010 BASEMENT FLOOR PLAN

SP-011 FIRST FLOOR PLAN

SP-012 SECOND FLOOR PLAN

SP-013 ROOF PLAN

SP-014 EXISTING EXTERIOR ELEVATION

SP-015 EXISTING EXTERIOR ELEVATION

SP-016 EXISTING EXTERIOR ELEVATION

SP-017 PROPOSED EXTERIOR ELEVATION

SP-018 PROPOSED EXTERIOR ELEVATION

SP-019 PROPOSED EXTERIOR ELEVATION

SP-020 PROPOSED EXTERIOR ELEVATION

SP-021 PROPOSED EXTERIOR DETAILS

SP-023 RENDERING

SP-024 RENDERING

SP-025 RENDERING

SP-026 RENDERING

SP-027 MATERIAL BOARD

SP-028 EXISTING LOT COVERAGE

SP-029 PROPOSED LOT COVERAGE

SP-030 EXISTING GFA

SP-031 PROPOSED GFA

SP-032 EXTERIOR LIGHTING

SP-033 EXTERTIOR LIGTHING

SP-034 BUILDING ADJACENCY

C000 COVER SHEET

C100 SITE DEMOLITION PLAN

C101 SITE DEMOLITION PLAN

C200 SITE GEOMETRY PLAN

C201 SITE GEOMETRY PLAN

C300 SITE UTILITY PLAN

C301 SITE UTILITY PLAN

C400 GRADING AND PAVING PLAN

C401 GRADING AND PAVING PLAN

C500 SITE EROSION & SEDIMENT CONTROL PLAN

C501 SITE EROSION & SEDIMENT CONTROL PLAN

L010 TREE PRESERVATION & REMOVAL PLAN

L100 LANDSCAPE PLANS

L200 LANDSCAPE DETAILS

GRACE PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH
SPECIAL USE PERMIT REVIEW  /  MAY 28, 2024

ARCHITECTURE

PRESENT FUTURE ARCHITECTS
1147 WEST OHIO STREET, #504
CHICAGO, IL 60642
T: (312) 961-1292

CIVIL

ERIKKSON ENGINEERING
1335 S JEFFERSON ST, STE 135
CHICAGO, IL 60661
T: (312) 463-0551

OWNER

GRACE PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH
440 RIDGE AVE
WINNETKA, IL 60093
T: (847) 920-9517
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VIEW OF SOUTH FACADEVIEW OF WEST FACADE
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LIMITED HEADROOM IN EXISTING BASEMENT INACCESSIBLE INTERIOR W/ MULTIPLE FLOORS AND SUB-LEVELS TO FLOORS.

INACCESSIBLE INTERIOR W/ MULTIPLE FLOORS AND SUB-LEVELS TO FLOORS.LIMITED HEADROOM IN EXISTING BASEMENT
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VIEW OF NORTH FACADE VIEW OF WEST FACADE

VIEW OF SOUTH & EAST FACADEVIEW OF SOUTH FACADE

Page 100 of 186



A
R

C
H

IT
E

C
T

'S
 P

R
O

JE
C

T
 N

O
. :

11
47

  W
  O

H
IO

  S
T

R
E

E
T

  #
50

4,
  C

H
IC

A
G

O
,  

IL
  6

06
42

,  
(3

12
) 

96
1-

12
92

S
P

-0
0

4

E
X

IS
T

IN
G

 C
O

N
D

IT
IO

N
S

7
6

0
 C

H
E

R
R

Y
 S

T

4
4

0
 R

ID
G

E
 A

V
E

,

W
IN

N
E

T
K

A
, 
IL

 6
0

0
9

3
2

3
X

X

G
R

A
C

E
 P

R
E

S
B

Y
T

E
R

IA
N

 C
H

U
R

C
H

0
5

/2
9

/2
4

MISSING AND DAMAGED CLAY ROOF TILES WATER DAMAGE THROUGHOUT SECOND 
FLOOR CEILING DUE TO DISREPAIR OF 
ROOF

WATER DAMAGE AT FIRST FLOOR CEILING 
DUE TO DISREPAIR OF WATER LINES.

SUBSTANTIAL MASONRY DAMAGE 
NOTED AT MULTIPLE CORNERS.  LIKELY 
DUE TO SETTLEMENT OF FOUNDATION.
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1/2" = 1'-0"

FRONT ENTRY - GLAZING ELEVATION1
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VIEW OF NORTH ADDITION FROM CHERRY STREET
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FIXTURE D (MATCH EXISTING AS SHOWN)

PROPOSED FIXTURE C
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Village of Winnetka, Illinois

Design Guidelines  8

Figure 20

Upper level setbacks, which create continuous open terraces, are not allowed on the
primary facades.  Small setbacks (such as 10’-0” maximum), no greater than one bay
width (maximum 20’-0”) with a continuous roof eave line, will be considered on upper
floors only. The ratio of upper level setbacks must be considered with regard to the
building’s proportions and scale.  No continuous upper level setbacks or corner
setbacks will be considered.

Roof gables should be in the same plane as
the primary building facade except for the
6”-12” projections allowed under Section
VI.c, Articulation.  Roof eaves should
meet and project beyond the primary
facade to create horizontal rhythm. (See
figure 20)  Buildings located on corner
sites should hold the property line or
“streetwall” at the intersections of both
thoroughfares.  Slightly rounded or angled
building corners at intersections are
acceptable to enhance the pedestrian flow
and visibility.

Institutional:  Institutional buildings are located throughout the village in various
zoning districts and are most often freestanding structures.  They frequently function as
a transitional element between zoning districts. If an institutional building is located
within a commercial district, the mass of the building is encouraged to break from the
“streetwall”, creating open public space, establishing the hierarchy of the building
within its context and creating both a focal point and a visual relief within the
commercial district.  Additions to existing institutional structures should respect the
established setbacks of the original building and should be sensitive to the context of
the surrounding zoning area, particularly residential neighborhoods.

Multiple-family Residential:  Multiple-family residential buildings are generally
located along Green Bay Road, creating a transition between a commercial
thoroughfare and single-family residential zones. The B-1 and B-2 multiple-family
residential zoning districts call for a 25’-0” front yard setback whereas multiple-family
buildings within the C-1 and C-2 zones require a 1’-0” to 3’-0” setback.  New multiple-
family developments occurring at the edge of the C-1 and C-2 districts should have a
front yard setback of 1’-0” to 6’-0” to create a transition between the commercial and
residential districts. The primary facade should be located on the main thoroughfare for
all zoning districts.

b. Height:  Existing building heights in the commercial districts vary between single-story
commercial buildings to 3-story mixed-use and institutional structures.

10
’-

0”
11

’-
0”

14
’-

0”

ATTACHMENT B
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Building & Architecture9

Commercial and Mixed Use: The existing building heights are consistent at 2-3 stories
within the heart of the commercial district. Buildings of this height are appropriately
located within dense pedestrian districts and along Green Bay Road whereas buildings
of 1 and 2 stories function well as transitions to single-family residential areas.  Single-
story buildings are appropriately located along the automobile-oriented south end of
Green Bay Road at Indian Hill.  Based on existing building heights, new buildings or
building additions should have transitional elements or bays such that the new building
height will not vary more than ½ story lower than the immediate adjacent buildings
while complying with the requirements of the zoning ordinance.  (See figure 21)  The
current zoning restricts all building heights to 2 ½ stories within the B and C zoning
districts.

Figure 21

Institutional:  The height of institutional buildings will vary depending on the use and
location of the structure.  Institutional buildings located within the commercial zoning
districts (C-1 and C-2) are typically more monumental in scale and massing, and the
minimum height to the eave line or parapet should not be less than 30% of the length of
the primary facade or 25 feet, whichever is greater.  The maximum height must
conform to the existing zoning requirements. The height of institutional buildings
located in the multiple-family (B-1 and B-2) or single family (R-1 through R-5) zones
should be sensitive to the surrounding buildings and must conform to the existing
zoning requirements.  Additions to existing facilities should respect the existing heights
and not differ from the established eave line by more than ½ story.  Additions and
alterations should be sensitive to the context of the surrounding zoning area.

Multiple-family Residential: Many of the older multiple-family residential buildings are
built to the outdated zoning standard height of four stories, whereas the height of recent
and new multiple-family developments is limited to 35 feet and 2 ½ stories.

c. Roof Forms:  Roof forms contribute to the massing, scale and proportions of all
buildings.  Manipulation of the form can help distinguish between residential,
commercial and institutional structures.  Sloped roof systems, while containing the
commercial ½ story defined by the zoning ordinance, should have eave lines that
extend to the perimeter of the building eliminating upper story setbacks at the primary
elevation. The continuous length of any roof on a primary facade should be limited to
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Village of Winnetka, Illinois

Design Guidelines      10

20’0”, without a break in plane using dormers, gables or hip roofs. These should be
designed in conjunction with the Vertical Rhythm, Section VIb.

Commercial and Mixed Use, Multiple-family Residential:  The predominant roof form
within the districts is a pitched shingle roof with cross gables, projecting eave line and
brackets reflecting the structural bay rhythm of the building.  Variations of the gable
and roof pitch contribute to the general breakdown of the building mass and contribute
to the steady streetwall rhythm. No roof pitch is to be greater than 60 degrees (21:12) or
less than 35 degrees (8:12). (See figures 22 & 23)

            
                Figure 22

         
          Figure 23

Institutional:  The roofs of the institutional buildings should have shallower sloped
roofs than the commercial structures and be composed of basic gable, hipped or flat
roofs.  The pitch of sloped roof systems should range between 25 degrees (6:12) and 45
degrees (12:12).  Contextual sloped and gabled roofs are preferred.  Flat roof systems
must be concealed from view by a decorative parapet.  The roof structures should not
break up the mass of the structure, but emphasize overall volume through a uniform
ridge, eave or parapet line.  A cross or open gable can be introduced to provide
hierarchy to the facade and identify the entry or wings.  Additions to institutional
structures should respect the existing roof form and slope, however, the height of the
ridge, eave and parapet line can vary per the height restrictions outlined in Section V.b.
(See figures 24 & 25)
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Village of Winnetka, Illinois

Design Guidelines      12

Figure 26

Institutional: Institutional structures such as civic buildings and churches convey
hierarchy through larger massing, scale and proportion.  The base of the building
should be articulated separately from the upper floors to give the building weight
and an appearance of solidity, reliability and endurance.  The height of the first
floor should be a minimum 20% greater than the height of the upper floors.  To
add to the formality of an institutional structure, an elevated first floor should be
considered while complying with Federal and State ADA requirements  (refer to
Section VII.f).   Additions to existing structures should respect the existing
horizontal rhythms in order to maintain and enhance the original scale and
proportion of the structure.

b. Vertical Rhythms:  The breakdown of the building facades into vertical bays
creates a sense of progression and scale to the streetwall as well as individual
buildings.  Vertical rhythms break down the length of a building while unifying the
floors from grade to eave.  Fenestration patterns will emphasize the vertical
rhythms, see Section VI.d.

Commercial, Mixed Use, Multi Family Residential:  Facades are to be articulated
to express a vertical rhythm that is directly related to the structural columns and
bays. Structural bays should not exceed 20 feet in width.

Structural elements and bays should be architecturally articulated on the facade to
add interest, scale, proportion and detail.  Structural bays should be recessed and/or
projected approximately 6”– 12” to provide a variety of changes of plane, interest
in light and shadow and to establish a hierarchy with the architectural elements.
Some variation of facade materials from bay to bay is encouraged. No building
facade that faces a street or pedestrian open space may have a blank uninterrupted
length greater than 20 feet.

Institutional:  The scale and proportion of institutional buildings should be
appropriate to the function and use of the building.  The scale of prominent civic
buildings such as a village hall or central library would differ from a recreation
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Building & Architecture13

center.  The facades of prominent civic buildings are to be articulated so as to
distinguish them from their context.  Emphasis of the vertical rhythms and
structural bays should be minimized to provide a larger building mass to establish
the hierarchy of the building. Vertical rhythms should reinforce the importance of
the structure with 1 to 10 foot projections restricted to larger building masses that
span 40-60 feet. The large-scale change in mass will establish hierarchy within the
building facade. (See figure 27)  Educational, recreational and public works
facilities located near or adjacent to a residential district, should provide a
contextual design sensitive to the neighborhood.

Figure 27

c. Facade Articulation: Articulation is achieved through the combination of
materials, introduction of detailing and changes in plane of the facade.

Commercial, Mixed Use and Multiple-Family Residential: Facade elements should
be recessed and/or projected to provide a variety of changes of plane, interest in
light and shadow and to establish a hierarchy with the architectural elements.
Building facades are to be proportioned to respect human scale and the existing
prevalent scale of the Village’s architecture.  No building facade that faces a street
or pedestrian open space should have a blank uninterrupted length of wall greater
than 20 feet.  In addition, the proportion of the fenestration should comply with
Section VI.d.

Commercial and Mixed Use: Ground floor /storefronts that face public streets,
adjacent development or pedestrian open space should be subdivided using
fenestration along no less than 60% of the facade.
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Institutional: Since most institutional buildings are freestanding and larger in scale, the
fenestration pattern does not vary much between the primary and secondary facades.
To provide a desired proportion of fenestration and to promote an appearance of
solidity:

Ground floor façade: Windows or doors should interrupt 25% but not more the 50%
of the wall area.  Uninterrupted wall area should not extend for more than 20 feet
without the introduction of blind niches or windows. Note:  Percentage is based on
the total facade square footage, which is calculated from the top of the first or ground
floor to the top of second floor. (See figure 31)

Figure 31

Upper floor facades: At least 20% but not more the 50% of the upper floor’s wall area
should be interrupted by windows. Uninterrupted wall area should not extend for
more than 20 feet.  Note:  Percentage is based on the total facade square footage,
which is calculated from the top of second floor to the underside of roof eave. (See
figure 31)

Multiple-family Residential: In order to provide a desired proportion of fenestration the
following guidelines should be met:

Ground and upper floor facades:  At least 35% but no more the 60% of the façade
should be windows or doors.

e. Hierarchy:  The prioritization of certain building masses, components or elements over
others.

Commercial and Mixed Use:  The hierarchy of public over private spaces should be
conveyed by the facade.  Public or retail spaces should be open and inviting through the
introduction of storefronts with doors integral to the system.  Private or
office/residential spaces should have a separate entrance articulated independently from
the storefront. (See figure 32)
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Institutional:  The primary facade
should have a distinct public main
entrance.

Multiple-family Residential:
Multiple-family residences should
have a distinct and articulated
common entrance on the main
facade(s).  Town homes should have
individually articulated entrances.

VII. Articulation
a. Entries:  Proportion, scale, location and details should be used to differentiate public

entrances from private or semi-private entrances at all uses.

1. Hierarchy

Commercial, Mixed Use and Institutional:  The identity of the public entrance
should be evident from the public way and differentiated from the semi-public
and private entrances.  Public entries should have a large-scale approach and be
open and inviting whereas semi-public and private entries are integral to the
adjacent building facade and more opaque.

Multiple-family Residential: Proportion, scale, location and details should be used
to differentiate common entrances from private entrances.

2. Location

Commercial and Mixed Use:  Public entrances should be located along the main
thoroughfares and at corners.  Private or semi-private entrances should be located
either to the side of a single bay building or centrally for a multiple bay building.

Institutional:  Public entrances, both main and secondary, should be located in a
central location on the main facade or along major access routes or vistas.
Services entrances should be remotely located from the open public space and not
visible from the main public approach.

Multiple-Family Residential: Common entries will be oriented toward the main
street or thoroughfare.  Garage entrances should be oriented toward a secondary
street, alley or away from the pedestrian way.

Figure 32
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3. Detail

Commercial and Mixed Use:  Typically, private or semi-private entrances should
have a predominately solid door and be set in a masonry opening nearly flush to
the building facade whereas the public or storefront doorway should be recessed
and have an awning so as to provide protection from the elements for shoppers.
Building entrances can be further defined by using subtle streetscape
improvements such as pavers.  Residential entrances should be clearly identified
and dignified.

Institutional:  Generally the public entrances are detailed to stand out on a facade
through the use of articulation and location.  In order to be open and inviting,
public entrances should incorporate larger expanses of glass than secondary
entrances.

b. Window and Door Fenestration:

Commercial, Mixed Use, Institutional and
Multiple-family Residential:  Punched
single or ganged windows are required at
upper floors but not allowed at street level
on primary facades in commercial buildings.
A combination of ganged and single units
within the punched opening is encouraged to
provide hierarchy to the facade.  It is
encouraged that the sill height of upper level
windows align with adjacent buildings but
should not be higher than 30” above finish
floor elevation. See Section VI.d.  Mullion
and muntin divisions are required to
maintain the scale of the districts and reduce
large expanses of glass at the upper floors.
(See figure 33)  Strip windows are not
allowed.

Commercial and Mixed Use:  Storefront
windows are required in commercial
buildings on the primary facade at street
level. Storefront windowsill heights cannot
exceed 18”.  Secondary facades are
encouraged to provide punched display
windows to define the hierarchy of the
primary facade over the secondary.  (See
figure 34)

Figure 33

Figure 34
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Colors:  Awning and banner colors must take into account the color selection of
the surrounding materials, buildings, signs, awnings, and image of the
retailer/user and district.  All awnings located on the same building must be the
same color.  Colors should enhance and compliment the building and are
restricted to earthtones and primary and secondary colors.  Final color selection is
contingent on approval by the Design Review Board and compliance with the
Village awning ordinance.

Banners should be considered as identification of commercial districts.  Banners
may be location, event, holiday or sponsor specific and can create a unifying
thread between the independent districts.  Banners are to be mounted on existing
poles by fixed brackets and hardware.  The Design Review Board must approve
the final design.

All new or replacement Awnings and Banners must comply with Village Ordinances and
the Design Guidelines.

f. ADA Compliance:

Federal and State regulations require all public spaces to be accessible.  Accessibility
alterations shall allow access from either the primary or the secondary facade; additions
of elevators or ramps should be designed as an integral element of the building.

Entrances:  Commercial and mixed-use facilities should provide first floor access from
the primary or secondary facade.

Elevators:  Where possible, elevators should be incorporated into the existing building
envelope.  If physically impossible, the elevator and stair core can be located on the
exterior of the building but should be located so as not visible from the main public
way.

Ramps:  Where required, the slope of the ramp should be as gradual as possible to
eliminate the need for handrails. Although a 1:12 slope is permitted, 1:20 is
encouraged. A ramp should be an integral design element, reflecting the design of the
building it serves and surrounding site. This can be accomplished by concealing the
ramp behind a low screen wall.

g. Mechanical Equipment

1. Location

Mechanical Equipment must not be visible from pedestrian view.  Roof top
equipment should be located either in the center of the roof or in one corner away
from the street elevation so as not to be visible from the primary or secondary
approach.
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2. Screening

For at-grade equipment screening, see Sections IX.a (p.26), X.c.9 (p. 33), and
XI.d.5 (p.57).

Mechanical equipment located at grade should be screened from view with a
fence or wall that is constructed of the same materials as the adjacent building.
Rooftop equipment that cannot be located out of view should be screened by
walls constructed of materials sympathetic to those of the primary facade.

 VIII. Materials
Building materials throughout the districts consist primarily of masonry and stucco. The existing
buildings currently have a good palette of colors, textures and material mixes from which new
materials should be selected.  The masonry palette consists of wirecut, smooth and textured
modular brick and rough-face and dressed limestone veneer.  Rough-faced limestone should be
limited to accent or base pieces only.  The brick color palette should be restricted to those present
in the district but can vary in color from reds to yellows and have varying levels of iron spotting.
Pink or orange brick is not allowed.

English Tudor buildings obtain some of their character from the mix of materials used in the
upper floors.  Creative use of material combinations is encouraged to break up the massing.  The
number of facade colors should be minimized to maintain unified districts – white and cream
stucco with reds and browns, emphasizing earth tones and eliminating saturated colors.

Commercial and Mixed Use:  Acceptable materials include modular brick, rough-faced or
dressed limestone and exterior grade stucco with wood trim.  Wood, aluminum or vinyl
siding, metals, rough/random lannon stone, concrete block (split face or smooth) and
glassblock are not acceptable materials.  EIFS may be allowed if the location is limited to the
second floor facades or higher and the finish and articulation are acceptable.  The finish of
the EIFS must resemble exterior grade stucco of the historic English Tudor buildings in the
Village.

Institutional:  Institutional buildings are encouraged to have monochromatic material
selection such as modular brick, or rough-faced or dressed stone.  Wood, aluminum or vinyl
siding, metals, rough/random lannon stone, concrete block (split-face or smooth) and
glassblock are not acceptable materials. EIFS may be allowed if the location is limited to the
second floor facades or higher on secondary facades only and the finish and articulation are
acceptable.  The finish of the EIFS must resemble exterior grade stucco of the historic
English Tudor buildings in the Village.

Multiple-Family Residential: Acceptable material for multiple-family structures includes
modular brick, limited areas of dressed limestone, and exterior grade stucco with wood trim.
Wood siding is allowed on secondary facades on upper floors only.  Aluminum or vinyl
siding, metals, rough/ random lannon stone, concrete block (split face or smooth) and
glassblock are not acceptable materials. EIFS may be allowed if the location is limited to the
second floor facades or higher and the finish and articulation are acceptable.  The finish of
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the EIFS must resemble exterior grade stucco of the historic English Tudor buildings in the
Village.

Acceptable Materials:

a. Primary Facade
Commercial, Mixed Use, Multiple-Family
and Institutional

Modular face brick (See figure 43)
Limestone (Limited to partial first
floor only. Limestone is to be
integrated with brick for multiple-
family residential) (See figure 44)
Cast stone, which clearly simulates
stone, is limited to accent pieces such
as belt courses, sills and shoes. (Split
face or rusticated are not permitted.)
Exterior grade stucco with wood trim
(See figure 45)
Wood siding (Multi family Residential
only)

b. Secondary Facade
Commercial, Mixed Use, Multiple-Family
and Institutional

Modular face brick (See figure 43)
Modular common brick
Dressed limestone (Limited to first
floor only) (See figure 44)
Cast stone, which clearly simulates
stone, is limited to accent pieces such as
belt courses, sills and shoes. (Split face
or rusticated are not permitted.)
Exterior grade Stucco with wood trim
(See figure 45)
EIFS (upper floors only, troweled texture
to resemble stucco) (See figure 46)

c. Roof materials
Commercial, Mixed Use, Multiple-Family
and Institutional.

Clay Tiles (See figure 47)
Cement Tiles and Shingles
Ceramic Tiles that simulate natural
materials.

      Figure 43

Figure 44

 

Figure 45
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Architectural Series of Asphalt Shingles
(3 ply) (See figure 49)
Wood Shingles (Fire treated)
Slate (See figure 48)
Real Copper (No other metal roofs are
allowed)

Institutional only
Flat roofs must be hidden by parapet
on primary / secondary facades.

Commercial and Multiple- Family
Flat roof must not be visible from
street, pedestrian, or open spaces.

d. Door and Window Materials:
Commercial, Mixed Use, Institutional,
Multiple- Family Residential: Entry
doors should be wood or aluminum
stile and rail with varying degrees of
glass.  Public entry doors should be
fully glazed whereas private and semi-
private entries should be primarily
solid panel doors.  Storefront window
units should be either paneled
aluminum or brass.  Many original
storefronts, some with transom
windows, remain in the districts.
Efforts should be taken to
repair and renovate these systems
where feasible. Window frames should
be wood, steel or aluminum.  Vinyl
windows are not acceptable.  Muntin
divisions should be real divided glass
or simulated with spacer bars.  Snap-in
muntins are not acceptable.  Color
selection should be sympathetic with
the overall building color palette and
take into account the adjacent building
materials within the structure,
immediately adjacent structures,
structures within the same block and
structures across the street.
Entry door hardware is to be exterior grade with weather-resistant finish.  Hardware
design and finish is to be appropriate with facade articulation, color palette and
district character.   Glazing should be clear glass without tint or film.

Figure 46

      Figure 49

      Figure 47

     Figure 48
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Parking Cross-section with Streetscape
Figure 69

Where possible expanses of on-street parking should be softened by landscape islands
or bump outs at the corners. (See On-street Public Parking Landscaping, Page 56, and
Special Pedestrian Zone/Streetscape Conditions, Pages 40-42.)

5. Parking Lot Signs: All parking areas within the Village, both public and private,
should contain appropriate and adequate directional and regulatory signs in an
uncluttered, clear and concise manner and as deemed permissible by Village code. (See
Figure 65d)

Village-owned surface, deck, and on-street parking should be consistent with the
Village’s signs and wayfinding system.  Clear low-maintenance signs should be
developed as shown in Figure 65d indicating direction and restrictions related to public
parking areas.

Individual businesses should identify their property address and establishment name
with a clear, concise sign program located adjacent to the service/loading areas.

Lighting for all signs shall be at the discretion of the design review board. Alley service
areas should be lit to minimize impact on residential apartments above storefront, yet
provide a safe, secure environment.

See Village Signage Section, Page 62, for additional standards.

d. Vehicular Zone Landscape. Vehicular parking areas require landscaping to minimize
their visual and physical impacts upon the surrounding streetscape. The following are
guidelines for off-street parking perimeter screening, off-street parking internal
planting, on street parking planting, and parking structure landscaping. Irrigation and
appropriate under-drainage are recommended for all landscaped areas.

1. Off-street Parking Perimeter Screening: A perimeter landscape area should be
provided along all off-street parking areas on sides adjacent to public street/pedestrian
zones and adjacent to transitional commercial or residential uses. (See Figures 70a and
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70b) The goal of the buffer zone is to lessen the visual impact of parked cars and
parking areas on the area streetscape and surrounding uses.

Parking lot/Vehicular Use Area Perimeter Screening Treatment
Figure 70a

Typical surface parking lot with ample perimeter landscape screening
Figure 70b

The minimum width of this landscape area should be 5 feet. An additional 24 inches of
width is required where vehicular overhangs occur. The 24-inch wide overhang area
should be of hardy plant material, solid permanent mulch or decorative paving. (See
Figure 69)

Deciduous shade trees should be planted one per every 40 linear feet of frontage along
the street. A continuous hedge planting should help block pedestrians’ view into the
parking lot. Clumps of ornamental trees may also be planted in lieu of or in
coordination with shade trees for visual interest and screening. Perennials, grasses and
groundcover under plantings should be incorporated to add additional seasonal color
and appeal.
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• Shade Trees. One shade tree at a 4-inch caliper minimum should be planted
per 40 linear feet of the required perimeter screen area.

• Shrubs/ Hedges. Continuous evergreen or deciduous hedges/shrubs should be
installed at a 30-inch minimum height and maintained at a continuous 42 to
48-inch height.

• Ornamental Trees. Ornamental trees should be single or multi-stemmed at 8
to 10 feet in height or 2½ to 3 inch caliper, spaced in natural or formally
designed groupings relative to the overall site plan.

• Perennials/Ornamental Grasses/Groundcovers. Perennials, ornamental
grasses and groundcovers should be planted in front of shrubs and trees along
the public street frontage or in the overhang area. Perennials/grasses should be
installed in 1-gallon pots. Groundcovers should be planted from quart
containers.

All landscape perimeter buffer areas should be fully irrigated and drained.
Decorative metal fencing measuring (4) four feet in height is also encouraged
along public rights-of-way or street frontages when feasible to provide both a
physical and visual barrier into the parking lot. In tight areas where the desired
landscape buffer zone minimum widths cannot be feasibly met through careful
site design, coordinated Village decorative metal fencing (See Figure 71a) or a
solid masonry screen wall may be substituted at a height of no more than 4
feet. (See Figure 71b)

       
Figure 71a
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Typical perimeter screening treatments for vehicular use areas with space constraints
Figure 71b

Where parking areas abut residential properties, a 6-8 foot solid screen fence
or wall should be constructed. Appropriate materials include cedar, masonry
(brick, stone, stucco) or evergreen plant material. The screen element should
complement adjacent buildings and reflect the surrounding character.

2. Off-Street Parking Internal Landscape Standards: In order to reduce the visual
impact of surface parking on the streetscape, internal parking lot landscape guidelines
should be employed. Landscape within the parking areas enhances the district character
by:

• increasing “green space to pavement” ratio
• reducing storm water runoff
• creating shade and reducing the “heat island” effect
• softening the appearance for adjacent uses
• integrating the continuous streetscape character

Recognizing that some current and future parking lots may only contain nine or fewer
parking spaces, these guidelines address the need for internal landscape plantings for
paved vehicular use or parking areas larger than 3,000 square feet or approximately 10
parking spaces. These internal standards should be integrated and applied in addition to
the perimeter parking lot landscape buffer zones.
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For vehicular use/parking areas:

• 3,000 SF or less = no internal landscaping necessary (See Figure 72)
• 3,000 SF to 30,000 SF  = 5% landscaped area of total parking area (See Figure

73)
• 30,000 SF or more = 7.5% landscaped area of total parking area (See Figures

74a and 74b)
SF = square feet

• No internal landscape required
• 5’ perimeter landscape buffer zone minimum with 24” overhand suggested.
• 1 tree per 430 linear feet of frontage
• continuous 30” height shrub massing at time of planting.

The Village Standard for parking stalls is 9’ x 18’ as
established by ITE (Institute of Traffic Engineers).  A 9’
x 19’ stall is encouraged for all new parking areas.

Parking lot or vehicular use area 3,000 sf or less
Figure 72
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• 5% internal landscape area required
• 1 tree per 250sf of required landscape area
• 5’ perimeter landscape buffer zone minimum with 24’ overhang suggested
• 1 tree per 430 linear feet of frontage
• Continuous 30” height shrub massing at time of planting.

The Village Standard for parking stalls is 9’ x 18’ as
established by ITE (Institute of Traffic Engineers).  A 9’
x 19’ stall is encouraged for all new parking areas.

Parking lot or vehicular use area 3,000sf to 30,000sf
Figure 73

All landscape areas in the parking lot, excluding perimeter screening, are included in
the parking lot internal planting guidelines. This may include planting islands, corner
pocket parks or additional perimeter screening areas.

One shade tree should be provided for every 250 square feet of the required internal
landscape area. The deciduous canopy (shade) tree with a spreading branching structure
established at 6 feet in height at time of planting should have a minimum caliper of 4
inches. The acceptable species list is found in the Village Plant Palette in Appendix B.

Landscaped planting islands should be a minimum eight feet wide back of curb to back
of curb, mimicking a typical parking space’s parallel and diagonal dimensions. These
islands should be included at a rate of 1 island per 10 parking spaces. These islands can
be set singularly but are encouraged to be grouped together in larger, more manageable
planting pods at corners or corner bump-outs. (See Figure 74b.) These larger landscape
islands provide a better growing opportunity for plantings, separate the parking lot into
smaller “cells” and allow for better snow management techniques. (See Figure 75)
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Winnetka Design Review Board/Sign Board of Appeals Meeting Minutes Excerpt 1 
June 20, 2024 2 

 3 
Members Present:     Katie Moor, Chairperson 4 

Fritz Duda 5 
Maggie Meiners  6 
Heather Niehoff  7 
Michael Ritter  8 
 9 

Members Absent:     Colin Kennedy  10 
Paul Konstant  11 

 12 
Village Staff:  David Schoon, Director of Community Development  13 

Ann Klaassen, Assistant Director of Community 14 
Development  15 

   16 
*** 17 

 18 
a. Case No. 24-14-SU: Grace Presbyterian Church of the North Shore (440 Ridge Avenue): A 19 

Certificate of Appropriateness to allow construction of additions and site improvements to Grace 20 
Presbyterian Church of the North Shore. The Village Council has final jurisdiction on this request 21 
Chairperson Moor outlined how the presentation would proceed. Ms. Klaassen stated the Board is to 22 
consider the Certificate of Appropriateness at this time and make a recommendation to the Village 23 
Council. She identified the property’s location and plans to consolidate the property with the lot to the 24 
west at 760 Cherry Street. Ms. Klaassen then identified the property’s zoning classification and existing 25 
photos and explained the proposed two-story additions which she identified in illustrations. She stated 26 
the applicant’s goals are to provide an ADA accessible entrance to the church, new updated youth, 27 
reception and office space, noting the proposal required zoning relief which she explained to the Board. 28 
Ms. Klaassen stated the variation and special use permit applications are to be considered by the ZBA and 29 
Plan Commission, staff is simply noting this for the Board’s reference. 30 
 31 
Ms. Klaassen then stated the proposed materials of the additions would mimic the existing church and 32 
referred to the proposal’s renderings and described the materials in detail. She noted a material sample 33 
board is available for the Board’s review. Ms. Klaassen then referred to the proposed lighting for the 34 
project. She also stated a landscape plan and schedule is included in the application materials which she 35 
explained to the Board as well as the proposed parking lot materials. Ms. Klaassen also referred to the 36 
proposed 6-foot-tall cedar fence to be installed on the west lot line and identified the existing fencing 37 
which would remain. She noted a 6-foot-tall solid wood fence would be installed on the south side of the 38 
easterly parking lot and a 4-foot-tall ornamental fence painted black on the west and south sides of the 39 
proposed south addition. Ms. Klaassen then referred to aerial views provided by the applicant and 40 
informed the Board the building line articulation variation has been removed from the application and 41 
explained the remaining variations being requested and the proposed lot consolidation, which requires 42 
special use permit approval due to the proposed lot size. She identified the ZBA’s and Plan Commission’s 43 
tentative review schedule for the requested variations, subdivision, and special use permit applications.  44 
Ms. Klaassen also noted the Landmark Preservation Commission is tentatively scheduled to consider the 45 
demolition permit for 760 Cherry Street at a special meeting in July with public notices being sent to 46 
property owners within 250 feet of the site at least 10 days prior to the meeting.  47 
 48 
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Ms. Klaassen referred to the factors the Board is to consider with regard to the Certificate of 1 
Appropriateness, noting two written comments were received and provided to the Board via email and a 2 
hard copy is provided on the dais this evening. She then asked if there were any questions after providing 3 
the Board with their options in terms of review.  4 
 5 
Ms. Niehoff asked for further clarification in terms of the Certificate of Appropriateness items the Board 6 
is to consider, and Ms. Klaassen outlined the four factors in detail for the Board. No additional questions 7 
were raised at this time. 8 
 9 
Karl Camillucci of Taft Stettinius & Hollister introduced himself and Marshall Brown, the church Pastor, 10 
Kendall Lettinga with the church, and Joe Buehler of Present Future Architects. He stated Mr. Brown would 11 
provide background regarding the church and the reasoning for the project. Mr. Camillucci first referred 12 
the Board to photos of 760 Cherry Street and 440 Ridge Avenue and zoning classifications of the 13 
surrounding neighborhood which represented a mix of architectural home styles, commercial and 14 
institutional uses. He informed the Board the Ridge property has been used as a church for more than 80 15 
years with the proposal to allow for the longstanding use to continue and provide better quality services 16 
to the congregation.  17 
 18 
Mr. Camillucci then provided a brief overview of the proposed improvements. He reiterated the purpose 19 
of the improvements is to enhance and improve the functionality, accessibility and experience of the 20 
church’s facilities and it is not their intention to launch new programming. Mr. Camillucci noted the 21 
existing church is not ADA accessible.  22 
 23 
Marshall Brown referred to the church’s purchase of the existing church in 2012 and described the 24 
building’s lack of functionality at the time it was built.  He then described how the classrooms currently 25 
operate, which he described as suboptimal. Mr. Brown then described the different levels of stairs in the 26 
building which affected ADA navigation and their attempts in the project to improve the church’s ADA 27 
accessibility standards.   28 
 29 
Mr. Camillucci informed the Board they have considered the project for some time and explained how the 30 
project evolved. He then explained the changes made to the proposed additions in terms of size, height 31 
and roof pitch as well as the setback increase which were made to address the neighbors’ comments. Mr. 32 
Camillucci also referred to the proposed south rendering as a result of the changes made which he 33 
indicated are consistent in scale with surrounding homes. He referred to the Certificate of 34 
Appropriateness standards the Board is to address and noted the neighbors’ concerns relating to zoning 35 
issues would be addressed by the ZBA.  36 
 37 
Joe Buehler stated he would discuss the specific design elements and features and provided the building’s 38 
construction history. He then referred to the Design Guidelines with regard to the two proposed additions. 39 
Mr. Buehler discussed how the setbacks would be similar in character with regard to neighboring homes. 40 
He noted modifications were made to the building height and are in compliance with residential standards 41 
although it is not required. Mr. Buehler referred to illustrations of the proposed conditions, the east and 42 
south elevations and noted the south addition was stepped down abutting the west property. He also 43 
identified the west elevation and explained the variety of roof forms. Mr. Buehler then explained the 44 
fenestration percentages with which they are in compliance for the first and second floors. He outlined 45 
their attention to detail in terms of consideration of the project with the original construction documents 46 
for the building and the use of materials which he described in detail.  47 
 48 
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Mr. Buehler then described the ADA accessibility to the building from the parking lot, along with the 1 
proposed elevator installation. He referred to the mechanical equipment and its screening behind the 2 
gable roofs. Mr. Buehler also described the proposed lighting fixtures in detail as well as the landscape 3 
plan.  4 
 5 
Chairperson Moor asked if there were any questions for the applicant. Mr. Duda asked if they had a 6 
difficult time matching the proposed brick to the existing building. Mr. Buehler responded they considered 7 
the use of several different bricks with the proposed brick being the best match. Mr. Duda referred to the 8 
tuckpointing done to the building over time. Mr. Buehler referred to the transition to be made with 9 
limestone and the challenge in matching the west hall in terms of the brick. He indicated they can consider 10 
feathering in tuckpointing on that wall to blend in the new addition with the existing condition.  11 
 12 
Ms. Niehoff referred to the difficulty in terms of it being an exact match and suggested similar mortar be 13 
used in detail to the existing condition. Mr. Buehler stated the limestone transition can be revisited if 14 
required.  15 
 16 
Chairperson Moor then asked for public comment and for the comments to be limited to three minutes.  17 
 18 
Ryan Lovell stated he lives on the block with his family and they are not against the church expansion but 19 
in its current form, the proposal does not meet the Certificate of Appropriateness conditions in terms of 20 
its size and location and it is not compatible with urban design plans as well as the lack of respect to the 21 
neighboring property owners. He also stated parking issues would be exacerbated and indicated the 22 
assumptions provided to Ericksson Engineering for the parking study were misleading and referred to the 23 
lack of street parking and safety issues. Mr. Lovell then referred to the view of the mechanical equipment 24 
being forced into the property owner’s view. He also commented on the parking lot’s size, the amount of 25 
impermeable surface as well as power line burial and safety issues and increased traffic with the new 26 
additions.  27 
 28 
Michael Cotter, 351 Ridge, stated he has had parking issues but he has no problem with the addition, 29 
however, greater lengths should have been taken to ensure appropriateness in terms of its visibility.  30 
 31 
Jim King, 770 Cherry Street, stated he did not have a problem with the proposed parking lot; it would be 32 
better than the house that is currently there.  He then referred to the church’s compatibility with the 33 
neighborhood. Mr. King stated the problem related to the mass being requested which would make the 34 
church appear to be more of a commercial use. He also referred to the amount of impermeable coverage 35 
and water issues. Mr. King added he was denied a request for a 2-foot variance and questioned how the 36 
requested variation amounts are possible. 37 
 38 
Chris Crooks, 422 Ridge, agreed with the comments made and identified scope as the biggest factor. He 39 
stated a 40% increase would represent a significant neighborhood character change and replacing a home 40 
with a parking lot would affect the neighborhood residential feel for three additional neighbors.  Mr. 41 
Crooks stated his property would be particularly impacted by the proposed addition and although it was 42 
beautifully designed, he reiterated scope is the major problem. He added while he is not against ADA 43 
compliance, it should not be done at the expense of the neighborhood.  44 
 45 
Hasan Haq, 418 Ridge, referred to the standard relating to the effect on the immediate vicinity and agreed 46 
with the comments made. He also commented on converting the home to a parking lot and its effect on 47 
the neighborhood. Mr. Haq stated he did not support the plan as it existed.  48 
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Julia Ryan, 428 Linden, stated she is in support of the church becoming ADA compliant but there is a way 1 
to do that without so much mass and impact on the neighborhood.  2 
 3 
Kevin Ryan, 421 Linden, referred to the photos previously shown and the fact that the proposal would 4 
affect four backyards and referred to the drainage and flooding issues. He stated the proposal would 5 
reverse their flood mitigation attempts and agreed with the comments made. 6 
 7 
Dan Kinsella, 420 Linden, stated he opposed the proposal and referred to the setback line comments 8 
although not within this Board’s jurisdiction. He indicated they may plan to formally contest that request. 9 
Mr. Kinsella referred to the manner in which the additions conformed to the existing property as opposed 10 
to how they conform to the neighborhood. He stated the proposal is massive and not within the zoning 11 
requirements. Mr. Kinsella stated they would support an addition which appeared similar to the home to 12 
be removed.  13 
 14 
Chuck Murphy, 426 Linden, and his wife Judy stated they hoped to work with the church to find a solution 15 
all the residents would support. He stated while they realize the church needed improvements, the 16 
applicant has not been responsive to them in terms of their concerns. Mr. Murphy then stated with regard 17 
to the parking lot, he did not understand how a request of that type would be appropriate in any 18 
residential context. He asked the Board to table the discussion for a month in order to provide everyone 19 
with additional clarification with regard to the application’s content and for the neighbors to provide 20 
additional comments in order to reach a solution they can all support.  21 
 22 
Connie Sanders informed the Board she and her husband Steve submitted a letter and they are in 23 
opposition to the building’s size. She also agreed they and others need time to process the information 24 
recently provided. Mrs. Sanders referred to the west parking lot’s proximity near the train station and 25 
safety and lighting concerns. She stated their property would be the most affected and that she had 26 
questions with regard to the fence and landscaping. Mrs. Sanders referred to the illustration of the 27 
property owner’s fences as well as the landscaping illustration. She stated there is a lack of landscaping 28 
to provide screening for their side of the property. Mrs. Sanders also asked for more time for these issues 29 
to be addressed.  30 
 31 
Chairperson Moor gave the applicant an opportunity to respond to the questions raised. Mr. Camillucci 32 
responded that many of the comments raised should be addressed at the ZBA and Plan Commission 33 
meetings. He noted for the record with regard to the comments relating to the south addition size, he 34 
clarified the existing GFA for the entire proposed site is 19,476 square feet with the proposed GFA being 35 
21,196 square feet which represented a 5% GFA increase. He added the structure would not be 40,000 36 
square feet. Mr. Camillucci also stated with regard to comparisons for alternatives, he referred to the 37 
permissions as to what could be built as of right in connection with height and roof lines on the adjacent 38 
lot and referred to the design changes made to address such concerns. He then stated with regard to the 39 
Cherry Street parking lot, he referred to the existing lot whose spaces are distributed differently and is 40 
comparable to what is being proposed. Mr. Camillucci agreed there are challenges in connection with 41 
building on the Cherry Street side and the utility lines, which was one reason the proposed addition would 42 
be built to the south.   43 
 44 
Mr. Camillucci stated with regard to lighting, they paid particular attention to the selected lighting fixtures 45 
and that light spillage would not occur and would be consistent with the neighborhood character. He 46 
confirmed the applicant is willing to continue discussions with neighbors to address their concerns. Mr. 47 
Camillucci concluded in upgrading its facilities, a balance needed to be struck.  48 
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Mr. Buehler stated with regard to the impermeable surface and drainage comments, he noted the parking 1 
lot would accommodate the same number of spaces and would consist of permeable pavers as opposed 2 
to asphalt with the goal being to improve the existing situation.    3 
 4 
Ms. Niehoff commented it is difficult for the Board to comment on the design since there are other boards 5 
weighing in on items not within this Board’s purview. She referred to the first item in the Certificate of 6 
Appropriateness standards relating to compatibility with the neighborhood with item 2 being more of a 7 
design issue. Ms. Niehoff stated item no. 3 related to contextual and massing issues and item no. 4 related 8 
more to the neighbors’ concerns in terms of structuring the Board’s comments.  9 
 10 
Chairperson Moor agreed the Board wanted to be helpful and is limited in terms of what they can offer 11 
based on their purview and what has yet to be discussed. She then referred to the wooden fence and 12 
agreed fence continuity would be nice to have with a 6-foot fence around the entire perimeter. Mr. 13 
Buehler agreed with Chairperson Moor’s suggestion. Chairperson Moor then referred to landscaping for 14 
the properties adjacent to the parking lot. Mr. Buehler described the proposed landscaping which would 15 
have an average height of 20 feet and they had to consider what would be appropriate for that area.  16 
 17 
Chairperson Moor then stated with regard to the first Certificate of Appropriateness standard, the church 18 
has been in existence for a long time and the proposal is thoughtfully designed and was modified to keep 19 
in the context of what is there. She stated in terms of the proposal being appropriate from a massing 20 
standpoint, she referred to the change in the proportion of the addition which she described as a nice 21 
plan improvement. Mr. Buehler noted full renderings were presented to the neighbors. Chairperson Moor 22 
commented the manner in which the addition is married to the building looked nice.  23 
 24 
Ms. Meiners stated that it might help if there was a door on the east elevation so it felt more like a house 25 
and it might break up that elevation, too.  Ms. Meiners also suggested narrowing the atrium to create 26 
more of a residential feel.  She stated that parking on Ridge is problematic and maybe more green space 27 
could be added for worship space that neighbors could also enjoy.  Mr. Buehler referred to the Ridge east 28 
facing elevation and stated their initial consideration was to not overpower the existing entry with the 29 
goal to add a secondary recessed entry that submitted to the original architecture. He agreed more 30 
articulation can happen in that location. Mr. Buehler described the difficulty of having a door installed on 31 
the south addition due to the grading. Ms. Niehoff commented for the south building addition, it felt too 32 
simple and agreed it should be secondary to the main entry.  She noted that maybe more articulation or 33 
changes to the windows would help it feel less institutional.  Ms. Niehoff then stated with regard to 34 
context, she commented it is more successful on the macro level than the micro level. She stated the 35 
applicant has not been successful in addressing the neighbors’ comments and referred to the blank west 36 
wall and suggested it be broken up with more articulation. Ms. Niehoff stated making the building ADA 37 
accessible would benefit the community as a whole.  38 
 39 
Ms. Niehoff then commented she would prefer more building volume on Ridge as opposed to Cherry 40 
Street and suggested the applicant be a better neighbor to those to the west. She also stated she is 41 
troubled by the amount of parking lot paving and suggested alternatives in terms of access and 42 
landscaping.  Ms. Niehoff suggested they consider eliminating the north arm of the parking access from 43 
Ridge.  She commented the building design is contextually acceptable and questioned whether the 44 
windows are true divided light. Mr. Buehler stated the windows are simulated divided light.  Ms. Niehoff 45 
stated she would like to see a sample of what the window would look like.  Ms. Niehoff stated with regard 46 
to the materials, she suggested the use of natural limestone rather than cast stone, and commented the 47 
proposed bollard lights are not neighborhood friendly and appeared to be more institutional looking. Ms. 48 
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Niehoff added the mechanical equipment should be better shielded from the neighbors and agreed with 1 
the suggestion of providing a sample of the brick material to the Board.  2 
 3 
Mr. Ritter commented the building has been beautifully designed and is consistent with the original 4 
building’s architectural style. He referred to the lack of windows on the south side of the south façade 5 
and suggested windows be added but noted that the neighbors may not want windows on the south side. 6 
Mr. Buehler responded they were sensitive to the neighbors in that regard. Mr. Ritter commented the 7 
applicant has generally done a very good job and he is sensitive to the neighbors’ comments made that 8 
this Board cannot address.  9 
 10 
Mr. Duda indicated it would have been easier for the Board to comment if the other boards had reviewed 11 
the request first. He agreed with the comments made specifically referring to the fencing being consistent 12 
and landscape screening being provided. Mr. Duda also commented he liked the bump out on Cherry 13 
Street which served to break up the wall and that he agreed with the institutional appearance comments.  14 
He stated that he wants to be sure the brick on the addition matches the existing brick. Ms. Meiners stated 15 
they could compliment the brick with clapboard, which could help scale down the mass.  16 
 17 
Chairperson Moor suggested the matter be continued to a future meeting while keeping in mind their list 18 
of recommendations. She then summarized the Board’s position from a design perspective as follows: (i) 19 
better comparison of the new and old brick while providing a brick sample along with window material 20 
samples; (ii) another design plan for the east parking lot and access loop together with additional 21 
landscaping; (iii) work on the fenestration or materials used on the south addition to make it appear less 22 
institutional; (iv) providing a street level view of the rooftop mechanical equipment; (v) use of path lighting 23 
as opposed to bollard lighting for the neighbors’ benefit; (vi) consider shifting the north building addition 24 
eastward to eliminate the straight west wall; (vii) confirm fence material and consider making it one 25 
complete fence; and (viii) use of natural limestone versus cast limestone.  26 
 27 
Chairperson Moor then asked for a motion to continue the matter to the July 18, 2024, meeting. The 28 
Board Members discussed their availability and the applicant confirmed they would consider the Board’s 29 
recommendations by the next meeting date. A motion was made by Ms. Niehoff as stated on page 34 to 30 
continue the matter to the July 18, 2024, meeting to provide the applicant time to address the Board’s 31 
questions and comments as previously noted. Mr. Duda seconded the motion. A vote was taken and the 32 
motion unanimously passed, 5 to 0:  33 
AYES: Duda, Meiners, Moor, Niehoff, Ritter  34 
NAYS: None  35 
 36 
Mr. Murphy asked for clarification of the specific figures in terms of the amount of the expansion. Mr. 37 
Camillucci confirmed the calculations would be provided.  38 
 39 

*** 40 
 41 
Respectfully submitted, 42 
 43 
Antionette Johnson  44 
Recording Secretary 45 
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Dear Members of the Design Review Board, Village of Winnetka,  
 
 We are writing to express our strong opposition to the building expansion and parking lot proposal by 
Grace Presbyterian Church of the North Shore. Our home at 429 Linden Street shares a property line 
with the church on two sides. To the east, our entire backyard borders the existing church parking lot, 
and to the north, we border the property line with the home at 760 Cherry Street, now owned by the 
church. In short, two-thirds of our backyard now borders church property.  
 
 Why are we deeply concerned?  

 
1. The church, once a stately, time-honored place of worship, now threatens to significantly 
increase its footprint, blocking sightlines and undermining the residential character of the 
neighborhood. The church’s presentation uses detailed architectural language and computer-
generated renderings to make its case. However, it does not show the view from our quiet 
backyard at 429 Linden Street, where a looming, visually intrusive structure will stand just 
twenty-five feet over our east property line—an institutional building more suited to an office 
park.  
   
2. It is our belief that such an outsized structure, so close to our property line would have a 
negative impact on the value of our home. It is certainly an element we would have viewed in a 
negative light when we made an offer to purchase our home four years ago.  
 
3. To make up for its reduced parking on Ridge Avenue, the church plans to demolish a newly 
purchased, century-old, restorable brick English Tudor home on Cherry Street to create a new 
parking lot. It is troubling that such a charming old home would be torn down merely to pave 
the property.  We have additional concerns related to the impact of water drainage with the 
amount of pavement being added, traffic patterns into this lot, and the privacy and security 
related to its proximity to our homes in our neighborhood.  

 
Based on these concerns, we urge the Winnetka Design Review Board to reject this ill-conceived 
proposal.  
 
Respectfully,  
  
Steve and Connie Sanders  
429 Linden Street  
Winnetka 

 
 

ATTACHMENT C1
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From:
To: Planning
Subject: Re: 760 Cherry Street concerns
Date: Tuesday, June 25, 2024 11:11:43 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

One more thing: I think their plans exceed the amount of impermeable surface are for their
lots. I am not sure of zoning for their lot in comparison to residential requirements, but it
seems like most of the 760 Cherry lot will be covered by the new building and the new
parking lot. I hope you will consider that you not allow the additional south building-it seems
there's no planning for green space at all.
https://www.villageofwinnetka.org/DocumentCenter/View/405/Lot-Coverage-Calculations-
PDF

Thanks...again! 
Nancy

On Tue, Jun 25, 2024 at 11:07 AM Nancy Riddle > wrote:
I need to also add another concern about the entrance/exit to the parking lot being on Cherry
Street:
My driveway and the neighbors east of me will have even more challenges than we do
already in backing out of our driveways. 
Again, I'd like the traffic engineer to look at this plan. It doesn't make a lot of sense to me.
There's already so much east/west traffic, cyclists, and parked cars to look out for. This is an
accident waiting to happen....
Thanks. Nancy

On Fri, Jun 21, 2024 at 12:01 PM Nancy Riddle <r > wrote:
Hi.
I was unable to attend last night's hearing but wanted to express my concerns regarding
Grace Presbyterian Church's parking entrance/exit being on Cherry Street.
Has the traffic engineer looked at this proposal?
Because I know living directly across from 760 Cherry Street, the street is...
1) ...cut-through street to get to Sheridan Road. Cars speed westbound across Greenbay to
avoid four lanes of traffic and often continue speeding/not yielding to eastbound traffic.
2)...dangerous blind spots for drivers exiting the church's parking lot onto Cherry Street
because there are so many cars that park on Cherry Street under the four hour parking
signs. These cars will have to inch out into traffic. There are already cars backed up and
pulling over to allow for westbound traffic to drive through.
3) ...impacted seven days a week, not just Sunday's. The church has several committees
and groups that meet throughout the week.
And:
1) My car's driver side mirror has already been damaged because the street is so narrow.
I'm concerned cars leaving the parking lot will have to swing out widely enough into
oncoming westbound traffic that they won't be able to see because of the parked cars on
Cherry Street.
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I'm wondering:
-Can the proposed plan be redesigned to have the new construction building on the 760
Cherry Street lot and move the entire parking lot onto Ridge Road, where there is virtually
no traffic?

Thanks for listening to my concerns.
Nancy Riddle
Property owner at:
761 Cherry Street
Winnetka, IL 60093
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

MEMORANDUM 
VILLAGE OF WINNETKA 

TO: DESIGN REVIEW BOARD

FROM: DAVORKA KIRINCIC, AICP 
BUILDING AND CODE ENFORCEMENT MANAGER 

DATE: SEPTEMBER 12, 2024

SUBJECT: 924 GREEN BAY ROAD – SPIRIT ELEPHANT – WALL SIGN PERMIT 
(CASE NO. 24-15-DR)

INTRODUCTION

On September 19, 2024, the Design Review Board (DRB) is scheduled to consider a sign permit application 
submitted by Spirit Elephant (the “Applicant”), the current tenant of the commercial space located at 924 
Green Bay Road (the “Subject Property”), to allow the installation of an externally illuminated wall sign on 
the Green Bay Road frontage of the Subject Property.  

The Subject Property is located on the west of Green Bay Road between Gage Street and Tower Road in the 
Hubbard Woods Business District.  It is zoned C-2 General Retail Commercial and is located within the 
Commercial Overlay District. Figure 1 below and Figure 2 on the following page identify the Subject 
Property.  Figure 3 identifies the proposed wall sign's location on the building's exterior facade.

                                                                       

         
                                                   Figure 1 – Subject Property – Location Map    

Location of Subject Property
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             Figure 2 – Subject Property
                     Spirit Elephant – Storefront View from Green Bay Road

PREVIOUS APPROVALS

On April 18, 2019, the DRB approved the projecting sign currently on the front elevation of the subject 
property.  This sign is identified below in Figure 3. 

                                           Figure 3 – Spirit Elephant – Storefront Showing Existing Projecting Sign 

Existing Projecting Sign
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CURRENT REQUEST

The Applicant seeks approval for a new wall sign to identify and promote their existing business location at 
the Subject Property. The proposed wall sign would be externally Illuminated with three lights above the 
sign pointing down and would feature the business' name, as shown in the illustration below in Figure 4. 

Proposed wall sign 
• Located on the Green Bay Road exterior wall on the stone sign band above the storefront 

windows;
• Steel letters in black; 
• Letters would be individually screwed into the façade with black concrete screw; 
• Letters 14 inches in height and project a maximum of ¼-3/8 inches from the wall;
• Approximately 12.57 square feet of sign area;
• Top of the sign would be 12.81 feet above the sidewalk; 
• Total sign street exposure area is 15.57 square feet; and
• Externally Illuminated sign with three lights above pointing down (see Figure 6). 

Figure 4 – Rendering of Proposed Wall Sign

      Figure 5 – Elevation Drawing of Proposed Wall Sign

Location of Proposed  
Externally Illuminated 

Wall Sign
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                                                      Figure 6 - Proposed Lights Above Wall Sign-Details

A copy of the Applicant’s application materials is included in Attachment A.

SIGN CODE ANALYSIS 

Section 15.60.120 of the Village Sign Code establishes commercial district wall sign standards. 

Wall sign standards
• Sign may only contain the business name, a three-word generic description of the types of products 

or services offered, and the occupant’s logo or trademark;
• Sign may not exceed 70 square feet in area; 
• Sign shall be placed substantially parallel to the surface of the wall;
• Sign shall not be located above the second-floor windowsill level and shall not be higher than 

fourteen (14) feet above grade if there is no second-floor windowsill; and
• For a building that contains more than one type of sign (e.g. wall, window, awning, etc.), the total 

sign area for all signs shall not exceed 15% of the street exposure.

The proposed wall sign meets all the above standards for wall signs.

DESIGN GUIDELINES ANALYSIS   

When reviewing the design of any signs, the Board is to consider the following standards and criteria of 
Section 15.60.150(F) of the Sign Code.

F.   Standards and Criteria for Issuance. The following factors and characteristics 
relating to the safety and appearance of signage shall govern the Board’s evaluation 
of design submittals: 

1.   The sign area shall be in proportion and scale to the building or to other 
buildings or signs in the surrounding area;
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2.   A signage package for a business establishment that includes a number of 
signs and graphics shall have an overall plan that demonstrates the 
compatibility of the design and colors of all the signs that are part of that 
package;

3.   The amount of text and graphics contained in or on any sign or group of 
signs shall be limited so that it results in a clear and readable design;

4.  Signs and graphics shall have a harmonious relationship with nearby signs, 
buildings, and the neighborhood and shall be designed not to affect 
adjacent structures adversely. In this respect, the sign shall relate to its 
building, structure, and neighborhood in terms of size, shape, material, 
color, texture, lettering, location, arrangement, lighting, and the like;

5. Colors shall be used with restraint; excessive brightness shall be avoided; 
and 

6. The additional provisions of this chapter, as specified in this chapter, shall 
be part of the criteria of the design review process.

The Board should also consider the Village Design Guidelines to approve the proposed signage. The Village’s 
Design Guidelines provide guidance on the design and appropriate placement of wall signs. See Attachment 
B.

o The sign should harmonize with the building and reflect the character of the building style;

o Sign Materials should be limited to painted wood, canvas, architectural glass, and metal;

o Sign color must harmonize with the building upon which it is mounted and adjacent 
structures;

o The height of the sign is restricted to 75% of the sign band or 14 inches – whichever is less;

o Sign should be located at least 8 feet above grade, but no more than 15 feet above grade, 
with a height measurement of no more than 14 inches; and

o Sign should be externally illuminated or highlighted where possible.   

SUMMARY 

The Applicant requests that the DRB find the proposed externally illuminated wall sign appropriate and 
compatible with the Design Guidelines and approve the Sign Permit as submitted. Should the DRB find the 
proposed improvements appropriate, the Applicant would first need to receive the approved sign and 
electrical permits from the Community Development Department prior to installing the sign and lighting. 

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A:  Application Materials
Attachment B:  Design Guidelines Excerpt
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From: CD Young
To: Davorka Kirincic
Subject: signage Spirit Elephant
Date: Wednesday, September 11, 2024 8:27:44 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Good morning, 

Davorka,

Thanks for the call yesterday.
 
Below and attached is all the information you are requesting. Please confirm this is sufficient as we are hoping to
make the September 19th review meeting. 

1. Please see attached proposed light fixture with all pertinent information (Size, material, color and how it will be
attached)

2. The proposed letters will be face screwed into the facade with a black concrete screw. 

3. The letters will project 1/4” - 3/8” from the building to give it a slightly floating illusion but also this will
compensate for the uneven facade due to the age of the building. 

4. Please see attached drawing showing the exact top of height of the letters confirming they will be easily below the
14’ max. 

Thank you!
CD
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Building & Architecture19

d. Building Signage
Commercial signs should reflect the character of the building style, while expressing
each store’s individuality.  There are several prominent sign styles that are appropriate to
Winnetka:  surface mounted, pin-mounted, interior, decal and projecting blade signs.
Sign materials are limited to painted wood, canvas, architectural glass and metal.  Sign
color must harmonize with the building upon which it is mounted and adjacent
structures.  Lettering color can be unique to the image of the retailer/user.  Metal sign
and plaque material such as brushed bronze, antique bronze, aluminum, stainless steel
and painted cast iron or similarly appearing materials are preferred. Highly reflective
metallic signs are not allowed.  Signs should be lit by marquee or spot lighting; neon
lighting is not permitted. Spot lighting should be minimal and unobtrusive and, per the
Village Code, the source of illumination shall not be visible from any street, sidewalk or
dwelling.  Simplified industrial light fixtures are not permitted.  Contextual solutions are
recommended.  The majority of the signs will be mounted within the building’s sign
band, defined as the wall area located above the ground floor storefront opening and
below the second floor windowsill, and is located a minimum of 8’-0” above grade and a
maximum of 15’-0” above grade. (MC-01-2023, amended, 01/17/2023)

Signs must comply with the general provisions of the Winnetka Sign Ordinance as well 
as design provisions contained within these Design Guidelines.

1. Surface mounted commercial signs are either fabricated from painted wood or cast
metal plaques and are to be mounted within the sign band or within the storefront
transom.  The height  of the sign is restricted to 75% of the area of the sign band or
14 inches - whichever is less.  The sign band of a building consists of the area
located above the ground floor storefront opening and below the second floor
windowsill, and is located a minimum of 8’-0” and a maximum of 15’-0” above
grade.  Refer to figures 28, 29, and 30 for location.  Surface mounted or pin-
mounted signs are not permitted on secondary elevations without a defined sign
band.

2. Pin-mounted commercial signs consist of
reverse channel, cast metal and flat cut
metal letters mounted above the storefront
in the masonry sign band or suspended in
front of the storefront at the transom or
recessed entry.  The size of the lettering is
restricted so that the height of the letters
does not exceed 75% of the height of the
sign band or 14 inches - whichever is less.
The length of the lettering is to be
contained within 75% of the length of the
sign band. (See figure 38)

Figure 38

ATTACHMENT B
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Village of Winnetka, Illinois

Design Guidelines  20

3. Projecting blade commercial signs    can
be round, square or vertical, mounted
from the face of the building at the
second floor level between the windows
or at the head of the storefront and are
oriented to pedestrian scale.  The signs
are to be mounted on fixed hardware; no
swinging or chain-mounted signs are
allowed.  The dimensions of the sign are
not to exceed 6 square feet (36”
high and 24” deep) (See figure 41).  If
illuminated, the signs should be lit with
an unobtrusive light source.

4. Incidental wall signs such as building management identification and directory
signs should be integrated into a single sign and be constructed of brushed bronze,
antique bronze or painted cast iron.  Such signs should not be placed on the
prominent street front facade and should be directed to public residential entries
(MC-01-2023, amended, 01/17/2023)

Figure 39 & 40 
MC-01-2023, Removed, 01/17/2023

Figure 41
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