
MINUTES 
VILLAGE OF GLENCOE 

PLAN COMMISSION 
 

Virtual Meeting – Video Conference 
Wednesday, March 24, 2021 – 7:00 p.m. 

 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER  
The March 24, 2021 meeting of the Plan Commission of the Village of Glencoe, Cook County was called 
to order virtually at 7:00 p.m. Chairman Huvard provided the legal basis for holding a virtual meeting. 
 
2. ROLL CALL  
The following Commissioners were in attendance:  
Bruce Huvard, Chair, Public-at-Large Representative  
Barbara Miller, Vice Chair, Village Board Representative 
Georgia Mihalopoulos, Public-at-Large Representative  
Dev Mukherjee, School District 35 Representative 
Dudley Onderdonk, Glencoe Park District Representative 
John Satter, Zoning Board of Appeals Representative 
Laura Solon, Glencoe Public Library Representative 
James Thompson, Public-at-Large Representative 
Greg Turner, Public-at-Large Representative 
Peter Van Vechten, Historic Preservation Commission Representative 
 
The following Village staff were also in attendance: 
Taylor Baxter, Development Services Manager 
Dave Mau, Public Works Director 
Lee Brown, Village Planner 
 
3. CONSIDER THE FEBRUARY 14, 2021 PLAN COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES  
A motion to approve the minutes was made by Commissioner Mukherjee and seconded Commissioner 
Turner and passed unanimously with an abstention by Commissioner Satter. 
 
4. PUBLIC COMMENTS ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS 
There were no comments from the public.  
 
5. CONSIDERATION OF EXTERIOR APPEARANCE REVIEW AT 668 VERNON AVENUE. 
Taylor Baxter provided background information on the proposed new restaurant. The only part of the 
renovation under review was the front façade. This included the removal of dormers, removal of paint 
to expose brick below, and the reconfiguration of doors and windows. The applicant would be coming 
back later for review of the remainder of the exterior elements of the project. 
 



2 
 

Ryan Nestor, the applicant’s architect, presented the rationale for requesting partial review at this time, 
with the remainder of the review to come later. The front façade work was needed for interior work to 
begin. The proposed work includes making the space ADA-accessible. 
 
Applicant Pete Kadens told the Commission that his goal is to create a place for families to convene in 
the Village. He stated that the focus would be on family-friendliness.  
 
Commissioner Van Vechten provided some historical background. The building was built in 1922-1923 
and was an automobile garage. It was converted into a retail store in the 1970s and remodeled again in 
the 1990s. He added that the technique of sandblasting could damage the brick and that other 
techniques could be considered, although he supports the idea of revealing the original brick. Mr. 
Nestor responded that a chemical peel could also be used and that their contractor would provide 
guidance on the most effective way to remove the paint. He said that they would proceed in the safest 
possible way, but the method had yet to be determined. Mr. Mau added that staff would work with the 
Village’s Building Official to determine the best way to proceed. 
 
Commissioner Mihalopoulos asked if the applicant knew the color of the brick under the paint. Hallie 
Ervin, an architect for the applicant, responded that the reddish color shown in the agenda packet is 
their best guess at the underlying color, but it is not exactly known. Commissioner Mihalopoulos asked 
whether a change in color would require coming back to Plan Commission. Mr. Baxter responded that 
only a significant change would require re-review. Commissioner Mihalopoulos asked about a small area 
in the north side of the front façade. Mr. Nestor responded that carrying the interior wall straight out to 
the façade would require a wider mullion.  
 
Commissioner Van Vechten added that the original brick color is very close to what is shown on the 
plans in the agenda packet.  
 
Commissioner Turner asked if the area above the awning is brick, and Mr. Nestor responded that it is. 
He added that he loved the concept and wished the applicant success. 
 
Mr. Mau asked if the applicants could discuss how the folding door functions relative to the public 
sidewalk. Mr. Nestor responded that it would fold outward but not extend onto the public way. 
 
Mr. Brown responded to Commissioner Mihalopoulos’ question about the wall behind the front façade. 
He asked if the applicants and Commissioners knew the appearance of this wall could constitute 
signage, which would require additional review. Mr. Nestor responded that he was aware of this and 
that it would be part of the designer’s consideration. Mr. Brown asked if the wall would extend to the 
top of the second-level glazing, and Mr. Nestor responded that this was yet to be determined. 
 
Commissioner Solon added that her concern was with the window extending into the right-of-way and 
asked how wide the sidewalk is in front of the storefront and asked if it is necessary for the window to 
extend outward. Mr. Mau responded that this has not typically been a problem and that planters could 
be placed to avoid problems. Mr. Nestor added that the projection would be ADA-compliant, and that 
people would not be able to walk into it. 
 
Chairman Huvard asked about glass tinting. Mr. Nestor responded that restaurants do not want to have 
tinted glass on their facades and that they are not proposing tinting. Chairman Huvard asked Mr. Brown 
if this glass is consistent with the Design Guidelines. Mr. Brown responded that it is. 
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Vice Chair Mihalopoulos motioned to approve and Commissioner Mukherjee seconded the motion, 
which passed unanimously. 
 

RESULT: ACCEPTED 
AYES: Huvard, Miller, Mihalopoulos, Mukherjee, Onderdonk, Satter, Solon, 

Thompson, Turner, Van Vechten (10) 
NAYS: None (0) 
ABSTAIN:  None (0)  
ABSENT: None (0) 

 
Mr. Nestor added that a mural would come before the Plan Commission during the subsequent review 
and that any feedback would be appreciated. Chairman Huvard responded that the previous proposal 
was subtle and non-commercial and suggested something similar. Mr. Brown added that there should 
be no message that would constitute signage. Mr. Baxter suggested looking at the definition of “sign” in 
the Zoning Code. Commissioner Mukherjee asked if there are any other issues that the Commission 
would consider and Mr. Nestor responded that there would be a patio at the rear of the building that 
would need review. 
 
6. STAFF REVIEW OF EXISTING COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND PLAN COMMISSION DISCUSSION 
Mr. Baxter told the Commission that this discussion would be in response to Commissioner questions at 
the previous meeting about the need for a new plan, and that it would focus on what has and hasn’t 
been successful about the current Comprehensive Plan from an end-user perspective. From a Building & 
Zoning staff perspective, a successful plan would, provide clear policy guidance that can be used in 
decision-making processes and recommendations to Boards and Commissions; develop a list of projects 
that will help the Village meet the vision and goals of the Plan; and include implementation guidance for 
projects and policies. 
 
Mr. Baxter provided information on the existing Comprehensive Plan. It includes a clear assessment of 
issues that should be addressed, but policies and projects that are discussed as ways to address these 
issues are often vague or only call for “discussion” or “consideration.” He gave several examples of these 
somewhat vague policies and said that a more successful plan would provide clearer guidance to staff. 
He gave examples from each of the sections of Part II of the Plan, including land use, urban design, 
community facilities, ecology & environment, and economic development. 
 
Mr. Brown followed up by saying that the existing Plan was very successful in one regard: It met the 
intent of the Plan, which was to maintain the status quo. To the extent that it has been used to maintain 
and preserve the essential character of the Village, it has been successful. Most of the policy statements 
simply aim to keep the community the way that it is. He said that we could be satisfied with continuing 
that approach, but the world has changed greatly since 1996 and the issues are different. He said that 
the 1996 Plan met the needs of the community at the time.  
 
Chairman Huvard noted that there were some issues, such as housing for empty nesters, that were also 
being discussed in 1996. He added that there was nothing budgeted for this year for the planning 
process, but that some things could still be done in 2021. He said that the Commission would not be 
looking to solve any of these issues at this point, but instead should be in the information-gathering 
stage of the process. 
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Commissioner Mukherjee said that the School Board sets policies at a very high level and has another 
mechanism in which the District is required to create a strategic plan and a set up implementation 
principles. He said that this works well, as it allows the policy document to be easy to read and use. This 
allows more regular and rapid development of implementation measures. 
 
Commissioner Turner said that the existing plan does have some more specific guidance, especially 
Downtown. There is also a chapter focusing on implementation. Next steps for the Board of Trustees 
would be an essential outcome of the planning process. He added that the length of specificity may be 
the result of the length of time that the plan is meant to encompass. He said that if the planning process 
would be started in 2022, that there would be more pressing things for the Commission to consider. 
 
Commissioner Thompson said that he assumes that there would be a lot of procurement work in the 
next year. He asked whether the Commission is currently working on establishing goals, or whether the 
discussion is about procedure and process. Chairman Huvard said that some of the work involved 
engaging with members of the community and that there could be meetings that involved inviting 
representatives from such groups as the Community Relations Forum. He said that with the new Village 
Board, there may be some time needed to determine what the process would be. 
 
Mr. Brown asked about a fiscal vs. budget year, and Vice Chair Miller responded that the Village now has 
a January 1st fiscal year. Mr. Brown said that there are steps that need to be taken to develop a process. 
These could be taken early on to identify a plan for public engagement and identify the steps for 
developing a plan, rather than working on the content of the plan. He responded to Commissioner 
Mukherjee’s comments about the level of detail of the plan and said that there are other tools that are 
used by the community, such as the capital plan and operating budgets, and that the Comprehensive 
Plan should be a “linker” between documents and tools. He added that the horizon of a Comprehensive 
Plan is intentionally long so that it can identify long-term issues and identify a strategy for response and 
flexibility. There is also an intent not to wait until the full planning horizon for a plan update. 
 
Commissioner Onderdonk spoke about the relationship between the Strategic Plan and the 
Comprehensive Plan. The idea is that the Comprehensive Plan would have a timeline of up to 20 years, 
with more guidance needed for the shorter (5-10 years) horizon. He added that developing a “plan for 
planning” is important. Additionally, Census information would be coming in the near future and many 
things about the community have changed in recent years, including COVID, demographics, and new 
amenities. New perspectives on community engagements and linkages within systems have also 
emerged. New ideas reflecting new thinking in planning and others that are very traditional are all 
important to consider when thinking about how to approach this process. Chairman Huvard added that 
the “plan for planning” can be started now. 
 
Commissioner Van Vechten said that he looked through the 1996 Plan and that he agreed with Mr. 
Baxter’s comments about its aspirational nature. He said that he thought Mr. Brown’s comments about 
the current plan’s commitment to the status quo is correct. However, much has changed since 1996. For 
example, about 25% of the homes in Glencoe have been replaced since 1990. From a preservation 
perspective, since 1990, 97 houses have been landmarked at the honorary level, with about one per 
year being demolished. People appreciate the physical place of Glencoe, and these things have an 
impact. The need for a new Comprehensive Plan goes beyond simply saying that it is time for a new one. 
Thinking about process is the right way forward at this point. He said that decisions can be made much 
easier if we can define exactly what we want to come out of the process. A “plan for planning” is an 
important step. 
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Chairman Huvard said he would not want to see a process that was so open-ended that the Commission 
would not know where to start or finish. Vice Chair Miller responded that it is important not to stretch 
the process out too far, as the makeup of the Commission can change significantly. She asked how much 
we could use the work that was done in the most recent planning process. Mr. Brown responded that 
that work was focused on downtown. Vice Chair Miller said that while this is true, that there were other 
issues that were included in these discussions. Mr. Brown responded that part of the process would 
include research into what is still useful from previous processes. 
 
Commissioner Mihalopoulos asked about the budgeting for the plan, and Chairman Huvard responded 
that he had been told that it would be budgeted in 2022. Commissioner Mihalopoulos asked who would 
be responsible for an RFP, and Chairman Huvard responded that it would be done by staff. Mr. Brown 
added that it should not be written by people who would not be making a selection. 
 
Chairman Huvard said that the new Village Board would be seated in May and asked if there was 
anything scheduled for April. Mr. Baxter said that there was nothing scheduled. He asked whether there 
was a need to discuss this further in April if there was not anything else on the agenda. Commissioner 
Van Vechten responded that the outcome of this process is a product (the Comprehensive Plan) and 
asked for an ideal timeline for product delivery. Commissioner Huvard responded that he may not be 
the right person to ask, but that three years seemed like a long timeline. He said that he’d need 
guidance from others with more experience in determining these timelines. 
 
7. SCHEDULE NEXT MEETINGS OF THE PLAN COMMISSION  
The next Plan Commission meeting was scheduled for April 23, 2021. Mr. Baxter said that there would 
likely be exterior appearance review for a downtown restaurant on the agenda. 
 
8. ADJOURNMENT  
Following a motion by Commissioner Mukherjee and a second by Commissioner Turner the meeting was 
adjourned at 8:40 p.m. 


