
MINUTES 
VILLAGE OF GLENCOE 

PLAN COMMISSION 
 

Virtual Meeting – Video Conference 
Wednesday, June 23, 2021 – 7:00 p.m. 

 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER  
The June 23, 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, Chairman, Public-at-Large Representative  
Gail Lissner, Vice Chair, Village Board Representative 
Lisa Brooks, Park District Representative  
Marc Gale, School District 35 Representative 
Georgia Mihalopoulos, Public-at-Large Representative 
Michael Pope, Glencoe Public Library Representative  
John Satter, Zoning Board of Appeals Representative  
James Thompson, Public-at-Large Representative 
Peter Van Vechten, Historic Preservation Commission Representative 
 
The following Commissioners were in absent: 
Greg Turner, Public-at-Large Representative 
 
The following Village staff were also in attendance: 
Taylor Baxter, Development Services Manager 
Dave Mau, Public Works Director 
Lee Brown, Village Planner 
Stewart Weiss, Village Attorney 
 
3. CONSIDER THE JUNE 23, 2021 PLAN COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES  
Commissioner Gale moved to approve the minutes. Commissioner Thompson seconded and the motion 
passed unanimously. 
 
4. CONSIDERATION OF EXTERIOR APPEARANCE REVIEW OF A PROPOSED RESTAURANT AT 668 
VERNON AVENUE 
Taylor Baxter provided background information on the proposal. The project had come before the 
Commission at two prior occasions. The proposal at this meeting included an awning and signage on the 
front façade; the removal of paint and the painting of one door on the north wall; a rear fence, artificial 
turf, and roll-up doors; and a rear dumpster enclosure. 
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Village Attorney Steward Weiss clarified the Plan Commission’s role in this process. The Commission has 
a very narrow scope of review, which includes appearance and design elements. The Commission does 
not review uses or business licenses. The next steps would be review of a liquor license application by 
staff and a determination by the Village Board and Village President. The Village Board could add 
conditions of approval. Staff would also need to review a temporary outdoor dining permit application. 
 
Mr. Baxter provided more details on the proposed project elements. He clarified that no permanent 
patio structures or lighting are proposed as part of the temporary outdoor dining permit that would be 
reviewed by staff. He also clarified that the Plan Commission does not need to review temporary 
structures that would be part of a temporary outdoor dining permit. He added that the new door on the 
back of the building was already in place. It was permitted as part of the interior buildout permit and 
was needed for construction access. This door does need Plan Commission review and approval to 
remain. 
 
Pete Kadens, the project applicant and owner of the proposed restaurant, said that his intent would be 
for the restaurant to be family-friendly and a place for everyone, including immediate neighbors, to 
enjoy.  
 
Ryan Nestor, project architect, said that the back patio area had been scaled back significantly from the 
original proposal. Chairman Huvard asked why artificial turf had been chosen. Mr. Nestor responded 
that turf had been increasing in popularity and is highly cleanable, helps with cooling, and is an easy way 
to upscale the look of the site. He added that it does not change or fade for 10 or more years. He said 
that the cedar fence was chosen to harmonize with the building architecture and would be clear sealed. 
He said that the rear gate doors would are able to been seen through so people can see what is on the 
other side before exiting. These doors would be locked but would be available for emergency egress. He 
stated that the roll-up doors would be glass. The restaurant would not be designed to be open all the 
time, but would be operable and open when weather permits. The design concept was chosen because 
the rear of the building is very garage-like. He said that the ambient light levels at the restaurant would 
be very low. The level of light would be no more than what you would see from the front on Vernon. 
 
Commissioner Mihalopoulos asked how the patio would be able to extend behind neighboring property 
to the south. Mr. Kadens responded that the neighboring property had the same owner. 
 
Commissioner Brooks asked about security lighting. Mr. Nestor responded that no security lighting is 
proposed at this time. Mr. Kadens added that there would be temporary lighting under a temporary tent 
during operating hours when this seating is in place. 
 
Commissioner Van Vechten asked which side of the fence is finished. Mr. Nestor responded that they 
would prefer that the finished side be inside. Mr. Baxter added that the finished side would need to face 
outward, per Village code. Mr. Nestor said that the fence would comply with this requirement. 
 
Vice Chair Lissner asked about the height of the fence. Mr. Nestor responded that the fence is proposed 
to be six feet in height. Mr. Baxter confirmed that this would be the maximum allowed without a 
variation.  
 
Mr. Baxter presented plans for the front façade and clarified that the awning, signage, and lighting 
would require approval by the Commission. Scout Driscoll, a representative for the applicant, provided 
an overview of the proposal.  
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Commissioner Van Vechten asked if the ends of the awning would be open. Ms. Driscoll responded that 
their preference would be an open end. Commissioner Van Vechten asked what method would be used 
for paint removal. He expressed specific concern about the different types of brick on the side of the 
north-side gable. Mr. Nestor responded that it would be water removal and no sand would be used. Mr. 
Kadens added that they were working with staff on getting approval for the paint removal. The 
applicant’s objective would be to make sure that brick color scheme is close to what is shown, but the 
exact color is not yet known. Commissioner Van Vechten asked about a test area for paint removal. Mr. 
Kadens responded that this was not currently in the plans. Commissioner Van Vechten urged the Village 
to consider a test area before paint removal due to the condition of the brick. He asked about the 
restoration of the brick, and Mr. Nestor responded that the amount and type of restoration would 
depend on what is revealed by the paint removal. The goal would be for unified exposed brick. 
 
Mr. Baxter read 24 written comments from the public regarding the proposed restaurant. He then read 
additional comments that had been received during the meeting. Chairman Huvard added that hearing 
from residents and neighbors is germane and something that can be considered going forward, even if 
not applicable to this particular case, as they would be applicable to other topics going forward. He 
thanked many of the concerns expressed would be taken up by the Village Board. He clarified that the 
Plan Commission’s role is to review proposals according to the Design Guidelines. He asked Mr. Baxter if 
staff’s opinion is that the proposal is in keeping with the Design Guidelines, and Mr. Baxter responded 
that this is correct.  
 
Commissioner Pope motioned to approve and Commissioner Mihalopoulos seconded the motion.  
 
Commissioner Pope commented that the applicant had made a good-faith effort to improve the space. 
Commissioner Satter commented that he felt this process was not being done in the best order. The 
most important questions would be handled by the Village Board. He said that the comments heard 
were mainly in support, but that those who were opposed have to live next to the use, and those in 
support may have a different opinion if they lived next door. He said that objectors’ comments were 
reasonable and that everyone should strongly consider their position. Commissioner Thompson added 
that Commissioner Satter brought up great points and asked whether changes that might be required by 
the Village Board would come back to the Commission for review. Mr. Baxter responded that if there’s a 
significant change from what is being approved to something that requires a building permit, then it 
would have to return to the Commission for re-review and approval. Minor changes may not need re-
review. 
 

RESULT: ACCEPTED 

AYES: Huvard, Lissner, Brooks, Gale, Mihalopoulos, Pope, Satter, 
Thompson, Van Vechten (9) 

NAYS: None (0) 

ABSTAIN:  None (0) 

ABSENT: Turner (1) 

 
7. COMMENTS ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS  
There were no comments on non-agenda items. 
 
8. STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS 



 

4 
 

Commissioner Satter told the Commission that the next ZBA meeting would be in person, and Chairman 
Huvard added that the next Plan Commission would be as well. 
 
 9. ADJOURNMENT  
Following a motion by Commissioner Satter and a second by Commissioner Gale the meeting was 
adjourned at 8:43 p.m. 


