MINUTES FOR THE REGULAR MEETING
OF THE ZONING COMMISSION
OF THE VILLAGE OF CAMPTON HILLS
May 8, 2024, 6:30 P.M.
Campton Hills Village Hall
40W270 LaFox Road

1. Call to Order
Chairman Fredrick called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.
2. Roll Call

Commissioner Present Absent

Rolf Fredrick, Chair X
Joe Garbarski
Jim Kopec
Terilyn Turney
Chris Tiedt

X
X
X
X

Also present were: Village Attorney Carmen Forte, and Zoning Commission Secretary
Jim Brown. Village President Barb Wojnicki was present, substituting for Village Board
Liaison Mike Millette, Village Administrator Mark Rooney. Plan Commission/ZBA
Liaison Jerry Johnson was absent.

3. Approval of the minutes of the Zoning Commission meeting of April 24, 2024

Commissioner Kopec motioned to approve the minutes of April 24, 2024; Commissioner
Tiedt seconded the motion. There were no corrections or comments. On a voice vote the
motion was unanimously approved.

4. Public Comment
Mr. Paul Steimle, 40W6799 Old LaFox Rd.

Mr. Steimle described a situation where his neighbor’s truck was a noise nuisance for
him. The situation had been resolved, but he felt compelled to comment on the issue of
truck and vehicle parking in residential areas. He preferred the zoning ordinance to be
“proactive and not reactive” and thought it best to have provisions regulating truck
parking inserted. He proposed that “we re-enact what we had before” and return to what
the Kane County ordinance for the unincorporated areas had. It seems to control the
nuisances of vehicles. That ordinance put a weight limit on vehicles in driveways: 8,000
Ibs. He said that was roughly equivalent to a “fully maxed out F-250 pick-up truck or
Econoline van holding tools.” Mr. Steimle said aesthetics was an issue for some, but he
was more concerned about sound. He gave Mr. Brown a copy of the Kane County
ordinance provisions.
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Ms. Hollie Bauron, 42W500 Foxfield Dr.

She said she was a resident and was making her comments as a resident. She wanted to
discuss the aviary fly-over barrier again. It regulated three directions for take-off and
funneled take-off of bees in one desired direction. She thought the draft change for the
location of apiaries from 25 to 20 feet was “still too stringent.” She opined five feet was
enough. “Honeybees are not interested in disturbing people; they are on a sole mission to
seek out pollen.”

She “completely agreed” with the new draft language for manure management, but
wanted more consideration on setbacks.

She said roosters in town were much quieter than a major portion of the dogs in the area.
She wasn’t certain allowing chickens and roosters on all lots was a good idea. She
thought making the RE lots the threshold might be appropriate. She noted that many five-
acre lots were long and narrow. She thought “the idea of legalizing roosters freaks some
people out,” but also noted many people like the sound of roosters because it made them
feel like they were in the country.

“How do we make everyone happy and protected?” she wondered. She didn’t think
loosening provisions on animals would lead to a large influx of people with animals.

Review and discuss draft article introduced at previous meetings of the Zoning
Commission:
a. Article 4, Dimensional Standards

Mr. Brown explained that there had been a problem with the software conversion of Word
to PDF and some text—mostly his commentary—had been garbled.

Commissioner Garbarski asked if there was a better term for “corner side yard.” Mr.
Brown said it was a common zoning term. Mr. Fredrick suggested a diagram to assist
people understand what a corner side is.

Mr. Fredrick noted a few grammatical changes that were needed: top of page 2 of 4, C-3
should be changed to RD; top of page 3, second line, should be a period and a space.

Mr. Fredrick noted the phrase “galvanized steel.” He thought “steel siding” would be a
better term.

Mr. Kopec did not want raw, corrugated, galvanized metal as an exterior material. A
discussion regarding terminology ensued, particularly regarding “plastic” and “vinyl.”
Mr. Garbarski said the phrase “high molecular weight” should be removed. He thought
the definitions were good, but we could stop at the first sentence. Mr. Garbarski noted
vinyl materials are plastic, but not all plastic materials are vinyl. Mr. Kopec agreed.

b. Article X, Keeping of Animals

There was a discussion of where chickens and roosters should be allowed. Mr. Garbarski
said the five-acre threshold for roosters “came from somewhere” and thought the location
of roosters should be more restrictive. He said 1-3 acres made more sense to him than
allowing them in all zones (R-3). Mr. Fredrick said he said there were no problems with
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roosters, and thus the commission had decided to remove the five-acre threshold. Mr.
Tiedt said the consultant had picked a lot of values that were not appropriate for the
Village. He felt the Village still had methods, through nuisance control, to correct
nuisance issues. Mr. Fredrick said if people were willing and made the effort to manage
roosters properly, they should be allowed to do so. Mr. Tiedt echoed the comments and
desire to keep the draft provision allowing roosters. Mr. Kopec said, “Just give it [the
draft provision] a chance.” He said we would have public comment later, but for now he
wanted to keep the provision that allowed chickens and roosters down to R-4.

Mr. Fredrick noted the public comment suggesting the minimum setback for aviaries be
reduced to five feet; he thought it should remain 20 feet for now. He continued to go
through the draft Article X by section and paragraph.

X.5 Chickens. Mr. Garbarski noted that if we were treating roosters and chickens (hens)
the same, then remove references to roosters in the ordinance. Mr. Fredrick asked if it
hurt to keep it in the draft. Mr. Tiedt suggested the title of the section be changed to
“chickens and rooster.” Mr. Fredrick said we could define chickens as both roosters and
hens. It was agreed to change the title of the section to “chickens and roosters.” Mr.
Brown noted he would change the terminology in the table as well.

Mr. Tiedt noted that the maximum number of chicken coops was still listed as one. He
thought we had agreed to change it to a maximum of 120 square feet; the number of
chicken coops was unlimited within that parameter. Mr. Brown said it was his oversight;
he would correct it. This discussion on changing the thresholds was reflected in the
minutes, Mr. Tiedt added.

Introduction, review, and discussion of draft articles:
a. Table 5.1 — Permitted and Special Uses (“Use Matrix”)
b. Definitions for uses found in Table 5.1

Mr. Fredrick asked what a blank line meant. Mr. Brown said he left it for discussion.
Generally, the blank lines were new categories. Mr. Kopec asked about the colored lines
and what they meant. Mr. Brown explained it was similar to an outline, with the black
shading with white lettering being the main categories in the outline. He said he did not
like the tables that were alphabetized; he felt grouping the uses together was more logical
and made things easier to find. Mr. Brown said if it was still confusing, he could consider
changing the shaded areas or doing the table differently.

Mr. Brown explained that many of the new definitions came from an American Planning
Association document.

Mr. Kopec inquired about auto parts and auto repair being grouped together. He did not
think they should be in the same group. A discussion ensued. It was agreed to break the
two out into two categories. Mr. Kopec suggested it be broken out by automotive retail
(auto parts) and auto repair. Auto repair would be in C-2 only, and as a special use like

gas stations. Tire places should be special uses too.
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Mr. Fredrick inquired about a new term, “mobile food service.” Mr. Brown said he had
inserted it for discussion. He was unsure if food trucks were regulated elsewhere. He
explained his philosophy on such use tables: using tables with general categories but
calling out land uses that might be objectionable and defining them separately. He gave
the example of general retail and vaping supplies. Another example was personal services
and tatoo parlors.

Mr. Rooney said massage parlors were another category that should be called out. He
suggested that any massage establishment must be engaged in another activity.

Mr. Fredrick returned to mobile food trucks. A discussion regarding the merits or
problems with mobile food trucks ensued: popular for kids’ sports events and filled a
need, but competed with local restaurants; lack of, or no sales tax and minimal fees. Mr.
Forte said they were normally regulated in stand-alone ordinances, not necessarily in the
zoning ordinance. Mr. Kopec asked if we would allow a place for their base of operation,
e.g. where we would allow the overnight parking of trucks, resupply of trucks, etc. It was
decided to address food trucks outside of zoning. Food truck operational bases or
facilities should be addressed in the zoning ordinance, however. The consensus was to
strike food trucks from the table.

The commission discussed massage parlors and personal services establishments. It was
decided to make a distinction between personal services, physical massage therapy, and
massage parlors. Mr. Forte gave an example of another community and they way they
handled massage establishments to crack down on the abundance of them and the sex
trade nature of some of them. One was related to medical treatment; the other was
exclusively for relaxation. Additionally, “massage therapy establishments” should be
approved as a special use.

Mr. Tiedt noted that cannabis establishments were shown as permitted in R-1.
Mr. Garbarski asked if we needed “boardinghouse” in the table. It was agreed yes.

Mr. Garbarski said he understood that the dashes in the table meant the use was not
allowed in the zoning district, but thought another letter or symbol would be more visible
and better.

Mr. Fredrick noted “600” code was left in the table. He also noted another issue with
lines in the table.

Mr. Brown explained “contractor yard.” Mr. Rooney noted they often are used by
landscaping businesses. Upon a question from Mr. Tiedt, Mr. Brown explained that
“contractor yard” was a place for equipment storage and a “contractor” was for locations
where an office or other administrative functions were conducted. Mr. Garbarski
suggested we have a category for trailer storage; Mr. Kopec suggested RVs and boat
storage be added as well.

Mr. Garbarski asked about funeral homes. There was a discussion about cremation. Mr.
Brown mentioned the parking requirements as an issue. It was decided to make funeral
homes a special use.
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Mr. Kopec asked about “day care home™ as a special use in R-4. Mr. Brown said that is
the way it was in the current code, and he wanted to know why. He felt they would be
appropriate in R-4 as a permitted use. The commission decided to change it to a permitted
use.

A discussion of the appropriateness of religious uses as permitted uses in all zones ensued
(as the current code states). Mr. Brown explained about the potential adverse eftects, such
as parking and traffic, and thought they should be a special use.

There was a suggestion to review current churches in town.

Mr. Fredrick suggested they be allowed only as a special use in C-1, C-2 and F. Ms.
Wojnicki asked: “So they could take over a farm?” Mr. Rooney replied it would be
allowed only as a special use.

Mr. Garbarski asked if the food trucks could be placed under the temporary uses portion
of the table. Mr. Fredrick said he felt it would be better under “food service” category.

Ms. Turney asked about gaming parlors: was gaming the only purposes. Mr. Brown
explained there were two categories, one for arcade-type games for teens, for example,
and the gaming establishments, such as Lotti’s and Dotti’s, which aren’t restaurants.
Their whole purpose is gaming. Mr. Rooney noted the pub next store had gaming as an
ancillary use.

Mr. Garbarski suggested “gambling” be inserted into the category title.
Mr. Fredrick noted that amusement arcade was not in C-1; it was in RD.

Mr. Forte cautioned about restricting religious uses in one zoning district. He suggested
the use be at least a special use. “And part of the special use can require individual
attendee counts to accommodate the parking. Typically, if you had a larger zoning district
you can require a larger building footprint.” He suggested making religious uses special
uses in all districts. There should be the option of establishing a church in all districts.
Mr. Brown noted that if you are allowing another assembly-type use, like for sporting
events, then why would you not allow a religious use.

Mr. Garbarski did not see an issue with making recommendations for restrictive
provisions; the Village Board could alter them. Mr. Kopec noted that other types of
assembly uses were prohibited in residential zoning. “So why couldn’t we do the same
thing for religious uses?” Mr. Forte responded, “Because of the constitutional
protections.” Mr. Brown said there had been a “tremendous amount of litigation
involving municipalities and religious uses.” He mentioned RLUIPA. Mr. Tiedt said let’s
lessen the field of land mines and attempt to avoid setting the Village up for litigation.

Mr. Forte said in the current ordinance churches were permitted in all districts except
three with specific characteristics: open space, farm-business and the RD district. Mr.
Forte said case law indicated reasonable restrictions for special uses are fine. He said the
requirements for a church should be the same or similar to any requirements for
something like a sports venue. He said there might be different categories of such uses,
based on size, for example. It was agreed that Mr. Forte should forward appropriate
special use language to the commission.
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Mr. Fredrick said the chart comparing land uses from 2023 to now is helpful. Mr.

Garbarski suggested that the layout of materials not be changed. Mr. Brown said he

would have the entire Article 5 ready for review.

c. Article 10, Landscape Standards Mr. Garbarski made a motion to table Item 6.c,
Article 10, Landscape Standards, until the next meeting. Mr. Tiedt seconded the
motion. On a voice vote the motion was unanimously approved.

Motion to amend Zoning Commission schedule for the summer (June through
August)

After a brief discussion the consensus for the summer schedule for the Zoning
Commission was as follows:

=  Wednesday, May 22

=  Wednesday, June 26

=  Wednesday, July 24

=  Wednesday, August 21

Mr. Garbarski motioned to approve the above schedule; Mr. Tiedt seconded the motion.
On a voice vote the motion was approved 5-0. The meeting time will remain 6:30 pm and
there will still be a goal of to end the meeting at 8:30 pm.

Adjournment

Mr. Kopec made a motion to adjourn; Mr. Garbarski seconded the motion. On a voice
vote the motion was unanimously approved. The meeting ended at 8:35 pm.

Submitted by Jim Brown, Secretary, Zoning Commission
Amended and approved this 22" day of May 2024

Rolf Fredrick
Chairman, Zoning Commission
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