MINUTES FOR THE REGULAR MEETING
OF THE ZONING COMMISSION
OF THE VILLAGE OF CAMPTON HILLS
February 28, 2024, 6:30 P.M.
Campton Hills Village Hall
40W270 LaFox Road

1. CALLTO 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 X

Jim Kopec X

Terilyn Turney X
Chris Tiedt X

Also present were: PZC Liaison Jerry Johnson, Village Attorney Carmen Forte, Village
Administrator Mark Rooney, and Zoning Commission Secretary Jim Brown.

3. Approval of the minutes of the Zoning Commission meeting of February 7, 2024

Commissioner Garbarski made a motion to approve the minutes; Commissioner Kopec
seconded the motion. Mr. Kopec indicated his name was misspelled on page 6. Mr. Fredrick
noted a misspelling on page 1. Mr. Kopec made a motion to approve the minutes as
amended; Mr. Garbarski seconded the motion. On a voice vote the motion was approved.

4. Public Comment

Mr. Clay Stevens, 6N610 Pinto Ln, said “We live off of Pinto Lane...in the equestrian
neighborhood on a three-acre property...We had part of our barn that collapsed under the
weight of snow in the big snowstorm.” A contractor came to do repairs. He said they
could not “get a straight answer on what we are allowed to do with the barn because of
whatever the zoning is now—whether we can have or can’t have barns. If our barn
collapses are we allowed to rebuild?...We can’t get a straight answer to this... We are just
looking for clarification on that neighborhood over there on what exactly we are allowed
to do or can and can’t do.” He added: “Hopefully we can get this straightened out,
because we are allowed to have horses so we are allowed to have barns;

they sort of go hand in hand.”

Mr. Garbarski asked Mr. Stevens if he had contacted anybody at the Village yet. Mr.

Stephens replied yes. “They couldn’t give us a good answer because they didn’t know
what the zoning rules were for what we were about to do.”
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Mr. Jason Vrchata, 6N655 Palimino Dr, commented. “I’'m in the same neighborhood just
off of Palamino. Question number one: What was the reasoning behind changing the
zoning to the area. Question number two: We have 3.5 acre property in land and I was
told that if I knocked it down—I was the one that actually contacted the Village; I’'m his
neighbor, the contractor. I was told that if I knocked down the existing barn I was not able
to build another one in its place. And again that’s zoned residential area. It was zoned
something different before. So if I knock it down I’m not able to replace it with
something even though I have to have a place to put my animals. I can’t have a structure.
Is it just because it is called a barn or is it, if | say garage?” My question is, is it the name
that I am calling it or is it I can’t have a structure period on a 3.5 acre property?

Mr. Brown said, “I can respond because I did talk to him and I did some further
investigation. When you called—I get these calls and I don’t really have time to dig into
it. So you were correct—you made the point that you have horses and you need to have a
shelter for it—that’s correct.” He explained that the table of accessory structures did not
list barns and he hoped that could be corrected...You can infer that you can have a stable
or barn by the provisions on keeping animals. But in the table that actually lists accessory
structures barn is nowhere to be found, and that is what [ was looking at. Mr. Brown said
that when the caller pointed out the issue of horses and the need to have a barn, he
conceded to the caller that he was “probably right,” and that he would investigate further.
He said he urged the caller to re-contact him or come to the meeting. “So you should be
able to have that structure, but there will be limitations size.”

Mr. Vrchata said, “We did discuss that. Is it the same 1,800 square feet. Mr. Brown said it
was “something like that for your lot size.” Mr. Brown said, “I think you had a question
on height too.” Mr. Vrchata replied, “Correct.”

A discussion of answering building-code related issues related to the pitch of the roof
ensued. There was also a brief discussion of the purpose of the commission and that
nothing had been rezoned at this point. Information on how to check zoning on line was
provided.

Mr. Craig Cholewinski, 6N448 Pinto Ln, had a question about the possibility of building
a structure on his property. A discussion of zoning and the purpose of the commission
followed.

There was no further public comment.

Review and discuss draft articles introduced at previous meetings of the Zoning
Commission:

a. Article 13, Zoning Approval Process

Mr. Fredrick noted the effort to track changes with color-coding on the draft document.
He then proceeded through the green- and red-highlighted text indicating changes.
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On page 7 in paragraph 4.D, Mr. Fredrick had a question on the meaning of “approving
ordinance” in a special use approval. Mr. Brown explained that the ordinance default was
to have the special use to run with the land unless, per the approving ordinance, the
Village decided to state that it ran with the applicant. Mr. Grabarski had a question on
which ordinance was being referred to. Attorney Forte explained that it was the ordinance
that approved the special use. Mr. Fredrick requested Mr. Brown re-write the sentence.

Mr. Grabarski inquired if the Village had a stormwater ordinance. Mr. Forte explained
that the Village had adopted the Kane County ordinance.

On page 17, the last line, Mr. Fredrick pointed out that a phrase regarding “functional
open space” should be revised to “passive and/or active open space” or something
similar.

Mr. Fredrick asked if the Village had a sign ordinance. It was explained that it was
incorporated into the zoning ordinance. Mr. Fredrick just wanted to ensure we were not
duplicating anything or had conflicting provisions. Mr. Kopec thought it would be clearer
if there was a reference to the sign provisions. Mr. Brown suggested Paragraph 13.9 be
removed and inserted with the sign provisions. Mr. Fredrick concurred.

Mr. Garbarski asked if there was a reference to the fire district. Mr. Brown noted that
several fire districts severed Campton Hills. Mr. Fredrick and Mr. Johnson suggested the
sentence be revised to refer to the “appropriate fire district.”

Mr. Fredrick said that wrapped up Article 13, and that the commission would review it
again in the future; but for now the commission were finished with it. Mr. Brown said he
would note the changes only in the next packet.

b. Article 8, Development Standards

Mr. Garbarski noted that “zoning” should be added in front of “district” in paragraph
8.1.b.

Mr. Brown said many of the changes were related to the shift away from “encroachment
into a required yard” and to measuring from the lot line.

Mr. Garbarski noted that the Village was formed in 2007 and asked if the old zoning
ordinances were “grandfathered in,” or “as we make changes are we going to go around
to all of the houses and see who is in compliance with today’s standards?”

Mr. Brown explained that when the commission begins its review of the zoning map they
would take a “fairly detailed look at how many potential nonconforming structures and
uses we are going to create. If we are creating too many—obviously we are going to
create some—but if we are creating too many then something is wrong. We have to either
adjust the zoning districts or adjust some of the dimensional requirements within them.”
He noted that not all nonconforming uses would be eliminated. He also did not think
there were a lot of nonconforming structures in the town. Mr. Brown explained
nonconformities. The goal was to have them eliminated, but they were allowed to
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continue with possibly some restrictions. He said “nonconforming” meant the structure
was legal.

Mr. Garbarski asked if there was or would be some reference in the zoning ordinance to a
year or period prior to the adoption of the Village’s zoning ordinance, i.e. when the Kane
County ordinance governed, and that those structures were grandfathered in. Mr.
Garbarski asked if updates to the building code or zoning ordinances were targeted just
for new construction.

Mr. Johnson said zoning ordinances were for the future. Existing structures built legally
are grandfathered in.

Mr. Garbarski said nothing in all the documents referred to what Mr. Johnson had just
said. He said Mr. Brown’s comment that nonconforming was legal was “counter-
intuitive.”

Mr. Forte said it is very confusing and said it was a term that had been codified and used
for some time. He explained that nonconforming simply meant that a structure or use
does not conform to the rules of the current zoning ordinance but it is still legal, because
at one time it was.

Mr. Garbarski said his biggest fear was “over-reaching local government.” He said he
didn’t want us “going down the path to regulate every move people make.” Mr. Fredrick
said that was not the intent.

Mr. Garabarski inquired about the meaning of a paragraph regarding maximum height of
silos and other structures. Mr. Brown explained that the silos had no limit, but other
structures would be limited to a table in another article. He also noted the text should say
“zoning district.”

Mr. Fredrick noted Mr. Brown had prepared some maps. There were two draft maps. Mr.
Kopec said it would be nice if the commission could get 11x17 maps printed. Mr. Brown
explained that the maps were vector files, and on a computer one could zoom in without
losing detail. Mr. Kopec said he was surprised at the number of lots greater than four
acres—probably over half the Village.

Mr. Garbarski said he thought the “line of demarcation was two to five (acres). So why is
the four identified?”” Mr. Brown said there were two maps, one which was based on
zoning district maximum lot sizes. He said he could “slice and dice” the data in a number
of ways, but thought the commission should use the zoning district maximum sizes for
their evaluation, and that the draft ordinance should be revised to use those maximums as
well.

Mr. Fredrick asked if a map could be made following the breakout on page 3.
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A discussion on differences in farm zoning and residential zoning ensued. Mr. Johnson
wanted to know the number of lots that were of various sizes. Mr. Fredrick said the issue
was trying to determine the size of accessory structures.

Mr. Garbarski said we needed to differentiate between ag and residential lots. We needed
to use the break-out on page 3 and we needed the number of lots. A discussion on maps,
maximum sizes of zoning districts and accessory structures ensued. Mr. Brown suggested
the commission use the zoning district maximum sizes.

Mr. Kopec suggested a table be used to indicate maximum size of accessory structures.
Mr. Brown said he would convert the text to a table.

Mr. Garbarski asked about the distance accessory structures should be from the lot line:
was it ten or five feet? Mr. Brown offered to redo the paragraph and try to make it clearer.
He said that he anticipated a greater need to re-paragraph and re-arrange in future
chapters.

Mr. Fredrick said that the commission had had a good discussion on accessory dwelling
units (ADUs) at the previous meeting. The commission seemed in favor of them.
However, he did not see any limits on the number of ADUs. He said there should be a
limit of one per lot. Mr. Brown and Mr. Forte concurred. Mr. Garbarski asked about
height of ADUs. Mr. Forte explained the general limit to accessory structures would

apply.

There was a discussion on the aggregate size of accessory structures, in square footage,
on lots. Mr. Johnson said it was based on a percentage of the lot, which was about two
percent. He also cautioned about the definition of “family” in regards to ADUs. Mr.
Fredrick said that the definition should be family members, adult care provider, or other
employees of the family. Mr. Garbarski questioned whether “employee” should be used.
Mr. Forte said au pair or something similar should be allowed. Mr. Kopec asked if that
would fall under the ADU definition. Mr.Fredrick suggested that the following should be
added to the draft: only one ADU per lot, and the aforementioned definition regarding
family or who could reside in the ADU.

Mr. Fredrick asked where the 900 square foot limit on ADUs came from. Mr. Johnson
provided some background from the county. Mr. Fredrick said the ADU was accessory
and the structure should not “overpower” the primary dwelling unit. He also questioned
the proscribed distance of the ADU from the primary structure (thirty feet). Mr. Brown
explained that some of the numbers came from other ordinances that he had researched.
The 900 square foot limit would allow a bedroom, lounge and kitchen as well as storage
space. There was a discussion about ADUs being subordinate to the primary structure and
size and height limits.

Mr. Kopec suggested that other factors that should be considered such as well and septic,
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parking and setbacks should be mentioned in the ordinance. Mr. Garbarski said “if we
keep on adding things we will never get done.” Mr. Brown did not like the idea. He said
municipalities often have building-related guidelines that provide such information.

Mr. Johnson mentioned the definition of “family” and read the definition from the zoning
code.

Mr. Fredrick said something like: “Applicant should consult with Village staft.”

Mr. Garbarski said that the example of those who had made public comments: they had
come into the Village with a simple question and had not gotten an answer. Mr. Fredrick
said that was not our topic to deal with.

Mr. Kopec suggested that ADUs be allowed in certain districts only.

Mr. Forte said that ADUs were an “all-or-nothing approach.” They had great purposes,
such as creating affordable housing. He suggested that staff seek guidance from the board
on whether ADUs should be considered. Mr. Fredrick asked the commission if guidance
from the board regarding ADUs should be sought. Mr. Garbarski said yes.

Mr. Kopec said we could run the idea of detached ADUs by the board and they could
decide or provide guidance on further action on ADUs. Mr. Forte said there was certainly
clean-up that needed to be done. Whatever changes were suggested, the board would
have significant discussions on it. ADUs, attached, were already part of the ordinance.
Mr. Garbarski said detached units could be “a can of worms.”

Mr. Brown offered to re-organize the section by attached and detached. At some time in
the future we could forward it to the Village Board. He disagreed with the notion of going
to the board at this time. He said he had had bad experiences with such procedures
before, and the issue got kicked back and forth between the board and a plan commission.
He said it was the commission’s mission to forward a draft ordinance to the board, and

we should forward one package. Then the board could remove or alter items such as
ADUs.

Mr. Garbarski said he had been asked to join the commission for about eight meetings.
He wanted direction from the board before they got too deeply into it.

Mr. Forte said he understood both sides, but Mr. Brown had changed his mind. He said it
might be best to get direction from staff. “To ask the board to give you direction right
now, might [result] in going in circles.” He said he took back what he said. Mr. Johnson
noted there would be a public hearing and there would be input then too.

Mr. Garbarski said there was a lot of information and a lot more than he had anticipated.
He wanted guidance from the board now. Mr. Fredrick said it was like eating an
elephant—one bite at a time. He suggested that Mr. Brown and Mr. Forte meet with the
village administrator and perhaps president and get some guidance.
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Referring to page 4. Mr. Kopec said there were inconsistencies regarding towers and
other such structures like windmills or turbines. Those other structures had to be within a
“fall zone” of the property. Such a regulation should be applied consistently. Mr. Johnson
said it might have something to do with the FCC.

Administrator Rooney said the federal government gave some latitude to local
government. Staff would look at it.

Mr. Brown read a statement from Commissioner Tiedt regarding carports: they should be
on paved surfaces and not driveways. Mr. Kopec had a question on setbacks.

Mr. Garbarski asked who would be responsible for ensuring EV charging stations were
maintained. Mr. Brown said staff.

Fredrick asked if there was a separate fence ordinance. He cautioned that they should not
be in conflict with one another. Mr. Forte said the fence provisions were now in the
zoning code.

Mr. Garbarski asked if we could separate, or re-organize, the section by uses such as
residential and livestock fences. Mr. Brown said he could re-organize the section by type
of land use. Chicken wire use should be clarified.

Referring to page 6, Mr. Fredrick pointed out: 2.c.ii—typo. Mr. Garbarski noted a
misspelling of “bared wire” instead of “barbed wire.” There was a discussion regarding
the use of barbed wire in various zoning districts and land uses. Mr. Garbarski asked if
there was a definition for home-based business.

Adjournment

Mr. Fredrick suggested the meeting conclude, and asked if there was anything Mr. Brown
wanted to clarify direction. Mr. Brown reviewed the map making. He would attempt a
map without ag zoned properties and provide a table with numbers of lots of each size.
He would provide paper copies too. He said on the 13th (next meeting) he would have the
animal provisions included in the packet. He suggested we begin with Article 14, non-
conformities, at the next meeting. Mr. Fredrick wanted to continue from where we left
off. Mr. Kopec inquired about definitions, and whether we could go through those too.
Mr. Johnson suggested printing out a copy of the definitions.

Mr. Garbarski made a motion to adjourn; Mr. Kopec seconded the motion. On a voice
vote the motion was approved. The meeting concluded at 8:30 pm.

Submitted by Jim Brown, Secretary, Zoning Commission
Amended and approved this 13" day of March 2024

Rolf Fredrick
Chairman, Zoning Commission
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