
MINUTES FOR THE REGULAR MEETING 
OF THE ZONING COMMISSION 

OF THE VILLAGE OF CAMPTON HILLS 
May 22, 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 x  
Jim Kopec x  
Terilyn Turney x  
Chris Tiedt x  

 

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

3. Approval of the minutes of the Zoning Commission meeting of May 8, 2024 

Commissioner Kopec motioned to approve the minutes of May 8, 2024; Commissioner 
Tiedt seconded the motion. Mr. Fredrick noted on correction, a grammatical error in the 
last sentence on the last page.  There were no other corrections or comments. On a voice 
vote the motion was unanimously approved.  

 
4. Public Comment 

 
Mr. Mike Tyrrell.  Mr. Tyrrell distributed a hand-out to the commissioners and staff. “For 
the past two weeks many of you have asked questions regarding farm animals in 
residential neighborhoods,” he began. He noted that the commissioners had questioned 
where the five-acre threshold for roosters had originated. “You should be aware that there 
is an archive comprising nine years of records compiled through professional planners, 
independent research” consultants and municipal officials, and the input of hundreds of 
Campton Hills citizens. He referenced the hand-out, which provided the background on 
where the five-acre provision had come from. “The five-acre minimum for roosters is a 
carry-over from Kane County,” Mr. Tyrrell stated. “If the Village did not exist, all within 
our boundaries would have to abide by the five-acre Kane code for roosters.” He also 
noted that in Lake County the threshold for roosters is 4.5 acres.  
 
“The keeping of chickens requires a permit in the county…In DeKalb County the 
keeping of roosters is prohibited on any residential lot.” There were prohibitions on 
roosters in small towns throughout the county. Wayne, the quintessential horse 
community, does not permit roosters and limits the number of horses to two regardless of 
lot size. 
 



“Being neighborly and keeping a sense of harmony among neighbors is critical to a 
functioning village. No other municipality in that nine-year process could be found that 
permitted farm animals beyond chickens and horses and bees.” He stated examples of 
nuisance issues with chickens and roosters from recent years in Campton Hills. Mr. 
Tyrrell said, “Personally, I enjoy roosters, but I’m up at four o’clock—not all of my 
neighbors are.”  

He cautioned the commission about their tough work ahead. “It is not what we want as 
individuals, but what works for the majority of the people and the keeping of peace and 
harmony…Without a limit or a definable quantity there can be no resolution in a nuisance 
complaint.” He described a scenario where people at a backyard gathering are disturbed 
by animals on a neighboring property. “Campton Hills has a rich mixture of residential 
and farm zoning. There is room for each lifestyle in their appropriate places.” 

President Barb Wojnicki. President Wojnicki said she wanted to tell the commissioners 
“that our staff is very, very appreciative” of the time, talent and dedication of the 
commissioners. “It’s getting along really well, and we are getting close to the end when 
we start working on the map.” 
 

5. Review and discuss draft article introduced at previous meetings of the Zoning 
Commission: Article X, Keeping of Animals 
 
Mr. Fredrick went through the draft article and noted some of the changes as 
recommended by the commission at the previous meeting.  On page 3 of 4 of the draft he 
noted that while there was not an exact number or limit on chickens, there was a space 
requirement for chickens in the coops: maximum size of all coops was 120 square feet or 
less, and the chicken coop and run together must provide a minimum of 10 square feet 
per “hen.” He suggested changing “hen” to “chicken.”  
 
He asked if anyone else had any comments or suggestions. Hearing none he said the draft 
was ready for assembly in the final packet.  
 

6. Introduction, review, and discussion of draft articles: 
a. Article 5, Permitted and Special Uses in All Zoning 

Mr. Fredrick asked Mr. Brown to go through his topics for the commission. Mr. Brown 
said he had been asked at the last meeting to prepare a list of topics that he felt needed 
attention. Mr. Brown consulted his staff report for the list. 

Fitness, recreational sports, gym, or athletic club.  Mr. Brown thought this category 
should be broken into two, based on square footage, with one—such as small yoga or 
fitness studios—being a permitted use and the larger one being a special use.  He 
suggested a 10,000 square foot threshold.  

Mr. Garbarski asked if they were similar to a physical therapy establishment. Mr. Brown 
said they were similar, and sometimes the larger fitness centers had physical therapy as 
well. After a brief discussion the commission concurred with the suggestion to have two 
categories, with the larger one, over 10,000 square feet, a special use. 

Religious institutions. Mr. Brown mentioned that he had supplied a US Department of 
Justice brochure on the Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act (RLUIPA). 
Mr. Brown asked if the commissioners had any thoughts on what had previously been 



discussed regarding religious uses. He said the key point to consider was: “Are you 
treating religious uses, as an assembly-type use, the same as you are treating similar 
assembly-type uses. Because if you are not, why not? Might be a reason.” 

Mr. Kopec thought religious uses should not be allowed in residential districts. Mr. Forte 
said religious uses had previously been permitted in all districts. As a special use, they 
would have another layer of review. Mr. Garbarski said that to him a religious institution 
was a physical building, rather than three people getting together to worship. He asked if 
a religious institution was a building rather than a gathering of people. Mr. Forte said it 
was the use of the property. He said if he had a few people over to his house for a Bible 
study, that was different than a group seeking a property for their church. Mr. Fredrick 
liked the idea of a special use across the districts. Mr. Forte noted that the definition of 
religious uses, which was common, said it could also be a place for missionaries or others 
to reside. Mr. Forte thought the special use process would give the Village some control. 
The commission concurred with the idea to have religious uses as a special use in all 
districts except F, F-B and OS districts. Mr. Forte noted that there was still the avenue for 
someone to seek a rezoning of farm property to a different district and then establish a 
church. 

Private club or lodge. Mr. Brown said that under the current ordinance and current draft, 
these would be allowed as a special use in the F district. He was not so sure that was a 
good idea “if we are interested in farmland preservation…It just doesn’t seem that 
particular use is in line with the purpose of the district.” Mr. Fredrick asked if Farm-
Business would be more appropriate. PC/ZBA Liaison Johnson wondered if a group 
wanted to actively preserve land with a farm component.  He would not object to the 
operation of a club in that situation. Village Administrator Rooney said one of the uses 
that comes to mind is a gun club that raises pheasant and then hunts them on the property.  
Mr. Garbarski thought “private club” could be a wide range of possibilities. He wanted it 
limited to non-profit organizations. Mr. Rooney said as a special use the Village could 
still review. Mr. Brown read the definition from the 2023 and draft ordinances. The 
commission decided to make clubs/lodges as a special use in the F district and revisit the 
definition for possible revision to make it stronger toward 501 non-for-profits. 

Social assistance, welfare, and charitable services. This is a new category, Mr. Brown 
said. It would not include group living or other living quarters. He said they could be 
wrapped up as office uses too. Mr. Fredrick thought that was appropriate and potentially 
incorporate this category into the definition of office. Mr. Garbarski and Mr. Fredrick said 
the definition could be changed from “housing services” to “counseling services.”  

Contractor/storage yard. Mr. Brown said he was concerned about land used exclusively 
for the parking of trailers, such as landscapers. He thought an office use along with the 
parking was ok, but parking alone was not. Mr. Garbarski wanted to separate contractors 
from logistics companies. He wanted to be more restrictive with the logistics companies. 
He thought the contractor yards, while unsightly, were smaller. He thought it was three 
different entities: logistics company, contractor, and the storage yard.  

Mr. Kopec asked if boat storage would fall under storage yard. The consensus was yes. 
Mr. Rooney said we wanted a special use in all cases. 

Agriculture. Mr. Brown said the current definition of agriculture included growing food 
for personal use. “Which means if I am growing tomatoes in my yard, that’s agriculture.” 



He had looked for different definitions on line. The Department of Agriculture had a 
monetary threshold. He said “agriculture” was different than someone having a vegetable 
garden; agriculture was raising of livestock or crops for money.  

He discussed CAFOs, “the large, livestock, hog farms…that come with quite a bit of 
environmental degradation.” Mr. Rooney thought in this area of Illinois there was not 
much fear of the CAFOs. 

Mr. Fredrick liked the new definition of agriculture, but he thought it best not to include 
CAFOs.  

Mr. Rooney returned to the topic of clubs. He thought “rifle club” or “gun club” should 
be included in the definitions or categories. Mr. Forte thought it might fit under 
“recreational sports.” Many codes handled it that way. He suggested it either not be 
allowed across the board, or it be defined and allow it. Mr. Rooney suggested allow it as a 
special use. Mr. Kopec said it could be a request for annexation and rezoning to 
commercial use. Mr. Fredrick mentioned that Elgin had gone through the issue years ago. 
Mr. Forte suggested clear language that would guide the Village’s review. 

Medical/hospital. Mr. Brown said medical was a wide range: urgent care, dentist office, 
hospital. He asked if they should be treated differently. Mr. Frederick suggested they all 
be treated the same, as a permitted use. Mr. Garbarski thought hospital should be a 
special use. There was agreement on that point. Mr. Tiedt questioned what made a facility 
a hospital as opposed to urgent care. Mr. Brown said it was often based on number of 
staff or level of treatment; the urgent care was more triage.  

Mr. Garbarski suggested separating dental clinic from dental office. Mr. Fredrick said, “I 
would treat them the same.” A discussion ensued. It was decided to treat such uses the 
same in the zoning code.  

Mr. Brown asked how “manufactured home” should be treated. The commission was in 
agreement to allow the modular homes assembled on site but was against something like 
a trailer  

park. Mr. Brown said the distinction was whether the structure remained on a chassis with 
skirting. He said he would work on the terms. 

Mixed use. Mr. Brown said there was already mixed use in town, but it was not addressed 
in the code. He thought it should be. The commission agreed it should be in the table and 
allowed as a permitted use in the C districts.  

There was a discussion on how to indicate in the table a use that was not allowed. It was 
decided to use “na.” 

Mr. Fredrick led a discussion of Article 3. C.3  Should be Article 3 instead of 7, Mr. 
Fredrick noted. 

The commission agreed that Airbnbs, or short-term rentals, should be prohibited. The 
category needed to be added to the chart—delete paragraph C and insert short-term 
rentals in the table.   

A sentence in the past paragraph of 5.2.C should be moved to 5.1 or elsewhere, perhaps 
in the section on open space. A discussion ensued on how to treat open space as a zoning 
district. Mr. Forte suggested “subject to the provisions of this Ordinance” be added to the 



end of this sentence: “Nothing in this Section shall be interpreted to limit or discourage 
the designation of any land within the Village as open space, subject to the provisions of 
this Ordinance.” 

Mr. Rooney asked if we wanted to have a one-acre minimum for an open space zoning 
district, “so we don’t get all those little, small gazebos in a PUD?”  Mr. Tiedt thought this 
was a good idea; it would prevent smaller, unusable parcels from being shifted to the 
HOA for maintenance. He thought the one-acre minimum would provide the Village 
more bargaining power during a PUD approval process. Mr. Fredrick liked the idea of 
adding the phrase that Mr. Forte suggested.  It should go in 5.1.a. 

Ms. Wojnicki said often developers dedicate wetlands as open space, i.e. areas that can’t 
be built on or can’t be used as a baseball field. She thought there should be some 
restriction on this.  

Paragraph 5.3.B. Mr. Kopec asked if there was a way to differentiate between short-term 
rentals and bed and breakfasts. Mr. Forte said there was. 

Paragraph 5.3.C. Carwash. Mr. Garbarski asked why the provisions, such as those for 
the number of shrubs, were so specific for car washes. Most of the other uses did not 
contain those “facts and figures.” Mr. Tiedt thought the provisions were perhaps 
unnecessary. Mr. Brown explained that the 2023 ordinance had attempted to mitigate 
potential undesirable impacts of developments on neighboring properties by installing 
these standards. Normally that is done during the special use approval process, where the 
Village can state conditions, such as fence height or screening, to the approval.  

Mr. Garbarski noted that a truck wash might have more impacts than a car wash. He felt 
we needed to be more restrictive and add truck wash. Mr. Tiedt suggested the category be 
called “vehicle wash.” Potential conditions could be evaluated during the special use 
process. 

Paragraph 5.3.I. Energy systems. Mr. Tiedt questioned if the Village should attempt to 
limit the placement of wind farms on prime commercial property.  Mr. Fredrick agreed 
with the thought, but wasn’t sure how such a provision could be worded.  

Mr. Garbarski questioned a provision in paragraph 2.a. of Section 5.3.I that referred to 
“certifying organizations.” He said he was unfamiliar with some of the examples listed 
and thought this should be more restrictive. Mr. Brown noted that this provision “is 
almost more of a building permitting provision.”  

 Paragraph 5.3.K. Outdoor dining. Mr. Brown noted that outdoor dining was not really a 
principle use—it was almost always an accessory use to a restaurant. This article was for 
principle uses, so he did not think these provisions belonged in this article. He said it was 
more of a permitting process and not strictly a zoning issue. Mr. Fredrick thought it 
should be moved to the article on accessory uses. 

Paragraph 5.3.L. Parking lot. Mr. Fredrick did not like the phrase that indicated parking 
lots shall be used solely for parking.  A discussion ensued regarding the use of parking 
lots for unloading. Mr. Kopec thought that the paragraph was meant for parking lots that 
were not associated with any particular business. He did not think such lots should be 
allowed; parking lots and spaces should belong to the businesses. Mr. Brown noted that 



parking lot, principal use, was a special use in Table 5.1. Mr. Tiedt thought the only 
instance of such a use might be for EV charging—that would be a business. 

Ms. Wojnicki said there was living space above the stores in the downtown; they parked 
in the parking lot.  

Mr. Forte said if there was no desire for the stand-alone use, he would probably just 
prohibit it. Mr. Fredrick suggested it be prohibited “across the board.” The commission 
concurred. 

Paragraph 5.3.O. Housing services for the elderly. There was a discussion on housing 
services for the elderly. Mr. Brown explained why he was suggesting this paragraph be 
stricken; he did not think the provisions were necessary.  Assisted living establishments 
took care in design and it would be a special use.  Mr. Garbarski was concerned about the 
distinction between housing services for the elderly and other types of care facilities. Mr. 
Fredrick said the text in O would be removed and it would remain a special use.  

Paragraph 5.3.P. Auto repair. Mr. Brown asked what the commission desired regarding 
parking of vehicles awaiting repair: should they be allowed to be stored outside? He did 
not think cars in various stages of disassembly be allowed. Mr. Tiedt provided an 
example of his truck being repaired—it was temporarily disassembled and remained 
outside. Mr. Garbarski said: “You have to allow for outdoor storage.” A good mechanic 
may have two or three bays full and another twenty in the queue awaiting to be worked 
on, outside. Mr. Fredrick desired to continue with the review; he did not want to dissuade 
someone from opening a auto body shop. The intent was not to have junked cars, 
however. 

Paragraph 5.3.Q. Wireless communications facilities. Mr. Fredrick thought the provisions 
regarding setbacks be left in the draft.  The commission concurred. There was some 
question on how this differed on what the commission had seen before. Mr. Brown 
thought the previous review was for accessory uses; this was for principal use.  

A discussion concerning “stealth design” ensued. Mr. Fredrick asked if the commission 
wanted to leave the text, which included a 30-ft limit, in the draft.  

Mr. Tiedt wanted to revisit the tower height and setback. He said if we the intent was to 
prevent a cell tower from falling on another property, then we were severely restricting 
where a cell tower could be placed. “Maybe that is what we want.” Mr. Johnson noted 
there were “regulations at the federal level that control to what extent local zoning can do 
anything about cell towers.”  Mr. Kopec suggested striking the fall zone text. He said 
there were enough safeguards through building and architectural standards. This was 
different from wind turbines, he said.  Paragraph Q.3.—consensus was to strike this 
provision on fall zones. 

The discussion returned to stealth design and the 30-ft threshold.  Mr. Kopec said if that 
height was necessary for communications, then it should be allowed. Mr. Fredrick 
through the provision should remain struck from the draft. 

The definition of stealth design was discussed. It was noted that there was a definition in 
the text of the ordinance.  

Mr. Fredrick said he wanted to extend the time of the meeting for another fifteen minutes. 



Mr. Fredrick reviewed the paragraph on galvanized silver towers (Q.8). He thought we 
should leave it in. There were no further comments on tower color.  

Section 5.4., Temporary Uses. Mr. Fredrick concurred with staff comment that these 
section’s provisions should be covered elsewhere in the municipal code. 

Mr. Fredrick noted that the next meeting would be June 24. The commission would 
discuss the map. Mr. Brown asked the commission how they wanted to approach the 
mapping: would they like a large printed map displayed on a table and the commission 
gather around it to discuss? He wanted to take things as broadly as possible and not go 
through the Village parcel by parcel. Mr. Garbarski did not want to rely on looking at a 
computer screen. Mr. Fredrick thought this was a “table-top exercise.” He asked that the 
commissioners spend some time reviewing the packet for the next meeting. He thanked 
everyone for their time. Mr. Garbarski wanted to commend Ms. Wojnicki “on her great 
choice of people for the Zoning Commission.” He said everyone brought their own areas 
of expertise to the discussion. “It was a breath of fresh air to work with such people.”  

7. Adjournment 

Mr. Tiedt made a motion to adjourn; Mr. Kopec seconded the motion. On a voice vote the 
motion was unanimously approved. The meeting ended at 8:43 pm. 

 

Submitted by Jim Brown, Secretary, Zoning Commission 
Approved this 26th day of June 2024 

 
Rolf Fredrick 
Chairman, Zoning Commission 


