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MINUTES FOR THE REGULAR MEETING 
OF THE ZONING COMMISSION 

OF THE VILLAGE OF CAMPTON HILLS 
July 24, 2024, 6:30 P.M. 

Campton Hills Village Hall 
40W270 LaFox Road 

1. Call to Order 

Chairman Fredrick called the meeting to order at 6:34 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: Village Board Liaison Mike Millette, Village Administrator Mark Rooney, 
Zoning Commission Secretary Jim Brown.   

3. Approval of the minutes of the Zoning Commission meeting of June 26, 2024 

Commissioner Garbarski motioned to approve the minutes of June 26, 2024; 
Commissioner Kopec seconded the motion. Mr. Fredrick had two corrections: page 2, 
fourth paragraph an extra letter “n” was in a sentence; the context of a discussion on big 
box retail should not state it was solely from Mr. Brown’s experience and input, but also 
from the existing zoning ordinance.  On a voice vote the minutes as amended were 
unanimously approved.  
 
Plan Commission/ZBA Liaison Jerry Johnson arrived, 6:37 pm. 

 
4. Public Comment 

 
There was no public comment. 
 

5. Review and discuss draft article introduced at previous meetings of the Zoning 
Commission:  
 
a. Article V, Permitted and Special Uses 

 
Mr. Fredrick led a review of Article V and Table 5.1. 
 
Mr. Kopec had a question about the removal of temporary uses—they are still mentioned  
in the first sentence above Table 5.1. He asked if the temporary uses were addressed 
elsewhere in the Municipal Code. Mr. Brown said, “most of them,” but he needed to 
verify all of them. 
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There was a question about telecommunications facilities’ requirements. Mr. Brown 
explained since they would all be approved as special uses, issues like stealth design and 
other desired features could be discussed during the special use review and approval 
process. 
 
Commissioner Turney inquired about gas stations and one-vehicle wash bays. Mr. Brown 
noted that gas stations and car washes were special uses, and the issue of the number of 
wash bays could be addressed during the special use approval process.  
 
b. Table 5.1 Permitted Uses 
 
The commission turned its attention to Table 5.1. There was a discussion on housing for 
the infirm. The commission concurred with Mr. Brown’s suggestion that this type of land 
use should be allowed only as a special use in three districts. A brief discussion of retail 
uses followed. 
 
The commissioners confirmed that they desired not to have big box retail as a permitted 
or special use. A discussion regarding “home centers” followed. Mr. Kopec noted that 
there were currently limited places for home centers in the Village; they would need to be 
approved through annexation.  
 
Mr. Garbarski suggested the title “department store, warehouse club or superstore” be 
changed. It was agreed to use “membership club” instead of “warehouse club” in the title.   
 
The commissioners decided to allow “home center” as a special use in C-2. “lawn and 
garden supplies”—there was no change in the draft. 
 
There was a discussion of mobile food trucks. Mr. Kopec asked if we were attempting to 
regulate their base of operations or point of sale. Mr. Fredrick suggested the commission 
keep it in as a base of operations for commercial zones.  
 
The commissioners discussed combining massage and physical therapy but decided to 
keep them as separate entities in the draft.  
 
Mr. Brown explained the distinctions between “amusement arcade” and other recreational 
uses such as fitness centers. Fitness centers had a 10,000 square foot threshold for special 
use. Ms. Turney asked about laser tag facilities. Mr. Brown said that was a recreational 
activity that would fall under the fitness center category. 
 
The commission discussed camps and campgrounds. It was noted that commercial 
operations could be part of open space, e.g. a concession for food. Ms. Turney thought 
camping should be allowed for farm districts. Mr. Brown noted that the Village didn’t 
need to allow every conceivable use. Mr. Garbarski added, “Or list it in the table.” The 
commission decided to allow campgrounds in open space district only and allow sports 
team facilities in the open space district only. 
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The commission desired to have tutoring added to the “alternate education” definition. 
 
Mr. Garbarski recommended that “nursery” be removed from the pre-school category 
title. The other commissioners concurred. 
 
The “charitable services” category was discussed. The commission decided to allow these 
as a permitted use, and include them under the professional services category or personal 
services.  
 
A discussion ensued regarding farm-type services. Mr. Garbarski asked about the 
distinction between animal and crop production. Ms. Turney provided an explanation and 
that the two should be in one land use category. 
 
Mr. Brown related a recent instance of someone inquiring about a farmstand for a 
residentially zoned property. He had changed the draft table to allow it in certain 
residential zones. The commission concurred. He asked if the use should remain in C-1 
and C-2. Mr. Fredrick thought so; Ms. Turney inquired about an example of a farmstand 
selling produce that was grown elsewhere. Mr. Brown gave an example of sports 
paraphernalia. The commission concurred that farmstand should be removed from C-1 
and C-2. 
 
The commission desired to keep “beer, wine and liquor” as a separate category in Table 
5.1. 
 
The commissioners returned to their discussion of “camps” and “campgrounds.” It was 
decided to remove “camps” from the title and definition. 
 
Mr. Fredrick continued going through Table 5.1 and definitions, with occasional 
comment from commissioners.  The commissioners wanted the gas station definition 
modified to remove the auto repair component.  
 
Mr. Fredrick desired to keep golf course/driving range in the table.  
 
After some discussion, it was decided to combine “lawn and garden” with 
“greenhouse/nursery.” Mr. Brown said he would adjust definitions accordingly.  

The commission desired “urgent care” to be separate from medical/dental clinics and to 
place tutoring and educational services under “personal services.”  

Upon a question from Mr. Kopec, Mr. Brown explained that the category “specialty food 
services” would be eliminated and such uses placed under a category with grocery stores 
and bakeries.  

Mr. Kopec asked if the temporary use definitions would remain in the ordinance, despite 
deletion of temporary uses in Table 5.1. Mr. Brown said he would review the ordinance 
for the use of words and phrases, and if they were found in the text, they would be 
defined. “If a term is not in the zoning ordinance and probably won’t come up,” he said, 
“it probably would not be [defined.]” 
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Ms. Turney noted that the appropriate phrase for the category “stable, business” was 
“equine boarding facility.” The other commissioners concurred with this 
recommendation.  

Mr. Fredrick asked if the commission wanted to prohibit or limit “used car lots.” Mr. 
Rooney noted that there were vintage car sales. Mr. Garbarski said, “Let them come to 
the Village [to apply for an amendment]—you can’t list everything.” Mr. Fredrick 
thought it should be prohibited. The commission concurred. Ms. Turney said “vehicle 
dealership” did not indicate new or used. Mr. Garbarski said it would include both. 

Having completed the review of Article 5 and Table 5.1, Mr. Brown said since there were 
few corrections to them, he would not forward the documents for review at the next 
meeting. The next time the commission would see them would be for review of the entire 
draft ordinance. He said he was cleaning up inconsistencies in the draft articles. 

c. Introduction, review, and discussion of draft articles: Article 10, Landscape 
Standards. 

 
Mr. Fredrick noted that there had been good staff comments in the staff memo. Mr. 
Brown said his previous recommendation that native plants comprise 33 percent of the 
total plant material was probably too low. He felt 100 percent was too high. He thought 
Mr. Fredrick’s suggestion at the July meeting of 75 percent might be appropriate. Mr. 
Brown said that he had been a proponent and champion of native plants for over 20 years. 
“I just think 100 percent excludes a lot of very pleasing, aesthetic plants that have good 
hardiness and are not invasive and have a place in a landscape plan.” He said Japanese 
maples and Ginko trees were two such examples. Karl Forrester feather reed grass was an 
example of a non-native grass that was widely used. 
 
He said it was “irrelevant” whether we wanted the plants to be native to Northeast Illinois 
or a broader area like the Upper Midwest, since—for the most part—plants native to one 
area were also native to the other. He said using “Illinois” as the area for native plants 
would suffice and would be easier for staff to check. Mr. Kopec said, “So Wisconsin is 
out?” Mr. Brown said most plants native to southern Wisconsin would be native to 
Illinois as well. He said there were plants in microclimates along Lake Michigan that 
were unique to that area, but probably would not be appropriate for Kane County anyway. 
 
The commission concurred with the suggestion to use “Illinois.”  
 
Mr. Kopec asked if these rules would apply to trees, shrubs and other plants. Mr. Brown 
said it would be trees, shrubs, and grasses. He thought demanding native plants for 
flowers might be too restrictive and eliminate standard flowering plants like begonias.  
 
Ms. Turney asked if this was for new construction. Mr. Brown said yes, it was. Mr. 
Johnson said it was for new commercial or large residential developments. Mr. Fredrick 
said, “If we are trying to encourage native vegetation, the percentage should be higher 
than 50.” He repeated his recommendation for 75 percent. The commissioners concurred. 
Mr. Kopec noted the prudence in not having 100 percent native plants, since disease 
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could thus wipe out much of the landscape if there was not diversity. Mr. Brown noted 
there was a diversity clause in the ordinance too. 
 

6. Review zoning maps 
Mr. Fredrick asked Mr. Brown to introduce the topic. Mr. Brown said the draft currently 
had one category of open space, and he understood there might be a desire to break that 
up. He thought a division into active and passive open space might be appropriate. He 
explained that he had used maps produced by HRGreen, who did GIS work for the 
Village. These base maps “showed all of the parcels within our boundary that were 
owned by either the township or the Forest Preserve District of Kane County.” 
 
Mr. Johnson commented, “And they are very wrong.” 
 
Mr. Garbarski asked Mr. Johnson what his comment was based on. 
 
Mr. Johnson said, “The fact that we own three hundred and seven [or seventy] some acres 
of land.” 
 
Mr. Brown said, “That could be. That is what we are here for—to figure that out.” He 
said he had checked most of the ownership on the county websites. A discussion on 
ownership ensued. One parcel identified as open space on the map, that was not owned 
by either the forest preserve or the township, was determined to be located along the 
Great Western Trail. 
 
Mr. Garbarski asked Mr. Johnson to elaborate on his comment.  
 
Mr. Johnson said it was thirteen parcels. He said there was a Garfield cemetery. Mr. 
Rooney questioned whether we wanted to include cemeteries in the open space zoning.  
 
Mr. Garbarski asked Mr. Brown if he had specifically contacted the assessor’s office for 
data. He recommended that we contact the assessor’s office. Mr. Brown explained that 
the assessor info was relayed to the county. Mr. Garbarski said he understood that, but it 
didn’t mean the county data was all correct and up to date. He said we should contact the 
township for their list of open space.  He said we should ask the township to participate. 
He was concerned that Mr. Johnson said we were missing parcels. 
 
A discussion of ownership, easements and covenants ensued. Mr. Johnson said there was 
a covenant on Campton Woods, that was twenty-six acres, and was supposed to be 
maintained as a natural area. He commented that there were areas in developments that 
had covenants on them for preservation of open space.  
 
Mr. Fredrick said we should identify the open space, who owns it, and then if we wanted 
to make various categories of open space we could address that. He said the commission 
should validate the parcels on the maps. 
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Ms. Turney, referring to Mr. Johnson said if he was referring to property that was 
“completely omitted” from the maps. Mr. Johnson said, no, he was referring to a list of 
property that had ownership indicated, e.g. had the school district listed, the township. 
“We are listed once.” He said he was just trying to clarify who the owners are. 
 
Ms. Turney asked Mr. Johnson, “So the parcels are accounted for, they are just 
incorrectly identified?” Mr. Johnson said yes. Ms. Turney said, “It would be much worse 
if 300 acres were just missing from the list. Mr. Johnson said what would be missing was 
dedicated open space that was covenant protected. “Those are probably not listed here.” 
 
Mr. Rooney noted the Village had just approved for an attorney to go through land 
records. Mr. Garbarski said it would cost us nothing to work with the township.  
 
Mr. Rooney [referring to two large open space zoning maps on a table] asked, “From a 
broad sense, are we missing anything from these two maps?” 
 
Mr. Johnson said, “You are missing some of the township’s conservation easements 
[inaudible]. 
 
Mr. Fredrick asked if a conservation easement would be considered open space. Mr. 
Johnson said yes, depending on what agreement was between the parties in the easement 
agreement. Mr. Garbarski suggested that be a separate sub-category.  
 
Mr. Millette said we were talking about open space, undevelopable land, land that could 
not be built on.  Mr. Rooney said the township had space that was managed like a park 
district, with ball fields. Mr. Fredrick said, yes, there was active and passive recreational 
space. Mr. Garbarski said he would not put cemeteries under open space. Mr. Johnson 
concurred.  
 
Mr. Fredrick said he didn’t want fifteen layers of open space. “I would really like to 
simplify, from a zoning perspective, open space as basically protecting land from 
development…For the purpose of a map—whatever vehicle it is, farmland 
preservation—I think it needs to be identified as open space, then maybe you could have 
a sub-category or two.” 
 
Mr. Johnson said, “It’s protected property. Ideally you would come up with a map with a 
color [that indicated protected property].” 

Mr. Brown explained that the issue was identifying large tracts of land that are 
undeveloped. The maps before the commission showed ownership by township and forest 
preserve; that was the easiest place to start. If there were large parcels of undeveloped 
land that were in private ownership and were intended to be protected, then those parcels 
should be identified and added to the zoning map as open space. He cautioned that there 
were all types of easements, e.g. stormwater, drainage, utility, and the fact that a property 
had an easement on it did not mean it should be zoned for open space. If a property had a 
farmhouse on it, should it be zoned as open space and the farmhouse and residence 
rendered nonconforming? 
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Mike Millette noted that there were historic buildings that needed to be protected. Mr. 
Garbarski liked the term “protected properties.” Mr. Kopec suggested a historic 
preservation overlay on the open space. Mr. Brown said the goal is to limit the 
opportunities for development and to try to preserve what ever is there now. 

Mr. Millette said, “From the board’s perspective, I am okay spending extra time on this. 
Open space is so important...” Mr. Rooney said we needed to be careful with definitions; 
we did not want to tie the township’s hands. Mr. Garbarski said Campton Township was 
one of five townships in the state with an open space program. “We aren’t being 
compared to somebody else because nobody else is doing what we are doing.” 

There was a discussion, mostly between Mr. Johnson and Ms. Turney, regarding 
covenants, easements and HOAs. 

Mr. Kopec asked if we need to call cemeteries out as a separate open space entity. The 
commission did not agree to the idea. Mr. Brown said cemeteries were often zoned 
residential. 

Mr. Brown asked if there was anything on the maps that shouldn’t be on them. He said 
the second question was: is any open space missing from the maps? He said he would 
visit the township and review their records, but he didn’t’ think he would find much 
difference to what we had now.  

Mr. Fredrick said the issue was to identify open space and make the map reflect those 
parcels. He thought there should be one definition. Mr. Garbarski noted we should call it 
“protected property” and not open space. Mr. Fredrick said the term “open space” was 
much more connected to the public. Mr. Garbarski suggested “open space/protected 
property.”  

Mr. Fredrick said the task for the next meeting was to find properties that had protected 
development rights and map them. He thought there should be one color on the map, but 
perhaps layers in GIS that would identify ownership.  

There was a discussion on farmland. The consensus was that farmland protection was a 
separate category.  

7. Adjournment 
 
Following a brief discussion regarding the date and agenda for the next meeting, Mr. 
Garbarski made a motion to adjourn. Mr. Kopec seconded the motion. On a voice vote 
the motion was unanimously approved. The meeting ended at 8:50 pm. 

Submitted by Jim Brown, Secretary, Zoning Commission 
Amended and approved this 21st day of August 2024 

 
Rolf Fredrick 
Chairman, Zoning Commission 


