MINUTES FOR THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE ZONING COMMISSION
OF THE VILLAGE OF CAMPTON HILLS
August 21, 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

LT E

Also present:, Village Administrator Mark Rooney, Village Attorney Carmen Forte, Zoning
Commission Secretary Jim Brown. Village Board Liaison Mike Millette and PC-ZBA
Liaison Jerry Johnson arrived shortly after roll call.

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

Commissioner Garbarski motioned to approve the minutes of July 24, 2024; Commissioner
Kopec seconded the motion. Mr. Kopec noted a correction: bottom of page 4, “note” should
be “not.” Mr. Fredrick noted misspelling of his name on page 3. Mr. Fredrick asked for a
voice vote to approve as amended. The minutes as amended were unanimously approved.

4. Public Comment

Kathleen Judy introduced herself. She said she was an attorney who had been hired “to
help with the zoning map with respect to open space.” She said she “wanted to come up to
speed” on where the commission was with the zoning map. She wanted to ensure all the
open space was identified, protected and preserved. She noted there were various ways to
protect open space, e.g. covenants and restrictions. She was investigating that at the
Recorder’s Office. She said she had been involved with open space for a long time. She had
interviewed Jerry Johnson.

Mr. Garbarski said he thought the Campton Township open space properties should be
delineated on the zoning map as well as the Kane County Forest Preserve. They may be
within the Village but they need to be shown as belonging to the Township or Forest
Preserve.

Mr. Fredrick said he wanted to take a step back and review why the commission was here
and what they are trying to do. “We are here to classify the zoning purpose for particular
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land. What is the purpose of that land? Is that land for farming, for commercial, open
space...We are here to identify parcels and match it to its purpose. If it [the zoning map]
says it is residential and there is a business on it, we need to match those...We want to
protect the land uses, we don’t want to control them.” He said they had a strong tradition of
open space; the zoning ordinance would help us protect it. “This is zoning. Sometimes we
get a little too much into the weeds and layers. Zoning is the purpose of the land. There are
nuances to it—I get it. There’s Township open space and Forest Preserve open space.”
There would be restrictions, he said. For example, someone could not build condos on
some land that was zoned as open space.

Introduction, review and discussion of draft articles: Article 9, Off-Street Parking and
Loading

Mr. Fredrick noted Mr. Brown’s staff report and its discussion of a trend in planning where
minimum parking standards are eliminated from zoning ordinances. He thought for right
now, we should not pursue that option and leave the draft article in. Mr. Fredrick then led a
review and discussion on draft Article 9.

Mr. Fredrick asked Mr. Brown if paragraphs 9.1.C and D had been combined into a new
paragraph, or were there other reasons for the deletion of C and D. Mr. Brown explained
that the intent was to avoid making required parking spaces a non-conforming element
when a new business with higher parking standards occupied an existing building where
the previous use did not require so much parking. A discussion ensued, with Mr. Kopec and
Mr. Garbarski saying new businesses should still be required to adhere to their parking
standards. The commission decided to not delete paragraphs C and D.

Table 9.1. Mr. Fredrick asked for some clarifications on items highlighted in red. For
“Housing for the infirm” Mr. Brown explained that these land uses were approved as
special uses. Additionally, such businesses know exactly how much parking they need and
actual requirements for parking could be negotiated and decided upon during the special
use process.

Section 9.3, paragraph C. Mr. Tiedt suggested that the number of EV parking spaces
should be limited to no more than half of the required parking spaces. The commission
added an option that the EV spaces not be limited to EV vehicles. Mr. Kopec suggested that
the amount of EV parking spaces be capped at 25 percent of the overall number of parking
spaces required. The commission concurred.

Department store minimum parking requirements, the commission decided, should be
determined by special use. Mr. Fredrick suggested the special use process to determine
minimum parking for heavy equipment. Other suggestions in the draft Table 9.1 were
accepted by the commission.

Pre-school minimum parking requirement should be 1 per 500 sf GFA, just like day care,
Mr. Fredrick suggested.



Mr. Kopec asked for clarification on the alternate school minimum parking requirement of
2 per classroom and office. Mr. Brown gave an example: if there were two classrooms and
one office in the school, then six parking spaces would be required. Mr. Fredrick asked if
we should tie the parking to special use approval—he thought so. The commission
concurred, and all schools’ parking requirements, including pre-schools, would be
determined by special use approval. Mr. Garbarski suggested day care parking
requirements be by special use too. Mr. Brown said he would need to check—day care
approval might not be by special use but as of right. Mr. Brown would check and alter
accordingly.

Mr. Kopec asked to clarify “room” in the standard for “urgent care facility (2 parking
spaces per room). Mr. Brown said it could be either patients’ rooms or offices; it would not
include things like janitor’s closets. The commission decided to tie parking minimums to
special use.

There was a discussion on “equine boarding facility.” Mr. Brown thought the current
standard (for stables) of one space per two stalls was too high, but he was unfamiliar with
the use and its parking demands. Mr. Tiedt noted a need for staff parking too. Ms. Turney
noted that for such land uses the areas where people parked their cars probably wouldn’t be
paved anyway. She thought the standard of one per two stalls was okay. Mr. Kopec thought
that standard was okay too. The commission decided to leave the standard at one per two
stalls.

The commission discussed parking stall width (9.5.B). Mr. Tiedt questioned why the
ordinance was moving to a 10-ft width. Mr. Fredrick suggested language: “Effective the
date of this ordinance all parking stall width must be a minimum of nine feet except for
parallel.” Mr. Tiedt suggested item k, pertaining to aisle width in parking lots be changed
from twenty-two feet to twenty-four feet.

Mr. Tiedt also suggested that parking stall depth be reduced for 90-degree parking spaces.
He explained there was an overhang. He suggested the depth be reduced from eighteen to
sixteen feet.

The commission decided on: parking stall width should be nine feet; aisle width should be
twenty-four feet.

Section 9.8, Shared Parking. Mr. Brown said he didn’t know why shared parking
arrangements were not allowed for multi-tenant developments. Mr. Fredrick said, “If it is a
provision offered to others why wouldn’t we offer it to multi-tenant [buildings].” Mr.
Fredrick suggested the language prohibiting shared parking for multi-tenant centers be
removed (9.8.A). There were no objections to the suggestion.

Mr. Tiedt asked how mixed use would be calculated for shared parking. Mr. Brown said
you would need to factor both residential and commercial uses. He did not change the
chapter. Mr. Kopec asked where the table came from. Mr. Brown said it came from the
2023 ordinance. Mr. Tiedt suggested “separate uses” be changed to “mixed uses” in the
first sentence of Section 9.8.A.
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Section 9.9 Storage of Commercial Vehicles. Mr. Fredrick questioned what was meant by
“storage of vehicles? Did this mean parking overnight? He thought “storage” implied
parking it for lengthier times and not using it.

There was a discussion of vehicle weight. Mr. Kopec said “one-ton truck” was referring to
the payload. Mr. Brown said the type of weight was not specified. Mr. Johnson explained
payloads. Mr. Fredrick asked what the purpose of the weight limitation was—what is it that
we are trying to prevent? Mr. Brown said people just didn’t like their neighbors having
pick-up trucks with ladders on it, utility trucks or other trucks parked in driveways in
residential areas. Mr. Fredrick paraphrased: “The problem is people are getting annoyed
when there are more business-type vehicles parking” in residential areas.

Mr. Garbarski gave an example of a commercial vehicle parked on the street every night in
his neighborhood. He characterized it as an eyesore. The issue was parking, not storage.
Mr. Brown asked what the threshold for storage. Mr. Garbarski said they had to address the
parking. Mr. Fredrick and Mr. Kopec questioned why these parking provisions were in the
zoning ordinance. Mr. Rooney said historically the provisions were found in zoning.

Mr. Forte said he was comparing the 2023 zoning ordinance and the prior zoning ordinance
(0:55:28). He said the threshold [for payload] had increased from %4-ton to 1-ton trucks. He
said it addressed parking and overnight storage of pick-up trucks. The one-ton was the
limitation. Mr. Garbarski said it made no sense to refer to “overnight storage.” There has to
be a time limit, he said.

Mr. Fredrick asked: Does this really belong in here? Is there already an avenue in the
Village Code? Mr. Forte said it could still be enforced by the zoning ordinance. The zoning
officer could enforce it. It was easier to modify provisions in the Village Code rather than
the zoning ordinance. Mr. Kopec said the police rather than the zoning officer should be
enforcing the parking. Mr. Rooney said that was not a code issue, but rather an internal
administrative policy. Mr. Rooney said the police could enforce the zoning code, but it was
the practice that they weren’t delegated the zoning code work. Mr. Garbarski thought the
parking complaints should be enforced by the police and not the zoning officer.

Mr. Fredrick said we still need to resolve whether storage or parking should be addressed in
the zoning ordinance. He said, “I could see storage being addressed in [the zoning
ordinance] and I could see parking being addressed in the Village Code. That would be my
suggestion.”

Mr. Johnson reminded the commission that all of these provisions had been adopted from
the Kane County code and had been in effect for years.

Mr. Kopec suggested the code by license designation and not weight designation. Plates A
or B could be allowed; C and above would not be allowed. He said it would be easier to see
and enforce. Mr. Rooney said a lot of towns had done that; D plates were often the
threshold for not parking.



Mr. Brown said the license plate designation had been used in another community, but it
still had been fraught with issues; he seemed to remember people being able to manipulate
the type of license plates they had. He agreed that license plates were the simplest way.

The commission decided to regulate the storage of vehicles in the zoning code and use
license plates as the threshold; C and D plates would not be permitted. There was a
discussion on whether commercial vehicles were allowed at all. It was determined that they
were up to a one-ton payload. The C and D plates would be used instead of the weight.

Mr. Fredrick said that it seems the goal was to prevent large commercial vehicles from
parking in the driveways in residential areas every night. Ms. Turney noted that such a rule
was saying that people could not bring their livelihood home every night. Mr. Forte noted
that an F-350 was a one-ton truck. “That would be allowed; that’s a pretty big truck for
most contractors...It doesn’t mean somebody with an F-350 with logos and ladders would
be prohibited from parking in their driveway...Most of the box trucks are going to be in
excess of one ton. The trailers would probably be considered commercial equipment. So
that wouldn’t be allowed [as the ordinance currently reads].”

Mr. Fredrick said, “It doesn’t seem like there is a silver bullet.”
Mr. Tiedt noted that we should define “commercial equipment.”

Mr. Fredrick said we should go back to original intent and language. “Would we want to
add also that Class D license plates are prohibited?”” Mr. Kopec noted that Class D was
10,000 Ibs and above. A discussion ensued without a clear decision.

Section 9.10 Storage of Recreational Vehicles. The commission concurred with Mr.
Fredrick’s suggestion to strike the remainder of the sentence following: “Recreational
vehicles may be connected to electricity at a residence.” The commission discussed the
number of days that someone could reside in an RV. It was decided to change “fourteen
days” to “seven days.”

Open space zoning

Mr. Fredrick introduced the topic and provided a summary of last meeting’s discussion on
open space. He wanted to keep this discussion simple. He understood there was different
types of open space.

Mr. Garbarski said he could identify township and forest preserve properties. He said forest
preserve property should not be identified as open space but as forest preserve. Township
open space property should be identified as such, e.g. “township open space.”

A discussion regarding open space, the types of open space, and different issues like flood
control, stormwater, etc., ensued. Mr. Garbarski thought it important, because of recent
events, to identify ownership. Mr. Fredrick noted that the idea behind the open space
zoning was to protect the open space—prevent some undesirable development on or near it
like a condos. There was a discussion of rights conferred by PUDs and the zoning use
tables.
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Mr. Kopec questioned whether that much property within PUD subdivisions, would apply
for open space. He noted most of the parcels were small and couldn’t be redeveloped. Mr.
Rooney noted there were homes on large tracts with covenants to protect the woods on the
property. Mr. Johnson said, “You need to remember: covenants do not run with the land.”

Mr. Brown said, “This to me should be a very simple exercise. It seems like we continue to
go sideways.” He wanted to respond to some comments that were made. “Insofar as a
property has a covenant or easement on it—and that property is undeveloped and is large
enough to be threatened with development—then we should consider zoning that [property]
open space. If there is a property that has already been developed with a home on it—that
is going to be residential. And the protection that is going to come to that property is going
to be the minimum lot size. So we ensure that that lot can’t be subdivided. As far as cutting
down trees, we don’t have a tree preservation ordinance.” He said we should be focusing
on relatively large parcels “that are undeveloped and have the potential to be re-
developed.” If there was already a home on it, he doubted that would be zoned open space.
The protection would be that it can’t be further subdivided. A covenant or easement could
offer an additional layer of protection against development. Using Fox Mill PUD as an
example, he said the large areas for stormwater management or recreation could be zoned
open space. However, there were also many “slivers.” These were of such small size that
they would never be re-developed, and he urged the to commission to not worry about
trying to identified.

Mr. Garbarski cautioned that the community was unique.

Mr. Fredrick asked if we should present a map that showed the areas that could be possible
for redevelopment.

Mr. Garbarski showed the Township Open Space Plan. He said there was no discussion of
it. Mr. Millette said that was part of the comp plan. If adopted as part of the comp plan it
would have some weight behind it.

Mr. Brown offered to get together with Kathleen Judy and produce a map with all of the
open space, exempt properties.

Commercial zoning/Wasco zoning.
Mr. Fredrick said this would be addressed at the next meeting.
Farm, PUD, and residential subdivision zoning.

Mr. Fredrick said we need to look at areas that were zoned farming but were really
commercial or residential.

Status report. Mr. Fredrick noted that status report. There was no discussion.

Approve schedule for September, October and November.
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The commission decided to meet on September 11 and 25; October 9 and 23; November 13
and December 11.
11. Adjournment

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 8:29 pm.

Submitted by Jim Brown, Secretary, Zoning Commission

Approved this 11th day of September 2024

Rolf Fredrick

Chairman, Zoning Commission



