MINUTES FOR THE REGULAR MEETING
OF THE ZONING COMMISSION
OF THE VILLAGE OF CAMPTON HILLS
February 7, 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: Village Board Liaison Mike Millette, PZC Liaison Jerry Johnson,
Village Attorney Michele Niermann of Klein, Thorpe and Jenkins Ltd (substituting for
Carmen Forte), Village Administrator Mark Rooney, and Zoning Commission Secretary
Jim Brown.

3. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF JANUARY 10, 2024

Plan Commission Liaison Jerry Johnson wanted to clarify that he preferred the 500-ft
notice requirement because “we have large lots.” Mr. Fredrick noted that the minutes
would be amended.

Mr. Johnson also noted in the draft review of Article 8, he clarified that he had “worked
with a committee that was the founders of the Village, the Agricultural Committee, that
was way before Ed Muncie. It wasn’t just an agricultural committee—it was the Village’s
agricultural special committee when we first starting forming the Village. Then during the
process of the steering committee and all and the zoning study and public hearings, that’s
when Ed Muncie, as a volunteer at the time, came up with the proposal on animals.”

Commissioner Garbarski noted that under the roll call Jim Brown was shown as zoning
secretary/zoning administrator. He did not think zoning administrator was correct.

He also desired to correct statement made under public comment at the January 10%
meeting. He said there was reference made to an agreement with the Village and
township and forest preserve. The statement was indeed made, but it was inaccurate—
there was no such agreement. “The statement was made, and it goes into the record, but
let’s also reflect the inaccuracy of'it.”
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Mr. Garbarski asked that the spelling of his name remain consistent and correct.

Mr Garbarski made a motion to adopt the minutes of the January 10 meeting as amended;
motion was seconded by Commissioner Tiedt. On a voice vote the motion was approved.

. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF JANUARY 24, 2024

Mr. Garbarski made a motion to approve the minutes of the January 24 meeting; motion
was seconded by Mr. Tiedt.

Mr. Fredrick noted that the date of the minutes was incorrect—it read January 14 instead
of 24. He also noted a grammatical error on the bottom of page 10.

Mr. Garbarski noted that Mr. Brown was again listed as “zoning administrator” and
misspellings of his name.

Mr. Johnson noted that his previous comments were not for the meeting of the 10th, but
the 24th.

Mr. Tiedt made a motion to approve the minutes as amended; motion was seconded by
Mr. Garbarski. On a voice vote the motion was approved.

. PUBLIC COMMENT

Hollie Bauron commented regarding several items. She noted that she agreed with much
of what the commission was doing. She felt the duties assigned to the Plan Commission
in Section 12.3 were incorrect—it was giving more duties to the Plan Commission than
were in the Village Code. She didn’t think the Plan Commission should appear in this
(zoning) ordinance and should be replaced with the Zoning Board of Appeals in all
instances.

The timelines for hearings and forwarding of recommendations as stated in the draft
ordinance were too long, she said. Citizens should not need to wait so long. She totaled
up the maximum number of days, which was 180 days. She thought these timelines could
be shortened and suggested a phrase “at the next regularly scheduled meeting” be used
instead of the maximum times. Section 13.5 on variations had the same time frames. She
thought the interpretation authority in Section 13.8 was not clearly defined.

In Article 8, she thought the commission should think more on regulations concerning
detached structures. She stated all she had to do to avoid classifying a structure as
detached was connect it with a breezeway to the primary structure. She also noted the
maximum coverage for detached structures needed to be corrected—it was too stringent.
For accessory dwelling units, she thought the commission should allow ADUs in
detached structures or above garages “as long as they are not rentals and only for family
members. We as a society have moved away from family living, but as a community we
should not be closing the door on it.”

Mr. Fredrick noted her allotted three minutes was up. Ms. Bauron stated she was almost
finished. She continued with a comment regarding fence heights, implying the maximum
height allowed should be taller.
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She mentioned chicken and livestock, and thought there were “arbitrary restrictions.” She
stated: “I would hope more consistent logic is used this time around.”

Mr. Fredrick said her time was up. Ms. Bauron distributed copies of her statement to the
members of the commission and asked that they become part of the record. (Her
statement is attached.)

Janet Burson commented. She said she appreciated the hard work of everyone, and noted
it was a thankless task. She also noted she was speaking as a resident and not as a
member of the Village Board. She addressed accessory structures, stating there were two
concerns: stormwater and aesthetics. She noted a home like hers with a three-car garage
had a footprint of about 6,000 square feet. She noted that on large lots, the restrictions on
the square footage for accessory structures was too stringent. She supported allowing
detached ADUs.

She did not think the Village should restrict any home-based business. “As with livestock,
the Village should rest on a nuisance code.” Additionally, she said that the Village should
“not adopt 20th century notions of traffic and parking patterns.” The existing home
delivery service in neighborhoods “dwarfs home-based business traffic.”

“And finally, nonconformities provide neighborhoods with charm and character.” She
said there was ambiguity in the section governing nonconformities in the draft code. “It is
essential to be able to restore a nonconforming structure.”

Mike Tyrrell commented. He desired to clarify the agreement with the township that Mr.
Garbarski had referenced. There was much controversy during the entire zoning
process...but it is the right and purvey of the municipality to create zoning.” He stated
there was no agreement with another unit of government on zoning, but the statement that
resolved all conflict was a conversation he had had. There was no document because
none was required. He stated that any and all rights conferred by the state to a unit of
government shall not be abridged. He thought Attorney Forte had alluded that at the last
meeting. “Is there an agreement? No. None is required.” He noted that in 8.3M1c there
are prohibited animal listed; this came from Kane County. “Roosters seemed to have
disappeared from the language. He thought they should be prohibited. “Even Kane
County has a prohibition on roosters.” As far as using nuisance code to resolve problems,
from his experience he felt that using nuisance code to resolve conflict would overly
burden the Village. “Having numbers [of animals] works,” being subjective would not
work.

There was no further public comment.

. REVIEW AND DISCUSS DRAFT CHAPTERS INTRODUCED AT THE

JANUARY 10 MEETING OF ZONING COMMISSION

Mr. Johnson requested that Mr. Brown insert page numbers on the packet documents.
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Mr. Garbarski urged Mr. Brown to complete the packet and forward it a week in advance
of the meeting. He said there was so much data and the commissioners needed time to go
through it all. He suggested the meeting be cancelled if the packets were late in coming
out, i.e. on Friday.

Mr. Fredrick understood the challenges. He felt there was no need to cancel a meeting if
packets were not forwarded until Friday prior to the meeting.

Mr. Garbarski said the intention wasn’t to miss a meeting; he wanted time to go through
the materials and prepare for the meeting. He said this was our third meeting, and he
“could tell this wasn’t going to be easy...We can’t just keep piling on more and more
information.” He said he thought they were “cleaning up a mess” and there was a lot of
work to do.

Commissioner Kopec commented that the amount of material in the packet was
“probably enough for three meetings.” He said we need to realize that we will cover them
at a reasonable pace.

Mr. Fredrick said at the start of the endeavor “we had a very rough outline of what we
wanted to do...but at the same time we are going to go at the pace we need to go.” He
said the comments were well received.

a. Article 1, Title, Purpose, and Applicability

There were no comments on the corrected draft. Article I. Mr. Fredrick said he would
consider this article, for the time being, complete.

b. Article 12, Zoning Administration

Mr. Tiedt made a correction on the paragraph numbering at the start of the draft.
Mr. Garbarski inquired about some punctuation. Mr. Fredrick, upon hearing no
further comment, said we would consider the article “temporarily complete.”

¢. Article 13, Zoning Approval Process
Mr. Frederick noted some of the red line corrections made to Article 13.

Mr. Brown inquired if he had captured the consensus of the commission correctly
regarding the public notice responsibilities. He reviewed the responsibilities as
specified in the current draft: the Village will do the newspaper notice; the Village
will provide the applicant with a draft notice letter that the applicant would send via
certified mail; the Village would be responsible for the sign and there was now
specific information that was to be incorporated into the sign.

Mr. Fredrick said that is the way he understood it. He noted that the creation and cost

of the sign was the responsibility of the applicant, and perhaps that should be added to
the text. Mr. Brown said he could state that, or the cost would simply be incorporated

into the application fee. “One way or the other the applicant is going to bear the cost.”
Mr. Fredrick understood staff would place the sign to ensure it was done properly.
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Mr. Kopec inquired if the verbiage in section 13.3.d.2. related to the guidelines or
was it created for this document.

Mr. Brown explained that the language came from the two court cases and sometimes
collectively referred to as “the La Salle factors.” It was not from state statute, but
from the court cases, and most municipalities have incorporated the factors as map
amendment standards into their zoning ordinances since that is what the courts will
use to judge the validity of a map amendment if challenged.

Mr. Tiedt commented on 13.4. He stated a section related to special use had been
removed, but we had also talked about specifying that special uses were not
transferrable with the owner, i.e. from one property to another.

Mr. Brown explained that normally the special use ordinance itself will state the
address and clarify that the special use is only for that address. He said he could add it
to the text.

Mr. Garbarski asked for a Village Attorney clarification that the language on the map
amendment standards was suitable. Mr. Brown thought the village attorney had made
that clear at the previous meeting—it was case law.

Mr. Garbarski said he wanted verification from the village attorney.
Attorney Niermann asked if Mr. Garbarski wanted copies of the two cases.

Mr. Garbarski said he wasn’t discounting what Mr. Brown was saying, but he still
wanted a legal opinion on the appropriateness of using the factors. He said he was not
“comfortable with how it was presented.”

Ms. Niermann said: “Generally speaking, the Illinois Municipal Code gives zoning
authority to municipalities. You start there...and then you have common law. What
[Mr. Brown] was referring to was a couple of different cases from the Illinois
Supreme Court and they are called the La Salle and Sinclair cases. Those, joined
together, create the factors to determine whether or not rezoning is reasonable.”

Mr. Fredrick noted that a phrase regarding findings (“recommendations shall be
accompanied by findings”) had been inserted in several places in the draft.

Mr. Brown explained that he had added the phrase because the requirement for
findings was in state statute and in our ordinance. “I thought this would be a good
reminder that the bodies...are making a recommendation and there are findings that
go along with that recommendation.

Mr. Tiedt offered a minor change: instead of referring to “development standards™ he
suggested it read “stormwater ordinance development standards” because we would
want to refer to BMPs that had been adopted by ordinance. Mr. Tiedt was okay with
“best management practices” or “techniques.”
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In paragraph 13.6.D.2.h. Mr. Kopec referenced the phrase “provision of public car or
bike share facilities” and thought it should be more inclusive. Mr. Tiedt suggested a
comma between “public” and “car.” Mr. Kopec concurred with the suggestion.

Commissioner Turney commented on the amount of time for the Village to process
zoning requests. She asked if they were adopted from common standards.

Mr. Brown said, “The timelines that we have are fairly common.” He explained that a
municipality did not want to make the timelines too short and provide someone a
reason for litigation. He said frequently a hearing date would slip, and sometimes that
was due to the applicant team. For example, they could not assemble all their
consultants. “Normally, that [delay] is something that is worked out very amicably.”

Mr. Johnson said that historically it had been the big development proposals that
could not be processed in thirty days. Some of the individual property owners did not
need the preparation time. Mr. Tiedt echoed Mr. Johnson’s comments. Ms. Niermann
noted that the timelines were also related to due process—it provided objectors time
to prepare as well.

Mr. Kopec asked about a phrase regarding exempt signs. Mr. Brown said that certain
signs, such as political signs, were normally exempt from some of the provisions.

Mr. Garbarski wanted to know where it was stated in the zoning ordinance that the
Plan Commission and ZBA were the same people. A discussion ensued regarding
how the Village’s public bodies function. Mr. Garbarski thought there should be some
reference that it was the same people.

Trustee Liaison Millette explained the history of the various bodies. Mr. Fredrick
suggested the Village website be updated to clarify the issue. Village Administrator
Rooney said the fact the Plan Commission and Zoning Board of Appeals could be
made clear on the Village’s website. Ms. Niermann noted that it was mentioned in the
municipal code that the two bodies had the same members.

d. Article 8, Development Standards

Section 8.2 covers illumination standards. Mr. Fredrick noted that the Village’s dark
skies ordinance talked about new construction, and according to his cursory look the
dark skies ordinance and the text within the zoning ordinance were basically the
same. However, he noted that the dark skies ordinance related to new construction;
the intent wasn’t to make it applicable to everyone and create nonconformities.

Mr. Kopec felt the dark skies ordinance was “loaded with problems.” Even with new
construction, there was so much lighting that did not need to go through an approval
process. He did not recall if there were any punitive actions for noncompliance. He
said the ordinance read as if it were intended more for commercial uses. “A lot of
work needs to be done to the dark skies ordinance.”

Mr. Garbarski suggested the entire section on lighting be pulled from the draft and
looked at separately.
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Mr. Tiedt suggested that provisions for illumination be in only one place in the
municipal code.

Mr. Fredrick said it sounded that there was a consensus to remove the illumination
standards from the zoning ordinance. Mr. Tiedt suggested there still be a reference to
the separate dark skies ordinance. He said the commission could recommend that the
dark skies ordinance be reviewed. Mr. Johnson noted that it was more difficult to
amend the zoning ordinance than other provisions in the municipal code.

Regarding paragraph 8.1.b., Ms. Turney thought there had been a discussion about it
being ambiguous. The section dealt with outdoor uses and activities. Mr. Brown
explained that it was a different paragraph, but Paragraph 8.1.b. should be reviewed
as well. Mr. Johnson read the section that had been removed.

Mr. Fredrick suggested highlighting the paragraph for review next meeting.

Section 8.3 accessory structures and uses. Mr. Brown explained the concepts of
encroachments and setbacks. He was suggesting the Village eliminate the concept of
“encroachments into a required setback” and simply regulate how far the accessory
structure could be from a lot line.

There were no comments regarding his suggested change.

Mr. Brown noted that there were restrictions on the total number of accessory
structures and total square footage for the accessory structure. Mr. Johnson explained
that the numbers had come from the Kane County ordinance.

Mr. Garbarski asked about the total number of structures (two): did they apply to all
lots?

Ms.Turney had the same question. Mr. Kopec noted that the larger lots could have
more structures and they could be larger.

Mr. Brown’s “gut feeling” was that the restrictions were in need of investigation.
Mr. Johnson added that septic fields should be accounted for as well.

Mr. Kopec inquired about maximum impervious surface regulations—where were
they found?

Mr. Tiedt offered that they perhaps came from each individual subdivision. He opined
that lot coverage should be regulated, not number of structures. Other commissioners
concurred with the suggestion. Mr. Kopec noted that some lots needed two septic
fields, and that should be accounted for as well. The regulation would need to be a
percentage of “available or usable space.”

Mr. Johnson related how he had been involved with the county for the preservation of

historic structures, and that there were sometimes conflicts generated by such a
desire.
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Mr Garbarski asked if staff could provide an overview of the number of lots at
various sizes, for example, the number of lots under an acre. Mr. Brown said the
information could be obtained from the GIS consultant. Mr. Kopec suggested they
look at the number of lots a half-acre or less.

Mr. Fredrick skipped ahead in the draft to the provisions on apiaries. He concurred
with the staff suggestion that all the regulations controlling animals be grouped into
one section.

Mr. Kopec raised the issue of aquaponics versus hydroponics—were they grouped
together? He explained the latest techniques in hydroponics, and suggested a separate
category for hydroponics in the draft.

A discussion on accessory dwelling units ensued. Mr. Fredrick suggested “granny
flat” be considered for a definition in the code. Several commissioners spoke in favor
of allowing ADUs in detached structures. Mr. Kopec said the “whole aging situation
is getting worse,” and noted that the younger generation cannot find acceptable
housing. “The need is there, and we should be able to address it on the larger lots.” It
would be a way to provide affordable housing. It needed to be tied to family members
and not be rental units.

Ms. Turney concurred with Mr. Kopec’s comments. She thought there should not be a
prohibition on detached ADUs.

Mr. Garbarski said, “We should be looking at ways of keeping older members in our
community.” He requested staff provide demographics on the Village.

Mr. Johnson cautioned that how “family” was defined was important. Ms. Turney
said as long as ADUs were not “an income-generating” situation they should be fine.
Mr. Tiedt said he was open to one ADU. There might be HOA restrictions.

Mr. Millette commented that other towns were looking at the issue of ADUs.
Proximity to the principal structure would be important so that septic and electrical
services could be the same. He suggested that the ADU be within sixty feet of the
principal structure.

Mr. Brown said the articles that everyone was satisfied with would not be re-
forwarded. Article 8 would be on the agenda as well as the article for
nonconformities. He said he might put the article on zoning districts on the agenda
too. “After Article 8 it is all downhill,” he joked.

Ms. Turney noted she would be absent for the February 28" meeting and requested
that the livestock discussion be postponed until the first meeting in March. Mr.
Garbarski agreed, as did other commissioners.

There was a discussion on procedural issues. Mr. Brown explained the process of
getting to a public hearing. There would be no formal votes on individual chapters;
they would be assembled for review and approval vote for the public hearing and then
a post-hearing vote to recommend the draft to the Village Board.
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7. INTRODUCTION OF THE FOLLOWING CHAPTERS FOR REVIEW,
DISCUSSION AND COMMENT: ARTICLE 14, NONCONFORMITIES

Mr. Fredrick noted that they had not covered agenda item 7 ( introduction of the
nonconformities chapter).

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

Submitted by Jim Brown, Secretary, Zoning Commission

Approved this 28™ day of February 2024

Rolf Fredrick
Chairman, Zoning Commission
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