MINUTES FOR THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE ZONING COMMISSION
OF THE VILLAGE OF CAMPTON HILLS
October 23, 2024, 6:30 P.M.
Bell Graham School
Campton Hills

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

*  Arrived 3 minutes after roll call

Also present: Trustee Liaison Mike Millette, PC-ZBA Liaison Jerry Johnson (arrived three
minutes after roll call), Village Attorney Carmen Forte, Village Administrator Mark
Rooney, Zoning Commission Secretary Jim Brown.

3. Approval of the minutes of the Zoning Commission meeting of October 9, 2024

Commissioner Kopec made a motion to approve the minutes; Commissioner Garbarski
seconded the motion. On a voice vote the motion was approved.

4. Public Comment

John Sipian. (exact spelling unknown; no address given). Mr. Sipian said he was hit by a

Campton Hills police vehicle in his driveway. He related details of this incident, saying the
person was recklessly driving. He said the previous chief of police had deleted the dashcam
footage.

5. Chairman comments.

Chairman Fredrick thanked the people for coming to the meeting. He described previous
efforts to draft a zoning ordinance and map. He said he the draft ordinance was a much-
improved document, but acknowledged it was not a perfect document. He said one of the
goals was to align zoning with the actual uses of the land. He advised the attendees on
speaking procedures and noted there would be a five-minute limit on speaking.

Mr. Fredrick summarized the purposes of the Zoning Commission and noted it was
different than the Zoning Board of Appeals.



6.

Public hearing.

Mr. Garbarski made a motion to open the public hearing; Mr. Kopec seconded the motion.
On a voice vote the motion was approved.

Attorney Forte swore in Mr. Brown and Mr. Rooney for the testimony they would provide.
Presentation on Tentative Report.

Mr. Brown said that the slide presentation was aimed at assuaging some of the residents’
concerns. He began by covering the history of zoning in Campton Hills. He noted the
Village Board had passed a new zoning ordinance in January 2023 and the Zoning
Commission had been established in December 2023. He described the composition of the
commission and its process with monthly meetings; he noted this was the public hearing as
required by State Statute. A few potential courses of action were described:
recommendation by the commission on this evening; a subsequent meeting to discuss and
make a recommendation; continuation of the hearing.

Mr. Brown said the presentation was based on the Tentative Report, which had been online
for about ten days. The history of zoning was discussed, including a summary of the Euclid
v. Amber Realty US Supreme Court case. The decision validated the constitutionality of
zoning. Zoning ordinances divided the community into districts. A zoning map showed
those districts and text described the rules for the districts.

Mr. Brown said he had been involved with zoning as a consultant and employee for over 20
years and that he had a master’s degree in urban planning. “To me zoning attempts to strike
a balance between two different threads in American history. One was based on
community, such as the New England village green; the other tread which was more
libertarian and focused on personal property rights. “We attempt through zoning to balance
that...We try and strike a balance between allowing someone to do with their property what
they want to, but doing it in a fashion where it does not overly impact their neighbors.”
Zoning had been intended to protect property rights and prevent something like a cement
plant being established in a residential neighborhood.

He covered what had remained the same from the 2023 ordinance to the 2024 draft:
number of zoning districts, dimensional standards, administrative matters, landscape
standards, off-street parking standards, sign regulations. He noted there had been minor
changes in wording or organization.

The changes from the 2023 ordinance to the 2024 draft were covered next. Mr. Brown said
the provisions on the keeping of animals had been the most controversial issue in the
previous attempt to draft an ordinance. The Zoning Commission’s draft made “substantial
changes.” The commission had considered the welfare of the animals, the mitigation of
nuisances, the mitigation of environmental issues in discussing potential changes. The
commission also believed that most animal owners were responsible and would be limited
by financial, time or spatial constraints on the keeping of animals. The limits on the number



of animals had been removed, he said. The animals provisions had been consolidated into a
new Article 9, the Keeping of Animals.

Mr. Brown described the changes in how the placement of accessory structures would be
governed, eliminating the encroachment-into-a-required-setback approach.

The public notice requirements had been changed too. Mail notice would be to property
owners within 250 ft of the subject property instead of 500 ft. Applicants, and not staff,
would be responsible for the mailing. Requirements for public notice signs had been
changed: they would include time, venue and topic of hearing.

Accessory structure provisions had been changed too. Mr. Brown described those
differences: two-structure limit eliminated; two percent of lot area would now be maximum
of aggregate footprint.

The permitted and special use table had been changed slightly, Mr. Brown said. The 2023
ordinance table had “remained essentially intact.” For home occupations two lists were
added: one for things that were specifically prohibited and the other with the type of uses
that would be allowed. Neither of the lists were all-inclusive.

A requirement for a tree preservation plan was in the draft. Mr. Brown described its
purpose, i.e. to preserve certain trees during development.

Mr. Brown spoke about the draft map and the use of the previous consultant’s work and
validating their research. Mr. Brown noted there were three large copies of the zoning map
in the room. Mr. Brown suspected that many people were present because they had
received a letter informing them of a potential rezoning of their property.

Mr. Brown discussed open space zoning. The intention was to “protect and identify” open
space. He showed slides of the Fox Mill HOA and noted that the particular parcel was for
stormwater or drainage. He said the open space zoning would not alter the taxes or other
regulations. It does not alter the ownership. “It does not alter or affect any of the rights that
the owner would have on that property or the responsibilities that the owner has. If the
HOA is mowing the lawn they are going to continue to mow the lawn. It does not alter a
basic right of ownership—that is to exclude others.” Private property would remain private
property, he explained.

Commercial zoning was briefly covered by Mr. Brown. He said there had been mostly
changes in terminology. Planned unit developments—except for open space—would
remain the same.

Farm-to-residential rezoning was covered by Mr. Brown. He reviewed a few court cases
that had validated residential zoning. He described the commission’s process in evaluating
potential rezonings: using the previous draft map as a starting point, examining air photos,
the La Salle factors. The goal was to align the zoning with actual land use. Mr. Brown
explained the origin and purpose of the La Salle factors and explained how the commission
had used these factors in its evaluation of potential rezonings. He provided examples of a
few of the standards and how they were being met. He reviewed some maps, e.g. future
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land use map, and statements from the Village’s comprehensive plan indicating that the
Village’s goal was to rezone properties to their actual uses.

Mr. Brown did not think the Farm to Residential rezoning would create many
nonconformities. That was based on his examination of air photos and driving around the
areas to be rezoned. The commission had concurred with that assessment.

Mr. Brown reviewed potential consequences of the F to R rezonings. He noted that the
Farm zoning allowed barbed wire fences, which would be inappropriate for a residential
area. Accessory structure maximums were based on lot size, not zoning. The parking of RV
and commercial or large vehicle parking would be affected. However, the current threshold
was Ys-ton truck. The C- and D-plate draft restrictions would probably not be significantly
more restrictive.

Mr. Forte swore in all those desiring to speak at the hearing.

Mr. Alan Rottmann. Mr. Rottmann said he was the Campton Township Assessor. He said
his office had been receiving a lot of phone calls regarding the public notice letters. People
wanted to know how a rezoning might affect their taxes. “It will not affect your taxes at
all,” he said. “We do not assess based on zoning; we assess based on use, which is what
state law is. If you have a residential home you are assessed as a residential property.” To
be assessed as a farm property “you have to be in production, you have to have a certain
number of acres and it has to be the primary use of the property. That is what state law
says.” Mr. Rottmann noted that “If you are currently assessed as a residential home this
zoning change will not affect you at all.” He asked if anyone had any questions.

An unidentified man said: “That doesn’t affect your property value though. When you re-
assess something in a different zone it can affect your property value, which then could
affect some taxes, correct?”

Mpr. Rottmann responded. “We do not assess based on zoning. I don’t even have a zoning
map in my office. I couldn’t even tell you how a property is currently zoned in the
township...We assess on use. If you have a residential home sitting on an acre-and-a-half it
doesn’t matter if it is zoned F or if it is zoned R. You have a residential home and I am
going to compare you to what other residential homes are selling for. That is how you are
assessed.”

An unidentified woman asked about property rights and referenced horses.

Mr. Rottmann said he was not regulating use; he was with the township, not the village. He
noted he had received a public notice letter too; his HOA rules were more restrictive than
zoning. The woman continued asking about horses and other regulations.

Mr. Rooney explained that Mr. Rottmann was the assessor and was here to discuss taxes.
The woman asked if her taxes would go up. Mr. Rottmann said he did not know the
particulars of her property and explained the assessment process. He said “If you have an
acre and a house on it, your primary use is as a residential property—not as a farm
property. You would have to have at least five acres in production and farm use before you
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get a farm assessment.” He said an exception would be if you had less than five acres and
there was no building on it and the use was all farming. Mr. Rottmann repeated his
statement that the rezoning would not affect property taxes. He offered to speak to anyone
in his office and explain how their properties were assessed. He handed his card to the
woman.

Sharon O’Brien, corner of Crestwood and Burlington. She said there had been animosity in
the opening comments, “making statements like this version is so far better than the
previous—that’s not right.” She said the previous version went through numerous public
meetings. “We need to respect the work that was done.”

She said, “The Village ordinances take precedence over what this zoning map is
doing...There are some changes afoot, as I understand it, in respect to the ordinances. So
no matter what they do with the zoning, it’s not done yet, folks...We spent all this time and
money to create a zoning map. You want to know what the land use is—why don’t you just
generate a map out of the tax system? Why all of this zoning stuff? Why create a zoning
map from scratch? The land use is what we are taxed on. So why did we go through all of
this. I too bought my property being promised that I could—because it was zoned farm—
have horses.” She was also told, she said, that if you don’t use the land for a purpose, in
time the zoning could change. She questioned whether one with a barn and horses could be
allowed to keep them. “But here is the catch—not just with all of this smoke and mirrors
going on with the zoning—but what is happening with these changes with the Village
ordinances? And why are we going to pass a zoning thingy here, document, without
knowing what is going to happen with the ordinance changes? The Village ordinance says
right now you can only have x number of chickens on a lot of x size. But we know for a
fact that there are people in serious violation of that. The Village does not go after that
though.” She said the property next to her had “decimated my property values.”

Mr. Joseph Wharram, 4N446 School Rd. He said he was a Fox Mill homeowner and vice
president of the Fox Mill Homeowners Association. He said a number of fellow board
members were in the audience. “We are here tonight to clarify some aspects—and I believe
some of those aspects have already been clarified—but there are still some areas that I’d
like to ask a question about.” Mr. Warren explained that Fox Mill had a significant open
space area, totaling 275 acres, seven lakes, six miles of walking trails and over 1,600 trees.
The HOA maintained them. He understood that the rezoning from PUD to open space
would not affect ownership or management of the areas. He had distributed a map of Fox
Mill and noted that there were two green shades on it. The light green areas were private
open space; the dark green areas were open to the public. Pedestrian access was granted to
the public, including the six miles of trails. It was for pedestrian access only, and not other
activities.

“Because there will be no further development from our perspective, we have no real issue
with those areas being changed from PUD to open space. Indeed we applaud the
commission’s perspective of reinforcing our commitment to open spaces for the benefit of
the community as a whole and the environment.” However, he desired the public and
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private open spaces areas be distinctly identified on the zoning map. He feared the zoning
map would lead people to assume that it all of the open space was public.

He said they would obviously like to understand any other ramifications that had not been
detailed at the meeting.

Vince [surname inaudible; address not provided]. He said he had been in construction for
over 40 years as a project manager and a carpenter. He provided other details of his
activities and family and that he had moved to Campton Hills 20 years ago. He had
researched the area before purchasing a home in Campton Hills. He said the zoning would
restrict what he had planned to do to his property for the last 20 years. He said a 5-ft
difference in a setback would shrink a building.

He said Mr. Brown’s presentation had been “highly entertaining,” but the slides had been
changed too quickly and he had not allowed the audience to read the slides. He felt the
presentation included “sleight of hand” and was “very deceiving.” He agreed that
regulations coming in the near future would “tell the truth about what you can do with your
property.” He said he had chickens and “you are allowed only two chickens per acre.” He
did not like restrictions that would tell him how to use his property.

Seth Holmen, 42W714 McDonald Rd. He said he had been following this round of zoning
review and had participated in the last round with public comment and letters. He said this
[draft] ordinance was a “drastic improvement from what it was” and thanked the
commission. “I see more freedom, less restriction in this...job well done.”

John Sipian. He asked if the commissioners resided in Campton Hills. He said the
commissioners did not make the decisions. “You are not going to tell me how many
chickens I can have on my property...You are the people that work for us.” Addressing the
audience, he said: “It is your world, not theirs.”

William Muhr, 40W981 Bridle Creek Dr. He said he was a resident of the Bridle Estates
subdivision. He referenced the working in Section 11.9.A in the draft, which relates to the
storage of commercial vehicles. He read a few sentences from the provision. He said he and
his wife owned a non-commercial, D-class truck that they used to tow their RV. He
suspected others in the Village who had that class truck and used them to tow RVs. He said
his truck was not obviously different looking than other trucks. It did not make sense to
him to allow RVs but not trucks to tow them. He requested that the provision regarding the
storage of vehicles be revised to permit the storage of non-commercial trucks with B, C or
D plates. Commercial trucks with B, C or D plates could remain prohibited.

Mike Tyrrell. He thanked the commission for their time working on the project.
Referencing the document on Farm to Residential rezoning, he noted that all of the
limitations on specific numbers of animals had been eliminated. He had heard in the
presentation about the need for balance. He said without the limitations abuses would
follow. Mr. Tyrell noted that nearby unincorporated areas of nearby counties roosters were
not allowed on less than 5 acres. No municipality within those counties allowed roosters on
less than 5 acres. He reviewed the pros and cons of chickens. Among the cons were waste,
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possible contamination and disease, noise. He said he had first-hand experience about rats
coming in. He said the municipality was blessed with a diversity of lot sizes. “Each should
have their specific use when it comes to animals—balance.” He said that in 9 years of
research there was no instance found whereby barnyard animals were allowed. “Barnyard
implies farm...Barnyard animals should be in a barnyard on a farm.” He said DeKalb
County had a 5-acre threshold for the keeping of roosters. He questioned why “community
residence, large” was allowed as a permitted use but “community residence, small” was a
special use. He also wondered why community garden was not allowed in the open space
district. He asked the commission to reconsider these items.

Hollie Bauron. She and her husband had moved to Campton Hills in 2020. They thought
they were moving to an unincorporated area. She said the previous process for drafting the
zoning ordinance had been different. It had been “nerve-wracking.” She said Mike Tyrell
and his administration had used the wrong towns as comparables. “They were trying to
compare us to Bartlett or Barrington among others.” She said she was an animal lover and
owner. She said this [draft] ordinance was “night-and-day different.” She said there were
still limits in it: lot size and septic fields. She had been on of the biggest critics of the last
ordinance and urged people to read the new draft. “It is so much better.”

Howard [surname inaudible], Empire Rd and Briarwood Dr. He said he was a heavy
equipment mechanic and he was required to take a heavy service truck home every day.
The draft provisions would prevent him from taking the truck home and “messing up the
way [ make my living.” He was certain others faced the same situation.

Patsy Smith. She thanked the commission for its work. In 2014, prior to her leaving office,
the Village had received a grant for writing the zoning ordinance and this was the
culmination of those efforts. She noted that the Kane County zoning ordinance had been
adopted in 2007, not in 2014 as Mr. Brown had indicated.

She wondered why PUDs had been removed from the table on permitted and special uses.
She asked if the Green Infrastructure Plan had been reviewed and referenced. She noted
that the Wasco spray fields were open space. She felt such a uses should be added to the
definition of open space. She wondered if the Wasco 2012 Town Center Plan had been
consulted when assigning zoning to the Wasco area. She said the Kane County had been
adopted because of urgency to prevent unwanted development. She said many knew that in
that the Kane County ordinance and the map did not match and the correction of that issue
had been pushed back and pushed back. She noted the process was not over with the public
hearing and urged people to read the draft document and bring concerns to Mr. Brown or
Mr. Rooney. She noted that Campton Hills had a zero tax levy and that could not change
without a referendum.

Chuck Phillips. He had been a resident of Fox Mills for 24 years. His biggest fear was that
a mega-subdivision, like Fox Mill, would not have the flexibility to use open space as they
desired if the open space zoning was imposed. Mr. Phillips said Fox Mill was designed to
be a golf course. He said the development had evolved in 24 years and wanted to ensure
that flexibility to install a clubhouse or pool would be allowed without having to jump
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through too many hoops. The devil was in the details on the zoning. He wanted the
government to be wary of putting restrictions in place.

Shawn Simons. He said he lived off of Briarcliffe Dr. His property was R-1. He said the
commission had made progress. He assumed many people had boats or trailers. He said
requirements to store such items within a structure would make [property] taxes go up. He
wanted a more relaxed approach to enforcement.

Mpr. Simons said he worked as a mechanic. He thought there needed to be an amendment to
allow an H-plated truck to accommodate people who were on call. He said many properties
were being purchased. He asked how many houses could be built on these lots.

Jayne Holley, 41W027 Kings Mill Dr. She was present on behalf of of the Lake Campton
Property Owners Association, of which she was president. She thanked the commission for
the work that was done and she appreciated it. She said there were two access lots and a
dam within the association and one was marked as residential. She questioned whether that
was a mistake. She wanted to clarify the distinction between private and public open space
with different colors on the map. She said there were properties in Whitney Woods that
were RE-1 or RE-2 and queried how they could be further subdivided.

Jeff Tomaszewski, 3N605 E Laura Ingalls Wilder Rd. He said he was on the Fox Mill
HOA board, but was speaking as a resident. He concurred with the Mr. [president’;]
comments. He wanted to ensure the dialogue between the Village and HOA was kept open.
He wanted to ensure a clear understanding of any changes.

[name inaudible as pronounced, illegible as written on comment slip. Surname possibly
Mova], 4N212 Fox Mill Blvd. He had a question regarding use of the open space. He said
there was not a playground in Fox Mill. Would the zoning allow such a use. He thought it
odd that businesses could be operated from a home, but a business vehicle could not be
parked there. He thanked the commission for all of its work.

Bill [Davis], Abbey Glen subdivision. He and his wife had moved here from Chicago.
“When I hear zoning change I think developer; someone wants to make money.” He
wanted more clarity on the changes from Farm to Residential. He thought that change
would result in more houses, more children in schools.

Kelly Hornichek. She said she had horse-and-farm property and had been here for 40 years.
Their ownership of horses had fluctuated over the years. She said she had read all the pages
of the three drafts. “Not one mention of homesteading and those people that have taken on
the homesteading lifestyle. You farm, but you don’t farm on a grand scale...My farm
designation allows me to do that.” She conducted 4H. There were homesteaders with
animals and kids and the desire was to educate the kids in nature and wildlife. She
wondered what would “come in the back door afterwards.” Changing from farm to
residential zoning would not allow her to have her acre garden and fruit trees.

Dave Rediger. He had grown up in Wasco. He said he lived off Burlington Rd. He urged the
commission allow D plates, and questioned what the regulations were for boats and trailers.
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He feared that neighbors squealed on their neighbors regarding license plates and vehicles.
He questioned what the rear setback was. He expressed his frustration with not being
allowed to ask questions during the presentation. He praised the commissioners for their
efforts.

Paul Maier. He lived off of Town Hall Rd. He said the presentation had been done very
quickly and had been difficult to follow. He quoted from one of the slides: “...to
accomplish our development goals.” He was worried about the meaning of that. He wanted
to keep the rural environment and was concerned about development. He wanted to know
the meaning of that phrase—what are the development goals.

Jerome Johnson, 41W652 Beith Rd. (Chair of the Zoning Board of Appeals and Plan
Commission.) He thought the Zoning Commission did a thorough job. He said the 2023
public notice provisions required a letter to everyone within 500 ft; the draft was reducing
it to 250 ft. He thought because of the great distances in Campton Hills the distance should
be 500 ft. He noted that in a recent zoning case two people came to testify but the
community within the 500-ft radius did not seem too concerned. He said it was important
to get the word out to people and it was critical to inform people about potential
developments, and referred to the recent St. Charles proposal.

Mr. Fredrick asked if anyone else wanted to speak, and if not, a motion to close the public
hearing. Erik Foster said he had comments that were supposed to be read by an official. Mr.
Fredrick said if there was nobody else who wanted to speak the comment could be read. A
woman asked a question about development. “Can someone just answer if there are any
plans for apartments to go up? I need to know that.” Mr. Rooney replied no. She then went
to the podium and commented on infrastructure changes and the feared apartments coming
to Campton Hills. She thought they would bring crime.

Mr. Brown read three statements into the record. He noted that the emails had been
forwarded to the commissioners about 9 o’clock that morning. The statements are attached.

Mr. Fredrick asked if there was anyone else who wanted to speak and reminded the
audience that the draft would go to the Village Board. A woman asked if the questions
asked during the public comment portion would be answered. Mr. Fredrick said the
commission would be discussing those questions. She said there was some good points
made that required some changes. Mr. Fredrick said that was the purpose of the hearing; the
comments would be considered.

Sarah Elliot. She said there was an error on the map: a cornfield was labeled as RE-2.
Additionally, there was a 5-acre property that was agricultural that was mis-labeled.

Kate Foster. She said her comments had been read into the record but she wanted to make
an additional comment. She asked that the setbacks be changed. “We have a very large
front yard—bigger than our backyard. And having that setback confinement will change
our plans with what we wanted to do with our property. That would be put a green house in
there so we could start growing seeds for our garden. So these setbacks, I just recommend
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that you just leave them as they are, but don’t change them. Don’t make them less than
what they are.”

Mr. Fredrick asked for a motion to close the public hearing. Mr. Kopec motioned to close
the hearing; Mr. Garbarski seconded the motion. On a voice vote the motion was approved.

Zoning Commission discussion regarding Tentative Report.
Mr. Fredrick announced a five-minute recess.
(Recess)

Mr. Tiedt made a motion to reconvene the meeting; Mr. Garbarski seconded the motion. On
a voice vote the motion was unanimously approved.

Mr. Fredrick thanked everyone who came. He said the goal was to preserve the rights of
residents. He acknowledged that the presentation had gone by fast, but it would be on the
website. Mr. Fredrick said the number of chickens allowed had not been quantified, but
noted there was a 120 square foot limit on chicken coops and a 10-sf requirement per
chicken.

He said the zoning ordinance would not override the PUD restrictions.

He said the Green Infrastructure Plan should be linked to page 20 and asked Mr. Brown to
do that. He said they were trying to align zoning with the uses. Vegetable gardens were not
a problem, but if the use was residential in a residential neighborhood and the zoning was
farming, it should be rezoned. He said they looked at going from F to R, but not R to F.

Mr. Brown said he had three slides concerning that. He noted the comment by the woman
on erroneous zoning for a cornfield. He described a parcel zoned E-1/RE-1 although he had
a farm used for timber. His tax assessment was for farming and his property was almost
entirely in a 100-year flood hazard area. “This has merit” to be rezoned as farm. The
property’s address was 42W714 McDonald Rd.

The second slide was the farming property. Mr. Brown acknowledged that he had made an
error in the database and this parcel had been inadvertently changed from F to RE-3. It
should have remained F. The PIN was shown as 08-11-376-007. He had checked for other
such errors but didn’t find any. The speaker had referred to another property to the west. It
was zoned residential; the tax assessment was based on residential but it was obvious from
an air photo that there was some agricultural fields. The owner had not contacted him; its
zoning should remain for the time being as residential.

The third slide dealt with three lots to be rezoned from F to R-2. The owners had contacted
him and requested a rezoning to RE-3 or R-1; this would allow horses. Mr. Brown said this
had merit. There were two lots under common ownership, i.e. a zoning lot. The one zoning
lot would meet minimum lot sizes. The remaining lot would be nonconforming, but
consequences of that would be minimal. These three lots were shown as SN994, 5SN976 and
the parcel directly south of 5N976, i.e. to the north of the intersection of Burlington and
Corron Roads.
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Mr. Kopec asked about another rezoning that had been mentioned in an email. Mr. Brown
said he had investigated and farming was being conducted. He had looked at an air photo
and driven by. He suggested leaving it as farm zoning.

The commission concurred with the three suggested rezonings: RE-2 back to farm; F to R-
1 on the three lots; and correct the F to R error.

Mr. Fredrick addressed the colors for open space on the zoning map. He felt one color was
sufficient and that it should not be divided based on private or public open space. There
would be one color for all types of open space. There will be a separate map, he said,
showing ownership.

He asked if the commission wanted to continue the discussion to another date or make a
recommendation now.

Mr. Garbarski said he wanted time to look at the issues. “I would not be comfortable with
us moving forward without taking the time.” He said Mr. Brown had sent emails as late as
4:30 that afternoon. He needed time to take everything in. He said it felt like there was a
distrust. He said he preferred to not make a recommendation now, but wait until another
meeting. Mr. Fredrick said the commission could forward a recommendation with note that
there were outstanding issues. Mr. Garbarski said felt that would be “passing the buck.”

Mr. Fredrick said he had kept a list of the topics during the public comments and did not
see a tremendous number of different topics. The biggest issue was the C and D plates.
“And how much time did we spend on that? I’'m not sure we are going to do anything
differently.” Mr. Kopec asked if there was another place in the Village code that covered
vehicle parking. Maybe there could be a permit system. Mr. Fredrick said they had already
spent an enormous amount of time on the issue. Mr. Tiedt noted the decision on C and D
plates had not been unanimous among the commissioners.

Mr. Brown, noting a comment he had made at the last meeting and had alluded to this
evening, said the Kane County ordinance and the 2023 ordinance used %-ton truck limit as
the threshold. He said he wasn’t sure how to interpret %-ton, but no matter how you looked
at it an F-150 or F-250 truck was probably exceeding that threshold already. “Already, most
of these trucks could be viewed as nonconforming.” He did not know what the solution
was, but felt that C and D plates was probably the best. He just wasn’t sure where to draw
the threshold. Ms. Turney asked about a permit system. Mr. Fredrick and Mr. Tiedt did not
like that idea.

Mr. Fredrick summarized the issues brought up during public comment:

= Lack of enforcement. He said that was really not the commission’s issue.
= Private vs. public open space. They had discussed that already.

= Vehicles.

= Chicken coops and no roosters. That had been discussed “ad nauseum.”
= Definition of open space
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= People worried about open space in a PUD. This was misunderstood—we were trying
to protect open space.

= Boats and RV storage location.

= Homesteading. He thought that was a good comment that had not been addressed by
the commission. He could be for a future review.

= (Cand D plates

= Setbacks. He asked Mr. Brown if there were changes in the setbacks. Mr. Brown said
it was misunderstood. He had noted at the beginning that dimensional standards had
not been changed. But there was a slide showing a potential consequence of an F to R
rezoning. And in that situation the setback might be increased from 10 to 15 feet
because of the zoning change. The range of setbacks for side yard was from 15 feet to
10 feet for the R-2, R-3 and R-4.
The rear yards were 30 feet down to 20 feet. Those were not altered.

Mr. Fredrick said there were only a handful of items to consider. People can have gardens
in their yards. He thought there was very little to change in the current draft and expressed
a desire to recommend it to the Village Board.

Mr. Brown said he wanted to cover one or two additional comments. The community
centers, as noted by Hollie Bauron and Mike Tyrell, should indeed be changed. He said
there was a lot of misunderstanding. People thought the F to R zoning would result in
apartments or large developments. That was not true. There were maximum lot sizes that
would inhibit—as well as septic fields—carving up lots. There was a fear about the
Village’s development goals. “Those are expressed in the comp plan, and quite frankly—I
wouldn’t say we are anti-development, but—the comp plan pretty much puts the brakes on
large-scale development here.”

Mr. Garbarski said, “I think we didn’t communicate that.” Mr. Brown concurred and said
he wished the people had remained during the discussion portion of the meeting.

Mr. Brown discussed open space zoning and the ability to build a clubhouse. That was
allowed per owner’s consent and special use approval. Mr. Tiedt noted they could always
ask for something to be rezoned. Ms. Turney said people were mistakenly thinking because
they weren’t being zoned as farm, they couldn’t have gardens.

Mr. Kopec said the idea of roosters being enforced by the nuisance ordinance had not been
mentioned. Following a brief discussion it was agreed to add a comment in the zoning
ordinance to that regard. Mr. Kopec also noted that the Fosters had testified about wanting
to install a greenhouse in their front yard. There were comments from a few commissioners
that such a placement would not be allowed. Ms. Turney noted they could still ask for a
variance. Mr. Brown questioned why someone would want to put a greenhouse in their
front yard in a residential subdivision. Mr. Kopec said that would not be allowed under
Farm zoning either.

Mr. Fredrick queried the commissioners on their preference: vote to recommend ordinance
tonight or “come back another time.”
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Mr. Tiedt said he “would be willing to put forth a motion to pass it along to the Village
Board with something in the motion” about key items needing further discussion. “We as a
Zoning Commission have discussed this very well.” Mr. Kopec said he would second that.

Trustee Liaison Millette said, “Don’t feel rushed.”
Mr. Garbarski said, “I just think things came up tonight.”

Mr. Kopec said if the commission wanted to forward a list of concerns to the Board, “we
may need another meeting to draft that list. I’d like to discuss it before we push it
forward...I’d like to see it in writing.”

Mr. Forte reviewed the procedure for the commission. “You are bound by the Illinois
Municipal Code, specifically the section regarding zoning commissions. You are required
to have a public hearing, which you did tonight. You did close the public hearing after
public comment. This is the time to discuss it, of course.” Mr. Forte noted the required
tentative report had been prepared as well as a draft ordinance. “I would caution you on
continuing to keep meeting and discussing significant changes, or really any changes to the
report, because you already had the public hearing today...the final report has to be sent to
the Village Board within 30 days of the public hearing.” He suggested the commission
direct Mr. Brown to add to the report a final section that indicates what had transpired at
the hearing and how those issues were discussed previously or tonight. “You really have
done your work since you have been meeting since January.”

Mr. Garbarski noted that at the last commission meeting the process had been discussed
and one of the possibilities was a meeting subsequent to the hearing. A discussion on
process ensued. Mr. Garbarski said, “We should be allowed the time to complete the
process...To me, we haven’t finished the job.” He said the meeting could be the following
night. “Give me 24 hours to think about it.”

Mr. Millette said, “It sound like you might have a synopsis of the discussion and the points
heard from the testimony and you may want to not change the ordinance.” He thought an
additional meeting where the commission did its best to address the comments would be
appreciated by the Board.

Mr. Forte said that would be fine, “But I would caution changing the actual text of what
was sent out to the public now.” Changes of mistakes on the map could be made, he noted.
He suggested an addendum which clarified the topics discussed following the hearing and
submit that to the Village Board.

Ms. Turney said she was in agreement with Mr. Garbarski; the commission needed at least
one more day to review everything.

Mr. Johnson said that the commission could always call for another public hearing. “You
are not limited to that 30-day deadline if you revise things and say we are going to have
another public hearing...” Mr. Fredrick said he was not in favor of that. He preferred a
recommendation with an addendum to the report. There was a discussion regarding an
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appropriate date for another meeting. The commissioners agreed that Wednesday, 30
October would be good.

Mr. Fredrick suggested a motion that the commission approve the Tentative Report with an
addendum, to be reviewed at the next meeting scheduled for Oct 30. The draft map and
draft ordinance would be included. Mr. Forte said a motion was not necessary. Mr. Brown
noted that at the end of the Tentative Report there was already a section for items for the
Village Board to consider. The Village Board would have the minutes to review as well.
Mr. Rooney noted that there would a video of the meeting too.

Mr. Fredrick described the next steps as discussed. Mr. Rooney asked commissioners to
send any comments to himself or Mr. Brown.

8. Adjournment

Mr. Tiedt made a motion to adjourn the meeting; Mr. Kopec seconded the motion. On a
voice vote the motion was unanimously approved. The meeting ended at 9:35 pm.

Submitted by Jim Brown, Secretary, Zoning Commission

Approved as amended this 30" day of October 2024

Rolf Fredrick
Chairman, Zoning Commission
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