MINUTES OF THE SPECIAL MEETING OF THE
CORPORATE AUTHORITIES
OF THE VILLAGE OF CAMPTON HILLS
NOVEMBER 14, 2024
Campton Hills Village Hall
40W270 LaFox Road
6:30 p.m.

1. Call to Order — President Wojnicki called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.
Roll Call — Clerk Johnson called the roll:
Roll Call Present Absent Also Present
Trustee Boatner X Village Administrator Rooney
Trustee Burson X Village Attorney Forte
Trustee McKelvie X Building and Zoning Officer Brown
Trustee Millette X Via Audio Conference
Trustee Muncie X
Trustee Williams X
President Wojnicki X

2. Pledge of Allegiance — Trustee Boatner led those present in the Pledge of Allegiance

Motion to allow Trustee Millette attend the meeting via audio conference made by Trustee
McKelvie; Seconded by Trustee Muncie

Voice vote: [AYES: 6] [NAYES: 0] [ABSENT: 0] [ABSTAIN:0] Motion CARRIED

3. Public Comments
Trustee Brown read a statement by Seth Holmen into the record:
“Thank you again to the Zoning Commission for their excellent job on the updated
zoning ordinance. This is a much improved and simplified code. It's easier to
understand, easier to enforce and strikes a good balance of freedom and sensible
regulation.

“I wanted to specifically highlight my support for the updated language for Accessory
Dwelling Units. This is a much-improved section of the code. I hope that the Village
Board will continue its support for this language.

“I personally see this as a benefit to my family as it allows us the option to build a
dignified living situation for our aging grandparents and allows for us to care for them.
In the future it would allow our children the option to get started on the right foot
without being straddle in debt.

“The Deed restrictions on family members only are appropriate and I support this
protection.

Thank you,
Seth Holmen



4. Discussion Items
a. Review Draft Zoning Ordinance
Administrator Rooney noted that there was an order for discussion of the issues. The

first issue to discuss was accessory dwelling units (ADU).

Accessory Dwelling Units

ADUs. All trustees indicated that they wanted the provisions on detached

ADUs removed from the (draft) zoning ordinance.

Trustee Muncie asked why the Zoning Commission wanted provisions on a 20-

ft party wall and a separate entrance for attached ADUs.

Building and Zoning Officer Brown explained that:

1. The Zoning Commission felt that the ADUs were separate dwelling units
and therefore should have separate entrances; and
2. Party wall provision was intended to prevent property owners from

connecting what would essentially be a detached ADU with a breezeway
and claiming it was an attached ADU.

Trustee Muncie said he was “fine with the party wall” but wanted the

requirement for a separate entrance removed.

Trustee Burson thought it should be retained.

o Make it clear that “this was still a single-family home use.”

o Make it clear that ADUs were not duplexes

o Concerned about subsequent uses of ADUES.

Trustee Muncie noted there should be a distinction between ADUs above

attached and detached garages.

Trustee Muncie noted that the issue of single-family use seemed to be

addressed on page 52.

There was consensus that there should be language clarifying use and future use of

ADUs as part of a single-family home and not a duplex or rental property.

Open Space and Zoning Map.

Administrator Rooney noted that there would be an appendix to the zoning ordinance
that would illustrate private and public open space.

Building and Zoning Officer Brown elaborated.

o The idea was to insert a statement, perhaps in Section 5.1.C.4, that open
space zoning does not indicate ownership or public access.

o The statement would reference the map in the appendix.

o President Wojnicki mentioned the Wasco Sanitary District spray fields, and
suggested they should be indicated as a “public utility.”

Trustee Burson asked if this would be an overlay to the zoning.

o Building and Zoning Officer Brown explained that it would not be an
overlay district. It would be on a separate map, not the zoning map.

Barnyard Animals/Equines.

Administrator Rooney said there had been some discussion regarding specific limits
on animals, particularly chickens.

Trustee Boatner said he was fairly satisfied with the animal provisions, but he
felt a sentence regarding “water and feed” in 9.7.A., p. 67, should be stricken.



e Trustee Burson noted that the language regarding manure and dung was

inconsistent across animal categories.
o Alid was required for horse manure containers.

e Trustee Muncie noted that the volume of horse (equine) waste was much larger
than for other animals, and therefore a dumpster with covering was advisable.

e Building and Zoning Officer Brown concurred that that was the Zoning
Commission’s thinking.

o There was no consensus to change any of the language regarding manure.

e Regarding limits on animals, Trustee Muncie said:

o “We in 2023 had spent a lot of time trying to get this right,”

o Felt that comments that the numbers were arbitrary were inaccurate—they
had done research.

o “The 2023 zoning for animals is the most liberal and less restrictive in
Kane County if not all of Northern Illinois.” “The horse owners that were
involved gave it a thumbs up—they liked it and there have been no
complaints about it since, from the horse owners.”

o Therefore, questioned why it had to be changed.

o Heread a list of animals that were allowed, but noted other animals like
turkeys, Guinea pigs and rabbits had been removed from allowable
animals.

o He wanted to know why llamas and goats were allowed but not sheep. He
said rabbits, sheep and Guinea pigs were the most popular animals for 4H
kids, and now they had been removed from the ordinance.

o He cautioned that Guinea fowl were not appropriate because of noise.

o He questioned why the regulations regarding animals had been changed.

¢ Building and Zoning Officer Brown advised the intention was not to regulate
rabbits; they would be allowed.

o He noted that the Guinea fowl had been part of an all-inclusive list that he
had prepared.

o He felt it would be easier to delete an item than add it in.

o Nobody raised an objection.

e Trustee Muncie asked Building and Zoning Officer Brown if he agreed there
had been multiple changes regarding equines and barnyard, or small, animals.
Building and Zoning Officer Brown replied yes.

e Trustee Muncie asked why we needed to make those changes.

e Trustee Muncie noted that barnyard animals would be allowed in
R-1

e Trustee McKelvie asked why there had been changes.

o He said he understood that we did not want to count animals, “but every
community around us counts animals.”

o He noted that on a small lot someone could have six llamas.

o He said he had been a member of the Board at the time [of drafting the
2023 ordinance] and the process had been laborious.

o He said in an adjudication case, the defendant could note that the number
of animals on his property complied with the zoning ordinance.

¢ Building and Zoning Officer Brown explained that the Zoning Commission had
wanted to make the provisions as open as possible and that they had had four
considerations in crafting the provisions that eliminated numbers.



o First, they wanted to ensure the health of the animals and other agencies
play a role in that; neither current nor future Village staff would have the
expertise like a veterinarian.

o Second, they wanted to ensure that nuisances were mitigated or eliminated.
They felt the relatively large lot sizes and nuisance code would cover that.

o Third, they wanted to mitigate environmental damage. Other agencies and
the nuisance code would cover much of this.

o Fourth, there was a belief that most animal owners are responsible. He said
just because people can maximize something that doesn’t mean they do it.

Building and Zoning Officer Brown provided an example of post-War housing that
was still one story, decades after the zoning ordinance had allowed 2-1/2 story
homes. He said if some did have too animals on their properties, they would
probably run afoul of nuisance or other codes.

Trustee Burson said there had been a “fairly relentless campaign against the lifting
of numerical restrictions on animals.” She did not think there was a consensus to
return to the 2023 rules.

Trustee Muncie said the 2023 regulations “were heralded and the horse owner
community liked it because it did not put the onus on them.” He said if we relied
solely on the nuisance ordinance the responsibility would be on a resident to
“complain and that resident must bring that up in front of an adjudicator or judge
to be able to say, ‘This is why I feel he is a nuisance to me.” And that adjudicator or
judge is going to have look at the Village code and ordinance to determine whether
that is supported. You are putting it all on the resident.” He said relying on the
nuisance code would require a neighbor to step up against another neighbor. “Our
municipality is not living up to its responsibility to protect its residents in this
situation.” He did not see the detriment of the 2023 ordinance.

Trustee Boatner said that the draft ordinance, generally, had tended the loosen the
restrictions. He said we needed to write our regulations for the majority, not the
anomaly. He opined that property owners would have the number of animals that
they could adequately maintain. He felt restrictions on the number of animals was
“government overreach...these are adults. Let adults be adult.” He said he
commended the Village on attempting to reduce regulations.

President Wojnicki said, “We could discuss this all night. What if we take a
consensus on going back to the 2023 ordinance—the keeping of animals with
numbers—or a consensus on no numbers of animals.”

Trustee Muncie asked, “Can I rephrase that question? And the question would be
this: Is the consensus there should be no limit on the number of animals in our
zoning or have some limit?”

Trustee Williams asked what the smallest acreage was where there was no limit on
the number of animals. Administrator Rooney asked Trustee Building and Zoning
Officer Brown to display page 64 of the draft ordinance. This “was the proposed
ordinance” without numbers.

Trustee Burson said the question was: “Do we have consensus on accepting the
recommendations of the Zoning Commission...There are a number of trustees
trying to undo this work that lasted for a better part of a year, with the keeping of
animals being a key aspect of that work.”

Trustee Muncie said: “I would like to caution the Board from using inflammatory
and dramatic language.” He noted that a group had worked on an ordinance for
nine years.



e Trustee Millette said, “There is a number already.” He said it was not unlimited.
Based on this section, the number would be xxx. It’s not unlimited. There are some
physical constraints to the numbers. We can assume on a typical lot, say Fox Mill
lot, xxx number of chickens to reference, include other animals as well. Provide
clarity to residents with concern

e Administrator Rooney asked Trustee Millette if he was in favor of modifying the
draft ordinance. Trustee Millette suggest add a Point of Clarification to be made
for calculations.

e Trustee Williams said he did not understand what Trustee Millette was saying and
wanted to make a motion to postpone the discussion until the next week.

o There was concurrence with the recommendation to postpone the discussion on the
number-of-animals issue.

There was a discussion on scheduling.

Trustee Williams noted that the draft ordinance had been forwarded to the Village
Board with a unanimous vote. Trustee Millette’s presence was imperative for
discussion at the Board level.

Trustee McKelvie said that when there is a large piece of legislation before a body,
there is the desire to have unanimous consensus. He said the Board should find
common ground. “That should be our goal.”

Administrator Rooney summarized: “All three items on animals” would be discussed
at the next meeting.

The next item, he said, was the Table of Permitted and Special Uses.
Table of Permitted and Special Uses
He asked Building and Zoning Officer Brown to explain a potential oversight.

Building and Zoning Officer Brown explained the distinction between contractor yard
and contractor business.

e Trustee Williams related his professional experience with contractor yards.
o He advised against allowing contractor yards.
e The Trustees concurred with his suggestion to revise the table as follows:
e contractor yard should be not allowed across the table; contractor office with equipment
should not be allowed.

e Trustee Burson proposed changes to Sections 7.1, 7.2, 8.1 and 8.4.

o She questioned why we were excluding cannabis dispensaries and why
pharmacies were not allowed in the RD (“retail district)”.

o Trustee Muncie noted RD stood for “research and development” and a
pharmacy would be inconsistent with the purpose of the district.

e A discussion of allowing cannabis dispensaries ensued. There was no clear
consensus on whether to allow them, and if so, should they be allowed as only a
special use.

e Attorney Forte advised they were usually special uses
o he cautioned that a significant amount of text would need to be inserted into

the zoning ordinance too.



o Ultimately four trustees said they would be in favor of allowing them as special
uses.

e There was also a discussion of “smoke shop.”

e Building and Zoning Officer Brown noted that smoke shops or vaping lounges
were not allowed. A retail tobacco shop would be allowed, he said.

e Trustee Muncie questioned whether a tobacconist could be a vaping store, i.e. sell
vaping products. The “related products” phrase in the definition of the use was
questioned.

e Trustee Muncie asked that the definition be revised to exclude vaping-related
products.

e Administrator Rooney said vaping was a substitute for tobacco.

e Building and Zoning Officer Brown read the definition for a hookah lounge and
suggested some of the language from that definition could be re-worked for
tobacconist.

e Trustee Burson questioned why massage therapy and physical therapy
establishments were excluded from the permitted use table (7.1).

o Trustee Muncie noted they were “C” for conditional in the table. A discussion
ensued.

o Attorney Forte noted there had been some concerns about nuisance aspects of
massage therapy, “the perceived inter-relation with human trafficking.”

o Trustee Burson expressed her umbrage at such perceptions.

o Attorney Forte suggested there be a framework with guidelines for allowing
them.
* Some towns ask for proof that state licensing requirements had been met.
» Administrator Rooney suggested the uses be allowed as a special use.

The consensus of the trustees was to allow them as a special use.

e Trustee Burson asked about solar farms and why they are not allowed.
¢ Building and Zoning Officer Brown noted that “energy systems” included solar;
they were allowed as a special use.
e Trustee Burson questioned whether “utilities” were excluded from the ordinance or
allowed as a special use.
o There seemed to be a conflict between two provision: 5.4 (p.29) and Table 7.1.
o Building and Zoning Officer Brown clarified that the exempt utilities were
things that typically go underground and are in the right of way.
= [fa utility company wanted to construct a building, that would be a special
use.
= A discussion of state exemptions ensued.
= Attorney Forte suggested some clarification in either 5.4 or in 7.1.
e Trustee Burson said she wanted to hear from the other trustees on the issue of
short-term rentals.
The consensus was to add additional clarification that the Village did not allow short-
term rentals.

Attorney Forte suggested language like “included but not limited to” be inserted.
e Trustee Burson raised the issue of home-based businesses (Section 8.6, p.54).

e Trustee Muncie suggested the phrase “beyond types and quantities typical for
residential use” be added to sub-paragraph b.
The trustees concurred with the suggestion.




e Trustee Burson suggested massage therapy and mental health practitioner be added
as allowed home-based business in Section 8.6.E.
o A discussion ensued.
o The consensus was to allow massage therapy as a home-based business and add it to

the list in the Section 8.6.

e Trustee Burson wanted to examine accessory structure and lot coverage
limitations.

o

In Section 6.1 she suggested a reduction in maximum buildable area and
coverage.

She thought the maximums were excessive.

She suggested increasing the maximum allowable area of accessory structures
from two to five percent and decreasing the maximums for buildable area and
lot coverage.

e Building and Zoning Ofticer Brown noted that the Zoning Commission had
decided to leave the dimensional standards intact.

@)
@)
@)

There had not been a lot of discussion.
The only change had been a maximum for the Farm district.
Trustee Boatner suggested combining standards for principal and accessory
buildings, i.e. have one maximum standard that would be for both types of
structures.
Building and Zoning Officer Brown noted the maximum building coverage
and impervious surface coverage was for all buildings.
Trustee Muncie said the numbers had come from Kane County and felt they
were adequate.
o He had a few slides from a PowerPoint presentation that were displayed.
o He suggested using 1,000, 2,000 and 3,000 square foot limits instead of a
percentage of lot size.
o He felt the two-structure limit for accessory structures should be re-
inserted in the ordinance.
o President Wojnicki confirmed that experts in Kane County had put the
numbers together.
o Trustee Boatner said he would not have shown more attractive photos in a
presentation, “a beautiful vista of Campton Hills.”
= He thought we were “painting a scary picture of detached structures,”
and felt that was inappropriate.
o Trustee Burson noted a variance application from the Batista family.

» She did not think the limits that came from Kane County “were sacred.”

= She did not think the maximum number of detached structures should
be capped at two.

* She said one of the things that we had tried to convey to property
owners whose properties were under consideration for rezoning from F
to R, was that there would not be significant reductions in such
maximum numbers.

= She opined that a limit on the number of detached structures would
result in variance requests.

» President Wojnicki said people moved to Campton Hills to have large
lots where they could establish large steel buildings.

e She reminded the trustees that zoning protects the neighborhood.



o Trustee Muncie said the primary purpose of a residential district was to
have a residence, not to have ancillary buildings or large buildings.

» Residential lots where the accessory buildings were large than the home
or where other activities occurred was inappropriate for residential
districts.

* The notion that one could circumvent the detached structure rules by
constructing a breezeway was incorrect—the building code would
prevent that.

= President Wojnicki said she agreed with Trustee Muncie.

* Administrator Rooney said a three-percent maximum was the “outer
limit” for the ordinance.

* Trustee Williams wanted to hear from Trustee Millette.

e He suggested the discussion be resumed at the next meeting when
he was physically present.
e There was consensus with his suggestion.
e Trustee Muncie is against a provision that allowed two non-family member
employees for home-based businesses.
o He wanted to limit participation in home-based business operations to family
members only.
o Trustee McKelvie concurred.
= He felt the two-person provision was an unnecessary expansion of home-
based businesses.
= Trustee Burson advocated for allowing employees for home-based
businesses.

e The majority of home-based businesses would be professionals who

desired an assistant, such as a part-time person.

¢ She asked for clarification of the concern over employees.

o Was it that there were strangers coming to the area?
o Was it that they would take smoke breaks outside?
o Trustee Muncie said the concern was that there would be two non-
family members visiting on a residential area on a regular basis.
= He preferred the previous regulations that did not allow
employees.
e Administrator Rooney asked if there was a desire to lower the number of
employees.
o Trustee Williams said, yes, he would prefer it be lowered.
= He was worried that we were providing “too much leeway.”
= He suggested reducing the number of employees to one non-family
member.
o Following a brief discussion, a reduction in the number of employees from two to one
emerged as the consensus.

C- and D-license plates.

Administrator Rooney reviewed new draft language regarding the parking of large
vehicles in residential districts.

e He noted the use of license plates as thresholds was easy to enforce.
e He asked if there was consensus on the new draft language.



e Trustee Willaims thought the draft language was reasonable.

e A discussion regarding regulating indoor and outdoor parking ensued.

e Trustee Williams was in favor of not regulating what was parked indoors.

e Trustee Muncie said in the previous Kane County ordinance and in the 2023
ordinance commercial vehicles, equipment or supplies could not be stored
indoor or outdoors.

o He preferred that indoor storage be regulated.

o He agreed that anything higher than a D plate should not be allowed.

o Trustee Boatner was against regulating the indoor storage or parking of
vehicles.

= He said, “Overall we do not involve ourselves in what happens inside
people’s homes, in their garages or detached buildings.”

* Administrator Rooney said the police had issues with semi tractors
being pulled out of pole barns and the motor ran while the vehicles
warmed up with the noise creating a nuisance.

= Trustee Boatner noted that vehicles other than semi tractors made the
same amount of noise.

* Trustee Muncie noted that the indoor parking was not allowed in Kane
County.

e He was asking if the regulation should be maintained in the

Village’s ordinance.

e Trustee Burson asked for clarification on the maximum numbers.

o It was explained that three D-plated vehicles would be
allowed.

o Trustee Willaims thought there was consensus on the
numbers; the issue was indoor-outdoor restrictions. He wanted
to hear from Trustee Millette.

= Trustee Muncie noted that Farm-zoned property could not be used to
park or store vehicles not associated with farming.

= A discussion ensued.

= Building and Zoning Officer Brown read the new draft language
indicating that any vehicles associated with an active and legal use
could be parked on the property.

* Building and Zoning Officer Brown noted that a paragraph on vehicle
logos was not necessary in the vehicle section—it was covered in the
sign article.

e He suggested it be removed.

e Administrator Rooney asked if it caused a problem if it remained

¢ Building and Zoning Officer Brown noted it replicates, but it
does not cause a problem

5. Closed Session - no closed session held
President Wojnicki said executive session would be postponed until the next meeting.

Trustee Muncie advised there were other issues that had not yet been addressed. Will
email list to President Wojnicki.

President Wojnicki asked if the trustees were able to start the next meeting at 6:30 pm.

Trustee McKelvie asked what the game plan was for approving the ordinance.



Administrator Rooney advised:
e Approval could be an action item at the next meeting.

e Editing could be done on the fly, but if there was not clarity, approval could be
postponed until the following meeting, i.e. December 3.

Trustee McKelvie desired the public have a chance to review the revised draft, “the
finished product.”

Trustee. Muncie suggested a notice in the community newsletter.

6. Motion to adjourn the meeting at 9:30 pm made by Trustee; seconded by Trustee

Voice vote: [AYES: 6] [NAYES: 0] [ABSENT: 0] [ABSTAIN:0] Motion CARRIED
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Barbarba Wojnicki
Village President
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Tracy Johnson
Village Clerk by James Brown, Building and Zoning Officer



