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MINUTES FOR THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE ZONING COMMISSION  
OF THE VILLAGE OF CAMPTON HILLS 

September 11, 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: Village Attorney Carmen Forte, Zoning Commission Secretary Jim Brown.  
PC-ZBA Liaison Jerry Johnson arrived at 6:56 pm. 

3. Approval of the minutes of the Zoning Commission meeting of August 21, 2024 

Commissioner Kopec made a motion to approve the minutes; Commissioner Tiedt 
seconded the motion. Mr. Tiedt had one addition: page 3, paragraph 5, parking stall depth 
should be reduced from eighteen to sixteen feet, only if there was a two-foot overhang 
provided. Mr. Fredrick asked for a voice vote to approve as amended. The minutes as 
amended were unanimously approved.  

4.    Public Comment 

Mr. Sergio Cardenas, 39W596 Old Burlington Rd spoke. He said he was the owner of the 
property, which was a farm. He wanted to ensure that the farm zoning was retained.  

5. Introduction, review and discussion of draft articles: Article 11, Signs. 

Mr. Fredrick prefaced the discussion of this article with a general comment regarding his 
vision and goals for the Zoning Commission. He desired to finish the commission’s review 
over the second meeting in September and its first meeting in October and hold a public 
hearing on the draft ordinance on Wednesday, October 23. He hoped staff would be able to 
compile the complete draft ordinance and forward to commissioners about a month in 
advance of the hearing. He was reserving the first meeting in November for a potential 
post-hearing review to consider and incorporate public comment into the draft prior to 
forwarding to the Village Board. 

He said the zoning map did not need to be perfect; it could always be amended and updated 
later. “We really need the big picture,” he said. Ms. Turney thought the commission had 
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“got off the rails” at the previous meeting because of “deep dives” into particular parcels 
and situations. 

Mr. Brown said he hoped to have the entire ordinance assembled and forwarded for 
commissioners’ review by Saturday (September 14). The ordinance’s articles would be re-
organized. Mr. Fredrick urged commissioners to send comments or corrections to Mr. 
Brown.  

Mr. Brown noted that the article on signs had been 11; it was now number 8 and might 
change again. Mr. Fredrick led a review of the article. He noted that the article had been re-
organized.  

Mr. Tiedt had a question on projecting and blade signs. Mr. Brown said any flags with 
advertising text or logos would be considered signs and need to comply with the 
provisions. He thought the provisions might be too limiting. Mr. Brown said he would 
review the provisions. 

Mr. Brown asked Village Attorney Forte about a prohibition on “obscene” signs. Mr. Forte 
explained that under the confines of a business and commercial speech, e.g. an obscene 
illustration, it could be prohibited. It was decided to leave the language prohibiting obscene 
signs in the draft, but not enforce it for political speech. Mr. Kopec noted the substitution 
clause. 

There was a discussion of marquee signs and changeable display signs. Mr. Brown said he 
would review the marquee sign definition and other sign definitions.   

Mr. Tiedt commented on sight triangle provisions, page 5, F.4. He said there should be a 
provision regarding height. He suggested thirty-six inches. The commission concurred with 
the suggestion.  

PC-ZBA Liaison Jerry Johnson arrived at 6:56 pm 

There were no additional comments or recommendations for the article on signs. 

6. Zoning map 

Mr. Fredrick noted that the commission was keeping the zoning districts from the 2023 
Zoning Ordinance. He wanted consensus on Farmland Protection and Open Space on the 
map. Based on a discussion at the previous meeting, he said the commission desired one 
open space zoning district. There could be sublayers mapped showing ownership, e.g. Kane 
County, HOA. He asked if that was okay with the commission.  

Mr. Kopec summarized: “So there will be one open space district.” Mr. Brown said yes, 
there would be one color on the zoning map indicating the open space district. There could 
be another map—attached as an appendix or perhaps approved by the Plan Commission as 
an amendment to the comprehensive plan—indicating the open space ownership.  Mr. 
Fredrick said the purpose of the open space district was to show land that could not be 
developed. 
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Mr. Kopec asked about the Village’s planning area and whether we should be indicating 
that on the map. Mr. Forte and Mr. Brown answered that showing the Village’s planning 
area was appropriate for a comprehensive plan map, but not the zoning map—we could not 
indicate zoning for territory that was not in the municipality.   

There was a discussion of the Farmland Preservation district. Mr. Brown noted that he had 
inadvertently omitted it from a draft chapter. There were two parcels within the Village that 
would be appropriate for the purpose of the zoning district; perhaps more would be 
annexed later. He had re-inserted the Farmland Preservation district into the draft; the 
commission would see it when they saw the entire assembled draft ordinance.  

Mr. Brown also noted that he had thought it might be appropriate to have a threshold for 
HOA properties, i.e. exclude smaller parcels from the open space district. However, seeing 
how it mapped it, he felt since most of the HOA parcels were contiguous, they should all be 
zoned as open space. He also noted the map in the packet showed a large forest preserve 
property as open space, but it was not in the Village. There was a continued discussion of 
the zoning map and how the districts would be portrayed: one color for open space, another 
color for farmland preservation, another color for farm.  

A review of several parcels in Wasco, as covered by worksheets in the staff packet, was 
concluded. The commission concurred with staff’s recommendations for the zoning of 
these properties. Mr. Kopec inquired about the procedure for rezoning the properties. Mr. 
Brown explained that in certain circumstances the owners would need to be notified. 
Notices would go out and the people could testify at the hearing. 

Commissioner Turney asked about final determination of zoning on properties—what input 
would property owners have and how binding would their desires be? Mr. Brown explained 
the commission should take into consideration the testimony, but wasn’t bound to abide by 
the wishes of property owners in making recommendations to the Village Board. Ms. 
Turney also commented on changes in the nomenclature of particular zoning districts, e.g. 
B-3 to RD.  Mr. Forte reviewed the different ways that the Village would provide notice of 
the hearing and details on the notice letters. 

Mr. Fredrick asked Mr. Brown what he needed from the commission to further complete 
the zoning map review. Mr. Brown said there seemed to be consensus on the open space. If 
there were parcels that had been overlooked, he asked that he be notified. 

There was discussion of a parcel along Burlington Rd. The consensus was that this was a 
residential property and the commercial zoning on half of it should be changed to 
residential or farming. “It should be zoned to reflect its current use,” Mr. Fredrick said. 

There was discussion of a KDOT site and whether it should be zoned commercial. Mr. 
Johnson pointed out that if KDOT left the site, then the commercial zoning might lead to an 
undesirable development. Mr. Brown suggested a more restrictive zoning be applied to the 
site. Mr. Fredrick and Mr. Tiedt consulted the comprehensive plan. The discussion on 
commercial zoning continued to include a nursery, auto body shop and Nikko’s. 
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Mr. Brown recommended that the Zoning Commission ignore the PUD zoning.  Rezoning 
of these areas could be tackled later. To do a thorough review of each PUD would stretch 
out the commission’s work for 3-4 months. Mr. Fredrick elaborated—PUDs were created to 
include multiple zoning categories. So it would be challenging to sort all of that out. Mr. 
Brown added that the PUD ordinances would still govern land uses within the PUDs. The 
commission concurred with the recommendation. 

Mr. Tiedt suggested that the PUD ordinance numbers be included on the zoning map. 

Mr. Brown explained that there were numerous residential subdivisions within the Village 
that had retained their Farm zoning for decades. The parcels had not been farmed since the 
re-development; they should be zoned appropriately. He said he had reviewed a Camiros 
map recommending changes from F to various R districts. His initial review indicated that 
the Camiros recommendations were appropriate. A discussion ensued.  

Mr. Johnson said his biggest concern was that lots would be subdivided. Mr. Tiedt opined 
that such situations would be rare.  

Trustee Burson, in the audience, asked to speak. She said some of these subdivisions had 
retained their farm zoning due to a court decision. Mr. Brown said he and the attorney 
would investigate. A discussion ensued. Mr. Brown noted that there would be minimal 
impact on property owners with a rezoning from F to R. Mr. Kopec liked the concept of 
having “districts,” i.e. groups of adjacent parcels with the same zoning. Mr. Fredrick noted 
that Mr. Brown would validate the Camiros work. 

Mr. Fredrick reviewed the staff memorandum; it contained a few questions and issues, 
including a parcel west of the post office. It has two zoning designations. Mr. Brown 
suggested B-1 be retained, and the R zoning be removed. Mr. Johnson noted that there was 
a builder or contractor on the property. There was tentative agreement to zone the entire 
parcel B-1. Mr. Kopec and Ms. Turney asked about mixed use. Mr. Brown said mixed use 
was allowed, in the draft, in C-1 and C-2 zones. 

In the context of farm business zoning, Mr. Johnson noted that properties zoned C outside 
of Wasco could be sold and perhaps redeveloped into something undesirable.  

The commission discussed changing zoning on a Victorian house on Old LaFox Rd from B 
to R. Based on Mr. Tiedt’s suggestion and comments, the commission decided that it should 
retain its B zoning. There was also concurrence on a staff recommendation to rezone an 
auto body shop along the Great Western Trail from Farm to commercial. 

There was a discussion of status of the zoning ordinance draft and the upcoming schedule 
and public notice requirements for the public hearing. 
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7. Adjournment 

Mr. Kopec made a motion to adjourn. Mr. Tieddt seconded the motion. On a voice vote the 
motion was unanimously approved. The meeting ended at 8:28 pm. 

Submitted by Jim Brown, Secretary, Zoning Commission 

Approved this 25th day of September 2024 

 

Rolf Fredrick 
Chairman, Zoning Commission 
 


