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MINUTES FOR THE REGULAR MEETING 
OF THE ZONING COMMISSION 

OF THE VILLAGE OF CAMPTON HILLS 
March 13, 2024,  6:30 P.M. 
Campton Hills Village Hall 

40W270 LaFox Road 
 

1. Call to Order 

Chairman Fredrick called the meeting to order at 6:31 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 Attorney Carmen Forte, Village Administrator Mark Rooney, 
and Zoning Commission Secretary Jim Brown. Village President Barb Wojnicki was 
present, substituting for Village Board Liaison Mike Millette. Plan Commission/ZBA 
Liaison Jerry Johnson was absent.   

3. Approval of the minutes of the Zoning Commission meeting of February 28, 2024 

Commissioner Tiedt motioned to approve the minutes of January 24; Commissioner 
Kopec seconded the motion. Mr. Fredrick and Mr. Tiedt noted a few spelling errors on 
page 3. Commissioner Tiedt motioned to approve the minutes as amended; Mr. Kopec 
seconded the motion. On a voice vote the motion was unanimously approved. 
 
Mr. Brown noted that Mr. Johnson had arrived at 6:36 p.m.  
 

4. Public Comment 
 
There was no public comment.  
 

5. Review and discuss draft articles introduced at previous meetings of the Zoning 
Commission: Article 8, Development Standards (minus animal provisions) 

Mr. Fredrick said that the draft had been re-organized since the last meeting. He 
proceeded to review the re-organized article from the beginning. 
 
Section 8.1.  Mr. Tiedt commented that paragraph B of the section lacked any reference to 
PUDs, which could have different setbacks than the zoning districts. Mr. Brown noted 
that the next couple of articles would be re-organized as well and that 
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paragraphs B, C and D of Section 8.1 might be more appropriate in a subsequent article. 
He concurred with the suggestion to add “PUD” to paragraph B. 
 
Mr. Tiedt commented on paragraph D and mailboxes in the sight triangles. He said 
the US Postmaster had requirements for height and placement of mailboxes. Mr. 
Fredrick suggested language indicating postmaster regulations would have precedence. 
Mr. Tiedt suggested that we don’t allow mailboxes in the sight triangle. Mr. Fredrick 
concurred with the idea of not allowing mailboxes in the sight triangle and noted 
someone could seek a variance. Mr. Tiedt suggested removing the first line from the 
paragraph and inserting language in the last line. Mr. Fredrick liked the suggestion. 
 
Section 8.2, accessory structures and uses. Mr. Fredrick asked Mr. Brown if the 
definition in the tan box on the page was going to remain as the ordinance’s definition. 
Mr. Brown said he intended to use it. He said Mr. Kopec had raised the issue of lack of 
definitions and thus definitions had been inserted into the draft. 
 
Mr. Tiedt asked a question regarding “off-street parking facility” in the definition 
of accessory structure: “Can a garage be considered as an off-street parking facility?” He 
had not found definitions for off-street parking facility or garage in the current ordinance. 
Mr. Tiedt suggested definitions for these terms. Mr. Brown said off-street parking facility 
would be defined. 
 
Mr. Tiedt had a concern about accessory structures located in utility or drainage 
easements: “A fence is considered an accessory structure and I couldn’t quite tell if 
fences were allowed in a drainage easement or not, or a utility easement. I feel they 
should be allowed.”  
 
Attorney Forte said there was some reference to such an allowance in Section 8.4.a.7, but 
it did not specifically say they were allowed. Mr. Brown agreed that it was inferred that 
they were allowed, but it didn’t actually state it. He suggested a phrase “with the 
exception of fences” be added. 
 
Section 8.3, ADUs. Mr. Fredrick noted that the commission had had a discussion at the 
previous meeting regarding ADUs. He asked if staff had had any discussions with other 
officials. Mr. Brown said “the general leaning was away from detached [ADUs].” 
Mr. Fredrick thought the detached units “presented a lot of challenges.” He was 
comfortable with attached ADUs, but uncomfortable—at this time—with detached 
ADUs. He asked the other commissioners if they had a preference regarding 
attached and detached ADUs. 
 
Mr. Kopec suggested we recognize detached units, “but they should always be a 
special use.” He noted that most lots would not be large enough for a detached 
unit. Mr. Forte said if that was the commission’s desire then there should be 
dimensional requirements specified in the zoning ordinance. 
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Mr. Brown said that the current ordinance allowed attached ADUs but did not 
allow detached ADUs. He said when the topic was first considered by the 
commission it seemed like several members and some public comment were in 
favor of detached ADUs, and thus he had added to the draft certain parameters for 
dimensions. Now, however, it seemed like there was less support. He said he had 
broke out the draft into separate paragraphs on detached and attached ADUs. He 
said, “I’m not a voting member…but I do think the detached [ADU] raises—I just 
see some enforcement issues down the road and they turn into rental units, which is 
really not our intention.” 
 
Mr. Tiedt said he thought the provisions for attached and detached were well 
written, but questioned whether there was a loophole in regard to the R and F 
zoning. “Aside from that…I don’t have an issue with having a detached ADU.” He 
acknowledged potential enforcement issues, but thought there could be some need 
or want for the units. He was generally in favor of ADUs above garages. He said if 
the detached unit provisions were left out, and there was a future desire for them, 
the ordinance could be amended. 
 
Commissioner Turney said she had the same thoughts as Mr. Tiedt. She thought 
ADUs above garages would be a compromise. 
 
Mr. Fredrick noted that in the current ordinance there was a prohibition of having a 
kitchen above a garage—that could be changed. 
 
Mr. Kopec said an ADU above a garage would be a fully functional unit with 
plumbing. He thought that was what we were trying to avoid. A discussion regarding the 
demand for ADUs and ADUs above garages or other structures, e.g. pole barns, ensued. 
Concerns such as lack of ZBA cases, zoning for the future, sanctity of single-family 
homes were discussed. 
 
Mr. Fredrick said detached ADUs and ADUs above garages seemed to be an “all-or- 
nothing” issue. He leaned toward allowing just attached, but noted other commissioners 
seemed to be in favor of detached ADUs. ADUs above garages would be allowed 
in the all-or-nothing approach. 
 
Mr. Brown suggested the commission remove the draft provisions for detached units and 
see what public comment at the hearing was. Mr. Forte said there would certainly be 
discussion at the board level too. 
 
Village President Wojnicki suggested the draft provisions for detached ADUs be retained 
through the public hearing, because it would be easier to delete rather than add language 
later. But it was up to the commission, she said. 
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Mr. Tiedt added that leaving the language for detached ADUs in the draft would allow 
better evaluation of the provisions. Ms. Turney said the public may not comment on it if 
the language didn’t exist. The consensus of the commissioners was to leave the language 
on detached ADUs in the draft. 
 
Mr. Fredrick asked about a provision in B.2.b. regarding a 20-ft party wall. Mr. Brown 
explained that if we were allowing detached units this provision was no longer was 
necessary, but he would leave it in the draft for now. Mr. Brown also noted that 
“detached” should be added to the title of one of the paragraphs. 
 
Mr. Fredrick noted that Section 8.4 Fences and Walls—had already covered at a previous 
meeting. Mr. Brown said it was the same as the 2023 ordinance with the exception of a 
new paragraph on exempt fences. Mr. Kopec asked about prohibited materials. 
 
Ms. Turney noted the prohibition on chain-link fences and asked the other commissioners 
if they would consider allowing coated chain-link fences. She thought it was attractive for 
residential use. Mr. Tiedt suggested allowing (coated) chain-link fences in rear and 
interior side yards. Mr. Johnson opined that chain-link was more associated with cities 
and towns and was deemed inappropriate for more rural settings. Mr. Tiedt and Mr. 
Kopec noted that there might be situations where chain-link would be appropriate, e.g. 
for a dog run, but not necessarily for perimeter fencing. Mr. Kopec suggested 
differentiating between the two situations. Mr. Fredrick, Mr. Kopec and Mr. Johnson 
were not in favor of coated chain-link fencing. Mr. Brown said he would add language 
that would allow chain-link for items like dog runs. 
 
Mr. Fredrick noted that chicken wire should be allowed for garden use. Ms. Turney 
suggested the language for chicken wire and chain-link be similar. 
 
Mr. Tiedt suggested a phrase regarding compliance with sight triangles be added to 
paragraph C.1. 
 
Section 8.5, home-based businesses. Mr. Brown noted that home-based businesses should 
be an accessory or ancillary use to the residential use of the property. 
 
Mr. Tiedt said he thought the language in the county’s ordinance was preferable. He 
thought we were being too specific with the draft language. He cited provisions regarding 
a list of specific types of trucks as an example. Mr. Kopec noted that his neighborhood 
had had problems with trucks being parked in driveways. Mr. Tiedt countered that if you 
did not want the rigidity of an HOA then one should purchase a home outside of an HOA. 
He thought the draft language was too much like HOA provisions. Mr. Fredrick 
suggested comparing the language side-by side next meeting. 
 
Mr. Kopec asked if the provision requiring home-based businesses to be conducted 
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by residents of the property would prohibit employees. Mr. Brown explained that the 
provision was intended to prevent someone from renting or leasing a house and using it 
exclusively as a business. It did not prevent employees; employees were not addressed. A 
discussion regarding employees, deliveries and enforcement ensued. 
 
Mr. Johnson suggested a list of definitions be provided. 
 
Mr. Kopec asked if there were any provisions regarding storage units, such as PODs, in 
the Village code. Village Administrator Rooney explained that there were rules against it, 
and it had been a problem throughout the Village. 
 
Ms. Turney asked about a draft provision on kennels: would it apply to people who take 
in dogs for fee. “Boarding is still technically kenneling.” Mr. Rooney explained it was not 
allowed. Mr. Johnson explained that countywide only three dogs per residence were 
allowed. 
 
Mr. Tiedt suggested on page 7, C.4, a phrase regarding small internal combustion 

  engine repair be added to the list of prohibited activities. 
 
Section 8.6, outdoor activities. Mr. Brown said this section was assembled from a couple 
places in the ordinances. Most ordinances limit outdoor activities, e.g. an auto body shop 
could not do repairs outside of bays. He questioned how outdoor dining and drinking was 
addressed. It should be allowed by the [zoning] code, and perhaps another fee or 
licensing procedure. 
 
Mr. Tiedt said it was a good idea to have a permitting process—sidewalks were 
sometimes taken over by the dining furniture. Mr. Brown said he had seen such 
licensing outside of the zoning code. “This is just for zoning to allow it.” He said in a 
previous town restaurants needed to submit a diagram of how they were using the 
sidewalk and then had to adhere to the approved drawing. 
 
Section 8.7, renewable energy structures and uses. Solar panel and wind turbine 
provisions had not yet been reviewed, noted Mr. Fredrick. Mr. Brown said there had been 
very little changes to the 2023 ordinance text. Mr. Kopec said an engineering analysis 
might be helpful to ensure a provision on glare be followed (B.1.b.). 
 
Mr. Brown commented that it was more of a building permit requirement. A discussion 
on the merits of a requirement for an engineering analysis in the zoning code or building 
code ensued. Mr. Fredrick thought a requirement in the building code would be sufficient 
and more appropriate. 
 
Mr. Brown asked Mr. Kopec about a previous comment regarding the height of 
wind turbines and radio towers. Mr. Kopec explained that there was language 
regarding a fall shadow for turbines but not for HAM radio towers; he did not like 
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the inconsistency. Mr. Rooney thought there was an exemption for HAM radio 
operators. Mr. Tiedt said, “If we are going to start worrying about things falling, why 
don’t we restrict the height of trees?” He said there are differences between radio towers 
and wind turbines, such as weight, turning parts, size. 
 
Section 8.8, communications equipment. Mr. Tiedt inquired if there was a reason why a 
radio tower had to be ten feet from the building. One would need to run cable from 
house to the tower. Mr. Fredrick suggested the language stating a tower had to be ten feet 
from any lot line be retained, but the ten-foot distance to a building be eliminated as a 
requirement. 
 
Section 8.9, other accessory structures and uses. After some discussion the commission 
concluded that the prohibition on kitchens above garages should be removed. 
 
Paragraph D, mailbox provisions. Mr. Tiedt suggested that in item D.1 language 
regarding adherence to postmaster regulations be followed. Mr. Kopec noted that the 
provisions were referring to mailboxes in the private property. A discussion ensued. It 
was decided to keep the provisions on mailboxes. Though not needed now, they might be 
needed in the future. Mr. Tiedt suggested the provisions apply to all mailboxes in both 
public right of way and private property. The first and last sentences should be stricken 
and a reference to postal regulations inserted. 

 
Paragraph F, refuse dumpsters. Mr. Kopec asked if the provisions applied to permanent 
or temporary use. Mr. Rooney and Mr. Forte explained that there was a permit required 
for the temporary dumpsters. Ms. Turney asked about agricultural uses. Mr. Brown said 
the provisions were for permanent commercial uses. It was agreed to re-write the 
paragraph to also make them applicable to multi-family residential and note it was not 
intended for temporary uses. 
 
There was a discussion on the appropriate place in the ordinance for performance 
standards like noise and vibration. Mr. Kopec felt most of the provisions were 
unenforceable. Mr. Forte noted that the nuisance section of the Village code had 
standards and thresholds. Mr. Kopec asked why this section on nuisances was in the 
zoning code. Mr. Forte explained the provisions addressed site-specific issues. Mr. Tiedt 
thought these standards should be in section 8.1, the general requirements. Mr. Fredrick 
concurred. He also wanted some language tying the provisions to properties, and not, as 
Mr. Forte had explained, noises in the streets or from cars. Mr. Forte elaborated that these 
standards would apply to permitted uses that might be exceeding certain noise or other 
thresholds. 
 
Tables 8.1 and 8.2. Mr. Fredrick commented that the header should include an 
explanation of the symbols like “P” and “-“. 
Mr. Tiedt thought there were several items in the table 8.1 that were left over from 
the enroachment approach to the accessory structures. Things like trellis, balcony, 
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bay window need not be in the table.  A balcony was part of the building. 
 
Table 8.2. Mr. Fredrick said we were trying to align the maximum sizes of accessory 
structures with zoning districts or lot sizes. Mr. Fredrick though they could be aligned 
with: less than 2.5 acres, less than 4 acres, and greater than 4 acres.  That would align 
with zoning districts. The square footage numbers were arbitrary. He also suggested the 
threshold be one percent of the property size. 
 
Ms. Turney asked if the two-building limit would still apply. She thought we were 
moving toward a maximum aggregate square footage and let the homeowner decide how 
it was used. She thought the one percent suggestion was fine, but what about the total 
number of accessory buildings? So long as the total was under one percent, she thought it 
would be fine. 
 
Mr. Kopec suggested that “one percent under roof” be the standard. Mr. Johnson asked 
about septic fields and how that would impact the accessory structures. People should be 
aware of that factor. 
 
Mr. Fredrick could not find any limit on the number of buildings—commissioners 
thought this had been removed from the draft in a previous meeting. Mr. Tiedt thought 
having a maximum lot coverage was probably fairer for everyone. Such a standard would 
be better and relate to stormwater as well. Mr. Brown noted that there were additional 
standards—to be reviewed in a future article—for maximum building coverage and 
maximum impervious surface coverage. He further explained that he had frequently seen 
limits on maximum coverage of buildings, impervious surfaces, limits on the total 
number of accessory buildings and maximums for certain structures, such as garages. 
Normally there are limits on sheds and garages. He questioned whether an aggregate for 
an accessory structure was necessary. Perhaps a percentage of the lot for accessory 
structures was the best way to go. 
 
Mr. Kopec noted a difference between accessory structures and buildings. Ms. Turney did 
not like a threshold on maximum number of buildings—simply provide a threshold for 
aggregate of structures. The commission decided to set the standard for the aggregate of 
all accessory structures at one percent of the lot. 
 

6. Adjournment 
 
Mr. Kopec motioned to adjourn; Mr. Tiedt seconded the motion. On a voice vote 
the motion was unanimously approved. The meeting ended at 8:43 pm. 

Submitted by Jim Brown, Secretary, Zoning Commission 
Approved this 13th day of March 2024 

 
Rolf Fredrick 
Chairman, Zoning Commission 


