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MINUTES FOR THE REGULAR MEETING 
OF THE ZONING COMMISSION 

OF THE VILLAGE OF CAMPTON HILLS 
April 10, 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 Michelle Niermann, 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 March 13, 2024 

Commissioner Tiedt motioned to approve the minutes of March 13, 2024; Commissioner 
Turney seconded the motion. There were no corrections or comments. On a voice vote 
the motion was unanimously approved. 

 
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) 

Chairman Fredrick led a page-by-page review of the draft Article 8. 
 
Section 8.2.a.3.  Mr. Tiedt noted that a base minimum for accessory structures had not 
been included in the draft; it had been discussed previously. A discussion ensued on the 
appropriate minimum level. Mr. Kopec questioned a referenced provision on maximum 
building coverage. It was found in Article 4. Mr. Brown suggested the ordinance be 
worded so that a property owner could have accessory structures totaling one percent of 
the lot size or up to 900 square feet, whichever is greater. He gave an example of 
someone with a 5,000 sq ft lot. One percent would be only 50 sq ft. But if there were a 
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minimum, like 900 sq ft, then the owner could have accessory structures totaling 900 sq 
ft. He said he used 900 as an example. Mr. Tiedt noted that an accessory building could 
be a detached garage. It was decided to insert a minimum of 500 square feet into the 
ordinance. Mr. Brown suggested the language read “one percent or 500 sq ft, whichever 
is greater.” The commissioners concurred. 
 
Mr. Johnson arrived at 6:48 pm. 
 
Section 8.5.b. Mr. Fredrick noted a provision limiting two non-family member employees 
for home-based businesses. He questioned what the intent was. Mr. Tiedt noted a spelling 
error. 
 
There was a discussion on the definitions for animal-related uses, e.g. animal hospital. 
Mr. Garbarski asked why there was a provision regarding “one year of age.” Mr. Brown 
and Mr. Johnson explained that it was to allow a female dog and a litter of puppies. 
A discussion regarding the definitions ensued. Mr. Kopec noted that his wife fostered 
kittens, and she could have kittens for four or five months. Mr. Fredrick noted fostering 
was not a home-based business. He suggested the wording in the definition remain 
unchanged. There were no objections. 
 
Mr. Fredrick noted that on page 8, the paragraph C.5 in the outline needed to be 
removed—there was no such paragraph.   

 
Mr. Garbarski asked about large satellite dishes and whether they were still being used. If 
not, perhaps the provisions on satellite dishes could be removed. Mr. Fredrick thought it 
best to leave the provision in. 
 
Mr. Garbarski questioned if “rear yard” meant “back yard.” Mr. Brown said yes. Mr. 
Garbarski suggested a change in language. He joked that he invited people over to his 
backyard, not his rear yard. Mr. Fredrick felt we should keep “rear yard” in the draft. 

 
Section 8.10, Environmental Performance Standards. Mr. Fredrick noted that the 
commission had previously discussed moving this section to someplace else in the 
ordinance. For now, he was content to leave it at the end of Article 8. Mr. Brown noted 
such provisions were sometimes grouped into their own chapter. 
 
Mr. Garbarski questioned how there could be environmental standards in other than 
agricultural zoning district. Mr. Fredrick urged him to look at some standards, e.g. B.1. 
He felt they covered things for all districts. Mr. Tiedt said the provisions were applicable 
to all zoning districts. Mr. Kopec said each district would have its own standards. 

 
Mr. Garbarski said he didn’t like the wording. “Performance standard” did not make 
sense to him. Mr. Fredrick gave an example of stormwater standards—they were 
applicable to all zoning districts. He did not have a problem with changing the title. Mr. 
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Kopec said it should be “guidelines since we are not referencing any standards.” A 
discussion of the meaning of “standards” and “performance standards” ensued. Mr. Tiedt 
noted “guidelines” are not enforceable. Mr. Brown noted that the draft text was similar to 
other ordinances he had used for code enforcement. Mr. Fredrick concluded the 
discussion with a suggestion that the title be changed to “Environmental Standards.” The 
commission concurred. 
 

6. Introduction, review and discussion of new draft articles: Article 14, 
Nonconformities 

 
Mr. Fredrick explained some of the meanings regarding nonconformities. Mr. Brown 
noted he had included an information sheet on nonconformities and explained one 
example regarding auto body shops. He said the language was boilerplate—it was found 
in almost all zoning ordinances. The goal was to push land uses towards conformance. 
 
Mr. Garbarski questioned Ms. Niermann regarding language in one of the provisions, 
saying it was vague and ambiguous. “It needed to be more definitive.” Ms. Niermann 
said the provision was giving the “overall high level” view for nonconformities. She 
thought the language was meant to be “flexible and broad.”  
 
Mr. Tiedt offered a correction in the first paragraph. He wanted to add “approved PUDs” 
to the applicability statement. 

 
Mr. Garbarski questioned how a change in business name would require the removal of 
all nonconforming signs. He thought the provision belonged elsewhere. Mr. Brown said a 
change in business name was an opportunity to bring nonconforming signs into 
compliance. After some discussion it was agreed to change the provision to read 
“nonconforming signs shall be brought into compliance.” [or removed] Mr. Fredrick was 
fine with the existing wording, but suggested the provision be moved to the section on 
nonconforming signs. The commission concurred. 
 
Mr. Johnson questioned how the nonconforming provisions regarding the relocation of a 
nonconforming structure would affect historic structures. He felt there should be some 
latitude. A discussion of historic structures ensued. Mr. Tiedt and Ms. Turney used the 
example of moving a historic barn that needed to be moved. Mr. Brown noted there was 
always the option for a variation. Mr. Johnson noted that the goals of the ordinance 
included historic preservation. 

 
Regarding the last line of 14.5.a last line: “this does not include nonconforming signs, 
which are regulated separately.” Mr. Garbarski did not think it was necessary. Mr. 
Johnson and Mr. Fredrick thought the provision was for clarity and reference. It was 
decided to keep the phrase in the draft. 
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Mr. Garbarski objected to the language: “The principle use to which the sign is accessory 
ceases to exist for 90 days…” Ms. Niermann said it was the principle use of the property. 
Mr. Garbarski wanted the language altered. Mr. Brown said he would attempt to re-write 
the sentence: “If the principle use on a zoning lot ceases to exist for 90 consecutive days 
any sign which was accessory to that use must be removed.” Ms. Niermann suggested 
“subject property” be used. 

 
Section 14.5.C.2. Mr. Tiedt had a question regarding “reconstruction” of parking lots, and 
suggested there be a good definition included with the ordinance. 
 
Mr. Garbarski urged Mr. Brown to search the document for the word “approved.” 
He thought it was not used throughout the ordinance. 
 
b. Article 3, Establishment and Purposes of Zoning Districts 
 
Mr. Garbarski asked if any of the zoning districts in the draft were new. Mr. Brown 
clarified that there had been re-organization of the 2023 ordinance, but the zoning 
districts were the same; the purposes and intentions were the same too. 
 
Mr. Garbarski inquired about the Open Space District. He raised a concern about a 
potential reference or indication that the open space was the Village’s open space. 
Several commissioners indicated the zoning ordinance did not deal with 
ownership. A discussion regarding the purposes of this district and the conservation 
overlay district ensued. 

 
Mr. Garbarski suggested that Article 3 be tabled until the next meeting. Mr. Fredrick 
noted that the commissioners’ packet included some tables comparing the 2023 ordinance 
with the 2024 draft. He quickly ran through the remaining paragraphs in Article 3 and an 
overview of Article 4. 

 
Ms. Turney asked about the zoning districts (from 2014) that had been stricken in the 
2023 ordinance. Mr. Brown explained that they were high-density residential districts. 
Mr. Johnson noted the Village did not have such high-density areas, partly because of the 
limited sanitary district coverage. The infrastructure was not there for such development. 

 
Mr. Fredrick noted that in 3.2.b.2 the paragraph was stricken. Mr. Brown confirmed that 
it should not have been stricken. There was a discussion of annexation and zoning. 
 
Mr. Fredrick asked Mr. Brown if the provisions for animals would be in the packet for the 
next meeting. Mr. Tiedt asked Mr. Brown if three tables in draft Article 4 could be 
combined. Mr. Brown said yes. Mr. Tiedt inquired about the zoning map and when the 
discussion on the map would be on the agenda. Mr. Brown said he wanted consensus on 
the number of districts, the specific uses in the districts before we moved on to the map. 
Mr. Tiedt said the comprehensive plan should serve as a guide. Mr. Kopec asked if we 
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would review the Nonconforming article or if we would jump right into Article 3. Mr. 
Brown preferred not to re-forward the nonconformities chapter since there were very few 
changes. He would include the animals and uses provisions. Mr. Brown reviewed the 
progress of the commission; he thought it had been fairly good. “We are on the downside 
until we get to the mapping.” 
 

7. Adjournment 
 
Mr. Kopec motioned to adjourn; Mr. Tiedt seconded the motion. On a voice vote 
the motion was unanimously approved. The meeting ended at 8:30 pm. 

Submitted by Jim Brown, Secretary, Zoning Commission 
Approved this 24th day of April 2024 

 
Rolf Fredrick 
Chairman, Zoning Commission 


