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

October 9, 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:, PC-ZBA Liaison Jerry Johnson (arrived at 6:35 pm), Village Administrator 
Mark Rooney and  and Zoning Commission Secretary Jim Brown. 

3. Approval of the minutes of the Zoning Commission meeting of September 25, 2024. 
Commissioner Kopec made a motion to approve the minutes; Commissioner Garbarski  
seconded the motion. Mr. Fredrick noted that he had forwarded some corrections to Mr. 
Brown. He had the following corrections: page 2 on bottom of page, strike “and R-2.” Page 
3, last sentence was a grammatical error. On a voice vote the minutes were unanimously 
approved. 

4. Public Comment.  Amanda Foege, 4N394 Foxfield Rd. Ms. Foege said that she and her 
husband had lived in Campton Hills for a little over eleven years. She had received a cease-
and-desist order regarding a pony. She thanked the commission for their time and efforts. 
Ms. Foege opined that provisions regarding “equine manure should be the same for all 
animals.” She thought it might be a misprint in the draft, because it had been discussed at a 
prior meeting—composting should not have a lid on it because it needs air. Secondly, she 
commented on the required distance for bees from the property line. The further the bee 
hives are from a tree line the greater risk for contact with humans—being close to a tree 
line forces the bees to fly above the vegetation and then make a quick decent to the hives. 
Thirdly, she questioned why detached ADUs would be required to be thirty feet from the 
principal residence. She asked that the commission re-consider the 30-ft requirement.  
 
Dave Lors, 41W205 Lasso Ln. Mr. Lors inquired about truck parking: if a pick-up truck had 
a C or D license plate would it still be able to park in the driveway? A few commissioners 
answered “no.” Mr. Lors suspected that would be a problem. He also questioned whether 
trailers would be included. His opinion of trucks in the neighborhood was that it was worse 
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to have trucks parking on the street; parking in the driveway would be better. He suggested 
strict restrictions for what could park on the street, not in the yard. Mr. Lors noted that the 
accessory structure calculation using one percent of lot size would create issues—it was too 
restrictive and would create nonconformities.  
 
Stephen Wood, 40W803 Old LaFox Rd. Mr. Wood said the zoning of the property was one 
of his biggest concerns when moving to Campton Hills. He did not like the idea of being 
rezoned from F to R. He said, “My biggest concern is the setbacks—going from ten feet to 
fifteen feet—losing opportunities on my property.” A brief discussion between Mr. Fredrick 
and Mr. Wood regarding the purpose of the rezoning ensued. Mr. Wood asked about the 
timing of submitting a building permit and which ordinance would govern. Mr. Brown 
explained that if a complete application were received prior to the effective date of the new 
ordinance, the 2023 ordinance would govern. Mr. Brown explained some of the 
consequences of having a nonconforming building. 
 
Hollie Bauron, 42W Foxfield. Ms. Bauron noted some differences between the previous 
effort to update the zoning ordinance and the current effort. “It has been extremely 
different. You guys have definitely used a lot more logic this time around. I think the reason 
this room isn’t full is because you have [used logic]. She said she was hearing positive 
comments from others regarding the update effort. Ms. Bauron noted that the accessibility 
structure maximum of one percent of the lot size was too restrictive. She provided 
calculations from her own property. She urged the commission to reconsider the one 
percent threshold. She noted a few other concerns: she agreed with the prohibition on 
manufactured homes but noted there were many available that would make good ADUs; 
she thought “community residence” P and S on the table of permitted and special uses was 
a mistake and should be reversed; vehicle dealership was not defined; massage therapy and 
personal services were not allowed as a home business but should be; library or egg boxes 
were not addressed; carports should be allowed on gravel. 
 
Mr. Fredrick said some of the concerns would be addressed later in the meeting.  

5. Approve Tentative Report of the Zoning Commission. Mr. Fredrick noted a few 
corrections to the Tentative Report: page 11 of the document, grammatical error, second 
paragraph from bottom, last sentence, Guidelines; page 13 middle row, fourth row, second 
column—roosters on five acres or more should be stricken; duplicate sentence on page 9 
regarding guneia fowl; page 14, top row, second column—"and R-2” should be stricken; 
page 14 at bottom of page, “therapeutic riding” should be stricken; page 16 purpose 
statement, third line—strike “Hills” and strike “taxing bodies” and replace with “entities;” 
page 20, “applicant will be responsible for producing the sign and installing it on the 
property.” Also, Mr. Fredrick adivised, that on page 24just before additional 
recommendations to Village Board” “2025” should be changed to “2024.”  

Mr. Garbarski noted a correction to the report: page 3, “Village” is spelled incorrectly.  
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Mr. Brown provided a (PowerPoint) presentation on the Tentative Report. Mr. Brown 
explained that the report was required by State Statute. The presentation followed the 
report. He had three audiences in mind when he wrote the report: Village Board, residents, 
and the commission. 

Mr. Brown reviewed what remained the same and noted that the “environmental overlay 
district” had been omitted from the draft. Mr. Fredrick felt it was already covered in the 
Green Infrastructure Plan. He suggested a reference to the Plan. Mr. Brown noted that most 
protections offered by the overlay district would be covered in other regulations like a 
watershed development ordinance.  

Mr. Brown said dimensional standards for the districts had, with one exception, remained 
the same. The articles on administration and enforcement remained the same. Landscape 
standards were essentially the same, except for minor changes to native plants and addition 
of a tree preservation plan. Parking and sign standards remained essentially the same.  

Mr. Kopec noted that “staying the same” seemed to refer to the map as well.  

Mr. Brown proceeded with the presentation, discussing changes: 

 Re-organization of the ordinance 
 Keeping of animals was perhaps biggest change from 2023 ordinance. Limitations on 

animal numbers had been removed. 
 Yards, encroachments and setback. The commission opted not to make any changes to 

the draft regarding yards, encroachments and setbacks.  
 Changes to ADUs—detached ADUs allowed per draft. 
 Public notice responsibilities. A discussion regarding responsibility for ordering public 

notice sign and placing it on property ensued. Mr. Brown argued to assign 
responsibility to applicant rather than zoning officer; Mr. Fredrick wanted the zoning 
officer to be responsible.  

 Accessory structure maximum size. There was agreement from commissioners that the 
intention had been to relax regulations. However, the one percent threshold did not 
make the maximum less restrictive. A discussion ensued regarding changing the 
percentage. It was decided to revise: 500 sq ft or two percent, whichever is greater.  

 Building height. The commission agreed to revise building height definition per Mr. 
Brown’s suggestion.  

 Permitted and special uses. Mr. Brown suggested tobacco shops—without smoking or 
vaping—be allowed. The commission concurred.  

 Home-based businesses. Mr. Brown reviewed the lists specifically prohibiting and 
specifically allowing uses. There was discussion of potential situations with home 
businesses, but there were no revisions.  

 Zoning map. Mr. Brown reviewed the Commission’s work regarding the Zoning Map. 
The Commission reviewed the La Salle factors as they apply to the rezoning of 
properties from F to R. Ten factors were covered in the presentation. Each factor was 
listed along with comments on how the standard was met. The commissioners 
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concurred with the comments in the presentation. The commission decided to use 
“OSP” as the abbreviation for Open Space Preservation District. 

 Mr. Brown discussed court cases regarding rezoning and noted courts had favored 
rezonings from F to R. He also discussed the potential consequences of F to R rezoning.  

 There was a discussion regarding the parking of commercial vehicles in residential 
areas, including the meaning of a ¾-ton threshold in the current ordinance. 
Commissioners voiced thoughts and opinions on using C- and/or D plates. Mr. Fredrick 
said there was no perfect solution. The Commission decided to revise the draft 
provisions on parking/storage of vehicles: allow C plates if truck was non-commercial; 
not allow C-plate commercial and not allow all D plates. Commercial would go be 
registration of the vehicle.  

Mr. Kopec made a motion “to approve the Tentative Report as revised” and Mr. Garbarski 
seconded the motion. On a roll call vote the motion was unanimously approved.  

6. Review of Draft Zoning Ordinance, version 2. Mr. Fredrick urged Commissioners to 
send minor comments and corrections to Mr. Brown Mr. Kopec asked about Table 7.1 and 
trouble reading it. Mr. Brown explained it was an issue with exporting an Excel file to PDF.  
 

7. Review of Draft Zoning Map. Mr. Garbarski said he did not like the dashed lines for 
PUDs. Mr. Fredrick thought they were okay and should remain. There was a discussion, 
and Mr. Kopec questioned the labeling of PUDs; some were also listed residential districts 
as well. Mr. Brown said he would review.  

8. Mr. Johnson questioned the accuracy of the draft map relating to open space within the Fox 
Mill PUD. Mr. Brown said he would check and noted that the map did not need to be 
perfect. Mr. Johnson also asked about the spray fields owned by the Wasco Sanitary 
District. Mr. Brown said the public notice letter sending deadline had passed; it was another 
map item that could be addressed later.  

Mr. Brown complimented HRGreen for the work on the zoning map. Mr. Fredrick thanked 
Mr. Brown for his work; Mr. Kopec also thanked Mr. Brown. Mr. Brown explained steps 
for the near future: the Oct 23rd public hearing would include a presentation, public 
comment, discussion by Commission following close of public comment and potential vote 
on recommendation of draft ordinance text and map to the Village Board. Ms. Turney 
returned to the issue of the public notice sign, advocating for staff to provide exact location 
for the sign. A discussion ensured.  

9. Adjournment. Mr. Garbarski made a motion to adjourn. Mr. Kopec seconded the motion. 
On a voice vote the motion was unanimously approved. The meeting ended at 8:41 pm. 

Submitted by Jim Brown, Secretary, Zoning Commission 

Approved this 23rd day of October 2024 

Rolf Fredrick 
Chairman, Zoning Commission 
 


