
          AGENDA FOR SPECIAL MEETING OF 
THE PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION (PZC) 

OF THE VILLAGE OF CAMPTON HILLS 
Wednesday, January 14, 2026   6:30 p.m. 

                   Campton Hills Village Hall 
                40W270 LaFox Road 

                Campton Hills, Illinois 
 

 
1. Call to order. 

 
2. Roll call. 
 
3. Motion to approve minutes of the PZC special meeting of October 

30, 2025. 
 
4. Motion to approve minutes of the PZC special meeting of 

November 6, 2025. 
 
5. Public comment. 
 
6. Review of draft Affordable Housing Plan 2026 (version 2.0). 

 
7. Adjournment.  
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MINUTES FOR THE SPECIAL MEETING 

OF THE PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION  

OF THE VILLAGE OF CAMPTON HILLS 

October 30, 7:00 P.M. 

LORD OF LIFE CHURCH, 40W605 IL ROUTE 38, ELBURN, ILLINOIS 60119 

 

 

1. Call to Order. 

Chairman Fredrick called the meeting to order at 6:31 p.m.  

2. Roll Call. 

 

Secretary Brown called the roll. 

 

PZC Commissioners      Present Absent      

Neil Anderson      x 

Rolf Fredrick (chair)  x  

Jerry Johnson      x      

James Kopec               x      

Andro Lerario        x                  

Jim McKelvie   x 

Chris Tiedt     x      

  

 

3. Approval of Minutes of the regular meeting of October 16, 2025. 

 

Commissioner Tiedt made a motion to approve the minutes of October 16th; 

Commissioner Kopec seconded the motion. Commissioner Johnson noted that there were 

many corrections needed. Chairman Fredrick suggested postponing the approval of the 

minutes received from the court reporter. Commissioner Johnson made a motion to table 

approval of the minutes; Commissioner Tiedt seconded the motion. On a voice vote the 

motion was approved, 6-0.  

 

4. Public Comment. None.  

 

5. Public hearing – PZC Case # 25-07, Application for a preliminary PUD Plan/Plat for 

LaFox of Campton Hills, totaling 962 acres located north of Keslinger Road and 

south of Illinois Rte 38, between Harley Road and Brundige Road. 

 

Chairman Fredrick provided some background on the commission function and 

procedures—the commission is a recommending body and the Village Board would 

ultimately decide on whether to approve or deny the application.  Chairman Fredrick said 

the comprehensive plan, will not an ordinance, provided some guidance on evaluating 

proposals. 
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He asked the petitioner to provide an overview of the application. Attorney Forte swore 

in Mr. Patzelt.  

 

Dave Patzelt, 77 N. 1st Street, Geneva, representing the applicant, Shodeen. Mr. Patzelt 

provided a slide presentation. Using maps displayed on the screen, he described the 

location of the subject property.  The entire area was about 962 acres. The territory had 

been recently annexed and was zoned F Farming. The application included a rezoning to 

Planned Unit Development (PUD). The PUD had several components, including open 

space and housing. 

 

Discussing issues raised at the previous meeting, he said the open space that is north of 

Mill Creek, 415 acres plus 30 acres to the east. The Forest Preserve District had voted to 

acquire the land as open space. Mr. Patzelt said a Traffic Impact Study had been 

completed and submitted to the Village. There had been some initial review by the 

Village. He noted that roads around the perimeter of the development were controlled by 

the Kane County Department of Transportation. He described other jurisdictional issues. 

Mr. Patzelt briefly described some of the methodology in the study. 

 

The preliminary stormwater report had been submitted in September, Mr. Patzelt said. It 

had been reviewed by the Village’s consultant, HR Green. It had been “found to be 

acceptable,” he said. They would follow the Kane County stormwater ordinance.  

 

Mr. Fredrick opened up the hearing to public comment. Attorney Forte swore in those 

desiring to speak. 

 

Paul Mayer. He said he came prepared to talk about TIFs, but realized the commission 

did not cover TIFs, the Board did. He opined that the PUD process gave the developer 

“carte blanche on what they want to do.” His said his concern was that this development 

would become another Elburn Station, which was a PUD and was “very high density.” 

Mr. Mayer was fearful that this development would turn out the same as Elburn Station. 

He urged the commission to avoid that. 

 

Mark Bernard, Rustic Road Farm on Brundage Avenue.  He described his farm’s location 

and the history of the farm and his family’s acquisition of it. They began selling 

vegetables on a 5.5-acre plot and selling them in restaurants.  They started a farmstand 

too. He described his successful efforts to preserve the farm with the Conservation Fund. 

He was excited about the proposed development and the preservation of open space. 

 

Ellen Engstrom, Dillonfield Drive. She said had lived on Dillonfield Drove for 35 years. 

She felt open space was important and applauded those who had worked with the 

residents to produce the plan “to make it the best for this area.” 

 

Kristina Larson, LaFox Historic District.  Referring to the map on the presentation 

screen she said: “There is the ‘green necklace’—or ‘green choker.’” She said the 

community was willing to work with a developer but opined that the traffic that would go 
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through the historic district would ruin the area. She questioned why the traffic could not 

be routed via Kessinger or Bunker Roads.  She inquired about the date the traffic study 

was completed. Chairman Fredrick responded that it the study had been completed since 

the last meeting (October 16). There had been a cursory memo completed and submitted 

for that meeting. This study was “more in-depth and deeper.” Ms. Larson said LaFox 

Road had been closed during the time of the study and therefore the data from the study 

were inaccurate. She wanted “respect and integrity for the historic district of LaFox,” and 

said the development would disrespect the historic district. Ms. Larson also questioned 

the water system. “Work with us,” she implored. 

 

Curt [last name inaudible]. He questioned where the water was going to come from and 

where it would be treated. The question had arisen before. He noted there had been a 

severe drought in the area. His plants and trees were dying. “There is not just water 

problems in [the subject aquifer], but water problems all over the area. His plumber had 

told him the aquifers were running dry. He said the Water Reclamation District “was not 

up with the project.” Many questions still remained. He said he was 70 years old and 

would not live to see the “horrible things” that would happen because of land use 

decisions. Farmland needed to be preserved; aquifers and groundwater need to be 

recharged. He read a quote from President Lincoln’s State of the Union Address from 

1862. He was not against development but he was against this proposal. 

 

Shelly Oest. Corner of Keslinger and LaFox Road. She said a previous comment of hers 

regarding flooding on Mill Creek had not been addressed. She noted that Mr. Patzelt had 

repeatedly used such words as “typically” and “acceptable” in describing the proposal. 

She wanted a contingency plan to address potential negative impacts of the development. 

She noted that she lived on the corner of two busy roads and had had to call 911 for car 

accidents and continually heard screeching of brakes. There were many elements of the 

proposal she liked, but remained concerned about traffic and flooding. 

 

[Unidentified speaker] He asked if the open land was to be controlled by the HOA. He 

suggested the open space be transferred into something that would not allow the open 

space to change to something else, such as a land trust. 

 

Pat Geier. Ms. Geier said she lived in the schoolhouse on LaFox Road. The schoolhouse 

was historic and condemnable when they bought it and they brought it back to life. She 

said this proposed development would be similar to Elburn Station with “tiny homes.” 

She described how close the houses were to each other. She said the historic district 

would be destroyed with traffic. “It is not okay. You ought to be ashamed of yourself 

because it was done underhandedly and the meeting at your home—” 

 

The chairman asked the speaker to address the commission.  

 

Ms. Geier continued: “It was private and we weren’t shown the maps. He didn’t even let 

us take a picture of us. This was done underhandedly. They ran out Pulte because they 

weren’t going to get what they wanted. And they got Shodeen. I’m sure they went to 
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Shodeen to make this work. Because it fit their stuff. It was all the stars and the moons 

we were told. It’s not going to get any better than this, folks. But they didn’t take into 

consideration of us in the historic district where we are going to be shut down, put roads 

in that jam up traffic all over around us and put in crap homes. Go down to Elburn 

Station. Look at the houses that we saw. Who in the world would be a home like that? 

And Shodeen ought to be ashamed of themselves because it’s all about the mighty dollar. 

You wouldn’t have lived there; you wouldn’t have done it.” Ms. Geier said on the north 

side of the tracks there would be homes with increased values, but the people on the 

south side of the tracks "are treated like the one-eyed step-kid.” 

 

Chairman Fredrick read a letter from John Kupar, Campton Township Supervisor into the 

record. The letter was dated October 28. Mr. Kupar stated in the letter: 

 

“I’ve been a member of Campton Township and the Campton Hills community for over 

36 years. During this time I have served our community as both a trustee of Campton 

Township for eight years and am its current supervisor for twelve years. In addition, I 

was part of the original committee to develop the successful open space plan for Campton 

Township. 

 

“As a resident and elected official of Campton Township I have seen the encroachment of 

development in our township. Unfortunately, over time, development will continue to 

happen within the township. In our experience the only way one can stop growth is to 

either strategically purchase the properties that may be developed, or purchase 

conservation easements on those properties. Both of those options involve significant 

funds which would be difficult to obtain for a property of this size (LaFox of Campton 

Hills). A better option is for the community and local government to work with a willing 

developer that understands what is important to a community in terms of open space and 

natural resource preservation. The property in question is 962 acres. Of this amount the 

developer will allow 440 acres to be purchased by the county and/or organizations for 

open space. The developer will set aside 39 percent of the 512 acres within the 

development as additional open space. All told, 640 acres, or 67 percent of the 962 acres 

will be preserved as open space for the public. This set-aside will also allow preservation 

of the Mill Creek corridor and the natural resources contained within it. I believe this 

encompasses many of the core values that we as a community hold dear. 

 

“Campton Township has been a leader in preserving open space in our community for 

over two decades. We have preserved over 653 acres to date with more to follow. We 

have partnered, and continue to partner, with the Kane County Forest Preserve District 

for the preservation of land within the township. For this development the township will 

exchange 67 acres it holds adjacent to the 440 acres of that the forest preserve will 

purchase for additional land that is centrally located in the township. This land exchange 

will further increase the amount of open space adjacent to the LaFox of Campton Hills 

development. 
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“It is rare to see so many local entities successfully working together to find common 

ground on a major development such as LaFox of Campton Hills. Given the amount of 

open space set aside for this development and the preservation of the flora and fauna 

within the Mill Creek corridor I recommend that you and your board give serious 

consideration to approve the passage of this special use/PUD application for the LaFox of 

Campton Hills development. Sincerely, John M. Kupar.” 

 

Chairman Fredrick, referring to the traffic study, said he understood that LaFox Road was 

closed on October 17 and the study was done three days earlier, on October 14. He also 

discussed flooding issues and said there should be benefits to the surrounding areas 

because of work that would be done. He asked Mr. Patzelt if he would like to provide 

further comment on stormwater management. 

 

Mr. Patzelt said the chairman was correct. The Kane County stormwater ordinance 

required the reduction in peak flows during storm events. Stormwater detention and 

retention would capture and store the water and release it at a much slower rate. The peak 

flows would be reduced and downstream flooding would be reduced. Water quality 

would be improved too. 

 

Chairman Fredrick noted that the Village would follow the Kane County stormwater 

ordinance.  

 

Mr. Rooney, Village Administrator, said that Mr. Brown, the Village’s planner, and Mr. 

Marquardt, HR Green consultant, were generating a list of conditions for approval. He 

suggested that such a list be presented at a meeting in November, and a vote could be 

taken at that time. He and Mr. Brown had discussed the conservation design concept and 

wrote about it in his memo. Mr. Rooney said the density of the development was about 

0.9. They would also develop provisions for anti-monotony in the housing.  

 

Chairman Fredrick acknowledged Mr. Paul Meyer from the audience, who desire to make 

another comment. 

 

Mr. Meyer said the density was not 0.9, as Mr. Rooney had indicated, but “was more like 

0.4 to 0.6. You are calculating the density based on the whole 962 acres…which brings 

the density into ‘high-density’ housing.”  

 

Commissioner Johnson said the Campton Historic Agricultural Lands is a non-profit 

organization founded in 1977 to preserve Garfield farm and other lands in the region. 

They had helped create conservation easements. They had found the raising of funds was 

necessary to preserve lands. The organization had worked with the forest preserve. He 

discussed the defeat of the Pulte development proposal for the area and subsequent efforts 

and cooperation to preserve land and buy 30 acres of the property. He said he was 

recusing himself from any voting on the development.  He said he also would not be 

involved in any deliberations. 
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Commissioner McKelvie noted that a vote on the proposal was an agenda item, but he 

liked the idea—as suggested by Mr. Rooney—to postpone the vote until another meeting 

and thus allow time for the conditions to be formulated. He wanted to learn more about 

the traffic study as well as stormwater. Conditions [of approval] were needed, he said. 

 

Commissioner Anderson said he agreed; the commission should take some more time to 

evaluate the proposal and potential conditions of approval. “This is a huge impact for our 

community. There are a lot of concerns here that [have not been addressed]. I don’t think 

there will ever be a perfect development here.” He said he was a farmer and would prefer 

to see farmland preserved, but he realized that could not always happen. Purchase of land 

for preservation was expensive. He preferred to see large [residential] lots. “That’s our 

trend and character.” Water and the effect on aquifers were issues too.   

 

Commissioner Anderson was also concerned about traffic and the effects on the LaFox 

Historic District. He agreed that people had put in a lot of effort and they needed to 

continue to work together. 

 

Commissioner Kopec said he was “basically in favor of allowing the preliminary PUD 

process to proceed.” However, there needed to be several conditions to the approval. He 

asked why street widths were not to Village code.  

 

Mr. Patzelt said Shodeen had extensive experience with development and believed that 

reducing roadway widths helps reduce stormwater runoff and allows more water to 

infiltrate into the ground. Furthermore, they believed that narrower streets calm traffic. 

Lastly, the replacement and maintenance of streets were less costly. He noted that the 

Mill Creek development had road widths of 24 feet. The proposal was for 28-ft wide 

streets. They would have preferred 24-ft wide streets.  

 

Mr. Kopec asked why there was right-in/right-out turn at Ladyfern and Bunker Road. Mr. 

Patzelt said Bunker Road was under the jurisdiction of Kane County. There was full 

access point at Indigo, and the intersection at Ladyfern was too close, per county 

guidelines, for another full access point. Full access [at Ladyfern] could be a traffic 

hinderance. There was a curve there as well. Mr. Kopec said the right in/right-out were 

often annoying for the residents and asked that Mr. Patzelt reconsider the design.  

 

Mr. Kopec noted there was no connectivity between the north and south sections of the 

development. He requested the developer install trails or paths to allow pedestrians and 

bicyclists to go between the sections. He also suggested a pedestrian overpass.  

 

Mr. Patzelt responded that if space allowed it, they would “gladly provide sidewalks on 

one or both sides” of the railroad underpass at Bunker. He said an overpass would be 

unlikely based on his development experience—the railroad would be unlikely to 

approve it. They had offered to pay for one in Elburn but they had not secured approval 

from the railroad. There would be a public passageway under the tracks near the Metra 

station. 
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Mr. Kopec asked for clarification on the sequence of development. He was concerned  

that the development would start and then stall or fail. The infrastructure would be 

incomplete.  

 

Mr. Patzelt said codes were in place that had requirements to build a house. For example, 

he said, sanitary sewer needed to be present and ready for hook-up. The water supply 

system needed to be in place with adequate flows. The Village would require a financial 

guarantee to cover any uncompleted elements of the development. Shodeen typically 

built about 100 homes a year in multiple developments. Absorption would be 30-40 

homes a year, even in a slower market, Mr. Patzelt added. Mr. Kopec and Mr. Patzelt 

discussed sequence of installing roadways, utilities and homes.  

 

Commissioner Tiedt asked about access and the multi-purpose path and any coordination 

with KDOT and other agencies. Mr. Patzelt explained that there had been coordination. 

The taper length of the turn lane would determine the width of the pavement and the 

“freeboard” on either side for the paths. If space is adequate, Shodeen would construct a 

multi-purpose path or sidewalk, Mr. Patzelt acknowledged in response to questioning by 

Mr. Tiedt. Mr. Tiedt noted KDOT would not accept maintenance responsibilities for any 

path. 

 

Mr. Tiedt noted that Old LaFox Road may stay open and he thought it prudent to have a 

traffic engineer consider that. There was a discussion on potential closing of the railroad 

grade crossing at LaFox Road. Mr. Tiedt asked about coordination with the ICC [Surface 

Transportation Board]. Mr. Patzelt said Shodeen had not had any direct coordination.  

 

Chairman Fredrick reviewed a status checklist in the staff report. There was a discussion 

of potential conditions of a positive recommendation/approval. He asked the other 

commissioners about their thoughts regarding road widths. Mr. Kopec said 28 feet might 

be acceptable provided there was not a zero lot line. The area must retrain an open 

feeling. He nevertheless was inclined to favor wider streets. 

 

Mr. Patzelt noted there would be no zero lot line; there would be 25-ft front yard 

setbacks.  

 

Mr. Tiedt said he would be okay with varying some of the minor streets to s 28-ft width. 

The main thoroughfare streets should remain at the Village standard. Chairman Fredrick 

concurred with Mr. Tiedt’s comment. He commissioners about their thoughts. Mr. Kopec 

said the throughfare streets could be 30 ft and the lesser streets 28 ft.  

 

Chairman Fredrick asked Mr. Patzelt about street curvature radii that did not meet Village 

code. Mr. Patzelt described the locations said smaller radii were on shorter street 

segments and locations where traffic would be travelling slower. 

 

There was a discussion of trail widths, cul-de-sac islands as outlots, and the removal of 

native species in greenbelts. These would be conditions, the commissioners concurred. 
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Chairman Fredrick led a discussion street illumination. He questioned how much lighting 

would be adequate and how much would be too much.  Mr. Patzelt said he and staff felt a 

street light was not needed at every intersection, per code. He noted that homeowners had 

lights on garage and porches. These illuminated the area. He said there was no security 

issues that would necessitate an abundance of lighting. 

 

Mr. Kopec thought lighting at intersections would be appropriate. A number between 13 

and 42 lights might be good. This number should be negotiated. Lighting should provide 

security and safety, he said. 

 

Chairman Fredrick reviewed HR Green’s memo and its comments.  

 

6. Discussion of PZC schedule.  

There was a discussion on continuing the hearing, a date for the next meeting and 

conditions. Mr. McKelvie motioned to continue the hearing until a special meeting on 

November 6, 2025; Mr. Kopec seconded the motion. The venue would again be the 

church. On a roll call vote the motion was unanimously approved.  

7. Adjournment. 

Mr. Anderson motioned to adjourn; Mr. Tiedt seconded the motion. On a voice vote the 

motion was unanimously approved. The meeting adjourned at 8:40 pm. 

Respectfully submitted, James A. Brown, Building and Zoning Officer and 

Secretary to the Planning and Zoning Commission 

 

Approved this 14th day of January 2026 

 

 

Rolf Fredrick 

Chairman, Planning and Zoning Commission 
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MINUTES FOR THE SPECIAL MEETING 
OF THE PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION  

OF THE VILLAGE OF CAMPTON HILLS 
November 6, 7:00 P.M. 

LORD OF LIFE CHURCH, 40W605 IL ROUTE 38, ELBURN, ILLINOIS 60119 
 

 
1. Call to Order. 

Chairman Fredrick called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.  

2. Roll Call. 
 
Village Administrator Rooeney called the roll. 
 
PZC Commissioners      Present Absent      
Neil Anderson      x 
Rolf Fredrick (chair)  x  
Jerry Johnson           x      
James Kopec               x      
Andro Lerario   x                   
Jim McKelvie   x 
Chris Tiedt     x      

  
 

3. Approval of Minutes of the special meeting of October 16, 2025. 
 
Chairman Fredrick noted that he had forwarded two Scribner’s errors to the zoning 
officer. Commissioner Kopec noted that on page 4 under Shelly Austin’s comments “Fox 
Mill” should be “LaFox.” On a voice vote the minutes, as corrected, were unanimously 
approved.  
 

4. Public Comment. Chairman Fredrick explained this was for non-agenda items. There 
was no comment.  
 

5. Public hearing – PZC Case # 25-07, Application for a special use/Preliminary PUD 
Plan/Plat for LaFox of Campton Hills, totaling 962 acres located north of Keslinger 
Road and south of Illinois Rte 38, between Harley Road and Brundige Road 
(continued from special meeting of October 30, 2025). 
 
Attorney Forte swore in all those desiring to speak. 

Commissioner David Patzelt, 77 North First Street, Geneva, IL. Commissioner Patzelt, 
representing the applicant, spoke. He addressed comments at the previous meeting. 
Regarding the Historic District of LaFox, the applicant had inquired with the Historic 
Preservation Commission of Kane County to clarify boundaries of the historic district. 
The land they proposed to develop was not within the district. The Kane County Historic 
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Preservation Commission did not have any jurisdiction over the lands intended for 
development. Commissioner Patzelt referred to a letter from the Historic Preservation 
Commission. The letter was signed by the preservation planner. She asked that street 
lights and signage honor the historic district. 

Commissioner Patzelt displayed a map of the historic district on a screen. He described 
the boundaries of the district. He asked Commissioner Drew Frasz to speak about 
meetings between Shodeen and residents. 

Commissioner Drew Frasz, President, LaFox Civic Association. Commissioner Frasz 
displayed slides of previous development proposals and discussed their density, number 
of units, amount of open space. He said the previous approaches had used a “bull’s eye 
approach” with the LaFox downtown being the bull’s eye. There were multi-story 
apartment buildings, senior housing and some included commercial. There was no green 
buffer around the historic district. One proposal was for 1,675 residential units with four-
story buildings.  The Pulte proposal from the previous year was for 2,011 units. It 
included a large commercial area. 

Commissioner Frasz described a series of meetings between residents and Shodeen. He 
said over 95% of “everything we have pursued was achieved in the plan. He compared 
the current proposal to the previous ones: less units, green belt. He noted that there was a 
commuter rail station, an investor willing to sell the land. If this current proposal was not 
approved, there would be other proposals for development. The community had fought 
the St. Charles (Pulte) proposal. They were coming as partners with the developer for the 
approval of the current approval. 

Commissioner Frasz concluded by reading portions of a letter from the Kane County 
Forest Preserve and noted the preserve’s purchase of open space had been approved; it 
was contingent upon approval of the plan. 

Commissioner John Kupar, Supervisor of Campton Township. He addressed water supply 
concerns. He said in 2024 and 2026 the Township had undertaken several water resource 
studies with the US Geological Survey. The studies examined the aquifers used for 
drinking water and their sustainability. The “near-surface aquifers were being stressed,” 
he said. The deeper aquifers had ample water resources to sustain development. He 
provided data on the aquifers and wells. Per Kane County, the St. Charles aquifer, a deep 
regional aquifer, should be used for the proposed development. 

Donna Neiler. She said she had lived in LaFox for 44 years at two different properties. 
She said she was one of three people responsible for getting the LaFox Historic District 
created. The property at the NW corner of LaFox and Keslinger is not officially in the 
district, she said. She realized “change is constant.” She still had concerns about the 
current plan, such as road maintenance.  

Attorney Forte said there would be an inter-governmental agreement concerning road 
maintenance.  

Doug Burnett, 1 Killarney Court N845, Elburn, IL 60119. He said he had moved to the 
area two years ago. He had fought the St. Charles annexation but was excited about the 
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proposed annexation by Campton Hills. He thought the cooperation between the 
developer and community was rare. Blight or unplanned growth were more common. 

Frank Woodin, 1N914 Killarney Ln. He had lived at his address for over 30 years. He had 
seen developers come and go. He said he wanted to add his backing to the current 
proposal. He thought the cooperation between the different people had made for a good 
proposal. 

Marvin King. 41W060 Muhlhern Dr. He said he moved to the area nine years ago. He 
came for the country feel. The more and more he had looked at the plan, he felt it 
“appeared to be the best option.” He asked for dark sky lighting to be used in the 
development.  

Joe Garbarski, 7N066 Wevbridge Dr. He had lived in the area for 38 years. He wanted to 
compliment the commission for the amount of time and energy they had devoted to this 
proposal and hearing. Commissioner Garbarski thought the proposal was “great for the 
area.” He thanked the commission for their work. 

Cindy Anderson, 1N553 Harley Rd. She inquired about the number of street lights. 
Chairman Fredrick said the commission would discuss it later in the meeting. Ms. 
Anderson asked what was intended for a certain area that appeared to be lacking green 
space.  

Kieth Eakins, 1N711 Brundage Rd. He said he had lived there for nine years. He had 
grown up on the same property as a kid. He did not want to see development, but said this 
development was “by far the best that had been proposed.” He urged approval of it. 

Patsy Smith, Campton Hills. She noted she was the first village president of Campton 
Hills. She, like Commissioner Garbarski, wanted to thank the commission for their work. 
She had seen many plans over the years. She said this one was least dense with the most 
open space. The chance “to get this opportunity again is probably zero,” she said. Ms. 
Smith was confident the Village would seek to mitigate impacts of the new subdivision 
on surrounding homes.  She noted LaFox Rd was a county road. The county should not 
be giving up their jurisdiction of the road. Ms. Smith urged the commission to 
recommend approval with any conditions they felt appropriate. 

Ellen Engstrom. She said she liked seeing the groups working together. She was 
concerned about traffic. She felt the area was going to be developed sometime soon. She 
said, “I like what I see now.” 

Bill Zander, 1N840 Killarney Ct. He said he was the treasurer of the LaFox Civic 
Association, but was representing himself. He thanked the commissioners for their time. 
He provided a summary of the cooperation between Shodeen, the Civic Association and 
others over the last 6-8 months. He said input on the development came from residents 
from the beginning. They had a wish list of what they wanted to see in a development. 
Most of their desires had been incorporated into the development plan. Major points 
were: less than 1,000 homes; no commercial development; green space around historic 
LaFox; green space along Dillonfield and Harley Rds; maintaining the rural viewsheds of 
rustic roads; a trail system connecting neighborhoods and the train station; dark sky 
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lighting. “In essence, the community is co-author of this plan,” Commissioner Zander 
said. He supported the development proposal. 

Kurt Wolbrink, 41W890 Highpoint Ln. Commissioner Wolbrink inquired about updates 
from the Mill Creek Water Reclamation District. He had not found any current 
information on various governmental websites, and what he had found indicated issues 
with aquifers. He had passed out a map at a previous meeting and said there was a serious 
drought in the country, and the aquifers were not being replenished. He suspected area 
wells in the area needed to go deeper. Municipalities were running out of water, he said. 
Rarely is water considered in land use decisions, Commissioner Wolbrink said, reading 
from a report. He thought the community was being “blackmailed” by the investor into 
approving the development. “Just because somebody owns farmland…doesn’t mean they 
have the right to do anything other with it than farm it.” 

Shelley Ost, 1N026 LaFox Rd. She had learned during the presentation that she was not in 
the LaFox Historic District. She had thought she was within it. She said her house was 
built in the 1890s and was owned by Charles Keslinger. It had been moved to its current 
location. She had a question about on easement on her property—she wanted to ensure 
that the easement could be used for a road expansion. Ms. Ost, asked if there was a 
potential for issues with the old farm drain tiles and sewage. She questioned why they 
would need to pay for sewer hook-up. 

 Patricia Geier, school house in the historic district. She thought there were too many 
homes in the development. The homes would be too close to each other. Property values 
would decrease; they would lose equity in their homes. Roads would not be wide enough. 
There would be no overnight parking. Not a lot of people would be taking the train, she 
claimed. There would be a lot of traffic. The north side [of the development] got 
everything, she said. “The south side is treated like “a one-eyed step kid.” She said the 
best plan was the one in 2006. She claimed the LaFox Civic Association had never 
contacted residents for approval or disapproval. It was all run by Commissioner Fransz 
and Commissioner Zander. “It is a close-knit group there, and they are protecting their 
own. I will fight this to the end. It is not right, and it is not right for the people in the 
historic district.” She had restored the schoolhouse. “And what do I get for it? Nine 
hundred homes from Shodeen. Crap construction.” 

Bill Honites, 2N199 LaFox Rd. His biggest concern was the traffic on LaFox Rd. The 
road was narrow with no median. Traffic would increase. Another issue was the speed 
limit from the current limit of 50 mph to 25 mph. 

Patricia Greier. She commented on school buses, traffic and safety. 

Drew Fransz. He said they tried to get open space all around the historic district. They 
were not able to continue open space in certain areas. He said anyone could join the Civic 
Association. “Our group is very welcoming…We are happy to meet with anybody. We 
have done hundreds of meetings…” Commissioner Fransz and Ms. Geier engaged in an 
argument. Chairmen Fredrick directed them to stop and be respectful of everyone. All 
speakers should address the commission. 
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Ms. Ost. She commented on the speed limit. There had been dangerous situations with ice 
storms, downed power lines. What would happen if LaFox Rd got closed down? 
Chairman Fredrick explained there were two points of egress. 

Kurt Wolbrink. He asked if the traffic study was done prior to warning signs of road 
closure being up. He said he changed his driving pattern as soon as he say the warning 
signs. He asked about traffic lights. Chairman Fredrick said it would be left to KDOT. 
The traffic study was done on Oct 14; the road was closed on Oct 17. 

Kristina Larsen, 1N101 LaFox Rd.  She wondered if any one had addressed accident 
reports from the Kane County sheriff.  She asked about emergency response to the area. 
She compared the plan to Fox Mill. She said the development called for 90 homes on 30 
acres behind the historic district. She said, “Just respect the community.” 

Commissioner Larario asked Ms. Larsen what she meant with the comparison with Fox 
Mill was. She described it as a favorable comparison. There was a discussion about 
density. 

Unidentified speaker. He said this was “a highly intelligent plan.” If it were not approved, 
the density of a future development could be much higher, perhaps 2,000 homes. Traffic 
and water concerns would be greater.  

Chairman Fredrick asked for a motion to close the public hearing. Commissioner Kopec 
made the motion; Commissioner McKelvie seconded the motion. On a roll call vote the 
motion was unanimously approved. 

Chairman Fredrick reviewed the standards for a special use (as contained in the staff 
report). He noted the motion as provided in the staff report.  

Commissioner Kopec read the following motion: “I move that the Planning & Zoning 
Commission recommend to the Village Board approval of the application for a 
preliminary PUD plan and preliminary plat for LaFox of Campton Hills. Additionally, I 
move to find that the three standards for special use, as specified in Section 3.4 of the 
Zoning Ordinance, as well as the standards for PUDs, as specified in 3.6 of the Zoning 
Ordinance, are met. This recommendation is based on the conditions that we will add, 
that have suggested by staff, consultant engineer, and Planning and Zoning 
commissioners.” Commissioner McKelvie seconded the motion. 

Chairman Fredrick read the top of page 6 of the staff report regarding standards for 
planned unit developments. Attorney explained that PUDs were a type of special use and 
hence had their own standards. Both PUD and special use standards should be met. 

Chairman Fredrick noted written comment from Janet and Mike Tischer and family in 
support of the proposal. There was also written comment from Melissa Swierczewski and 
family in support of the proposal.  

Chairman Fredrick said there was a list of about 18 conditions. Many were 
straightforward. He led a discussion on a condition on roadway widths.  He said he 
preferred 28-ft road widths throughout the development.  

Commissioner Tiedt said he too was okay with 28 ft, provided parking would be limited 
to one side of the street.  
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Commissioner Kopec agreed that the issue would be parking. Many people throughout 
the village had long drive ways; this development would be denser.  

Commissioner McKelvie said 28 ft was okay with parking on one side.  

Commissioner Larario said this was a great plan. He said cul-de-sacs were difficult to 
navigate. He would do both 28 and 30 feet. Chairman Fredrick said the fire department 
was okay with 28 feet in the cul-de-sacs. 

Chairman Fredrick led a discussion street lighting. He reviewed Village code 
requirements and Village engineer recommendations: 58 would be required and there was 
a recommendation to reduce to 44. There also was a proposal for only 13 lights. 
Chairman Fredrick said there was very few lights in Norton Lakes subdivision and he 
thought the lighting was sufficient. He offered 18 as the number of street lights for the 
proposal. 

Commissioner Kopec said dark skies was one of his biggest concerns for the Village. He 
wanted to ensure it was preserved. He referenced Norton Lakes as well. The ratio was 
about one light per 20 homes. The ratio in LaFox [of Campton Hills] was one light per 20 
homes too. “One light per intersection was needed,” he said. 

Commissioner Tiedt said he was fine with 18 lights. He thought there would be 
illumination for outdoor lighting on the homes too.  

A discussion on the number of lights and locations ensued. The consensus was to adhere 
to the condition as submitted: number and location determined by staff in consultation 
with the applicant. 

Chairman Fredrick read other conditions as included in the staff report. There was 
concurrence with most of the conditions as forwarded. Modifications included: 

 Sidewalk connecting Metra station to/near fire station; 
 Sidewalk/path under railroad bridge contingent upon KDOT/Union Pacific approval 

with financial guarantee from developer;  
 Widening of path widths between lots 98-99; 
 Native plants along paths; 
 Change value of letter of credit from 115% to 120% of public improvements, to 

include landscaping. 
 Strike” sewer and water lines” from Condition 20. 

Chairman Fredrick asked Commissioner Rooney for a roll call vote on the motion to 
recommend approval of the application. The motion was unanimously approved 6-0.  
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6. Discussion of PZC schedule.  
 

7. The regular meeting for the following Wednesday, Nov 12, and a special meeting for 
Thursday, Nov 13, were cancelled. Regular meetings would resume on the usual schedule 
of the second Wednesday of each month.  
 

8. Adjournment. 

Commissioner Tiedt made a motion to adjourn; Commissioner Larario seconded the 
motion. On a voice vote the motion was unanimously approved. The meeting adjourned 
at 9:13 pm.  

Respectfully submitted, James A. Brown, Building and Zoning Officer and 
Secretary to the Planning and Zoning Commission 

 
Approved this 14th day of January 2026 

 
 

Rolf Fredrick 
Chairman, Planning and Zoning Commission 
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING PLAN 2026 – DRAFT (v.2.0) 

 

I. INTRODUCTION 

  

1. The AHPAA. In 2003, the Illinois General Assembly passed the Affordable 

Housing and Appeal Act (“AHPAA “or “the Act.”) to address a shortage of 

affordable housing in Illinois. Since its original passage, the AHPAA has been 

amended several times, most recently in 2023.  The 2023 amendment expands 

planning and reporting requirements for local governments that are required to 

submit an affordable housing plan under the Act. How the AAPA works and why 

Campton Hills must submit an affordable housing plan are discussed below. The 

Act contains three major provisions: 

a. Illinois Housing Development Authority (“IHDA”) has been charged with 

determining those local Governments that must prepare an affordable housing 

plan and those that are exempt. 

b. Requires all non-exempt local governments to prepare and adopt affordable 

housing plans. 

c. Provides an appeal procedure for aggrieved developers of affordable housing. 

 

2. Non-Exempt Local Governments. [COMMENT: Add explanation of how this 

is determined? Reference the Act?] 

 

3. Campton Hills is a NELG. The Village of Campton Hills (“the Village”) is a 

NELG pursuant to Section 20(b) of the Act. Therefore the Village must prepare 

an affordable housing plan for Village Board approval and submission to IHDA. 

The Village of Campton Hills is among the 44 local governments that must 

submit an affordable housing plan. The AHPAA specifies requirements to be jj in 

an affordable housing plan. These requirements differ slightly depending on 

whether the local government has been previously identified as an NELG. The 

The Village has been designated as a NELG since at least 2015 and thus its plan 

must fulfill seven requirements. These seven requirements are explained in 

Section B below. 

 

II. REQUIREMENTS OF AN AFFORDABLE HOUSING PLAN. When preparing 

an AHPAA mandated affordable housing plan, local governments which have been 

previously designated as Non-Exempt must include the below, at a minimum, within 

their plans. The bold text within the requirements indicates that the provision is new 

or that is applicable only to previously designated Non-Exempt Local Governments. 
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1. A statement of the total number of affordable housing units that are necessary to 

exempt the local government from the operation of the AHPAA as defined in 

Section 15 and Section 20. 

 

2. An identification of lands within the jurisdiction that are most appropriate for the 

construction of affordable housing and of existing structures most appropriate for 

conversion to, or rehabilitation for, affordable housing, including a consideration 

of affordable housing for both owner-occupied dwelling units and dwelling units 

for rent, lands and structures of developers who have expressed a commitment to 

provide affordable housing, and lands and structures that are publicly or semi-

publicly owned. 

 

3. Incentives that local governments may provide for the purpose of attracting 

affordable housing to their jurisdictions. 

 

4. A description of any housing market conditions, infrastructure limitations, local 

government ordinances, including zoning and land use ordinances, local 

government policies or practices that do not affirmatively further fair housing as 

defined in the federal Fair Housing Act, and other factors that may constrain the 

local government’s ability to create and preserve affordable housing. 

 

5. A plan or potential strategies to eliminate or mitigate the constraints identified in 

item 4. 

 

6. One or more of the following goals: 

a. A minimum of 15% of all new development or redevelopment within the local 

government that would be defined as affordable housing in the Act. 

b. A minimum of a 5% increase in the overall percentage of affordable housing 

within the jurisdiction, as described in sub-section (b) of Section 20 of the 

Act.11 (Was previously 3%.) 

c. A minimum of a total of 10% affordable housing within the jurisdiction as 

described in subsection (b) of Section 20 of the Act. 

 

7. Proposed timelines to commence, within the first 24 months after the date upon 

which the affordable housing plan was adopted, for actions to implement the 

components of the affordable housing plan. To comply with the affordable 

housing plan requirements, no later than four years after adopting or updating an 

affordable housing plan the local government shall submit a report to IHDA 

summarizing actions taken to implement the current plan. 
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III. THE PLAN REQUIREMENTS AND RESPONSES.  In an effort to fulfill the 

requirements of an affordable housing plan for a previously designated NELG, the 

Village submits the following. 

 

1. Statement on Affordable Housing Units. Per Section 25 of the AHPAA, 

previously designated Non-Exempt Local Governments, such as the Village, 

must include in their affordable housing plans “a statement of the total number of 

affordable housing units that are necessary to exempt the local government from 

the operation of the AHPAA as defined in Section 15 and Section 20.” The 

numbers of total housing units, affordable units, and affordable units necessary to 

reach the AHPAA’s 10% threshold are indicated in the table below. As indicated 

in the table, an additional 280 affordable housing units must be created to 

reach the 10% threshold. 

 

Table: Affordable Housing Units Necessary to Exempt the Village from AHPAA 

VILLAGE'S HOUSING UNITS BY TYPE NUMBER % OF TOTAL 

TOTAL HOUSING UNITS 3,625 100.0 

(US Census, 2024 Annual Community Survey) 3,498   

10% OF TOTAL HOUSING UNITS 363 10.0 

(AHPAA's threshold number of affordable housing units needed to be exempt) 350   

ESTIMATED AFFORDABLE HOUSING UNITS IN CAMPTON HILLS 83 2.3 

(per IHDA's 2023 Report of Non-Exempt Local Governments)   2.4 

NUMBER OF ADDITIONAL UNITS NEEDED TO EXEMPT CAMPTON HILLS 
FROM AHPAA 

280   

 

 

2. Identification of Lands and Structures Most Appropriate for Affordable 

Housing. Per Section 25 of the AHPAA, previously designated Non-Exempt 

Local Governments, such as the Village, must include in their affordable housing 

plans: 

 

An identification of lands within the jurisdiction that are most appropriate 

for the construction of affordable housing and of existing structures most 

appropriate for conversion to, or rehabilitation for, affordable housing, 

including a consideration of affordable housing for both owner-occupied 

dwelling units and dwelling units for rent, lands and structures of 

developers who have expressed a commitment to provide affordable 

housing, and lands and structures that are publicly or semi-publicly owned. 
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a. Lands most appropriate for the construction of affordable housing. In 

identifying lands and structures that are most appropriate for affordable 

housing the Village has carefully considered the requirements and intent of the 

Act and the character and environment of the jurisdiction. Additionally, the 

Village’s newly adopted Comprehensive Plan was used as a guide. The 

following areas are identified as potentially appropriate lands for affordable 

housing: 

i. In and near the existing commercial/mixed-use center of the Village 

located near the intersection of Illinois Route 64 and LaFox Road;  

ii. Along the Illinois Route 47 corridor, particularly near the intersections of 

Route 47 with Burlington Road and McDonald Road; 

iii. Other? 

b. Existing structures most appropriate for conversion to, or rehabilitation for, 

affordable housing. Generally, the Village lacks buildings offer the potential 

for conversion to, or rehabilitation for, affordable housing. Note that the US 

Census 2019-2023 American Community Survey (ACS) five-year estimates 

for housing are incorrect. The 2023 ACS data for Campton Hills indicate 

numerous housing units contained within 3-4 unit buildings, 5-9 unit 

buildings, 10-19 unit buildings, and buildings with 20 or more units. There is 

one mixed-use building with approximately five units above the ground floor. 

Other than that building, in Wasco, Village staff and officials are not aware of 

any townhouses or multi-family buildings within the Campton Hills 

jurisdiction. We believe the ACS data on housing are due to sampling errors or 

errors in geography. See the discussion below in Section D, Factors 

Constraining Creation of Affordable Housing. 

 

See Paragraph 4 below on constraints to available land, conversions or 

rehabilitation. 

 

3. Incentives. Per Section 25 of the AHPAA, previously designated Non-Exempt 

Local Governments, such as the Village, must include in their affordable housing 

plans: “Incentives that local governments may provide for the purpose of 

attracting affordable housing to their jurisdictions.” For bona fide affordable 

housing construction, conversion or rehabilitation, the Village will offer to the 

applicant: 

a. Expedited permit reviews or reduced fees for zoning and building 

applications. 

b. Cooperation with a developer in application for IHDA Housing Trust Funds 

(matching funds). 
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c. Consideration for higher densities as part of the planned unit development 

application and approval process.   

 

See Paragraph 4 below on constraints to incentives.   

 

4. Constraints.   Per Section 25 of the AHPAA, previously designated Non-Exempt 

Local Governments, such as the Village, must include in their affordable housing 

plans:   “A description of any housing market conditions, infrastructure 

limitations, local government ordinances, including zoning and land use 

ordinances, local government policies or practices that do not affirmatively 

further fair housing as defined in the federal Fair Housing Act, and other 

factors that may constrain the local government’s ability to create and 

preserve affordable housing.” 

a. Fair Housing constraints. The Fair Housing Act, 42 U.S.C. 3601 et seq., 

prohibits discrimination by direct providers of housing, such as landlords and 

real estate companies as well as other entities, such as municipalities, banks or 

other lending institutions and homeowners insurance companies whose 

discriminatory practices make housing unavailable to persons because of: 

race, religion, sex, national origin, family status, or disability. The Village 

does not have policies or engage in practices that are in violation of the Fair 

Housing Act. Likewise, the Village is unaware of any landlords, real estate 

companies or other entities that engage in practices in violation of the Fair 

Housing Act.  

b. Affordable housing creation and preservation constraints. There are several 

factors that inhibit or constrain the creation or preservation of affordable 

housing within the Village. These constraining factors include: 

i. The local and regional real estate markets. The Village of Campton Hills 

and its environs have long been desired locations for single-family home 

owners. Historically, the residences have been relatively large structures 

on large lots. The landscape of semi-rural environment, with rolling hills, 

winding country roads, woodland and native prairie, is generally 

considered attractive. Additionally, the proximity of the area to 

established urban centers such as St. Charles, Sycamore, Elgin, Geneva, 

Batavia and Aurora adds to the attraction of Campton Hills for relatively 

affluent homebuyers to move the Village.  The Village cannot control 

market forces that affect the affordability of land and housing within 

Campton Hills.  

ii. The historic reason for the Village’s creation and continued existence. 

The Village was incorporated in 2007. The reason that the area’s 

residents incorporated as a municipality was to preserve the semi-rural 



 

6 
 

character of the area and inhibit suburban sprawl that had been 

encroaching from several directions. The goal of the Village since its 

founding has been first and foremost to ensure the farmland, horse farms, 

and low-density environment remains.  

iii. Lack of infrastructure to support housing density. The farmland and low-

density environment described above lacks basic water and sewer 

infrastructure to support mid- and higher density developments. Except 

for a relatively small area of Wasco, the historic crossroads of the area, 

homes are served by well and septic. IEPA and Kane County regulations 

for well and septic fields preclude higher density developments. 

Developers desiring to construct townhouses or apartment buildings face 

costly extensions of water and sewer lines and capacity issues remain, 

even if extension costs could be covered.  

iv. Lack of revenue streams.  Since its incorporation in 2007 the Village has 

not collected property taxes from residents. Commercial development 

and its sales tax benefits are virtually non-existent. . Given the limited 

revenue sources that the Village has, there is a lack of supplemental 

revenue sufficient to provide the type of substantial financial subsidies 

and funding programs that would incentivize affordable housing.   

v. Preservation of affordable housing. The preservation of affordable 

housing is not an issue, since so little of it exists within the Village. 

[Comment: keep this?]   

5. Plan to Eliminate or Mitigate Constraints. Per Section 25 of the AHPAA, 

previously designated Non-Exempt Local Governments, such as the Village, 

must include in their affordable housing plans: “A plan or potential strategies to 

eliminate or mitigate the constraints identified in item 4.” 

a. Potential extension of water and sewer to service LaFox of Campton Hills? 

b. New zoning ordinance that allows mixed use developments. The Village, per 

the new zoning ordinance and the mixed use category, is willing to consider 

development proposals with a mix of commercial and residential 

development. Additionally, the Village, through its PUD approval process, 

would consider proposals with varying housing types, such as townhouses and 

low-density apartment buildings, that could support affordable housing. 

c. Other? 

6. Goals. Per Section 25 of the AHPAA, previously designated Non-Exempt Local 

Governments, such as the Village, must include in their affordable housing plans  

at least one of the following goals:  

a. A minimum of 15% of all new development or redevelopment within the local 

government that would be defined as affordable housing in the Act.  

[COMMENT: As a reference, if LaFox of Campton Hills had been required to 
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meet this goal, then 135 of the units would need to be affordable (900x.15 = 

135) 

b. A minimum of a 5% increase in the overall percentage of affordable housing 

within the jurisdiction, as described in sub-section (b) of Section 20 of the 

Act.11 (Was previously 3%.)  [Comment: The Village current percentage of 

affordable housing is 2.3%. Therefore to meet this goal the Village would 

need to increase the affordable housing supply to 7.3%.  Provided other data 

remain the same, this would result in an increase in affordable housing units 

from the current level of 83 to 265 units.] 

c. A minimum of a total of 10% affordable housing within the jurisdiction as 

described in subsection (b) of Section 20 of the Act.  [Comment: This would 

mean—at the current number of housing units—365 units would need to be 

affordable.] 

7. Proposed Timeline. Per Section 25 of the AHPAA, previously designated Non-

Exempt Local Governments, such as the Village, must include in their affordable 

housing plans a timeline “to commence, within the first 24 months after the date 

upon which the affordable housing plan was adopted, for actions to implement 

the components of the affordable housing plan. To comply with the affordable 

housing plan requirements, no later than four years after adopting or updating an 

affordable housing plan the local government shall submit a report to IHDA 

summarizing actions taken to implement the current plan.” [Comment: thoughts 

of commissioners on timeline? Given that there is not a lot that we can do to 

change or mitigate factors limiting affordable housing, this seems difficult to 

determine]   
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