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

OF THE VILLAGE OF CAMPTON HILLS 
Wednesday, June 10, 2026   7:00 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 regular meeting of May 13, 

2026. 
 

4. Public comment. 
 

5. Public hearing –PZC Case # 26-06, Variance for accessory 
structure setback, 4N725 S Circle and motion to recommend 
approval of the application to the Village Board. 

 
6. Public hearing – PZC # Case 26-07, Variance for a detached 

garage to be located in a front yard and motion to recommend 
approval of the application to the Village Board.  

 
7. Adjournment.  
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MINUTES FOR THE REGULAR MEETING 
OF THE PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION  

OF THE VILLAGE OF CAMPTON HILLS 
May 13, 2026, 7:00 P.M. 

Campton Hills Village Hall  
40W270 LaFox Road 

 
 
1. Call to Order. 

Chairman Fredrick called the meeting to order at 7:00 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                   
Chris Tiedt     x           

  
 Village Attorney Forte was also present.  

 
3. Approval of Minutes of the regular meeting of April 8, 2026. 

 
Commissioner Kopec motioned to approve the minutes; Commissioner Tiedt seconded 
the motion.  There were neither corrections or comments. On a voice vote the motion was 
unanimously approved.  
 

4. Public Comment.  
 
Chairman Fredrick noted there was no audience present. There was no comment.  

 
5. Public hearing – Case 26-05 – Zoning text amendment to Section 3.6: Planned Unit 

Developments and Article 14: Definitions. 
 
Commissioner Kopec motioned to open the hearing; Commissioner Tiedt seconded the 
motion. On a voice vote the motion was unanimously approved. Chairman Fredrick noted 
there was no audience present. He referred to an email that had been sent by Mr. Brown 
with revisions to the draft amendments.  
 
Chairman Fredrick summarized the proposed changes as adding clarity. There had been 
some issues, he felt, that surfaced during a recent PUD approval process. He had asked 



2 
 

Mr. Brown to revisit the PUD provisions with the goal of clarifying some of the 
provisions.  
 
Chairman Fredrick proceeded to review the suggested changes. He asked if Special 
Service Area was defined in the ordinance. He said it should be defined. Attorney Forte 
confirmed that it was not defined in the ordinance. He said he would provide a definition 
to Mr. Brown. 
 
Commissioner Johnson said open space should not include land that is undevelopable. 
Commissioner Kopec said a wetland could not be developed, but it could be maintained 
as open space. Chairman Fredrick mentioned green infrastructure as being open space. A 
discussion regarding what should be included or excluded from any open space standard 
ensued. Detention basins, and whether they should count toward open space, were part of 
the discussion. Commissioner Tiedt noted that wetlands could be developed (through a 
wetland bank) and that detention basins could be useful.  
 
Commissioner Johnson suggested a minimum requirement of open space around 40 
percent, and possibly as high as 50 percent. Commissioner Larario thought 50 percent 
was too high; even 40 percent might be too high he opined. Commissioner Kopec said the 
aspects of PUDs were negotiable and thought it prudent that no minimum was required; 
the open space amount could be negotiated for each case. Mr. Brown suggested open 
space should be defined as land that had some aesthetic, ecological or environmental 
benefit to the community. Land under a high-tension line, for example, should not count 
toward any open space standard. Commissioner Tiedt echoed Commissioner Kopec’s 
comments—the open space could be negotiated. 
 
Commissioner Anderson thought a specific percentage for open space would provide a 
good guideline or goal. He asked what the percentage of open space for LaFox [of 
Campton Hills] had been. It was 50% Mr. Brown said. 
 
Chairman Fredrick suggested a 50-percent standard. He did not want long lists of what 
could or could not count toward open space. Commissioner Larario thought 50 percent 
was too high. He said 35-38 percent was more realistic. A discussion of an appropriate 
percentage ensued. The consensus was 50 percent for a minimum requirement of open 
space.  
 
Mr. Brown asked if there was any item missing from the list of required submittals for a 
PUD application (page 20 of draft). Commissioner Tiedt suggested a requirement for a 
phasing plan be added. The other commissioners concurred. 
 
Commissioner Tiedt also suggested that a hard requirement for a concept plan review 
before the PZC be deleted. Applicants could be encouraged to consider such a review, but 
it should not be required.  Mr. Brown said he would change the language in the draft. 
Chairman Fredrick suggested “encouraged” or “may be required.” 
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Mr. Brown explained the suggested change to language saying the village engineer would 
make a recommendation to the Village Board; it was changed to indicate the PZC makes 
the recommendation with input from consultants and staff.  
 
Chairman Fredrick continued the review of draft amendments as indicated in the table in 
the staff report.  
 
Commissioner Tiedt suggested we require a back-up SSA in case an HOA cannot fulfill 
its maintenance responsibilities.  Mr. Brown said he could add language for a back-up, or 
dormant, SSA. There was a discussion regarding the distinction between an SSA and a 
dormant SSA. Attorney Forte explained the differences.  
 
Commissioner Kopec did not like the language regarding “restrictive covenants running 
with the land” at the bottom of page 21. He thought it was confusing. The commissioners 
decided to clarify that the clause refers to both existing and newly established covenants. 
 
Commissioner Kopec suggested a definition of “plat” in the zoning ordinance.  
 
Commissioner Tiedt motioned to close the public hearing; Commissioner Kopec 
seconded the motion. Chairman Fredrick noted there was no audience present. On a voice 
vote the motion was unanimously approved. 
 

6. Motion to recommend approval of zoning text amendments to Section 3.6: Planned 
Unit Developments and Article 14: Definitions. 

Commissioner Tiedt motioned to recommend approval of zoning text amendments to 
Section 3.6 and Article 14; Commissioner Anderson seconded the motion. Mr. Brown 
asked if the motion included the changes as just discussed by the commission. 
Commissioner Tiedt amended his motion to include the changes and Mr. Anderson 
concurred. There was no further discussion. On a voice vote the motion was unanimously 
approved. 

7. Discussion of potential additional zoning text and/or map amendments, including 
accessory structure maximums and accessory dwelling units. 

Mr. Brown said there were a couple of potential amendments to the zoning ordinance or 
map that could be pursued. He was looking for the commission’s thoughts and priorities. 
He said that during the zoning update 500 properties had been rezoned from Farm to 
Residential. Most of these had been in large residential subdivisions. Many other 
residential lots remained zoned as Farm. “At some point we need to address all of the 
PUDs in town.” He also suggested, as a mid-term goal, that the Village should consider 
rezoning many of the PUDs to an appropriate residential district. Most of the Village’s 
residential PUDs had been established prior to the formation of the Village, and he had 
had difficulty finding relevant zoning regulations on the PUDs, i.e. he did not know if 
different setbacks had been approved for the subdivisions.  He said when he received 
questions from homeowners looking to add an addition, he looked at other properties 
within the subdivision and attempted to determine what the closest Village zoning district 
was. He then used those standards. A discussion of PUDs in the Village ensued. 
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Mr. Brown discussed accessory structures. There had been some interest to re-visit the 
maximum allowances.  

Mr. Brown said the Affordable Housing Plan was under review by IHDA. Commissioner 
Kopec asked if the Village had “taken a stand” regarding an affordable housing proposal 
by the governor. Attorney Forte said there had been some discussion at the Village Board. 
Both Metro West and IML had been voicing opposition, he said. Metro West had 
provided some updates to the Board members. Mr. Brown noted that the IML had made a 
counter-proposal. 

Mr. Brown said there were two applications for variances for the June meeting. 

8. Adjournment. 
 
Commissioner Anderson made a motion to adjourn; Commissioner Larario seconded the 
motion. On a voice vote the motion was unanimously approved. The meeting ended at 
7:59 pm.  
 

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

 
Approved this 10th day of June 2026 

 
 

Rolf Fredrick 
Chairman, Planning and Zoning Commission 
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Village of Campton Hills 
BUILDING & ZONING DEPARTMENT 

40W270 LaFox Rd, Suite B 
Campton Hills, IL 60175 

 

 
Date:  10 June 2026 
 
To:  Planning and Zoning Commission 
  
From:  Jim Brown, Zoning Administrator 
 
Subject: PZC Case # 26-06, Variance for accessory structure setback, 4N725 S Circle 

Dr 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
SUMMARY 
Mr. Nick Matti desires to erect an accessory structure, a detached garage, approximately 
one foot from a side yard lot line.  
 
Proposal Information    
Subject Property Address: 4N725 S Circle Dr  
PIN(s): 08-22-152-008  
Requested Action: Variance for accessory structure  

Applicant/Owner Information    
Applicant: Nick Matti, 4N725 S Circle Dr  
Owner: Nicholas James Matti and Kelly Black 

 
 

Subject Property Information    
Zoning Designation: R-1 Residential District  
Adjacent Land Use / Zoning:    

To the north -  Residential / R-1   
To the south -  Residential / R-1   
To the east -  Residential / R-1   
To the west -  Residential / R-1  

Area of Property: 1.1 acres  
Physical Characteristics: Topography slopes from street to Mill Creek; rear half of 

property is within 100-year floodplain 
 

Zoning History: Parcel was one of 500+ properties rezoned from Farm to 
Residential in December 2024 

 

Public Notice Requirements  See Attachment 1  
Newspaper Notice: Published in Fox Valley Daily Herald, 20 May 2026  
Mail to Properties w/in 250 ft: Completed by applicant prior to 26 May 2026  
Sign on Property: Installed by 26 May 2026  
Village: Posted in Village Hall and on Village website  

 



Staff Memorandum, PZC Case # 26-06, Variance for Accessory Structure, 4N725 S Circle 
 

 
 

Page 2 of 6 
 

 

 

THE SUBJECT SITE 

The subject site is located on a circular drive north of Illinois Route 64. The parcel is within 
a subdivision of single-family homes on lots ranging from approximately 0.75 acres to 1.50 
acres.  Despite the nature of the residential land use, the area was zoned Farm until the 
Village approved a new zoning ordinance and zoning map in December 2024. At that time 
the subject site was rezoned to R-1. It was one of more than 500 parcels rezoned from 
farm to residential.  

Mill Creek runs along the southeastern side of the subdivision and the subject site. A 
Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA), often referred to as the base flood or 100-year flood 
area, straddles Mill Creek. The SFHA is approximately 400 ft in width, and approximately 
120 feet of the rear portion of the subject property are within the SFHA. The site slopes 
from an elevation of 865 ft near the street to 854 ft at Mill Creek. The Kane Co. GIS image 
below indicates the topography and the SFHA, which is shaded in pink. 
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THE APPLICATION 

The applicants desire to construct a new detached garage in the interior side yard on the 
northeast side of the property. The garage—24 feet wide x 37 feet long—would be located 
approximately one foot from the lot line.  This location would not comply with Section 
8.10, paragraph C of the 2024 Zoning Ordinance: 
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Above: The site plan indicating the desired location of a new detached garage was included with the 
application. Note that the label “existing garage” is incorrect; this is the proposed garage. 

Below: view from Circle Dr looking toward area of proposed garage; applicant’s residence to the 
right. 
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The plan does not indicate any driveway enlargement or extension to access the 
proposed garage. The applicants should clarify this at the hearing.   

The structure, as proposed, would meet the standard for accessory structure area (3% of 
total lot size) and maximums for total building coverage and impervious surface coverage 
(Table 6.1, below.)Maximum height would be limited to 25 feet. (See Section 8:2 of the 
2024 Zoning Ordinance for both standards, next page.)  

 
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION CONSIDERATIONS 

Section 3.5 of the 2024 Zoning Ordinance contains provisions for zoning variances. The 
Planning and Zoning Commission must evaluate the application based upon the evidence 
presented at the public hearing, pursuant to the approval standards found in paragraph F 
of Section 3.5. The Planning and Zoning Commission must recommend either approval, 
approval with conditions, or denial of the variation. Within sixty days of the close of the 
public hearing, the Planning and Zoning Commission must forward its recommendation to 
the Village Board, unless an extension is agreed to by the applicant(s). The 
recommendation of the Planning and Zoning Commission must include findings to 
support the following conclusions, which the Village Board will consider in its decision. 
The findings required by Section 13.5 are listed below with staff comment.  
 
Findings 
1. Finding: The strict application of the terms of this Ordinance will result in undue 

hardship unless the specific relief requested is granted.  Comment: Due to the 
presence of a Special Flood Hazard Area over much of the site, it is almost 
impossible to construct any accessory structure in an area where a zoning variance 
would not be needed. 

2. Finding: The particular physical surroundings, shape or topographical conditions of 
the specific property impose a particular hardship upon the owner, as distinguished 
from a mere inconvenience, if the strict letter of the regulations were to be carried 
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out. Comment: The site is covered to a large extent by a Special Flood Hazard Area. 
This area is in the rear of the site, which would be the normal and allowable place 
for a detached garage.  

3. Finding: The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances inherent to the
subject property and not from the personal situation of the owner and has not been
created by any person presently having a proprietary interest in the property in
question.  See comments in 1 and 2 above.

Consider conditions for approval 
Upon hearing public testimony and reviewing evidence, the PZC should consider any 
conditions it may want to attach to a positive recommendation.  

Motion to approve findings and recommendation 
Upon hearing public testimony, reviewing evidence and considering conditions, the PZC 
should make motions to approve the findings and to approve a recommendation to the 
Village Board.  These motions may be combined into one. Alternatively, the PZC could 
make a motion to continue the hearing. Such a motion should be considered only if some 
vital piece of testimony or evidence is missing, and the absence of such prevents the PZC 
from making an informed decision. A suggested motion for this application would be: 

I motion that the Planning and Zoning Commission recommend to the Village Board 
the approval of a variance from the requirements of Section 8.2, paragraph C, of the 
2024 Zoning Ordinance and allow a detached garage to be constructed on the side 
lot line.  I motion that the Planning and Zoning Commission forward the findings 
as discussed and stated on pages 5-6 of the staff report. 

Best practice is to make motions in the positive. This avoids confusion regarding the 
meaning of a yes or no vote.  For example, if the motion were to recommend denial, then a 
commissioner’s vote of “no” would mean they are in favor of the application.  Following a 
second of the motion, the Commission could further discuss and vote on the motion. 
Results of the vote would be forwarded along with the findings of fact to the Village Board. 
Close the public hearing  

The PZC may decide to close the public hearing and/or public comment following all 
testimony. Alternatively, the PZC may keep the public hearing open until a vote on a 
recommendation is taken. Once this vote has occurred the hearing is deemed closed and 
there is no longer a need to vote to close it.   

ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Public notice, newspaper proof
2. Site plan, one sheet, undated



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

               CERTIFICATE OF PUBLICATION 
                                                                                                                        Paddock Publications, Inc. 

 

        Fox Valley   

                                                            Daily Herald 
 

 

       Corporation organized and existing under and by virtue of the laws of 

       the State of Illinois, DOES HEREBY CERTIFY that it is the publisher 

       of the Fox Valley DAILY HERALD. That said Fox Valley 

DAILY HERALD is a secular newspaper, published in Elgin, Kane County, 

State of Illinois, and has been in general circulation daily 

throughout Kane County, continuously for more than 50 weeks prior to the first 

Publication of the attached notice, and a newspaper as defined by 715 ILCS 5/5.  

 

I further certify that the Fox Valley DAILY HERALD is a newspaper 

as defined in "an Act to revise the law in relation to notices" as amended  

in 1992 Illinois Compiled Statutes, Chapter 715, Act 5, Section 1 and 5. That a 

notice of which the annexed printed slip is a true copy,  

was published 05/20/2026 

in said Fox Valley DAILY HERALD. This notice was also placed on a 

statewide public notice website as required by 5 ILCS 5/2.1. 

 

 

 

       BY ______________________________________________ 

      Designee of the Publisher of the Daily Herald 

 

 

       Control # 331224 
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Village of Campton Hills 
BUILDING & ZONING DEPARTMENT 

40W270 LaFox Rd, Suite B 
Campton Hills, IL 60175 

 

 
Date:  10 June 2026 
 
To:  Planning and Zoning Commission 
  
From:  Jim Brown, Zoning Administrator 
 
Subject: PZC Case # 26-07  – Zoning variance for garage in front yard, 5N476 Brown 

Rd 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
SUMMARY 
Mr. Neil Miller and Ms. Rachel Nelson, the applicants and property owners at 5N476 
Brown Road, are requesting a variance to allow the placement of a detached garage in a 
front yard.  
 
Proposal Information    
Subject Property Address: 5N476 Brown Rd  
PIN(s): 08-15-400-001  
Requested Action: Zoning variance to allow construction of a new detached garage 

in a front yard. 
 

Applicant/Owner Information    
Applicant: Neil Miller and Rachel Nelson   
Owner: MILLER, NEIL R & NELSON, RACHEL L DCLRN TRUSTS 

NEIL R MILLER & RACHEL L NELSON, CO-TTEE 
 

Subject Property Information    
Zoning Designation: F-Farm (lot used as residential)  
Adjacent Land Use / Zoning:    

To the north -  Open space - Forest Preserve of Kane County   
To the south -  Residential /RE-2   
To the east -  Unincorporated residential   
To the west -  Residential / RE-2  

Area of Property: 2 acres  
Physical Characteristics: Rolling topography, heavily wooded with mature trees.  
Zoning History: A variance to reconstruct a deck within a side yard setback was 

granted in 2024. 
 

Public Notice Requirements  See Attachment 1  
Newspaper Notice: Published in Fox Valley Daily Herald on 20 May 2026  
Mail to Properties w/in 500 ft: Completed applicant NLT 26 May 2026  
Sign on Property: Installed by 26 May 2026  
Village: Posted in Village Hall and on Village website  
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The subject property is encircled in red.  

 
The subject site (blue triangle) with topography and Special Flood Hazard Areas: the yellow-
hatched area is the floodway; the pink area is the 100-year floodplain. The green area to the north 
is forest preserve property. 
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THE SUBJECT SITE 

The subject site is a triangular piece of prioperty, two acres in area, located at a bend in 
Brown Rd. It is bordered by forest preserve property to the north and unincorporated 
residential proiperties to the east. The placement of the residence is along the northern 
property line, and hence there is virtually no side yard between the house and the forest 
preserve property to the north.  

The rear portion and southren portions of the property are in two Special Flood Hazard 
Areas: the floodway and the 100-year floodplain. (See image on previous page.) A septic 
field is located to the southeaast of the house. (See image below.) 

The parcel’s zoning remains F-Farm. Since this was an isolated residential property zoned 
F, it was not rezoned to an R district like most of the properties within larger F-zoned 
residential subdivisions.  

The current owners applied for and received a zoning variance in 2024 to reconstruct a 
deck in the side yard setback on the north side of the house, i.e. near the forest preserve 
property. 

 
Applicant’s submission indicating desired location of garage, the rectangle to the right, 10 feet from 
the northern property line and in the front yard. 
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THE APPLICATION 

The applicants desire to construct a detached garage on the site. Because of site 
topgraphy and the septic field, the applicants feel the most logical place for the garage is 
in the front yard. Currently, there is no garage, either detached or attached. 

 

 

Table 8.1 prohibits the placement of detached garages in a front yard. See the table on the 
following page. 

 

 



Staff Memorandum, PZC Case 26-07, Variance for Garage, 5N476 Brown Rd 
 

 
 

Page 5 of 7 
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PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION CONSIDERATIONS 
 
Section 3.5 of the 2024 Zoning Ordinance contains provisions for zoning variances. The 
Planning and Zoning Commission must evaluate the application based upon the evidence 
presented at the public hearing, pursuant to the approval standards found in paragraph F 
of Section 3.5. The Planning and Zoning Commission must recommend either approval, 
approval with conditions, or denial of the variation. Within sixty days of the close of the 
public hearing, the Planning and Zoning Commission must forward its recommendation to 
the Village Board, unless an extension is agreed to by the applicant(s). The 
recommendation of the Planning and Zoning Commission must include findings to 
support the following conclusions, which the Village Board will consider in its decision. 
The findings required by Section 13.5 are listed below with staff comment.  
 
Findings 
1. Finding: The strict application of the terms of this Ordinance will result in undue 

hardship unless the specific relief requested is granted.  Comment: See below. 
2. Finding: The particular physical surroundings, shape or topographical conditions of 

the specific property impose a particular hardship upon the owner, as distinguished 
from a mere inconvenience, if the strict letter of the regulations were to be carried 
out. Comment: The site is triangular in shape, with the narrowest part of the triangle 
being to the rear of the property. Furthermore, a septic tank and field inhibit the 
placement of the garage along the south side of the house, i.e. in a side yard and 
there is virtually no side yard to the north.  

3. Finding: The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances inherent to the 
subject property and not from the personal situation of the owner and has not been 
created by any person presently having a proprietary interest in the property in 
question.  See comments for Finding 2 above.  

 
Consider conditions for approval 
Upon hearing public testimony and reviewing evidence, the PZC should consider any 
conditions it may want to attach to a positive recommendation.  
 
Motion to approve findings and recommendation  
Upon hearing public testimony, reviewing evidence and considering conditions, the PZC 
should make motions to approve the findings and to approve a recommendation to the 
Village Board.  These motions may be combined into one. Alternatively, the PZC could 
make a motion to continue the hearing. Such a motion should be considered only if some 
vital piece of testimony or evidence is missing, and the absence of such prevents the PZC 
from making an informed decision. A suggested motion for this application would be: 
 
I motion that the Planning and Zoning Commission recommend to the Village Board 
the approval of a variance from the requirements of Table 8.1 of the 2024 Zoning 
Ordinance and allow a detached garage to be constructed in a front yard, consistent 
with a site plan submitted by the applicants.  Additionally, I motion that the Planning 
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and Zoning Commission forward the findings as discussed and stated on pages 5-6 
of the staff report. 
 
Best practice is to make motions in the positive. This avoids confusion regarding the 
meaning of a yes or no vote.  For example, if the motion were to recommend denial, then a 
commissioner’s vote of “no” would mean they are in favor of the application.  Following a 
second of the motion, the Commission could further discuss and vote on the motion. 
Results of the vote would be forwarded along with the findings of fact to the Village Board. 
Close the public hearing  
 
The PZC may decide to close the public hearing and/or public comment following all 
testimony. Alternatively, the PZC may keep the public hearing open until a vote on a 
recommendation is taken. Once this vote has occurred the hearing is deemed closed and 
there is no longer a need to vote to close it.   
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Certificate of Publication for public notice, Daily Herald 
2. Site plan indicating garage location 

 
 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

               CERTIFICATE OF PUBLICATION 
                                                                                                                        Paddock Publications, Inc. 

 

        Fox Valley   

                                                            Daily Herald 
 

 

       Corporation organized and existing under and by virtue of the laws of 

       the State of Illinois, DOES HEREBY CERTIFY that it is the publisher 

       of the Fox Valley DAILY HERALD. That said Fox Valley 

DAILY HERALD is a secular newspaper, published in Elgin, Kane County, 

State of Illinois, and has been in general circulation daily 

throughout Kane County, continuously for more than 50 weeks prior to the first 

Publication of the attached notice, and a newspaper as defined by 715 ILCS 5/5.  

 

I further certify that the Fox Valley DAILY HERALD is a newspaper 

as defined in "an Act to revise the law in relation to notices" as amended  

in 1992 Illinois Compiled Statutes, Chapter 715, Act 5, Section 1 and 5. That a 

notice of which the annexed printed slip is a true copy,  

was published 05/20/2026 

in said Fox Valley DAILY HERALD. This notice was also placed on a 

statewide public notice website as required by 5 ILCS 5/2.1. 

 

 

 

       BY ______________________________________________ 

      Designee of the Publisher of the Daily Herald 

 

 

       Control # 332584 
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