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

OF THE VILLAGE OF CAMPTON HILLS 
Wednesday, July 8, 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 June 

10, 2026. 
 

4. Public comment. 
 

5. Discussion - PZC Case # 26-08, Zoning Text Amendments – 
Accessory Structures in F District. 

 
6. Discussion – 2026 Affordable Housing Plan. 

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

OF THE VILLAGE OF CAMPTON HILLS 
June 10, 2026, 7:00 P.M. 

Campton Hills Village Hall  
40W270 LaFox Road 

 
 
1. Call to Order. 

Chairman Fredrick called the meeting to order at 7:15 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           

  
Also present: Acting Village Attorney Troy Wallace, Klein, Thorpe & Jenkins, Village 
Attorney 
 

3. Approval of Minutes of the regular meeting of May 13, 2026. 
 
Commissioner Kopec motioned to approve the minutes; Commissioner Lararaio 
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 –PZC Case # 26-06, Variance for accessory structure setback, 4N725 

S Circle and motion to recommend approval of the application to the Village Board. 
 
Commissioner Kopec motioned to open the public hearing; Commissioner Tiedt 
seconded the motion. On a roll call vote the motion was unanimously approved (4-0). 
Attorney Troy? swore in those desiring to speak. 
 
Mr. Brown summarized the case. He said it was an application for a variance for a 
detached garage. The applicant desired to place a garage “pretty much on the lot line” in a 
side yard. The property had been zoned Farm until December 2024. It was one of 500-



2 
 

plus properties that had been rezoned from Farm to Residential. The property was now 
zoned R-1. The zoning standard was for a setback of 10 feet. The variance would be from 
10 feet to less than one foot.  
 
The topography of the lot, Mr. Brown explained, sloped from the street to Mill Creek at 
the rear of the lot. Over half of the lot is in a Special Flood Hazard Area, the 100-year 
floodplain. Mr. Brown said a garage could be placed in the flood hazard area, but it 
would be difficult, costly and time-consuming to obtain permission. 
 
Mr. Kopec noted that the two images in the staff report were incorrect. Need page 
numbers.  The area map on page ??? had the subject property incorrectly marked. The red 
circle indicating the lot should have been placed across the street. The map indicated the 
wrong lot as the subject property. The lot as indicated was actually to the immediate 
southwest of the subject property. Mr. Brown said the map was intended to show the 
topography and extent of the floodplain and that those were similar on lots within the 
area. 
 
Chairman Fredrick asked how far the proposed garage would be from a structure on the 
adjacent lot (to the northeast). Mr. Brown said he was probably 30 feet to a barn-like 
structure. Mr. Matti, the petitioner, said the previous owner had owned both lots and had 
erected a structure like a barn. The barn was about 100 feet from his house. From his lot 
line to the barn was about 30-40 feet.  
 
Mr. Matti said the proposed location was about the only place where he could put a 
garage. Chairman Fredrick asked if he already had a garage. Mr. Matti said he had a two-
car garage. This new structure would be garage for about 2-1/2 cars.  
 
Commissioner Kopec asked about access to the new garage: would it be from the main 
driveway?  Mr. Matti said yes.  
 
Mr. Tiedt asked Mr. Matti if he had considered extending the garage toward the back of 
the lot. He noted, however, that a tree might be impacted. Mr. Matti explained that there 
was a large oak tree in the rear. They were concerned about the location of the new 
garage impacting the oak tree. The septic tank would be about 20 feet beyond the rear of 
the garage—it was “just off the edge of the deck, to the north.” 
 
Mr. Tiedt noted that anything within the drip line of the tree would impact the tree. Mr. 
Matti discussed some of the other potential locations for the garage. 
 
Mr. Tiedt asked about the size of the garage. Mr. Matti said it would probably be about 
900 square feet or less. Mr. Matti said there was a drainage easement on the south side of 
the lot. There was less area for a garage there. 
 
Commissioner Kopec indicated he was in favor of the variance. Commissioner Tiedt said 
he was not convinced that the proposed location was the best choice. He was concerned 
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about drainage and maintenance of the one foot of property between the garage and the 
lot line. He would prefer the structure be placed closer to the home.  
 
A discussion amongst commissioners and Mr. Matti regarding potential locations for the 
garage ensued. The concern was how close the garage could be placed to the house and 
still provide an adequate distance between the garage and house to allow access to the 
rear of the lot. There was consensus that the garage should be three feet from the property 
line. 
 
Chairman Fredrick asked if there was any public comment. There was none. 
 

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.  
 
Commissioner Kopec motioned to open the public hearing; Commissioner Tiedt 
seconded the motion. On a roll call vote the motion was unanimously approved (4-0). 
Attorney Wallace swore in those desiring to speak. 
 
Mr. Brown provided a summary of the case. The variance application is for a new 
detached garage that would be located in the front yard. The lot had a floodplain in the 
rear. The septic field is south of the house. He referenced a map he had distributed prior 
to the meeting. The proposed garage was 44x22 feet. There had been a previous variance 
request to rebuild an existing deck within a setback.  
 
Chairman Fredrick asked if there was a maximum footprint. Mr. Brown said the 
applicants were well within the zoning maximum for accessory structure area. 
The applicant, Neil Miller, said they had an attached garage. He noted that he and his 
partner were expecting another child and that the garage would be converted to living 
space. This proposed garage would replace the attached garage.  
There was a discussion regarding the placement of the garage and access to hit. Chairman 
Fredrick noted that the applicant did not “have a lot of options” for placement of the 
garage. 
 
Upon a question from Commissioner Kopec, the applicants noted that the rendering of 
the garage was “just a vision” of what they wanted it to look like. 
 
Chairman Fredrick read the suggested findings as contained in the staff report. There was 
consensus on the findings. 
 
Commissioner Tiedt motioned to recommend approval of the variance request to the 
Village Board. Commissioner Kopec seconded the motion. On a roll call vote the motion 
was unanimously approved (4-0). 
 
 

7. Adjournment. 
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Commissioner Tiedt made a motion to adjourn; Commissioner Kopec seconded the 
motion. On a voice vote the motion was unanimously approved. The meeting ended at 
8:04 pm.  
 

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

 
Approved this 8th day of 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:  8 July 2026 
 
To:  Planning and Zoning Commission 
  
From:  Jim Brown, Zoning Administrator 
 
Subject: PZC Case # 26-08, Zoning Text Amendments – Accessory Structures in F 

District 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
SUMMARY 
In June the Village Board approved an ordinance establishing a 120-day moratorium on the 
approval of accessory buildings in the F district. The moratorium applies only to buildings 
greater than 600 square feet. The Village Board tasked the Planning & Zoning Commission 
(PZC) to: “study and consider potential amendments to the Zoning Ordinance regarding 
accessory structures in the F District.” Currently this issue is a discussion item only.  
 
BACKGROUND 
Twice over the last 15 months the PZC discussed potentially re-examining the maximum 
size thresholds for accessory structures, first in April 2025 (four months following the 
passage of the 2024 Zoning Ordinance) and again in May 2026: 
 
 PZC agenda item, April 9, 2025: Motion to initiate a zoning text amendment regarding 

the provisions for the maximum size of accessory structures, Section 8.2, Paragraph 
A.3, and evaluate potential revisions and conduct a public hearing on the 
aforementioned Section and Paragraph of the Zoning Ordinance of 2024. 

 PZC discussion item, May 13, 2026: Discussion of potential additional zoning text 
and/or map amendments, including accessory structure maximums and accessory 
dwelling units. 

 
The intent of both discussions was to re-examine the thresholds for accessory structures 
in all zoning districts, not just the F-Farm zoning district.   
 
Excerpts from the minutes of these meetings can be found in Attachment 1 to this 
memorandum. 
 
The Moratorium 
On May 26, 2026, the Village Board discussed the possibility of establishing a moratorium 
on the approval building permits for accessory structures over 600 square feet. Staff was 
directed to draft an ordinance for the moratorium. An excerpt from the minutes of this 
meeting is included in Attachment 1. 
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On June 9 the Village Board considered the following action item: Motion to approve 
Ordinance 26-34 Imposing A Temporary Moratorium on the Issuance of Building Permits 
for Accessory Structures Exceeding 600 Square Feet in the F (Farming) Zoning District. The 
moratorium’s duration is 120 days from the date of passage and thus remains in effect 
until October 6. The moratorium may be extended by the Village Board. The reasons 
provided for the moratorium were expressed in the ordinance’s recitals: 
 
 

 
 
 
During the moratorium period the PZC is “directed to study and consider whether 
amendments to the Zoning Ordinance are warranted to address the concerns identified in 
the recitals.” Specifically, the PZC was directed to consider, without limitation: 
 The size, scale, and dimensional standards for accessory structures permitted in the F 

District; 
 The relationship between accessory structures in the F District and the principal 

agricultural sue of the underlying property; 
 The permitted and prohibited uses of accessory structures in the F District; 
 Standards or limitations regarding non-agricultural uses of accessory structures in the 

F District; and 
 Such other related matters as the PZC deems appropriate. 
 
Additionally, the PZC is directed to forward recommendations to the Village President and 
Board of Trustees regarding any proposed amendments arising from the study. 
 
 See Attachment 2 for Ordinance 26-34.  
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ZONING STANDARDS  
 
The 2023 Zoning Ordinance that was in effect for almost two years contained the following 
standards for the maximum size of all accessory structures: 
 
2023 Zoning Ordinance 
Lots greater than 5 acres 2,880 sq ft 
Lots 2-5 acres 1,800 sq ft 
Lots 2 acres or less 900 sq ft 

 
The Zoning Commission decided to recommend maximums based not on an absolute 
number, like the 2023 ordinance, but rather as a percentage of the lot: 
 
2024 Draft Zoning Ordinance as forwarded by Zoning Commission to Village Board 
All lots, regardless of size: 2% of lot size, or 500, whichever is greater 

 
After some debate, the Village Board elected to modify the Zoning Commission’s 
recommendation. The maximum standards below were approved as part of the new 
zoning ordinance: 
 
2024 Zoning Ordinance, as approved by Village Board     
Lots 4 acres or greater  0.02   
Lots 2 acres or greater  0.025   
Lots less than 2 acres  0.03   
 
 
MATTERS FOR THE PZC TO CONSIDER 
 
At present I do not offer any specific recommendations to the PZC. Instead, I offer the 
following comments and some analysis to assist with the discussion. 
 
 The moratorium is for F-zoned property only, and the PZC was tasked to examine the 

concerns expressed in the recitals. The PZC may examine, per guidance from the 
Board, “such other related matters as the PZC deems appropriate.” I suggest the PZC 
focus its initial discussions on the F-zoned properties. Once we have some 
recommendations for the Board on F-zoned properties we can perhaps look at 
potential adjustments for accessory structures on properties in other zoning districts. 
Thus, focus on lot sizes 5 acres or more.  

 Should the Village regulate the number of buildings on F-zoned property? Comment: 
My initial thought is to not have a cap on the number of accessory buildings; 
alternatively, set the cap relatively high. 

 Should the Village maintain the use of a percentage of lot size for the maximum 
standard? If so, should there be a cap? For example, should the aggregate of all 
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accessory buildings be based on a percentage, but by capped at a certain square 
footage? 

 How much square footage of accessory buildings is actually needed for agricultural 
operations? For examples of pole barns and their sizes, see Attachment 3. 

 Note that pole barns are used not only for agricultural uses such as storing tractors 
and farm implements, livestock, horses, and grain, but also as: contractor buildings, 
workshops, hobby space, warehouses and “man caves.” 

 A chart comparing some percentages and lots sizes is below. This is intended to serve 
as a starting point for discussion and the percentages. 
 

 
Lot Size Max Pct.   

Acres Sq Ft 1% 1.5% 2%   
5 217,800 2,178 3,267 4,356 sf 

7.5 326,700 3,267 4,901 6,534 sf 
10 435,600 4,356 6,534 8,712 sf 
15 653,400 6,534 9,801 13,068 sf 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Excerpts of minutes from PZC and Village Board meeting discussions regarding 
affordable housing. 

2. Ordinance 26-34: An Ordinance of the Village of Campton Hills, Illinois Imposing a 
Temporary Moratorium on the Issuance of Building Permits for Accessory Structures 
Exceeding 600 Square Feet in the F (Farming) Zoning District. 

3. Examples of pole barns and square footage. 
 



ATTACHMENT 1. Excerpts of Minutes of PZC and Village Board meeting discussions 
regarding accessory structures 

 
 
PZC agenda item, April 9, 2025: 6. Motion to initiate a zoning text amendment 
regarding the provisions for the maximum size of accessory structures, Section 8.2, 
Paragraph A.3, and evaluate potential revisions and conduct a public hearing on the 
aforementioned Section and Paragraph of the Zoning Ordinance of 2024. 
 

 
 

PZC discussion item, May 13, 2026: Discussion of potential additional zoning text 
and/or map amendments, including accessory structure maximums and accessory 
dwelling units.  
 

 



ATTACHMENT 1. Excerpts of Minutes of PZC and Village Board meeting discussions 
regarding accessory structures 

 

Village Board, May 26:  

 

Village Board, June 9:  Motion to approve Ordinance 26-34 Imposing A Temporary 
Moratorium on the Issuance of Building Permits for Accessory Structures Exceeding 600 
Square Feet in the F (Farming) Zoning District 

 











ATTACHMENT 3: Examples of Pole Barns and Square Footage 

 

“the Crimson Homestead,” 40x120x16 – 4,800 square feet 

 

 

Caitlyn’s Steel Horse Barn 36×30 – 1,080 square feet  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 3: Examples of Pole Barns and Square Footage 

Bali Barn, 64x60 – 3,800 square feet 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 3: Examples of Pole Barns and Square Footage 

Reputation Workshop Steel Pole Barn 24×40 – 960 square feet 

 

 

28x40, 1,120 square feet 
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V illage of Campton H ills 
BUILDING & ZONING DEPARTMENT 

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

 

 
Date:  8 July 2026 
 
To:  Planning and Zoning Commission 
  
From:  Jim Brown, Zoning Adminis trator 
 
Subject: Village of Campton Hills  2026 Affordable Hous ing Plan 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
The Village received a response from IHDA regarding our submission of the 2026 
Affordable Housing Plan. Several requirements  of State Statute were not met. Below is  the 
text of the IHDA statement regarding compliance of the Village’s  2026 Affordable Housing 
Plan, as  approved in April 2026, with State Statute. Unmet requirements  are marked in red 
text.  

 
I have provided comments  on unmet requirements.  
 

[Begin text of IHDA letter]:  

Our records note that the submitted affordable housing plan was adopted by 
the Village of Campton Hills on April  21, 2026 and was received by IHDA on 
April  23,  2026.   The plan does not appear to meet the minimum 
requirements set forth by Section 25 of AHPAA due to the following reasons: 

Requirement 1: A statement of the total number of affordable housing units 
that are necessary to exempt the local government from Section 15 and Section 
20 of AHPAA: MET 

Requirement 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 consideration of affordable housing for both  
owner-occupied dwelling units and rental  dwelling  units, 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: UMET 

The Village’s Affordable Housing Plan included the following areas as 
appropriate for affordable housing: 
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Recommended action to met requirement 2: I assume that our indication of 
“general areas” was not specific enough for IHDA. I will contact them via 
telephone and discuss. I suspect we may have to indicate specific parcels or 
include a map with “general areas.” 

 

Requirement 3: Incentives that local  governments ma provide  for the  
purpose of attracting  affordable housing to their jurisdiction: MET 

Requirement 4: A description of any housing market conditions, 
infrastructure limitations, local government, 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: MET 

Requirement 5. A plan or potential strategies to eliminate or mitigate the 
constraints identified in item four (4): MET 

Requirement 6. One  or  more  of  the  following  goals:  a  minimum  of  15%  
of  all  new  development  or redevelopment  within the  jurisdiction that  would 
be  defined as affordable housing  under AHPAA; a minimum of a 5-percentage 
point increase in the overall percentage of affordable housing within its 
jurisdiction, as described in subsection (b) of Section 20 of AHPAA; or a 
minimum  of  a  total of  10%  affordable  housing  within  its  jurisdiction  as  
described  in subsection (b) of Section 20 of AHPAA. These goals may be met, in 
whole or in part, through the creation of affordable housing units under 
intergovernmental agreements as described in subsection (e) of Section 25 of 
AHPAA: UNMENT. 

In its letter of 17 June 2026, IHDA explains that the Village indicated it would 
pursue “A minimum of a 5% increase in the overall percentage of affordable 
housing within the jurisdiction.”  The latest version of the State Statute, the 
option now reads “a minimum of a 5-percentage point increase in the overall 
percentage of affordable housing. 
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I note that the original 2023 version of the AHPAA Handbook published by 
IDHA contained this on page 14: 

 

However, this AHPAA Handbook was revised by IDHA in March 2025. This 
version reads: 

 

I started working on an update of the plan before March 2025 and did not 
catch this change to the 2023 Handbook.  (I also note that the covers to the 
two versions look identical and that the revision date is truly in the fine print.) 

What is the distinction between a 5% increase and a 5-percentage point 
increase? 

A percentage point increase is an absolute, flat change in two percentages. For 
example, if the percentage of Granny Smith apples of all apples sold is now 
14%, and last year it was only %, that is a difference of 6 percentage points 
(14-8=6) 

A percent increase is the relative change based on an original baseline. Using 
the Granny Smith example above, the original baseline is 10 percent.  

  = 75% increase 

Recommended action to meet requirement 6: Per per IHDA's 2023 Report of 
Non-Exempt Local Governments, the percentage of the Village’s housing that is 
“affordable” is 2.4%  Therefore, we would need to increase that figure to 7.4%.  
This is less than the goal of achieving an overall percentage of 10%, so we simply 
need to change the language in our plan from “5% increase” to “5-percentage 
point increase.” This change should be done in at least two places in the 
document.  

Requirement 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. UNMET. 

The Plan’s response to this timeline requirement was: 
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“The major limitations  to additional affordable housing units  are sewer capacity, 
infras tructure and financial. Until these three critical components  are met a timeline 
cannot begin. Once the constraints  on capacity are lifted, infras tructure can then be 
developed. The financial component will be critical to accomplishing those tasks . Only 
then can meaningful progress  be made and a timeline begun. The Village currently does  
not have financial ability to achieve any of these goals .” (p. 9 of Plan) 
 

Recommended action to meet requirement 7: I will (1) discuss with IHDA; 
and (2) consult other affordable housing plans that IHDA has approved and 
review how those other communities addressed the timeline requirement. Based 
on that input, the PZC can discuss and devise some sort of timeline.  

Requirement 8. Local governments that have previously been determined as a 
non-exempt municipality and that have submitted an affordable housing plan 
shall also include a summary of actions taken to implement the previously 
submitted plan, as well as a summary of progress made toward achieving the 
goals of the plan. UNMET. 

We did not directly address this requirement, mostly because since the 
approval of the 2015 Affordable Housing Plan the Village had not actively taken 
any measures to implement the plan. However, we did address constraints to 
the creation of affordable housing in Requirement 4. That requirement was 
deemed met.  

Recommended action to meet requirement 8. Review Village actions since 
2015 and determine if any could be construed to have been an attempt to 
implement the 2015 Affordable Housing Plan. We did update our zoning 
ordinance, and now include “mixed use.” Mixed use units are frequently, 
smaller, more affordable dwelling units. We should include this fact in our 
revised plan.  

“IHDA will consider the Village of Campton Hills non-compliant  until  the  
above listed minimum requirements have been met in its affordable 
housing plan submission.” I will add a discussion of the Affordable Housing 
Plan, as forwarded by the PZC and approved by the Village Board in April, to 
the PZC agenda for July.  
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