
          AGENDA FOR THE REGULAR MEETING OF 

THE PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION (PZC) 

OF THE VILLAGE OF CAMPTON HILLS 

Wednesday, August 12, 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 July 8,

2026.

4. Public comment.

5. Public hearing, PZC Case # 26-09  – Zoning variance to Table 6.1

of the 2024 Zoning Ordinance to locate an addition to a shed

within the required 10-ft setback from a lot line, at 40W573

Burlington Road.

6. Motion to recommend approval of a zoning variance to Table 6.1

of the 2024 Zoning Ordinance to locate an addition to a shed

within the required 10-ft setback from a lot line, at 40W573

Burlington Road.

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

OF THE VILLAGE OF CAMPTON HILLS 
July 8, 2026, 7:00 P.M. 

Campton Hills Village Hall  
40W270 LaFox Road 

 
1. Call to Order. 

Acting Chair Tiedt called the meeting to order at 7:02 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                         (joined meeting at 7:03 pm)                   
Chris Tiedt     x           

  
Also present: Village Administrator Pollack, Village Attorney Forte. 
 

3. Approval of Minutes of the regular meeting of June 10, 2026. 
 
Commissioner Lerario motioned to approve the minutes; Commissioner Anderson 
seconded the motion.  Commissioner Kopec noted some errors: on page 2—there was a 
question mark; on page 3 indicate who made the motion and the result of the vote. Mr. 
Brown said he would check the recording. Commissioner Lerario amended his motion to 
approve the minutes with corrections; Commissioner Anderson seconded the amended 
motion. On a voice vote the motion was approved unanimously (5-0). 
 

4. Public Comment.  
 
Mr. Austin Pollack introduced himself as the new Village Administrator. He said he was 
looking forward to working with everyone. He provided a summary of his background. 
 

5. Discussion - PZC Case # 26-08, Zoning Text Amendments – Accessory Structures in 
F District. 
 
Mr. Brown provided a summary of the issue. He said the commission had discussed, 
twice over the last year, maximum sizes for accessory structures. The Village Board had 
recently passed a moratorium on the issuance of building permits for accessory structures 
over 600 square feet; the moratorium applied only to the Farming zoning district. The 
moratorium would run to November. The PZC was tasked by the Board to re-examine the 
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thresholds for accessory structures in the F district. The PZC would make 
recommendations to the Board.  
 
Mr. Forte added that the Board would receive the recommendation, and then potentially 
task the PZC to conduct a public hearing on the matter. 
 
Mr. Brown noted he had included some tables indicating percentages and what such 
percentages would mean for maximum thresholds. He reviewed the Zoning 
Commission’s recommendations (2% of the lot size or 500, whichever was greater) and 
what the Board had finally agreed upon for thresholds with different percentages for the 
smaller lot sizes. 
 
Commissioner Lerario asked if other items like patios were considered in calculations. 
Mr. Brown and Mr. Forte explained there were two standards: impervious surface 
coverage and accessory structure coverage. A discussion regarding various land use 
regulations controlling size, location and coverage of buildings on a lot ensued. 
 
Mr. Brown provided an example of a recent inquiry regarding potential construction of 
large buildings on an F-zoned lot. He noted there had been a recent variance for a large 
building on an F-zoned lot. Mr. Brown also noted that the commission’s recommendation 
might ultimately be not to change anything; however, he felt there should at least be an 
overall cap to the square footage of accessory buildings. Commissioners Tiedt and 
Anderson questioned whether such a cap would be appropriate because it would be 
difficult to determine what would be needed for various agricultural operations. 
Commissioner Johnson noted that farm zoning was not for the contracting of businesses. 
A discussion of controlling land uses on F-zoned property ensued. Mr. Forte said 
attempting to control the use at the outset, i.e. building permitting time, was something 
the Board wanted to look at. The Board’s desire, he said, was not to limit the size of 
accessory structures for actual farm uses. 
 
Commissioner Lerario suggested creating another threshold for percentages, for example, 
a different percentage for lots over 10 acres. Commissioner Tiedt liked the flexibility 
offered by a standard based on percentage of the lot size. 
 
Mr. Brown asked to what extent the Kane County Stormwater Development Ordinance 
would inhibit development before the zoning ordinance would. Commissioner Tiedt 
responded with an example: if 100% of the lot were impervious, stormwater detention 
would still need to be provided, and the options for that would be expensive. 
 
A discussion of maintaining or slightly adjusting the two-percent threshold ensued. 
 
Mr. Brown said the ordinance lacks clarity on whether you could establish a barn, pole 
barn or similar structure on F-zoned property if no residence was already present. He said 
he had taken the stricter interpretation that without a house the other structures were not 
allowed. Mr. Forte said that in the F district the principal structure could be something 
other than the house, so long as the other structure was for agricultural purposes. 
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Mr. Brown attempted to summarize the discussion. He said it appeared that there was not 
a desire to pursue a maximum square footage threshold or a change in the percentage 
standard. The commissioners concurred. Mr. Brown said it appeared that there was no 
interest in examining the permitted and special uses.  
 
Mr. Forte, upon a question from Commissioner Johnson, described the discussion at the 
Board level regarding the moratorium. 
 
Mr. Brown asked what the next step should be, since there was no recommendation for 
changing the ordinance.  Mr. Forte suggested a staff memo to the Board summarizing the 
discussion and that the commission felt the current ordinance standards were appropriate. 

 
6. Discussion – 2026 Affordable Housing Plan. 

 
Mr. Brown provided a summary of the affordable housing plan proceedings: public 
hearing at the beginning of the year; approval of the plan by the Village Board in April; 
subsequent forwarding of the plan to IHDA; IHDA letter indicating certain aspects of the 
plan did not meet state statute. Mr. Brown said he had reviewed all of the requirements, 
met and unmet, in his memo. 
 
He said one of the unmet items was an easy fix: change the goal from five percent 
increase in affordable housing to a five-percentage point increase in affordable housing. 
He said there was a mathematical difference between the two. 
 
The biggest unmet requirement to address was the identification of lands most 
appropriate for affordable housing. He said IHDA had responded to his inquiry regarding 
why the requirement had not been met. As Mr. Brown had suspected, the Village’s 
identification of lands appropriate for affordable housing was not specific enough. Also, 
the Village plan indicated areas near intersections as appropriate for affordable housing, 
but an IHDA examination of those areas indicated much of the territory was not within 
the Village’s jurisdiction. “We just need to be more specific or come up with new areas 
that are specific,” Mr. Brown said. He also noted that IDHA would have accept these out-
of-jurisdiction areas as appropriate for affordable housing if the Village had boundary 
agreements covering the areas. 
 
Commissioner Kopec asked about consequences if the Village were not in compliance 
with the state statute. What if we did not correct the deficiencies?  Mr. Forte said most of 
the deficiencies, except for the affordable housing areas, were easy fixes. He urged the 
commission to correct the deficiencies. Mr. Brown said the Village could, if it turned 
down an affordable housing proposal, be subject to an IHDA board overturning the local 
zoning decision. He noted that there was now a broader category of entities—not just 
affordable housing developers—who could challenge the local decision and appeal it to 
the state board.  Mr. Forte urged the commission to examine areas for affordable housing. 
A discussion regarding potential areas for affordable housing ensued. 
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Commissioner Tiedt thought “we could be a little more specific” and identify areas near 
Burlington Road and Route 47. There was Village territory in that area.  
 
Mr. Brown read a paragraph from IDHA’s response to his inquiry. The IDHA team had 
cross-checked the areas in our plan with the Village’s boundaries “and noticed that in 
each there was a mix of incorporated and unincorporated land.” The Act required an 
identification of lands “within the jurisdiction.”  
 
Commissioner Anderson said that we should not identify lands without the property 
owners’ consent. He asked what would happen if we did not achieve an approved plan. 
Mr. Forte said the Village could lose control over local zoning decisions. “If affordable 
housing worked we wouldn’t be in this position,” Commissioner Anderson said. 
 
Commissioner Lerario asked about a deadline. Mr. Brown said there wasn’t really a 
deadline, but we should be able to show we are making progress [toward correcting the 
deficiencies]. He was aware of other communities where the process had taken several 
years, but said, “I am not suggesting we do that. We are pretty close.”  
 
Commissioner Johnson said it was almost impossible to build affordable housing without 
subsidies. Commissioner Anderson echoed his comments, saying the numbers did not 
work, i.e. it was not economically feasible to build affordable housing. He added that 
nobody would want affordable housing next to their own home. Commissioner Kopec 
said we did not have the infrastructure for affordable housing. Other commissioners noted 
we had discussed the lack of infrastructure in the plan. Mr. Brown said we had explained 
such factors that constrain the construction of affordable housing; our explanation was 
accepted by IHDA.  
 
There was a discussion of barriers to affordable housing, annexation and potential 
appropriate land for affordable housing; no consensus appeared to be reached on such 
appropriate areas. Burlington Road was suggested, for example, but Mr. Forte and 
Commissioner Anderson both noted that area might be more attractive for commercial 
development. Mr. Forte said the areas around the LaFox Metra station might be attractive 
as TOD [transit-oriented development] and thus also attractive for multi-
family/affordable housing. He cautioned that the Village would be on the [non-exempt] 
list for a long time and urged the commissioners to finish submitting a plan that would be 
accepted. 
 
Commissioner Tiedt thought that the failure to have an accepted plan might hinder efforts 
for grants.  
 
Mr. Brown said he could prepare a new draft with a list of potential properties. He would 
reduce the four areas in the current submission to one or two areas. Commissioner 
Johnson said, “We would consider any proposal for any type of housing.” 
 
Mr. Brown suggested we note in the plan that the new zoning ordinance had a mixed-use 
category in it; additionally, we could note that the new LaFox development includes 
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townhouses, which are essentially non-existent in Campton Hills. Commissioner Lerario 
suggested that we mention that we had not denied any housing proposals too. 
 
Commissioner Kopec said we had not discussed issues 7 and 8 yet.  
 
Mr. Brown said he would examine other, approved, affordable housing plans to see how 
they approached the issue of appropriate land for affordable housing. He said he would 
try to call IHDA as well. 
 

7. Adjournment. 
 
Commissioner Kopec made a motion to adjourn; Commissioner Lerario seconded the 
motion. On a voice vote the motion was unanimously approved. The meeting ended at 
8:51 pm.  
 

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

 
Approved this 12th day of August 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:  12 August 2026 
 
To:  Planning and Zoning Commission 
  
From:  Jim Brown, Zoning Administrator 
 
Subject: PZC Case # 26-09  – Zoning variance to Table 6.1 of the 2024 Zoning 

Ordinance in order to locate a shed within the required 10-ft setback from a 
lot line.  

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
SUMMARY 
 
Mr. Brian Darflinger, the applicant and property owner at 40W573 Burlington Road, is 
requesting a variance to allow the placement of an addition to a shed within the required 
10-ft setback from a lot line. 
 
Proposal Information    
Subject Property Address: 40W573 Burlington Road  
PIN(s): 08-14-176-013  
Requested Action: Zoning variance to Table 6.1 of the 2024 Zoning Ordinance to 

locate an addition to a shed within the required 10-ft side yard 

setback. 

 

Applicant/Owner Information    
Applicant: Brian Darflinger   
Owner: Brian Darflinger  

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

To the north -  Residential /R-1   
To the south -  Agriculture / F   
To the east -  Open space - Forest Preserve of Kane County   
To the west -  Residential / R-1  

Area of Property: 0.93 acres  
Physical Characteristics: Terrain slopes gently from SW to NE. Slightly wooded lot.   
Zoning History: N/A.  

Public Notice Requirements  See Attachment 1  
Newspaper Notice: Published in Fox Valley Daily Herald on 27 July 2026  
Mail to Properties w/in 250 ft: Completed by applicant 26 July 2026  
Sign on Property: Installed by applicant 26 July 2026  
Village: Posted in Village Hall and on Village website  
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The subject property is highlighted in blue, above and below.  

 

 

                     Location of shed 

 

THE SUBJECT SITE 

The subject site is generally level, sloping slightly from the rear lot line toward Burlington 
Road. The single-family residence on the property is approximately 185 from Burlington 
Road.  
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A shed is located near the property’ rear yard, approximately 10 feet from the side lot line 
and 35 feet from the rear lot line. The shed is approximately 250 feet from Burlington 
Road. See the attached Plat of Survey.  Kane Co. GIS air photography indicates that the 
shed was established between 1980 and 1990. 

 

Kane Co. GIS air photography from 2001. The shed is visible (in red circle)  

and was also visible on a 1990 air photograph of poor image quality.   

 

On the adjacent lot to the southeast, a barn-like acessory structure 250 feet in length is 
situated extremely close to the lot line.  

 

THE APPLICATION 

The applicant desires to enlarge the existing shed with an 8x16-ft additon on the southeast 
side. Note the applicant was engaged in constructing the addition when the Village’s code 
enforcement officer ordered a stop to the work. Upon a revew of the situation, it was 
determined that a variance would be necesssary to allow the work to continue.  

The addition would place the shed approximately two feet from the side lot line.  The 
shed’s current setback, as noted above, is approximately 10 feet from the side lot line. 
Table 8.1 of the Zoning Ordinance of 2024 allows sheds in a rear yard. However, Paragraph 
8.2.A.4 states: 
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Thus, the addition would be within the required 10-ft setback specified in Paragraph 
8.2.A.4.   

See the attached ground-level photography of the subject site and shed.   

 
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: The PZC should ask the applicant why the addition cannot be made to the 
other (NW) side of the shed.   

 
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 PZC should ask the applicant where the septic field and well for the 
property are located.  
 

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.   

 
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.  
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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 Paragraph 8.2.A.4 of the 2024 
Zoning Ordinance and allow an addition to an existing, nonconforming shed within 
the required 10-ft setback. Additionally, I motion that the Planning and Zoning 
Commission forward the findings as discussed by the PZC.  
 
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. Plat of Survey (portion of plat), 1 sheet. 

3. Ground-level photography of the subject site. 

 

 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

               CERTIFICATE OF PUBLICATION 
 

        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 07/27/2026 

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 # 338954 





ATTACHMENT 3 to Staff Memo, Case 26-09, Variance for Shed Addition, 40W573 Burlington Rd 
GROUND-LEVEL PHOTOGRAPHY 

 

Existing shed and addition as seen from rear yard (photo on left) and from the street (photo 
on right).  
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