MINUTES FOR THE REGULAR MEETING
OF THE ZONING COMMISSION
OF THE VILLAGE OF CAMPTON HILLS
April 24,2024, 6:30 P.M.
Campton Hills Village Hall
40W270 LaFox Road

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

2. Roll Call

Commissioner Present Absent
Rolf Fredrick, Chair X
Joe Garbarski X
Jim Kopec X
X
X

Terilyn Turney
Chris Tiedt

Also present were: Village Attorney Carmen Forte, and Zoning Commission Secretary
Jim Brown. Village President Barb Wojnicki was present, substituting for Village Board
Liaison Mike Millette, Village Administrator Mark Rooney. Plan Commission/ZBA
Liaison Jerry Johnson was absent.

3. Approval of the minutes of the Zoning Commission meeting of April 10, 2024

Commissioner Kopec motioned to approve the minutes of April 10, 2024; Commissioner
Tiedt seconded the motion. There were no corrections or comments. On a voice vote the
motion was unanimously approved.

4. Public Comment
Hollie Bauron, 42W500 Foxfield Dr.

“To be honest, | was afraid to look at this packet, but it turns out that I think it's an
extremely great guide and almost exactly what our residents want to see when it comes to
rules. These guidelines make complete sense and are reasonable, not arbitrary or opinion
based. I've said this many times in past public comments and I'll say it again- we are an
affluent community made up of smart, successful adults. I think what this draft represents
is just that- putting the trust in the responsible adults in our community.

“To pick a few things apart, I'm confused why poop management varies from chicken,
horse and barnyard animals. I think all three sections should be the same when it comes
to responsible waste management. Covered bins do not compost, air is needed. Also,
covered bins stay moist. Everyone knows that dry poop is no longer stinky. Many
residents use their animal waste or deliver it to neighbors who don't have animals, for
fertilizer. I think that the wording in X7 B4 does the job across all three sections: "The
accumulation of manure and dung shall not be offensive and must be managed to
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minimize any health hazards or nuisance. Manure and dung must be removed on a
regular basis." I would personally change the last sentence to read: "Manure and dung
must be used or disposed of on a regular basis and not permitted to accumulate."

“I'm also concerned about the chickens, horses and barnyard animal sections where it
says they cannot be yarded in the corner side yard. Unless I'm completely mis-
understanding what a corner side yard is, I looked into this and the corner side yard is a
big portion on most lots. [She indicated she had spoken to Mr. Brown immediately prior
to the meeting and her understanding of of corner side yard was not entirely accurate, but
she thought the comments were still valid.] I think you guys should look deeper into this,
as well as the use of "enclosure, paddocks, fenced enclosures" in the X6 A3, X7 A2 & B
sections. Removing a 5 ft perimeter on properties, adds up to a lot of wasted land that can
be used for additional pasture, not to overwork the land. If problematic large animals are
sticking their heads over fencing, a simple single hotwire could be added for these few
cases. There are awesome, inexpensive solar units available these days. But the bottom
line to me is: your animals and their heads need not go past the property line.

“One difference I don't agree with between this current draft and O-23-01 is the removal
of the language regarding "fly over barriers" for Apiaries. I think the flyover barrier
requirement made a lot of sense and allowed residents to further customize the layout of
their properties. I'd be interested to hear the reason that this was removed.

To end, we have long been a rogue community, minus our HOA subdivisions, and I think
we are really doing a great job self-policing ourselves.”

Ms. Amanda Foege, 4N394 Foxfield Dr. Ms. Foege said, “I live on 2.2 acres and resides
there with a horse, chickens, a goat and koi pond. She thanked the commission for their
work and said she had been coming to zoning meetings for the last ten years.” She
explained that after she moved to Campton Hills she had received a cease-and-desist
order from the Village regarding her horse, instructing her to get rid of her animal within
14 days. She was upset because she had bought her property for the ability to keep
horses. She was eventually grandfathered in. She explained she lived on a pie-shaped lot
and thus had concerns about the provision prohibiting equines in a corner side yard.
“That’s where my horse and goat reside, and they are celebrities in the community. We
have people who stop by every day to say hi to them.” She had never had a complaint
about the animals being on the corner side lot (yard). She asked that the corner side yard
be considered for the keeping of animals. For composting, there should not be a lid on
any container. The air needed to help compost. It was “black gold” that neighbors asked
for.

She said roosters were protectors. They guard against predators. She wanted a “self-
staining property where my rooster can fertilize” the hens’ eggs. “I would ask that you
consider [allowing] roosters on our property as well.” She was curious why the apiary
fly-away barrier was changed. She liked the side-by-side comparison chart of the two sets
of animal regulations.

“I’ve lived here for thirty years.” She raises chickens. “I love the fact that you are now
saying ten square feet per bird. That is far more humane for the keeping of these animals.
I support the roosters even though I don’t have any.” She was concerned about a draft
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regulation limiting only one coop. She already had two coops and two runs. For sick
birds, they would need to be isolated. She suggested the text read two coops totaling no
more than 60 square feet. “That would allow for the husbandry of sick animals and the
raising of young animals and safely introduce them to the flock.”

. Review and discuss draft article introduced at previous meetings of the Zoning

Commission: Article 3, Establishment and Purposes of Zoning Districts

Mr. Brown explained that the zoning districts for the draft are the same as in the 2023
ordinance. He noted that there had been district changes between the 2014 and 2023
ordinances. For example, the high-density residential districts had been eliminated. The
draft Article 3 contained provisions from two different 2023 articles. The draft had gone
from seven articles to three. There had been no changes in the names, number, or
purposes of the districts.

Paragraph 3.A.2. Mr. Fredrick questioned why any land not assigned a zoning district on
the map was to be considered farming district, but newly annexed land was to be
considered RE-1. “Why wouldn’t we default to just one?”

Mr. Brown explained that the draft text had not been altered from the 2023 ordinance. He
wondered if there was a back story in why it had been written that way. He explained that
most zoning ordinances had a default zoning for annexed land that was the most
restrictive zoning district. Attorney Forte explained that from a restrictive perspective, it
was usually a residential district upon annexation and it was the one that allowed for the
lowest amount of density. Mr. Forte and Mr. Brown also explained a typical annexation
scenario whereby there would be an annexation agreement ordinance, annexation
ordinance, and then a rezoning ordinance.

Paragraph 3.1.a. Commissioner Garbarski asked what determined “estate.” Was it just
size? He suggested eliminating “relatively large lots” language from the purpose
statements for the residential zoning districts. The commission concurred.

Mr. Tiedt asked why RE-3 had a minimum lot size of 1.25 acres. Was there a history
behind that threshold? Mr. Kopec explained that there were developments where the lot
sizes were predominately 1.25 to 1.7 acres.

Mr. Brown asked Mr. Fredrick if his question regarding the F and RE-1 default for
annexed territory had been answered. It had been.

. Introduction, review and discussion of new draft articles:

a. Article 4, Dimensional and Design Standards

Mr. Fredrick noted there had been some re-organization. He said a chart on page 2 of the
article was supposed to be RD instead of C-3.

Table 4-3. Mr. Fredrick questioned why the minimum lot size for the open space district
was one acre. Mr. Brown explained that it was a new district created in 2023. Mr.
Garbarski said there had been open space in the county. He thought it had been 1.25 acres
as a minimum. Mr. Kopec
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thought 1.25-acre minimum was related to the requirement for septic fields. Ms. Turney
asked what would happen if someone wanted to donate open space land that was less
than an acre. Mr.Tiedt noted that the one-acre minimum would prevent a developer from
trying piecemeal territory that could not be used for residential lots as open space. A
minimum requirement of an acre or half an acre would ensure usable space. A discussion
ensued. Mr. Fredrick said he wasn’t seeking to suggest a change—he was just curious.
Mr. Brown noted that when the commission began its zoning map review we might see a
reason to reduce the minimum lot size.

There was discussion regarding appropriate materials for the building guidelines. Mr.
Garbarski noted that vinyl and plastic needed to be better defined or differentiated. There
was a discussion on meaning of “facade” and “building elevation.” Mr. Garbarski asked
if cement fiber board would be allowed. Mr. Brown said yes. Mr. Fredrick noted that the
table did not prohibit any

specific building material on the elevations—it limited some to 30 percent of non-
window areas.

Mr. Kopec asked about stucco and EIFS. Mr. Brown said stucco was generally seen as a
desirable material, while EIFS was not.

Mr. Garbarski, upon a question from Mr. Fredrick, explained why he wanted the plastics
and vinyl better defined. Mr. Kopec concurred. Mr. Brown said he would research the
distinction.

Mr. Brown noted that metal panels were now quite attractive. “I’m not sure we
necessarily want to limit that.” He had seen very attractive buildings. Mr. Kopec
suggested galvanized metal still be limited. Mr. Brown noted that most commercial
developments would probably be processed as a PUD, whereby the Village would be able
to further define what would be allowed.

Mr. Fredrick thought there should be some provision limiting blank walls. Mr. Kopec
thought there should be more specificity regarding finish of concrete. He thought
concrete was a reasonable material; it came down to the finish. Mr. Fredrick suggested
the blank wall provision be re-inserted.

Mr. Kopec noted that the construction of the new fire station had benefited from design
guidelines and a design review.

b. Article X, The Keeping of Animals

Mr. Fredrick asked if the commission wanted to include potbelly pigs in the language for
pets. Ms. Turney suggested language saying “included but not limited to” and not
specifically listing potbelly pigs. After some discussion the commission concurred with
her suggestion.

Paragraph X.2.A. Mr. Fredrick noted that the draft would allow the keeping of horses
down to the R-2 zoning district, which had a minimum lot size of 15,000 square feet. He
questioned whether that was appropriate. Was 15,000 enough for a horse? he asked.
“Where do we make the cut-off, R-1 or R-2?” R-1 was 30,000 square feet.
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Village Administrator Rooney mentioned a property in a subdivision that he and Mr.
Brown had visited. There was a bridal path with smaller lots. The paddock area and shed
was small, but it had existed since perhaps the 1960s.

Mr. Brown noted that the 2023 ordinance allowed horses on lot sizes that were generally
estate zoning only. The draft was more permissive. It would allow horses down to R-1
and R-2. Mr. Fredrick and Mr. Tiedt noted that there would certainly be nonconforming
situations regarding the animal regulations. Mr. Tiedt suggested language “or as
previously allowed.” Mr. Fredrick concurred with the suggestion.

Mr. Brown explained how he had re-categorized the animals and led a discussion on
appropriate thresholds for various categories of animals. He said he preferred that
regulation be for zoning districts and not lot sizes. The commission decided on the
following for residential districts:

- Horses/equines allowed only in RE-1, RE-2, RE-3, and R-1. Mr. Fredrick suggested an
asterisk be placed by the provision and the commission could revisit the thresholds later.

- Chickens and bees allowed in all residential zones (RE-1, RE-2, RE-3, R-1, R-2, R-3
and R-4)

- Barnyard animals allowed only in RE-1, RE-2, RE-3 and R-1.
Section X.3. Mr. Fredrick noted a grammatical error in first sentence.

Mr. Brown explained why he had removed the provision for fly-away zones for bees.
Through his research he had discovered that bees took off like airplanes and not
helicopters and thus he felt the barriers would hinder such takeoffs.

Mr. Grabarski inquired about proof of registration being shown to the Village. Mr.
Fredrick stated that it would be “upon demand.”

Paragraph X.4A4.2 and 3. Mr. Tiedt was concerned about the rear yard setbacks of 20 feet
and placement of apiaries 25 feet from the lot lines. He felt that it was too restrictive and
raised potential for conflict. Mr. Fredrick liked the idea of 25 feet from the lot line for
such placement. The commission debated if the draft language regarding minimum
placement of apiaries should be the same as the zoning district setback. Mr. Rooney
asked if the minimum distance to the owner’s house should be regulated. It was agreed to
strike paragraph 3 on this minimum distance. It was agreed to change the locational
requirements of apiaries from a minimum of 25 feet from lot lines to only 20 feet from lot
lines.

Waste collection requirement. Ms. Turney said it was not always reasonable to have a
fully covered container for waste and manure. She said you could potentially be creating
other problems, like mold. She suggested language “disposed of in a sanitary and timely
manner.” Mr. Garbarski asked how “sanitary” would be defined and enforced. He
requested that the chair allow him to ask Hollie Bauron, in the audience, a question
regarding waste disposal. Ms. Bauron explained that on her property she put the waste on
beds or gave it to neighbors on demand. She said chicken poop dries immediately; it turns
to dust. In the spring when there is a large amount of winter accumulation, she brings the
waste to Wasco nursery. The waste was being “100 percent used.”
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Paragraph X.5.4.2. Regarding chicken waste, Ms. Turney said others had Waste
Management bins and had the waste hauled away. Mr. Garbarski did not like the language
“sanitary” because he felt it was arbitrary.

Mr. Fredrick suggested “responsible manner” as a phrase. The commission concurred on
the phrase: “All waste must be collected and disposed of in a responsible manner.” Ms.
Turney suggested this language also be used for other animal provisions. Mr. Kopec
suggested listing examples of “responsible manner,” such as composting.

X.5.4.3. Roosters. Ms. Turney asked if the commission wanted to change the minimum
for allowing roosters. It is currently five acres. Mr. Tiedt noted such a minimum excluded
most residentially-zoned lots. Mr. Rooney suggested roosters be allowed so long as they
were kept in a manner that prohibited them from seeing daylight until a certain hour, e.g.
8 am. He noted he lived in Highwood, where such a provision was in place and it was
working. He thought many people in Campton Hills already had roosters but that they
were managed so there were no noise complaints.

Mr. Garbarski suggested a regulation aligning with a zoning district, and not acreage. Mr.
Kopec suggested a phrase allowing roosters so long as they were “acoustically managed.”
Ms. Turney noted that on smaller lots the aggressive nature of roosters could become an
issue, and that rooster crows could be heard a great distance away. But so long as there
was responsible management she opined it would be fine to allow roosters.

Mr. Fredrick asked about rooster complaints in the last year. Mr. Brown and Mr. Rooney
were not aware of any. Mr. Johnson said it would be similar to managing dogs that barked
constantly. Mr. Forte read a section from the nuisance code and noted that any animal
noise that was prolonged and excessive could be considered a nuisance. After some
discussion it was agreed to change the draft to allow roosters in zoning districts to where
chickens are so long as there were no nuisance issues.

Mr. Fredrick mentioned the public comment regarding a limitation on chicken coops. Ms.
Turney asked why couldn’t we allow the homeowner to decide how many coops, so long
as the total square footage did not exceed the maximum for the lot. She cautioned that we
did not want it turning into a commercial venture. Mr. Tiedt thought the chicken coop
square footage requirement should be separate from the accessory structure provision. A
discussion ensued. The commission decided to amend the draft, increasing the allowable
square footage for chicken coops from 60 square feet to 120 square feet and no limit on
the number of coops. (A.B.4.b).

Equines. Ms. Turney had a question on a maximum seven-foot height requirement. Mr.
Brown explained that seven feet was the maximum allowable height for the fence.

Barnyard animals. There was no changes to the provisions on barnyard animals.

Aquaponics. Mr. Brown explained that he was suggesting aquaponics not be regulated. It
would be a larger commercial operation and if it were at a residential scale it would not
have impacts on neighboring properties. “It just seemed like over-regulation to me.” The
commission concurred with the deletion of the aquaponics provisions.
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Mr. Fredrick questioned whether a reference to Farmland Preservation (FP) district
should be scratched. Mr. Mooney said there was no reason to have a FP district, since it
was the same as farmland.

Mr. Garbarski asked why we had a Research and Development district. Mr. Forte
explained it was to allow some types of commercial uses. Mr. Brown said it could allow
light industry. Ms Wojnicki said there were people growing hemp, allegedly for research.
She thought it was a good to idea to have the district.

Mr. Kopec asked if the open space district should be an overlay district. Mr. Brown said
that it was intended to cover forest preserves and township open space areas. It would
provide for passive and active recreation areas.

Mr. Fredrick said he intended to extend the meeting for another 15 minutes past the usual
8:30 pm stopping time.

Mr. Kopec had a question about the list of permitted and prohibited uses.

Mr. Fredrick said he desired to have the commission meet only once during the summer
months (June, July, August). The commissioners concurred. Mr. Fredrick said they would
set the schedule for the summer at the next meeting. He could not be at the June 12th
meeting.

Mr. Mark Falk, 43W055 Brierwood Ln, who had arrived late, desired to make a public
comment. Mr. Fredrick allowed him to speak. Mr. Falk said he lived in a development in
Campton Hills off of McDonald Road. He indicated he had had conversations with the
Ms. Wojnicki and Mr. Brown. He thought there should be “some sort of structure”
established for outbuildings in the village and “the lack of quality...and the products they
are using.” He felt the buildings were “cheaply done and taking away from the aesthetics
of the neighborhood.” He asked the commission to take a look at this. He was also
concerned about work trucks and RVs being parked in driveways. Mr. Fredrick suggested
to Mr. Brown that the issue be discussed at the next meeting.

Adjournment

Mr. Garbarski made a motion to adjourn; Mr. Kopec seconded the motion. On a voice
vote the motion was unanimously approved. The meeting ended at 8:37 pm.

Submitted by Jim Brown, Secretary, Zoning Commission
Approved this 8" day of May 2024

Rolf Fredrick
Chairman, Zoning Commission
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