AGENDA FOR THE SPECIAL MEETING OF THE CORPORATE AUTHORITIES OF THE
VILLAGE OF CAMPTON HILLS
August 9, 2022, 7:00 p.m.
Lord of Life Church
40W605 IL-38, Elburn, IL 60119

1.

Roll Call

2.

Pledge of Allegiance

3.

Approval of the Minutes from the Special Village Board Meeting held on July 12, 2022.

4.

5.

Discussion of Draft Ordinance Received from Plan Commission/ZBA
a.)
Livestock (section 8 M)
b.)
Chickens (section 8 H)
Public Comments

6.

Current Discussion/Action Items
a.)
Update on Intergovernmental Agreement with Campton Township Highway District
b.)
Ordinance O-22-11 An Ordinance establishing an administrative policy to determine eligibility under
the Public Safety Employee Benefits Act.
c.)
Resolution R-22-20 a resolution confirming the designation of the health savings account medical plan
as the base insurance plan for PSEBA benefits.

7.

CLOSED SESSION
a.) Move that the Village Board go into closed session as permitted by the Open Meetings Act to discuss one
or more of the following matters: a.) Litigation that is filed and pending or is probable or imminent. 2(c)(11)
b.) Collective negotiating matters. 2(c)(2) c.) Appointment, employment, compensation, discipline,
performance, or dismissal of specific employees or officials, including legal counsel. 2(c)(1) & (3)
c.) Section 2.06(d) of Open Meetings Act (5 ILCS 120/2.06(d)) requires that public bodies review minutes of
closed meetings for potential release approximately every six months.

8.

Potential Action Pertaining to Closed Session

9.

Next Meeting:

10.

Adjournment
Mission Statement

Entrusted by its citizens, the Village of Campton Hills is dedicated to delivering municipal services in the most responsive, cost-effective, and efficient/proficient manner.
Campton Hills is committed to upholding the high quality of life standards by supporting its school districts, maintaining family values and agriculture traditions,
preserving natural resources, encouraging environmental stewardship, supporting passive and active recreational opportunities, honoring rural heritage, and generating a
strong business foundation for present and future residents and visitors.
Vision Statement
Residents of the Village of Campton Hills wish to maintain the semi-rural quality of their environment and its associated lifestyle. They wish to control their own destiny,
act so that property values increase over time at a greater rate than market averages and ensure the excellence of the schools that educate their children.
The Village of Campton Hills will be an aesthetically appealing, fiscally viable, family-oriented community striving to provide excellent educational, social, recreational,
and cultural opportunities. The Village will foster a strong residential and business community, with concern for ecological stewardship while cooperating with other
governmental bodies and agencies. Campton Hills will also work with area school districts to provide an exceptional education for their children. Campton Hills will
strive to be an inviting and safe community that provides for the quality of life needs of its residents while preserving its character and heritage.
Note:
The Village of Campton Hills, in compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), requests that persons with disabilities requiring accommodations to allow
observance of and/or participation in this meeting or having questions about the accessibility of the meeting facilities contact the Village Administrator (the Village’s
ADA Coordinator) at (630) 524-6252, at least 24 hours in advance of the meeting date.

MINUTES OF THE SPECIAL MEETING
OF THE CORPORATE AUTHORITIES OF THE
VILLAGE OF CAMPTON HILLS
July 12, 2022
7:00 p.m.
Congregational United Church of Christ
40W451 Fox Mill Blvd.
Campton Hills, IL 60175

Call to order – Village President Tyrrell called the meeting to order at 7:06 p.m.
1.

Roll Call – Deputy Clerk Stipetic called the roll:

2.

Pledge of Allegiance- President Tyrrell led those in attendance the Pledge of Allegiance.

3.

Present
Absent
Trustee Cappell
Trustee George (arrived at 7:09 p.m.)
Trustee Millette
Trustee McKelvie
Trustee Muncie
Trustee White Eagle (arrived at 7:07)
President Tyrrell

Also Present
Village Attorney Ryan Morton
Administrator Burchard
Deputy Clerk Stipetic
Member/s of the Public

Discussion of Draft Ordinance Approved by the Plan Commission/ZBA
Village President Michael Tyrrell gave a brief explanation as to why a special meeting had been
scheduled; to review RV/recreational vehicle and keeping of chickens proposed ordinances.
a.)
Review of draft zoning ordinance process
i. Administrator Burchard presented a PowerPoint presentation with further details for the
purpose of the meeting
b.)
Review of public comments from April 25, 2022, Public Hearing
i. RV’s The Village Board discussed the proposed draft ordinance covering the Storage of
Recreational Vehicles (section 9.10). After discussion, a consensus was reached that the
language would be revised to read as follows:
9.10
A.

STORAGE OF RECREATIONAL VEHICLES 9.10
Recreational vehicles may be stored in a residential district either within a fully
enclosed structure or within the interior side yard behind the front building line or
in the rear yard. If stored in the interior side or rear yard, the recreational vehicle
must be located at least ten feet from any lot line.

B.

No recreational vehicle may be used for living, sleeping, or housekeeping
purposes in any district for more than 14 days and may not be hooked up to any
public utilities. Recreational vehicles may be connected to electricity at a
residence in order to maintain the battery life of the vehicle.

C.

All recreational vehicles must be maintained in mobile condition. No recreational
vehicle may be parked or stored in such manner as to create a dangerous or unsafe
condition on the lot where it is parked or stored. If the recreational vehicle is parked
or stored, whether loaded or not, so that it may tip or roll, it is considered to be a
dangerous and unsafe condition.
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The proposed language has been added to the Draft Zoning Code for final approval after the
full Village Board review of the Draft Zoning Ordinance.
ii. Livestock/chickens
1. Due to the constraints of time, this item will be listed on the next agenda at the
special meeting that is scheduled for 08/09/2022 at 7:00 p.m.
4.

Public Comments
a.)
Deputy Clerk Stipetic read the names of the residents that asked for time to speak. Attached are
the public comments verbatim.

5.

Next Meeting: Regular Village Board meeting will be on 07/19/2022 at 7:00 p.m. at Lord of Life
Church, Special Village Board meeting will be on 08/09/2022 at Lord of Life Church at 7:00 p.m.

6.

Adjournment: Meeting was adjourned at 9:01 p.m. with a motion made by Trustee White-Eagle and
seconded by Trustee Cappell.

Special Village Board Meeting July 12, 2022
Public Comments
Tim Morgan – See Exhibit A
Gerald Hodde
Thank you. My name is Jerry Hodge, and I am an attorney and I represent Campton Township. If I am out
of order here, I will sit down. I don’t have any comment on RVs or chickens. My concern is some of the
open space provisions. And I would just ask that the Board be open to discussion with Campton
Township so that can preserve open space as they have and maintain (inaudible) and stay in the
contract and bound in many respects.
Dave Long
Well, I am just going to come forward and say thanks a lot for all the consideration because I think I was
the resident that instigated the screening and plugging in, so I am saying thank you very much for your
consideration. And thank you to everyone for showing up.
Lauren Peas - left
Christa Stevens
Hi. I’m Christa Stevens, I live on Pinto in Campton Hills, in Equestrian Estates. My question is around the
chicken recommendations that you guys had out there. The first one is around the number of chickens.
Based. It wasn’t based on your residential estate districts that you had on here, it looked like a flat
number of chickens. I would like that to be reconsidered based on the number of acres that you have.
The other item that I saw in there was that there were to be no chickens indoor of the residence. So that
you guys know that when you raise chickens, especially when you have new chicks, they cannot go
outside, or they will die. So, we need to have them in. So, my recommendation would be to let us have
them indoors as they grow, no more than six months old. Once they’re six months old, generally it’s
warm enough for them to be outside. The other item that you had in there was to get a license to own
chickens. Every year to get new and it felt like a punishment for everybody that owned chickens. If we
can’t get around that perhaps one annual one-time fee to take care of your administrative fees. And the
number licenses seemed variable. I think there should be enough licenses given for the number of
properties in Campton Hills so that everybody can enjoy chickens. Those are my recommendations.

Dina Warick/Mike Warick
I’m a chicken owner and I read what you had published, and my first impression was “wow. Am I back in
New Jersey?” Licensing fees. For what? I can’t sell my chickens, so why not? I can paint a rock and I can
sell it to my neighbor. That’s not a problem. Why can’t I sell my eggs? What is preventing that? Why put
that clause in there? Is there something behind it? Four chickens. I’m on three acres. Four chickens, very
little space. Twelve-fifteen. That’s a lot. So, I ask is there a lot of chicken owners on the board? Do you
know what it takes to raise a chicken? Is there a problem? So, I am just worried about all the stipulations
and licensing fee. What is that licensing fee going for? When you ask for money from me. I’ll ask what
are you going to do with it. Now people here say, “administration fees.” You ask for the cost of that, but

I’d really like to know if you are going to have someone come around and check the chicken coops?
Administer it and see how many have chicken and how many don’t? It should be that if you’re going to
ask for an expense, there should be something on the side of that says, “how I am going to use it”.
That’s my personal impression of it and I don’t have anything further to say. Thank you.
Heather Quick
Hi, I am Heather Quick, and I live just over there on Ponderosa for 23 years. I supported, when you
turned into a village. Um, I’m a chicken owner. I’m also a widow. I lost my husband. I couldn’t come to a
lot of the meetings because I was nursing him through some very serious illness. Um asking to have me
grandfathered in with the current (inaudible) with what we currently have. Because it wouldn’t be costeffective to have to tear down my coops. To change them to whatever you have you now. My coops are
(inaudible), my coops are maintained. But certain (inaudible) they need more space. I have six chickens.
Please don’t restrict based on lot size. Because we have a bell curve with (inaudible). Eggs are the main
source of protein for me. I am a vegetarian. As the chickens’ age, they produce less. I’m not going to
carve them; my oldest girl is four. Her eggs are useless. They’re so weak, my dog gets them. My
grandkids love them. But I am bringing in three more now, which says I need two coops. I can’t put the
little ones in with the big ones, because you know the pecking order. They will peck them to death. They
will kill them. So please understand the use of chickens. They need a lot of space. I recommend that you
look at the Batavia verbiage, which doesn’t say how many square feet you must have, rather it says the
minimum you should have. Which will give our chickens the best home possible.
Marion Palmer - left
Thomas Keane
My name is Tom Keane, I’m in wide-view subdivision and we are governed by a homeowner’s
association. First of all, I’d like to thank the board and police officers for their service. I just want to
know how many of you on the board own an RV? Would you raise your hand please? One, two, three,
four. Okay, um. Now I just want to make sure that I understand something. Since Wide View
Homeowners Association, is a homeowner’s association, we are governed by that association and
therefore, you people cannot change anything that we have right now. Am I correct in saying that? MT –
you cannot change as long as it is not less than village code… Thank you. I just wanted to make sure that
I understand that.
Mark Olstein
Yeah, thank you. I don’t have any big concerns about any of this. I think that what the president said is
absolutely right. If you’re going to enforce every single rule that is on the books. I am not sure any of this
really matters. I just think that what you ought to think about doing is keeping the restrictions, the least
as possible, because everybody out here does not want to live in the city. And to get a permit, nobody is
going to do that. The less restrictions the better. I wouldn’t want to be in any of your positions. But I do
agree that things have to be done legally. I appreciate what you’re doing.

Russ Newburg
Hi, I’m Russ Newburg. I’m representing my mother who lives in Crestwood. I have been a resident of the
area since I was born. I did live in the city and on behalf of her and the residents behind me, this does
want to be a semi-rural community. When I look at 6 different, seven residential estate sizes. You know I
appreciate your compromise on RVs and what you guys are addressing. What you are trying to do, the
attempt is there. But I did listen to some of the comments back and forth and we talk about one acre.
Well, an acre isn’t an option. I don’t see it as A, B, C, D, E, or F. You’re very restrictive in there and that’s
probably the issue I want to bring up is that although it’s taken nine years, there’s a lot of inconsistency
with the plan as it’s presented. It’s good that you guys are listening to the voices of everybody that’s
come to the committee meetings and voiced those things. But let’s try to get something that has a very
good consistency and has a common-sense approach. That protects the community but doesn’t discredit
or minimize anybody who currently lives here. This is a special community and it’s been around a long
time. To your point, you keep referencing that it’s been like this for 47 years. Just because it’s been here
47 years, doesn’t mean they got it right 47 years ago. So, we can make it better. We don’t need to make
it more restrictive, but we can make it better so that it really serves the community. I that’s really what
the intent is.
Bruce Miller
Hi. I’ve been a resident, my wife and I for 19 years and um I actually didn’t see a plan about chickens.
Some of you guys are talking about licensing, I can’t find that on the website. I don’t know where that is.
Um I was going to make comments about chickens. I do know, I have friends in St. Charles, which is a
much less rural community, and they don’t have any requirements for licenses or permits or anything
like that. You can have chickens as long as they are (inaudible). Some common-sense practices make
sense for that. The other comment that I want to make is about bees. I currently don’t have beehives,
but I have had beehives in the past. The current zoning that is on the website, from a year ago, talks
about 20’ from the setback, and the April discussion I read something about a 100’ setback. I read
something about that and if you’re on an acre, a 100’ setback would be in the middle of your house. I
thought that was from the April meeting.

James Harbercost
Hi. I am James Harbercost. My wife and I live in Campton Hills, since 1989. We raised three children
there. We ended up with a parent back, a child back, and three grandchildren. I no longer work. I used
to work for a large company and um we’ve been raising animals or some sort of animal through that
time period. I live on 5.75 acres; this is an issue is that I take care of my parents and nine people. We
raise chickens, we get eggs, and it’s a substantial part of our food. We don’t know what’s going to
happen tomorrow or the next day. (Inaudible – soft-spoken). Right now, we probably have sixteen hens,
I got 8 birds that are coming this week, and no one complains to me. I talk good care of them, and we
raise them, and we eat them. I have a limited income, which I don’t like to talk about publicly. I used to
manage a multi-million-dollar company. I need the ability to feed my family. My children and my
grandchildren. Please don’t take that away.

President Tyrrell explained that we are only discussing issues in R Zoned areas. We are not talking about
F Zoned or agricultural areas.
John Losurdo (JL)
How ya doin? I’m John Losurdo. I live at 42W324 Foxfield Drive. I just want to know what is the goal that
you’re trying to achieve here? If all of this has been implemented through Kane County, then why are
we here?
Ryan, Village Attorney – This is not a segment of public question-and-answer comments. This is just for
you to be able to state your peace if you have anything to say. Any question-and-answer testimony
would have been provided at earlier zoning board hearings that are part of the record.
JL – Then I am done.
Jim Piazza
Hello, how are you? My name is Jim Piazza. I’ve been a Campton resident for 36 years. I have an RV and
I’m kind of confused about the 7-14 days. Are you talking about people just coming over and staying for
that period of time? I know about you, but there’s nice hotels in St. Charles. If you’re coming over, you
can stay there. My camper sits in my driveway. We go camping once every two or three weeks.
Otherwise, it sits there. I spent $5000 on a concrete pad and a new driveway. Now I want some
clarification. Now, Mike, you’ve been to my house. The setback – my driveway is 100’ from the house to
the road. My pad from the lot line, from the neighbor’s house, is maybe 20’-30’. Is it supposed to be 35’
feet from that line or from the front of the road? From the road. So, I’m okay then.
I don’t have room on the side of my house. I’ve even asked my neighbors. And they said, “Oh no, it’s
fine”. I keep it nice and clean; I pull it out of storage. I wash it, I clean the tires, It’s presentable. Okay.
As far as the chickens, I don’t have chickens. But 4 weeks ago, I pulled my camper out to go camping and
I woke up at 5:00 a.m. and heard my neighbor’s rooster crowing and it was music to my ears. You live in
the country. You don’t live in Chicago. When I lived in Bloomingdale, I could hear my neighbors arguing, I
could hear them pass gas. I moved out here to get away from that. So… I love chickens, I love Campton, I
love the country.
Hollie Bauron
I live at 42W500 Foxfield. My roosters are what Jim was just talking about. My husband and I moved
here at the end of 2020. Our four children. There were horses on our property before that. We have a
two-stall barn. We just wanted like 20 or 30 chickens, and we had a very large area where they free
range by the garden. Um, It’s about ½ an acre. And then we learned that the stall was too large, and
they were going to be too cold in the winter. So, my crazy chicken friend started hatching more
chickens for us. We never intended to have this many chickens. So, we figured you know, we will just
have more eggs. We could sell eggs or share eggs. And do a lot more sharing than selling of eggs
actually. I provide eggs to somewhere between 14-17 families a month. The chickens are clean, we did a
lot of research in to how to make sure it stays clean. Chickens only smell if their poop satays wet. So, we
keep it dry with sand bottom barn. So, I don’t really understand why there’s going to be an arbitrary
number and limit to chickens. They don’t take up a lot of space. They’re not stinky. Unless you don’t
keep them up. Roosters keep coming up. We never had a plan to get any roosters, but of course, you

hatch your own eggs. You get a rooster, you like them. You get a collar. You purchase them for your
roosters that don’t allow them for a full cock-a-doodle-do. It’s a manageable sound and level. It came up
in conversation with our neighbors. We went around to our neighbors and said what do you think?
Provide feedback. They love it. They bring their grandkids over. There have been no complaints. And if
there are, the rooster dies. I mean there are way louder dogs way across the subdivision and they are so
loud all of the time. And roosters are very useful to protect the hens. They alert us. We know when
someone is trying to come to our gate because our roosters alert us. From all the way in the backyard.
Also, if you don’t have a rooster, hens will start growing. Because of nature. They need a strong male.
Hens will develop spurs on their legs if they don’t lay eggs and they will stop laying eggs and they will
cock-a-doodle-do. Limiting roosters is kind of meticulous.

Village of Campton Hills
Board Summary Memo
To:

Village President and Board of Trustees

From:

Denise Burchard, Village Administrator

Date:

August 4, 2022

Subject:

Special Village Board Meeting to Discuss Livestock and Keeping of Chickens

Agenda Items: 4a and 4b

In your packet for discussion at the Tuesday, August 9, 2022 Special Village Board meeting is
information regarding livestock and chicken keeping.
Livestock:
•
•

In your packet is information gathered from surveying other local communities that were
likely to have livestock within their village limits.
A separate document shows the text of the current draft ordinance with suggested changes
highlighted in yellow.

Keeping of Chickens:
•
•

I have included a table showing the survey of local communities that have chicken
ordinances. The survey was completed by the Village of Hampshire in June; however, I
have added the City of Batavia and the Village of Elburn to the table.
A separate document shows the text of the current draft ordinance with suggested changes
highlighted in yellow.

Also, in your packet is information and research completed by Trustee Muncie.
The packet is intended to provide an outline for discussion and opportunity to edit or remove text
as the Village Board directs.
If you have any questions, please contact me.

Agenda Item 4a
Text below is the draft text in the Zoning Ordinance. Highlighted in yellow are suggestions for
revisions. Trustee Muncie has suggested eliminating #3 as it currently exists and replacing it
with the highlighted language outlined in this document.
M.
Livestock
These standards apply to the keeping of livestock that is accessory to non-agricultural uses.
Chicken coops, apiaries, and aquaponic/aquaculture facilities are regulated separately. These
standards do not apply to livestock kept as part of a public safety facility, such as police dogs or
horses for mounted police.
1. Keeping of livestock, including required livestock enclosures, is permitted as an accessory
use on lots in residential use of two or more acres.
Suggested to correct #1 and reflect the draft ordinance:
1. Keeping of livestock, including required livestock enclosures, is permitted as an accessory
use on lots in residential use of one or more acres. In addition to lot size consideration must
be made as to location of septic fields and riparian rights.
2. A livestock enclosure on-site is required.
3. The maximum number of livestock permitted on a lot is calculated one Animal Unit per
acre of lot area. For horses on a lot with a sufficient manure management plan which includes
regular off-site disposal, the maximum number of animals is one horse per additional ½ acre
of lot area. Animal Units (AU) establish an equivalent density for various species of livestock,
as defined by the following Animal Units table:
Animal Type
Animal(s) Per AU: 1 Acre
Animal(s) Per AU: 2 Acre
Cattle
0
1*
Horse, Mule, Donkey
1
3
Llama, Miniature Horse or Miniature Donkey
2
4
Swine
0
2*
Alpaca, Standard Goat and Sheep Breeds
2
3
Miniature Goat and Sheep Breeds
2
6
Poultry (Excluding Chickens from a
8*
6*
maximum), Duck, Turkey)
Newborn animals shall not be considered as animals per unit until they are weaned.
* 1 for each additional acre.

Suggestion to remove all of section 3 and replace with the following highlighted text:
3. The maximum number of livestock permitted on a lot in residential use is as follows:
a. Small Animals < 100 lbs. (e.g. miniature goat and sheep, all poultry except chickens) One
acre minimum lot to keep any small animals, three small animals for the first acre, one
additional small animal per each 1/3 acre thereafter.
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b. Large Animals > 100 lbs. (e.g. alpaca, llama, donkey, mule) Two acre minimum lot to keep
any large animals, two large animals for the first two acres, one additional large animal for
each additional ½ acre thereafter.
c. Cattle & Swine. Two acre minimum lot to keep any cattle or swine, one animal for the first
two acres, one additional cattle or swine for each additional acre thereafter.
d. Horses. One acre minimum lot to keep any horses, two horses for lots of 1 acre to two
acres, and one additional horse per ½ acre for lots in excess of two acres.
e. Livestock animal calculations are cumulative. For example, on a lot of exactly two acres,
the following maximums would apply:
i. One swine or one cattle.
ii. Two large animals.
iii. Six small animals.
iv. Three small animals and one large animal.
v. One large animal and one horse.
vi. Three small animals and one horse.
vii. Two horses.
4. Livestock enclosures and any roofed livestock structures are prohibited in the required
front or corner side setback.
5. Livestock enclosures and any roofed livestock structures must be located at least 25 feet
from any lot line. Fenced enclosures must be located at least five feet from any lot line.
6. All livestock structures and enclosures must be designed to ensure the health and wellbeing of the animals, including protection from predators, the elements, and inclement
weather.
7. All livestock must be kept to prevent any adverse impact, including but not limited to
odor, noise, drainage, or pest infestation, on any other property.
8. The following ancillary activities are permitted as part of keeping horses and other equine
specifically:
a.
b.
c.

Riding lessons
Boarding horses
Therapeutic riding

9. All livestock keeping and management practices must remain in compliance with Article 8.5
Environmental Performance Standards including, but not limited to the standards for Noise,
Stormwater Management, Dust and Air Pollution, and Odors.
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LIVESTOCK SURVEY OF LOCAL COMMUNITIES
Definition in our Draft Zoning Code: Domesticated animals raised in an agricultural setting typically to
produce labor or commodities such as meat, milk, leather and wool. Livestock includes animals raised to
promote the continuation of a breed, a practice typically called animal husbandry.
Montgomery:
Sec. 4-14. - Raising, boarding to comply with zoning.
No one shall raise animals or fowl for sale within the village limits unless properly zoned, nor keep for
profit any kennel for the boarding of animals unless properly zoned.
(Ord. No. 983, § 1, 2-11-02)
Elburn:
608.06 Keeping Certain Animals Prohibited
No person shall harbor or keep any live horses, cattle, swine, sheep or goats, or raise any rabbits or fowl,
anywhere in the Village.
(Ord. 74-21. Passed 11-4-74; Ord. 2017-13. Passed 6-19-17.)
Barrington:
5-4-3: CONTROL OF ANIMALS:
A. It shall be unlawful:
11. Livestock: To harbor or keep any live horse, cattle, swine, sheep or goat or to raise any chickens,
rabbits, or fowl anywhere in the village. Exceptions are animals kept in agriculture zoning districts or as
allowed under special use.
Wayne:
10-7B-1: PERMITTED USES:
A. Principal Uses: Those uses permitted in a W1 district, except a guesthouse and except in the
noncommercial pursuit of agriculture and private stables as accessory uses, there shall be not more than
two (2) horses or more than two (2) other livestock animals kept on a lot containing two (2) acres of
area, and on lots over two (2) acres in area, no more than one additional horse or other livestock animal
in excess of two (2) shall be permitted for each one acre of lot area over two (2) acres. (Ord. 89-13, 5-161989)
South Barrington:
5-3-3: CONTROL OF ANIMALS:
It shall be unlawful:
K. Livestock: To harbor or keep any live horse, cattle, swine, sheep or goat or to raise any chickens,
rabbits, or fowl anywhere in the Village. Exceptions are animals kept in agriculture zoning districts or as
allowed under special use.
Inverness:
10-10-16: CLEANLINESS OF PREMISES; CERTAIN ANIMALS TO BE ON FARMS:
No person shall cause or allow any stable or place where any animal is or may be kept to become
unclean, or unwholesome. It shall be unlawful to keep any live cattle, horse, swine, goats, sheep or
poultry in the Village except on properties classified and zoned as part of the M (Miscellaneous Special
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Use) District or the F (Farming) District according to the official Zoning Map of the Village which is part of
the Zoning Ordinance of the Village. (Ord. 86-283, 5-13-86)
Hampshire
6-3-7: ACCESSORY BUILDINGS AND USES:
A. Accessory Uses:
3. Shall not include the keeping or propagation of poultry or livestock, whether or not for profit,
except in the F-1 Farming District.
6-6-2: E-1 ESTATE DISTRICT REQUIREMENTS:
A. Permitted Uses: In an E-1 district, the only uses permitted are as follows:
Agriculture, which in this district shall mean the cultivation of the soil principally for the production
of food products, but shall not include the following:
1. The raising or dealing in poultry, dogs, rabbits or other small animals or swine, cattle or
other livestock for business or commercial purposes, except as incidental to a bona fide general farming
operation.
a. Any such animals or poultry shall not be housed, stabled, kenneled, or yarded closer than one
hundred feet (100') from any residence other than that of the owner or user of the property.
Sleepy Hollow
8-4-1: PERMITTED USES:
In the F farming districts, the only uses permitted are as follows:
A. The uses permitted in the R-1 districts, except only one single-family residence shall be allowed on
any section or parcel of land under one ownership. Those uses expressly prohibited in R-1 districts are
expressly prohibited herein, except that the raising of poultry, dogs, rabbits or other animals
or livestock and the pasturing and grazing of horses are permitted in the F district. The minimum lot size
in the F district shall be five (5) acres.
Riding stables and riding tracks, except that horses and ponies may not be housed, stabled or yarded
closer than one hundred (100) feet from any residence. (Ord. 4-7-23, 10-30-1973; amd. Ord. 4-7-A-10;
Ord. 4-7-AA-6; Ord. 92-22, 8-17-1992)
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H. Chicken Coops: These standards apply to chicken coops that are accessory to non-agricultural uses.
The raising, keeping, harboring or maintaining of any chickens shall be performed at all times in such
manner as to minimize visual, noise and odor impacts upon neighboring properties or residences.
For purposes of this section, "chicken" shall mean a member of the sub-species Gallus gal/us
domesticus, a domesticated fowl.
1.

Chicken coops are permitted in the rear yard only and must be a minimum of ten feet from any
lot line and a minimum of twenty-five {25') feet from the nearest adjacent habitable building.

2.

No chickens may be kept or raised within a dwelling.

3.

The owner of the chickens must be a resident of the dwelling on the lot.

4.

Roosters are allowed only on lots of five acres or more. For lots less than five acres or less, if the
sex of a chick cannot be determined at hatching, a chick of either sex may be kept on the
property for up to six months.

5.

All chickens must be provided with both a chicken coop and a fenced outdoor enclosure, subject
to the following provisions:

a.

Coops must be sized properly for the number of chickens to be contained therein,
provided no coop shall be larger than fifty (50 sq. ft.) square feet in area nor more
than seven (7') feet in height. The chicken coop must provide a minimum of ten
square feet per hen. The chicken coop and fenced enclosure must be kept in good
repair, maintained in a clean and sanitary condition, and free of vermin, obnoxious
smells, and substances. The facility must be adequately lit and ventilated.

b.

The chicken coop must be designed to ensure the health and well-being of the
chickens, including protection from predators, the elements, and inclement weather.

6.

All manure must be composted in enclosed bins.

7.

Slaughtering of chickens on-site is prohibited.

LICENSE REQUIRED:
No person shall raise, keep, harbor, or maintain any chickens in residentially zoned districts within the
village without having first obtained a license therefor.
1.

The number of licenses that may be issued by the Village shall be set from time to time by the
Board of Trustees.

2.

The owner of or person desiring to raise, keep, harbor or maintain chickens shall pay an initial
license fee to the village, in such amount set from time to time by the Board of Trustees.

3.

Such person shall file annually an application and fee for such license no later than December 1
for issuance for the period from January 1 to December 31 of the following year. After the first
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year of licensure, licenses shall be issued to a current licensee before being issued to any new
licensee, provided the current licensee is in good standing with the Village and has not received
any written notices of violation of this Article.
No person shall allow any of the following in connection with the raising, keeping, harboring or
maintaining any chickens:
a.
Creation of noxious or offensive odors, including but not limited to odors from chickens,
chicken manure, or other chicken-related substances that are perceptible beyond the
boundaries of the owner's property.
b.
Emitting of loud noises for any extended and uninterrupted period, including but not
limited to noise from chickens loud enough to be heard beyond the boundaries of the owner's
property and so as to disturb a person of reasonable sensitivity.
c.

Chickens running at large in the village or otherwise roaming outside the enclosure
prescribed in this Article.

7.
All food products for any chickens must be kept and maintained in rodent-proof
containers.
8.

Chickens shall be provided with access to feed and clean water at all times.

9.

All waste produced by chickens must be collected and stored in a fully covered structure
with a lid over the entire storage container and shall be disposed of in a sanitary
manner.

10.

No person shall raise, keep, harbor or maintain chickens infested with insects or
parasites. Any such chickens may be removed from the premises by the Village at the
expense of the owner.

12.

No person shall engage in either keeping of chickens or production of fertilizer from
chicken waste for any commercial purpose.

PENALTY
a.

Any person who violates the provisions of this Article shall be fined an amount not less
than $75.00 and nor more than $750.00 for each offense.

b.

Each day that an offense exists and/or continues to exist shall constitute a separate
offense.

c.

In addition to any other penalty, any license granted by the Village to any person may be
revoked upon violation of any of the provisions of this Article. Such person shall be
notified of such revocation in writing and may appeal the revocation to the Board of
Trustees by filing a written notice of such appeal with the Village Clerk within ten (10)
days after the date of such notice. The Board of Trustees shall consider said appeal as
soon thereafter as practicable and shall notify the appellant of the result in writing.
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Background/Reasoning: In speaking with other village officials, I discovered that the staff at the
Village of Hampshire completed a survey in June regarding the keeping of chickens. I am sharing the
information they collected after surveying 11 communities. I found out that Elburn does allow chickens
and added them to the table. I also added the information from the City of Batavia ordinance.
The table below depicts a summary of information collected from the communities surveyed, including
how many chickens are permitted, the coop size/setback regulations, and any license/fee to be paid for
such use
Municipality

# Permitted

Batavia

8

East Dundee

4

Elburn

6

Elgin

4

Genoa

6

Sugar Grove

4

West Dundee

4

Coop Regulations
30’ from adjacent home, not less
than min setback required rear
yard only. Kept in enclosed or
fenced area.
25 ft from adjacent homes Rear
yard only
Min 10 sqft per hen
Kept in rear yard within enclosed
or fenced area. Min. 5 ft from
property line, screened with year
round landscaping or fencing
25 ft from adjacent homes Rear
yard only
6 ft from property line
Side or rear yard only
25 ft from property line
Min 10 sqft per hen Max
50 sqft total
5 ft from property line Screened
by 6 ft fence
25 ft from adjacent homes
40-100 sqft;
10 ft from property line
15 ft from adjacent homes

License/Fee

$50 one time

$30 one time
$20 annually

$65 one time

$25 annually

The following communities do not allow keeping of chickens on residential properties: Gilberts,
Huntley, Marengo, McHenry, and Pingree Grove.
Other notable points:
•

None of the municipalities surveyed allowed roosters.

•

None of the municipalities surveyed allow chickens in multifamily districts.

•

Building permits are required for construction of coops.

•

Sugar Grove and Elgin limit the number of licenses at 16 and 100 respectively.

Village of Campton Hills
Board Summary Memo
To:

Village President and Board of Trustees

From:

Denise Burchard, Village Administrator

Date:

August 4, 2022

Subject:

Ordinance establishing an administrative policy to determine eligibility under the
Public Safety Employee Benefits Act (PSEBA), and the Resolution establishing the
Village’s basic health plan

Agenda:

#6 b and c

Issue:
State law requires non-home rule communities to establish a policy and procedure for assessing and
determining claims filed by public safety officers under PSEBA. The Village will be including this
policy in our personnel manual.
Background/Reasoning:
Public Safety officers who have been injured in the line of duty are eligible to receive health
insurance benefits for themselves and their families paid for by the Village until they are Medicare
eligible. The resolution will establish the basic health plan for the Village under PSEBA.
Supporting Documents:
Included in your packet is proposed Ordinance O-22-11 and resolution R-22-20 for review and
discussion.
Budget:
Dependent on any claims in the future,
Action Requested:
Discussion of the PSEBA policy and establishment of the Village’s basic health plan with intent to
approve at the August 16, 2022 village board meeting.

ORDINANCE NO. O-22-11
AN ORDINANCE OF THE VILLAGE OF CAMPTON HILLS, KANE COUNTY, ILLINOIS
ESTABLISHING AN ADMINISTRATIVE POLICY TO DETERMINE ELIGIBILITY
UNDER THE PUBLIC SAFETY EMPLOYEE BENEFITS ACT.
WHEREAS, the Village of Campton Hills, Kane County, Illinois (the “Village”) is a duly
organized and existing municipal corporation created under the provisions of the laws of the State of
Illinois and under the provisions of the Illinois Municipal Code, as from time to time supplemented
and amended; and
WHEREAS, the Illinois Municipal Code, 65 ILCS 5/1-2-1, grants non-home rule
municipalities the broad authority to “pass all ordinances and make all rules and regulations proper
or necessary, to carry into effect the powers granted to municipalities”; and
WHEREAS, in the case Village of Wauconda v. Hutton, 291 Ill. App 3d. 1058, 1060 (1997)
the court determined that “non-home rule municipalities have the authority to enact ordinances, such
ordinances may in no event conflict with state law or prohibit what a state statute expressly permit…”
and that “… A local ordinance may impose more rigorous or definite regulations in addition to those
enacted by the state legislature so long as they do not conflict with the statute”; and
WHEREAS, the Public Safety Employee Benefits Act, 820 ILCS 320/1, et seq., (the “Act”)
was enacted to provide health insurance to qualifying full-time firefighters or police officers; and
WHEREAS, in the case Englum v. the City of Charleston, 2017 IL App. (4th) 160747, the
court affirmed that a non-home rule municipality is authorized to establish an administrative
procedure for assessing claims under PSEBA and that such “complemented the determinations of
the legislature by enacting a procedural process to fulfill the substantive requirements of the [Act]”
and “facilitate[s] the purpose of the [Act]”; and

WHEREAS, it is the intent of the Village President and Board of Trustees of the Village (the
“Corporate Authorities”) to establish administrative procedures for assessing and determining claims
under the Act; and
WHEREAS, the Corporate Authorities have determined that the following policy is in the
best interest of the Village in order to protect the health, safety and welfare of its residents.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the President and Board of Trustees of the
Village of Campton Hills, Kane County, Illinois, as follows:
Section 1.

That the above recitals and legislative findings are found to be true and correct

and are hereby incorporated herein and made a part hereof, as if fully set forth in their entirety.
Section 2:

The Administrative Procedure for Assessing and Determining Claims under

PSEBA (the “Policy”), a copy of which is attached hereto and made a part hereof as Exhibit A, is
hereby authorized and approved.
Section 3.

The officials, officers, employees, and attorneys of the Village are hereby

authorized to take such actions as are necessary to carry out the intent and purpose of this Ordinance
and the Policy.
Section 4.

This Ordinance and the Policy are declared to be severable and any section,

paragraph, clause, provision, or portion of this Ordinance or the Policy that is declared invalid shall
not affect the validity of any other provision of this Ordinance or Policy, which shall remain in full
force and effect.
Section 5.

If any part of this Ordinance or the Policy is found to be in conflict with any

other ordinance, resolution, motion or order or parts thereof, the most restrictive or highest standard
shall prevail.
Section 6.

This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect upon its passage, approval and

publication as provided by law.

Passed this __ day of August 2022, pursuant to a roll call vote as follows:
Trustee Charles Cappell
Trustee Susan P George
Trustee Jim McKelvie
Trustee Mike Millette
Trustee Ed Muncie
Trustee Wendy K. White Eagle
President Michael Tyrrell

AYES
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____

NAYES
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____

ABSENT
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____

ABSTAIN
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____

APPROVED this ___ day of August 2022.
______________________________
Michael Tyrrell, Village President
(SEAL)

ATTEST:

______________________________
Dorothea Stipetic, Deputy Village Clerk

Exhibit A
ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURE FOR ASSESSING AND DETERMINING
CLAIMS UNDER PSEBA
Section 1.
Section 2.
Section 3.
Section 4.
Section 5.
Section 6.
Section 7.

Purpose
Application Procedure
Application Review
Hearing Officer
Administrative Hearing
Health Insurance Benefits
Other Health Insurance Benefits

Section 1. PURPOSE.
The purpose of this Policy is to provide a fair and efficient method for determining the eligibility
of a full-time employee for the benefits enumerated under the Public Safety Employee Benefits
Act, 820 ILCS 320/1, et seq. (the “Act” or “PSEBA”), through an administrative process,
including if necessary, an administrative hearing. The administrative procedures established
herein are intended to determine eligibility to receive certain health insurance from the Village.
This administrative procedure is not a right or contractual obligation that bestows a benefit or
entitlement on any individual and is subject to modification or revision by the Village at any
time without notice. Benefits provided pursuant to the Act will be consistent with said Act and
court rulings, as applicable.
Section 2. APPLICATION PROCEDURE.
A. A public safety officer who suffered a catastrophic injury or is killed in the line of duty
during an emergency, or family member(s) of an injured or deceased public safety officer
(the “Applicant”), may apply for health insurance coverage under PSEBA. An Applicant
must file a full and complete PSEBA application in writing within 30 days of filing a
pension claim with the Village or within 30 days of the date of the adoption of this Policy,
whichever is later, if the Applicant is seeking benefits under PSEBA. The Village shall
notify Applicant if the PSEBA application is incomplete, and Applicant shall have 10
calendar days to remedy their application. Failure to timely file the full and complete
application shall result in a forfeiture of the benefits under PSEBA by failure to properly
submit a complete application.
B. The PSEBA application shall include but not be limited to the following information: the
name of the employee; the full name of the applicant's Spouse and date of marriage, with
marriage license attached; birth certificates or adoption orders for all dependent children,
and any and all other documents establishing that a child is "dependent"; the date of hire;

any and all documents supporting the PSEBA eligibility requirement for applicant's
dependents, including proof of active school enrollment and employment; detailed
information regarding the incident including date, time, place and nature of injury, and
any other factual circumstances surrounding the incident giving rise to said claim; the
identities of witnesses to the incident; the names of witnesses the applicant may call at a
PSEBA hearing; the names and addresses of the employee's medical providers; all
information and documentation filed with the pension board by the applicant and all
exhibits on file with the pension board; and any and all rulings or determinations by the
pension board.
C. The PSEBA application shall also include:
1. The Applicant’s firsthand knowledge explaining, to the Village’s satisfaction,
how the injury/death directly resulted from:
i. response to fresh pursuit;
ii. response to what is reasonably believed to be an emergency;
iii. an unlawful act perpetrated by another; or
iv. participation during the investigation of a criminal act;
2. Other information supporting the PSEBA eligibility requirements;
3. A signed PSEBA medical authorization release which authorizes the collection
of information related to the incident including, but not limited to, disability
pension proceedings, workers’ compensation records, and medical records, and
which specifies the name and address for pertinent health care providers;
4. A signed PSEBA general information release specifying the name and signature
of the Applicant or their authorized representative along with legal proof of said
representation and name and signature of a witness authorizing the collection of
information pertinent to the incident review process; and
5. Other sources of health insurance benefits currently enrolled in or received by the
Applicant and/or family members if the Applicant is deceased, or any such health
insurance benefits the Applicant or family members are eligible or entitled to
receive.
D. The PSEBA application must be submitted to the Village Administrator in its entirety.
The Village Administrator shall, at any time, have the authority to modify or revise the
PSEBA application, or seek additional information from the Applicant to better enable
the Village to ascertain the Applicant’s qualifications.
E. The PSEBA application must be sworn and notarized to certify the truthfulness of the
content of the information. All supporting documents shall be verified under oath by the
Applicant and notarized. A review of the application shall not occur until the application
is complete.

Section 3. APPLICATION REVIEW.
A. From the date that the PSEBA application is deemed complete by the Village, the Village
Administrator shall have 45 calendar days to review the application and make an initial
determination as to whether an administrative hearing is required. If the Village
Administrator determines all PSEBA requirements have been satisfied, the Village
Administrator may grant the PSEBA benefits. Upon such grant, the Applicant will be
notified and required to contact the Village Administrator within 30 calendar days for
benefit explanation and processing.
B. If the Village Administrator denies the PSEBA application, the Applicant will receive
written notice of the denial. The Applicant shall have the right to request, in writing, an
administrative hearing, which shall be served on the Village Administrator no later than
30 calendar days after receipt of the written notice of denial of the PSEBA application.
Failure of the Applicant to request an administrative hearing after receipt of the written
notice of denial shall result in the forfeiture of PSEBA benefits.
C. If the Applicant timely requests an administrative hearing, a Hearing Officer shall be
appointed, who shall set the first date of the administrative hearing no later than 45
calendar days from the date of the written request.
D. The Applicant will be given written notice of the date for the scheduled administrative
hearing to be served not less than 10 days prior to the commencement of the hearing. If
the Applicant, upon receiving written notice of the administrative hearing, cannot attend
said date, the Applicant must contact the Hearing Officer in writing within 7 days after
being served. The Hearing Officer shall establish an alternative hearing date which is
within 30 days of the original hearing date. Failure to appear at the administrative hearing
shall result in denial of PSEBA benefits.
Section 4. Hearing Officer.
The administrative hearing shall be scheduled and conducted by a Hearing Officer whose
authority and limitations are as follows:
A. Authority of the Hearing Officer. The Hearing Officer shall have all of the authorities
granted to her/him under common law relative to the conduct of an administrative
hearing, including the authority to:
1. Preside over Village hearings involving PSEBA;
2. Administer oaths;
3. Hear testimony and accept evidence that is relevant to the issue of eligibility under
PSEBA;

4. Issue subpoenas to secure attendance of witnesses and the production of relevant
papers or documents upon the request of the parties or their representatives;
5. Rule upon objections in the admissibility of evidence;
6. Preserve and authenticate the record of the hearing and all exhibits in evidence
introduced at the hearing; and,
7. Issue a determination based on the evidence presented at the hearing, the
determination of which shall be in writing and shall include a written finding of fact,
decision and order.
B. Hearing Officer. The Village President, with the advice and consent of the Board of
Trustees of the Village, is hereby authorized to appoint a person to hold the position of
Hearing Officer for each hearing on PSEBA benefits that shall come before this Village.
In making said selection, the following information should be considered, at a minimum:
1. the individual’s ability to comply with the job description as set forth herein;
2. the individual’s background and performance data made available to the Village
President on file with the Village or otherwise obtained by the Village; and
3. the individual must be an attorney licensed to practice law in the State of Illinois for
at least 5 years and have knowledge of and experience in employment and labor law,
general civil procedure, the rules of evidence, and administrative practice.
Section 5. ADMINISTRATIVE HEARING.
An administrative hearing shall be held to adjudicate and determine whether the Applicant is
eligible for benefits under PSEBA. If the Applicant is found eligible, the benefits shall be
consistent with the Act.
A. Record. The Village shall ensure that all hearings are attended by a certified court
reporter and a transcript of all proceedings shall be made by said certified court reporter
and a copy be provided to the Applicant within 28 days of the date of the administrative
hearing.
B. Procedures. The Village and the Applicant shall be entitled to representation by counsel
at said administrative hearing; may present witnesses, testimony and documents; may
cross-examine opposing witnesses; and may request the issuance of subpoenas to compel
the appearance of relevant witnesses or the production of relevant documents.
C. Evidence. The Illinois Rules of Evidence shall apply to the extent practicable unless, by
such application, the Hearing Officer determines that application of the rule would be an
injustice or preclude the introduction of evidence of the type commonly relied upon by
a reasonably prudent person in the conduct of her or his affairs. Such determination shall
be in the sole discretion of the Hearing Officer. The Hearing Officer must state on the
record her or his reason for that determination.

D. Final Determination. A written determination by the Hearing Officer of whether the
petitioning Applicant is eligible for the benefits under PSEBA shall constitute a final
administrative determination for the purpose of judicial review under the common law
writ of certiorari.
E. Burden of Proof. At any administrative hearing, the Applicant shall have the obligation
and burden of proof to establish that the Applicant is eligible and qualified to receive
PSEBA benefits. The standard of proof in all hearings conducted under this Ordinance
shall be by the preponderance of the evidence.
F. Administrative Records. All records pertaining to the administrative process shall be held
in a separate file under the Applicant’s name with the Village.
Section 6. Health Insurance Benefits
Upon qualification for PSEBA benefits, the Applicant shall be entitled to the Basic Level
Insurance Plan. An applicant may choose to enroll in any other health insurance plan offered by
the Village different from the Basic Level Insurance Plan but shall pay the difference in
insurance premium between the Basic Level Insurance Plan and any other non-basic level
insurance plan of the Village. Failure of the Applicant to timely pay the difference in the
premium amount required for the non-basic level insurance plan of the Village shall result in
coverage in the Basic Level Insurance Plan.
Section 7. Other Health Insurance Benefits
A.

Other Benefits. Health insurance benefits payable from any other source will
reduce the benefits payable from the Village. Each applicant shall sign an
affidavit attesting that the applicant is not eligible for insurance benefits from any
other source unless there is another source. If there is another source, the
Applicant shall notify the Village of that source no later than 5 business days
from that source becoming available to the Applicant or the Applicant's
beneficiaries.

B.

Disclosure of Health Insurance Coverage. The Applicant has an on-going
obligation to and shall update health insurance coverage information provided.
Failure to do so may result in the denial of benefits and/or reimbursements to the
Village for duplicate coverage. If duplicate coverage has been received by an
applicant or beneficiary, further PSEBA benefits will be denied until the Village
has been fully reimbursed for what it would have been credited if it had known
about other coverage.

C.

Reimbursement. Receipt of health insurance benefits from other sources without
notice to the Village shall require the Applicant to reimburse the Village for the
value of the PSEBA benefits.

D.

Medicare Eligibility. The Applicant shall notify the Village when the Applicant
or the Applicant’s spouse becomes Medicare eligible regardless of the status of
the enrollment period, so the Village may assist with the transition to Medicare
coverage and/or adjust health insurance benefits or PSEBA benefits accordingly.
The availability of Medicare benefits will reduce the benefits payable from the
Village.

RESOLUTION NO. R-22-20
A RESOLUTION OF THE VILLAGE OF CAMPTON HILLS, KANE COUNTY, ILLINOIS
CONFIRMING THE DESIGNATION OF THE HEALTH SAVINGS ACCOUNT MEDICAL
PLAN AS THE VILLAGE’S BASE INSURANCE PLAN FOR PSEBA BENEFITS.
WHEREAS, the Village of Campton Hills, Kane County, Illinois (the “Village”) is a duly
organized and existing municipal corporation created under the provisions of the laws of the State of
Illinois and under the provisions of the Illinois Municipal Code, as from time to time supplemented
and amended; and
WHEREAS, the Village provides multiple types of medical insurance plans to eligible
participants and requires each participant to pay certain co-payment amounts depending on the type
of medical insurance coverage selected; and
WHEREAS, the Village currently provides a Health Savings Account Medical Plan as the
Village’s base medical insurance plan and intends to provide such medical insurance plan to
qualifying employees in accordance with the Public Safety Employee Benefits Act (“PSEBA”), 820
ILCS 320/1, et seq.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the President and Board of Trustees of the
Village of Campton Hills, Kane County, Illinois, as follows:
Section 1.

That the above recitals and legislative findings are found to be true and correct

and are hereby incorporated herein and made a part hereof, as if fully set forth in their entirety.
Section 2.

That the Health Savings Account Medical Plan is hereby authorized and

approved to be and remain as the designated Village’s base medical insurance plan to be offered and
provided to qualifying employees in accordance with PSEBA.
Section 3.

The officials, officers and employees of the Village are hereby further

authorized and directed to take such necessary action to effectuate this Resolution and to continue
to provide the Health Savings Account Medical Plan as the Village’s base medical insurance plan
to qualifying employees in accordance with PSEBA.
Section 4.

If any section, paragraph, clause or provision of this Resolution shall be held

invalid, the invalidity thereof shall not affect any other provision of this Resolution.

Section 5.

All ordinances, resolutions, motions or orders in conflict with this Resolution

are hereby repealed to the extent of such conflict.
Section 6.

This Resolution shall be in full force and effect upon its passage, approval and

publication as provided by law.
Passed this __ day of August 2022, pursuant to a roll call vote as follows:

Trustee Charles Cappell
Trustee Susan P George
Trustee Jim McKelvie
Trustee Mike Millette
Trustee Ed Muncie
Trustee Wendy K. White Eagle
President Michael Tyrrell

AYES
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____

NAYES
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____

ABSENT
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____

ABSTAIN
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____

APPROVED this ___ day of August 2022.

______________________________
Michael Tyrrell, Village President
(SEAL)

ATTEST:

______________________________
Village Clerk

2022 Campton Hills Proposed Zoning
Section 9.10 Storage of Recreational Vehicles
Follow-Up Recommendations - Trustee Muncie (8/04/22)
While the board was able to come to a consensus during the 7/12/22 special meeting on
agreeable revisions to section 9.10 Storage of Recreational Vehicles, the following two items
were identified shortly after the meeting and should be addressed:
Recommendation #1 – Article 9.10 - Change “Building Line” to “Setback Line”
In the draft article 9.10 B the term “front building line” is used, which is inconsistent with the
currently adopted county zoning’s use of “setback line” instead. The front setback line is clearly
defined in the draft zoning and listed for each type of residential district in Article 2.4 0 “Yards
and Setbacks”. The use of “front setback line” will allow for a simple evaluation by residents
and code enforcement personnel of where RVs are allowed to be stored.
The use of “front building line” would differ by property, would be difficult to determine other
than assuming that an existing structure on a property is in fact on the building line, and would
completely prevent the storage of RVs in a driveway in front of a building – which the board
agreed should be permissible.
It is recommended that the term “front building line” be replaced by the term “front setback
line”. This recommendation agrees with the consensus of the board at the 7/12/22 special
meeting, maintains the current Kane County adopted zoning restrictions, and will remove a
new restriction which would not allow parking or storing an RV in a driveway in front of a
building.
Recommendation #2 - Revise Village Ordinance 5-1-2 Nuisances Declared #17
During the 7/12/22 special meeting village staff presented information which included that
parking on a gravel or paved surface was required under the currently adopted Kane County
Zoning. In response, both Trustee Cappell and Trustee Muncie stated that they failed to find
this requirement in the adopted Kane County Zoning.
After further review, it has been determined that this requirement is not in the adopted Kane
County zoning, but it is specified in the Campton Hills Village Code of Ordinances, Title 5, 5-1-2
“Nuisances Declared”, number 17, which reads:
17. Parking:
a. To park any vehicle in the front yard, back yard, corner yard, side yard or any
additional area of a lot or parcel of land situated between the public right of way and
any residence or accessory building or structure located therein; except, that parking is

permitted in an area duly improved (i.e., a gravel, asphalt or concrete area) for parking
purposes, and the parking of noncommercial vehicles is permitted in a driveway.
The board came to the consensus and agreed during the 7-12-22 special meeting that there
should not be any requirement to park on a gravel of paved surface for the parking and storage
of recreational vehicles.
It is recommended that the Village Code of Ordinances Title 5, 5-1-2 “Nuisances Declared”,
number 17 should be revised to include the following additional sentence:
“This section does not apply to the parking and storage of recreational and commercial
vehicles, as the requirements for the parking and storage of such vehicles are detailed within
the Village of Campton Hills Zoning Ordinance.”

8.3 H Chickens Zoning Recommendation – Trustee Muncie (8/04/22)
Village Staff are recommending we incorporate the Village of Hampshire’s recently
approved ordinance. Based on Hampshire’s survey of five communities that permit the
keeping of chickens, and zero years of experience permitting the keeping of chickens
themselves, Hampshire came up with three pages of regulations for chickens. These
regulations require residents to file an application, pay a fee, and obtain a license
annually. All chicken coops require a building permit from the village, which requires
another application, fee, and approval. Again, there are three pages of regulations, and
our village is recommending we incorporate them.
On the other hand, the City of St. Charles has over 25 years of experience with allowing
their residents to keep chickens. Until 2014 they had no written ordinance regarding the
keeping chickens, and since then they have incorporated less then ½ of one page of
regulations. Last year St. Charles inquired whether they should increase their
regulations on backyard chickens, and so they conducted a study of 13 communities
that allow the keeping of chickens on residential lots. Based on this study and their
town’s 25+ year history with backyard chickens, St. Charles concluded that they didn’t
need any more regulations and they kept the less than ½ page ordinance. Not only is
St. Charles much less restrictive in whole than Hampshire, but St. Charles expressly
states that a building permit is not required for a chicken coop, and there is no licensing
or permit to keep chickens.
In this handout I’ve included:
• The 7-page Executive Summary from the January 2021 meeting of the St.
Charles, IL Planning and Development Committee discussing the regulation of
residential chickens, with highlights,
• The 4-page minutes from the January 2021 meeting of the St. Charles, IL
Planning and Development Committee, with highlights showing that the
committee was not in favor of any additional regulations, and
• The current St. Charles Municipal Code 6.12.095 – Residential Chickens.
Based on this information I do not believe that we should copy the myriad of fees and
restrictions of a community with no experience allowing backyard chickens - versus a
community that has over 25 years history allowing backyard chickens, and who finds no
need for such restrictions, fees, or permits.
Now Campton Hills is not Hampshire, and it’s not St. Charles. We’re a very unique
community, and that’s why our Planning and Zoning Steering Committee and
Commission have spent the time and effort over the past nine years to draft our own
unique zoning for this issue. I recommend we follow the recommendations of our
Planning and Zoning Commission, and I’ve added four items to allow the ordinance to
continue to satisfy the vision and mission of our great village.
The last page of this handout includes a detailed current recommendation.

AGENDA ITEM EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Title:

Agenda Item Number: 4c

Discussion and feedback regarding the regulation of Residential
Chickens- Section 6.12.095 of the St. Charles Municipal Code

Presenter: Ciara Miller, Economic Development Planner
Meeting: Planning & Development Committee

Date: January 11, 2021

Proposed Cost: $0
Budgeted Amount: $0
Not Budgeted: ☒
Executive Summary (if not budgeted please explain):
A resident spoke at the December 7th City Council meeting to express concern over the City’s current
Residential Chicken regulations. The resident spoke against her neighbor on Timbers Court keeping backyard
chickens, which technically comply with the current code requirements but she does not think small residential
properties should be permitted to keep chickens. The resident requested the Council take action and impose
stricter regulations regarding which properties are permitted to keep chickens and where the coop can be
located. Specifically, the resident suggested a 1-acre lot minimum requirement to keep chickens and that the
coop be positioned furthest away from any neighboring livable space (patios, decks, etc.).
Residential chickens have been permitted in St. Charles for 25+ years. Prior to 2014, there were no municipal
regulations on chickens. In 2014, the City Council unanimously approved an amendment to Municipal Code
Section 6.12.095 to regulate Residential Chickens. These regulations include limits to the number of birds that
may be kept, coop location and setback requirements, screening requirements, and the prohibition of roosters.
Staff has not found backyard chickens to be the source of significant complaints, having only two formal code
enforcement complaints in the past year that were both resolved (see accompanying memo for details). The
current requirements are largely self-regulated as there is no permit or licensing process required to install a
chicken coop or keep chickens.
Staff surveyed Chicago-area suburban communities to see how other municipalities regulate chickens. St.
Charles is one of several communities that allows chickens in residential areas. A summary of this community
survey is included in the attached packet.
Staff is seeking feedback from the City Council on whether they would be interested in pursing additional
regulations on Residential Chickens and has outlined regulatory options and their potential impacts in the
attached memo. Should the Committee decide to take action that would require an amendment to the
Municipal Code, staff will need to bring back the necessary applications and documents to a future meeting.
Regulatory considerations for the Committee to discuss (see accompanying memo for more details from staff):
• Increasing the setback requirements or keeping the existing requirements in the code
• Establishing a minimum lot size or keeping it open to all single-family residential properties
• Implementing a Residential Chicken Permit or Registration program
Attachments (please list):
• Memo with community survey summary
• Map of 1+ acre residential properties and known existing coops
Recommendation/Suggested Action (briefly explain):
The Committee should discuss and provide feedback on the regulation of Residential Chickens in St. Charles.
If the Committee seeks to modify the regulations in Section 6.12.095 of the Municipal Code, then the
Committee should direct staff to bring a Code Amendment to a future Council meeting.

Community and Economic
Development Department
Heritage ● Community ● Service ● Opportunity

Memo
Date:

January 6, 2021

To:

Chair Rita Payleitner
and members of the Planning & Development Committee

From: Ciara Miller, Economic Development Planner
Re:

Residential Chicken Regulations

In 2014, the St. Charles City Council enacted the backyard chicken regulations that are in place
today. Prior to 2014, backyard chickens were permitted but were unregulated beyond the
nuisance code. Today, Section 6.12.095 regulates Residential Chickens as follows:
A. Up to six (6) domestic chickens may be kept on properties zoned and occupied for
single-family residential use only.
B. Roosters are prohibited within the corporate boundaries of the City of St. Charles.
C. Chickens shall be in an enclosure and/or fenced area at all times.
D. All chickens and enclosures shall be kept in the rear yard.
E. All areas where hens are kept shall be maintained in a neat and clean manner, free of
undue accumulation of waste, such as to cause odors that are detectable on adjacent
properties.
F. No person and/or property owner shall be allowed to violate Section 6.12.060
"Nuisance" of the St. Charles Municipal Code.
G. The enclosure and adjacent fenced area shall be set back:
a. No closer than five (5) feet to any property line; and
b. Screened with year-round landscaping, walls and/or fencing so as not to be
visible from any public street or adjoining lot when viewed from an
observation height of five (5) feet above grade.
There is no permit associated with Residential Chickens, so the above regulations are typically
enforced when a complaint is reported through the Building and Code Enforcement office.
RESIDENTIAL CHICKENS IN ST. CHARLES
It is difficult to determine how many coops are in St. Charles as we are only aware of those that
have been observed while inspectors are on site visits, can be viewed from the public right of
way, or had a complaint filed against them. Staff is aware of the following coops:

1.
2.
3.
4.

619 Indiana Avenue
1614 Larson Avenue
613 South 7th Avenue
811 Washington Avenue

5.
6.
7.
8.

1705 Jeanette Avenue
1019 Ronzheimer Avenue
1015 South 6th Street
606 Timbers Court

The City’s Building and Code Enforcement office has only been involved in two complaints
related to the keeping of backyard chickens this year, both of which were quickly resolved:
1. Neighbors reported chickens roaming. The chickens were collected and secured, this
a one-time incident and has not happened since.
2. Resident complained about inadequate screening on their neighbor’s chicken coop,
making it visible from their yard. More screening was added and the case was closed.
NEW OR ALTERNATIVE REGULATIONS:
Staff evaluated the suggestions made by a resident a recent City Council meeting related to the
regulation of Residential Chickens, and provided alternative suggestions where applicable and
considerations on the impacts of these changes.
Setbacks:
Current: 5 feet from property line
Resident Suggestion: Increase setback and measure from neighbor’s “livable space”
(i.e. patios, decks)
Alternative: Increase the setback distance from 5 feet to something greater
Considerations: When the 5-foot setback was established in 2014, it was done with
the known existing coops in mind; with a 5-foot setback, no known existing coop
would be non-compliant. Increasing the 5-foot setback would bring several, if not all,
coops into non-conforming status. The Council could decide whether existing coops
should be (1) treated as legal non-conforming, meaning they would be permitted to be
maintained in their current condition or (2) require existing coops come into
compliance with the new setback within a set timeframe, otherwise remove them.
Staff’s survey of other communities reveals that most communities that allow
chickens impose a greater coop setback than five feet (commonly 20-25 feet).
However, it is also important to note that aside from the discontent expressed by the
resident on Timbers Trail, the complaints related to Residential Chickens in St.
Charles have not been related to the location of the coops.
Staff does not recommend changing the setback to be measured from anything other
than the property line. Requiring the permitted coop location to be based on features
on neighboring properties, which are prone to changing, would be difficult to regulate
and would require access to multiple properties to determine compliance.
Lot Size:
Current: no minimum lot requirements (but only allowed on single-family lots)
Resident Suggestion: 1-acre minimum lot
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Considerations: If a 1-acre minimum lot requirement was imposed, none of the
known chicken coops would comply with the requirement (see attached map).
Imposing a 1-acre minimum would effectively exclude almost all residential
properties from keeping chickens and would render all of the known existing coops as
non-conforming.
Permit or Registration Program
Permits: The City could require a permit for Residential Chickens which would give Code
Enforcement Officials the opportunity to inspect chicken coops and enclosures to ensure
compliance with the code requirements upon installation. Failure to comply with the
requirements could result in the termination of the permit. The permit could be low- or no-fee
depending on the desire of the Council.
Alternative Permit: Downers Grove requires a 50-foot setback from the property line (one
of the greatest setbacks of the surveyed communities). However, any single-family property
that cannot or does not meet the 50-foot setback can apply for a permit with a reduced
setback but requires adjacent property owners’ consent. So long as the rest of the standards
are met and the neighbors agree to the placement, the Village authorizes coops with a
reduced setback.
Inspired by this more flexible setback and permit model, an alternative to requiring every
coop to get a permit could be to implement a permit similar to Downers Grove. If the Council
seeks to establish a new greater setback requirement, any new coop would need to comply
with this greater setback. If a resident complied with the requirements they wouldn’t need to
go through the permit process. In the event that the greater setback made it infeasible for a
resident to keep Residential Chickens, they could pursue a permit and reduced setback with
their neighbor’s consent. In addition to reducing the number of properties that require a
permit, this system would also likely reduce the likelihood of neighbor complaints as it
requires discussions between neighbors before chickens are brought on the property.
Registration: If the Council does not wish to establish a permit process, another option
would be to start a Coop Registration program that is voluntary but would encourage current
and future Residential Chicken owners to register their coop with the City. This would give
staff a better understanding of the properties raising chickens in St. Charles. The registration
process could be free or with a fee determined by the Council. A registration program could
document location of coops, number of chickens, how long they’ve been in-place and any
other information deemed relevant by the Council or staff.
SURVEY OF SUBURBAN COMMUNITIES:
Staff surveyed other Chicago-area suburban communities to evaluate how other communities
regulate Residential Chickens. See the table below for a summary of the survey:

⚫ Page 3
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City
St. Charles

Batavia

Setbacks
5 feet from
property line
30 feet from
residential
structures

Burr Ridge

Downers 50 feet from
Grove property line –
anything less
requires a permit
Warrenville 20 ft interior side
3 ft from rear
Wayne Rear yard only
25 feet from other
structures

Elgin 25 feet from
neighbors
Westmont Rear yard only,
20ft from rear and
side yard property
lines
Evanston 10 feet from own
residence, 3 feet
from property line
No pen, coop,
building etc. shall
be kept within
Naperville
(30) feet of any
occupied
residence
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# of
Chickens
6 hens

•

8 hens

•
•

4 hens

4 hens

Enclosure Requirements

•
•

•

•
•

No roosters
Only single-family lots

•

No Roosters

Max 150 sq. feet
Enclosed with hardware
cloth buried at
perimeter at least 6
inches into the ground

•
•

Must be fully enclosed.

•

No Roosters
Minimum 1-acre singlefamily lots
Coop enclosure
considered an accessory
building structure for
purpose of zoning
Permit requires neighbor’s
written consent

Enclosed at all times.
Only allowed in rear yard
Screening required
Minimum outdoor space
– 32 sq. feet

•

•
•

10 hens

6 hens/lot
or 4
hens/acre
for a
maximum
of 12
4 hens

•

6 hens

•

Coop minimum 5 sq. feet
per hen – max 50 square
feet

6 hens

•

Coop and run cannot be
larger than 40% of rear
yard
Screening to a height of 6
feet of at least 75%
opacity, such as nondeciduous plantings, or
equivalent screening and
shall be located

Enclosed (if not fully,
then 6’ fence required)

•
•

•
•

•
8 hens

Other Requirements

No roosters
10,000 sq minimum lot
size
Coop requires building
permit and inspection
8,000 sq ft lot minimum

•
•

Not visible from street
License required and
building permit for coop
No roosters
Permit required for coop

•

No Roosters permitted
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•
Grayslake Rear yards only;

6 hens

•

Wauconda Backyards only;

4 hens
•

Thirty (30) feet
from any adjacent
occupied
Plainfield residential
structure other
than that of the
owner

•

8 hens

•
•

Coops shall provide a
minimum of six square
feet for each hen; all
coops will be enclosed;
must register with the
livestock program;

All coops shall be
enclosed; minimum of
four-square feet per hen;
hen runs shall meet or
exceed the coop area;
Maximum coop height 6
feet.

Minimum fence area
thirty-two (32) sq. ft.
Shall be fenced
Shelters can't be less
than sixteen (16) square
feet in area and no more
than six (6) feet in height.

•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

No roosters
Sale of eggs are
prohibited; slaughter of
hens is prohibited; feed
for hens shall be kept in a
rodent free container;
Coops require building
permit
Roosters are prohibited
Slaughtering prohibited
Sale of eggs is prohibited
Must register with the
Illinois Department of
Agriculture
Only single-family lots
Limited to certain zoning
districts. Some zoning
districts have lot
requirements of 1/6 acres
Unlawful to keep roosters;
slaughtering of chickens is
prohibited;
Permit/inspection
required; fee shall be
twenty ($20.00)
Only single-family lots

Communities where Residential Ducks are not permitted (not a complete list):
Arlington Heights, Bolingbrook, Buffalo Grove, Carol Stream, Addison, Geneva, Glen Ellyn, Libertyville,
Lincolnshire, Lombard, Mundelein, Normal, Villa Park, West Chicago, Wheaton (except 90-day educational
programs), Wheeling, Winfield, Woodridge
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MINUTES
CITY OF ST. CHARLES, IL
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
MONDAY, JANUARY 11, 2021 7:00 P.M.
Members Present:

Stellato, Silkaitis, Payleitner, Lemke, Gruber, Bancroft, Vitek, Pietryla,
Bessner, Lewis

Members Absent:
Others Present:

1.

Mayor Rogina, Mark Koenen; City Administrator, Rita Tungare; Director
of Community & Economic Development, Russell Colby; Assistant
Director of Community & Economic Development, Rachel Hitzemann;
City Planner, Ciara Miller; Econ. Dev. Planner

CALL TO ORDER

The meeting was convened by Chair Payleitner at 7:00 p.m.
2.

ROLL CALLED

Roll was called:
Present: Stellato, Silkaitis, Payleitner, Lemke, Gruber, Bancroft, Vitek, Pietryla, Bessner, Lewis
Absent: None
3.

OMNIBUS VOTE – None.

4.

COMMUNITY & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

a. McGrath Commerce Center concept plan
Mr. Colby presented the Executive Summary posted in the meeting packet.
Peter Bazos, attorney, 1250 Larkin Ave, Elgin, provided additional comments on their
plan. He noted the McGrath site will consist of three parcels. Parcel 1 will include the
Honda store site. Parcel 2 includes the east half of lot 1. They are hoping to find another
dealership to occupy this space. Parcel 3 consists of the 8+ acre site that is currently under
contract. They believe the PUD will do as they are intended to do by planning for an
efficient and attractive use of a large piece of underdeveloped property. The PUD on
parcel 1 seeks a 15 ft. parking setback from North Ave. for vehicle display pads, and a
decrease in the rear setback from 30 ft. to 10 ft. to accommodate the new maintenance
building. The McGrath team is also seeking an allowance for a larger monument sign of
20 ft. versus 15 ft. to allow for an electronic message board.
Gary McGrath, owner of McGrath Honda, said they left space for significant green space
in the back for additional water storage to use at a later date and included space for dog
parks for customer use.
Ald. Silkaitis liked the concept, but had concerns about the sign variance. He said they
previously took down other signs that were too large. Ald. Lewis also noted a concern
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with the size of the sign and suggested finding another solution, but loved the idea of the
city gateway sign. Ald. Lemke & Ald. Bessner would like City staff to provide the current
ordinance regulations regarding changeable message signs. Ald. Vitek & Ald. Stellato
both supported the plan and had no objections to the signage. Ald. Pietryla also supported
the project. Mr. McGrath said they would be willing to work on a compromise that could
include sharing the messaging board with the City.
b. Temporary Outdoor Dining Program
1. Recommendation to extend the Temporary Outdoor Dining Program for Private
Property through 2021.
Ms. Miller presented the Executive Summary posted in the meeting packet.
Ald. Pietryla said he received some feedback from residents regarding the noise and
proposed going back to a prohibition on amplified sound. Ald. Vitek said in general the
amplified music is too loud without any buffer. Ald. Lemke noted the noise shouldn’t be
heard at the lot line and suggested implementing a time limit.
Ken Hendricks, Alter Brewing, asked for a definition of amplified music. Ms. Tungare
read a portion of the city code definition. She noted the issue being discussed today is
within the context of temporary outdoor dining where permits are being issued for the 2021
calendar year for restaurants, businesses, and bars to use their own private property.
Ald. Pietryla made a motion to recommend extending the Temporary Outdoor Dining Program
for Private Property through 2021 as amended with the acoustic sound recommendation.
Seconded by Ald. Vitek.
Roll was called:
Ayes:
Silkatis, Lemke, Gruber, Bancroft, Vitek, Pietryla, Bessner, Lewis, Stellato
Absent:
Recused:
Nays:
Motion passed
9-0
2. Recommendation to extend the Temporary Outdoor Dining Program for Public
Property through 2021
Ms. Miller presented the Executive Summary posted in the meeting packet.
Chair Payleitner suggested coordinating with the Public Works department to ensure the
city contribution is compatible with what is expected of businesses. Ms. Miller noted the
picnic tables that were placed in the street for public use were borrowed from the Park
District so they had little control over how they looked.
Ald. Lewis suggested adding more softness to the area by bringing in some potted trees to
achieve a garden feel. She would appreciate anything that could enhance the temporary
beauty of the area.
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Ald. Lemke agreed with adding trees and would like to make sure there are no speakers on
any posts with amplified sound on any public property with the exception of the plaza. He
said there aren’t any houses mixed in with the plaza to cause any concern.
Ald. Lemke made a motion to recommend extending the Temporary Outdoor Dining Program
for Public Property through 2021 as presented and amended. Seconded by Ald. Bessner.
Roll was called:
Ayes:
Silkatis, Lemke, Gruber, Bancroft, Vitek, Pietryla, Bessner, Lewis, Stellato
Absent:
Recused:
Nays:
Motion passed
9-0
3. Review of the proposed First Street Plaza configurations for expanded
temporary outdoor dining in 2021
Ms. Miller presented the Executive Summary posted in the meeting packet.
Ald. Bessner commented on the bench and the benefit it provides to the public versus
losing that space for business use.
Ald. Pietryla advocated going back to what they had last year to show support for the
businesses and perhaps talk about future changes at a later date.
Ald. Vitek said nothing is currently broken on the Plaza and preferred keeping what they
had.
Ald. Lewis said the bench provides waiting space and supported the new proposal.
Ald. Silkaitis liked the revised draft and said if it doesn’t work out they can come back and
revisit it.
Ald. Stellato received positive comments about last year and would prefer to keep things
the way they were last summer.
Ald. Gruber also favored keeping it the way it was, but liked the revised version for Alter
Brewing.
Chair Payleitner read comments submitted from Bob Rasmussen. She asked if La Mesa
would be the only business experiencing a change between the two plans. Ms. Miller
confirmed that is correct.
The majority of the committee favored the June 17th, 2020 plan for the west side and
adding the new east side plan for Alter Brewing.
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4. Recommendation to approve a Resolution Authorizing the Closure of First
Street for Expanded Temporary Outdoor Dining
Ms. Miller presented the Executive Summary posted in the meeting packet.
Ald. Stellato made a motion to approve a Resolution Authorizing the Closure of First Street for
Expanded Temporary Outdoor Dining. Seconded by Ald. Pietryla.
Roll was called:
Ayes:
Silkatis, Lemke, Gruber, Bancroft, Vitek, Pietryla, Bessner, Lewis, Stellato
Absent:
Recused:
Nays:
Motion passed
9-0
5. Recommendation to approve a Resolution Authorizing the Temporary Closure
of Walnut Avenue through December 31, 2021.
Ald. Bessner made a motion to approve a Resolution Authorizing the Temporary Closure of
Walnut Avenue through December 2021. Seconded by Ald. Stellato.
Roll was called:
Ayes:
Silkatis, Lemke, Gruber, Bancroft, Vitek, Pietryla, Bessner, Lewis, Stellato
Absent:
Recused:
Nays:
Motion passed
9-0
c. Discussion and feedback regarding the regulation of Residential Chickens-Section
6.12.095 of the St. Charles Municipal Code
Ms. Miller presented the Executive Summary posted in the meeting packet.
The committee members were not in favor of making any changes at this time and
suggested staff attempt to facilitate resolving the issue between the neighbors.

5.

ADDITIONAL BUSINESS – None.

6.

EXECUTIVE SESSION – None.

7.

ADDITIONAL ITEMS FROM MAYOR, COUNCIL, STAFF OR CITIZENS - None.

8.

ADJOURNMENT - Ald. Bessner made a motion to adjourn at 8:20 p.m. Seconded by
Ald. Pietryla. Approved unanimously by voice vote. Motion Carried.
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6.12.095 – Residential chickens
A. Up to six (6) domestic chickens may be kept on properties zoned and occupied for single-family
residential use only.
B. Roosters are prohibited within the corporate boundaries of the City of St. Charles.
C. Chickens shall be in an enclosure and/or fenced area at all times.
D. All chickens and enclosures shall be kept in the rear yard.
E. All areas where hens are kept shall be maintained in a neat and clean manner, free of undue
accumulation of waste, such as to cause odors that are detectable on adjacent properties.
F. No person and/or property owner shall be allowed to violate Section 6.12.060 "Nuisance" of the St.
Charles Municipal Code.
G. The enclosure and adjacent fenced area shall be set back:
a. No closer than five (5) feet to any property line; and
b. Screened with year round landscaping, walls and/or fencing so as not to be visible from any
public street or adjoining lot when viewed from an observation height of five (5) feet above
grade.

(2014-M-19: § 1)
Up to 6.12 – Regulations

2022 City of St. Charles Municipal Code Book

8-09-22 RECOMMENDATION – Trustee Muncie
8.3 H CHICKEN COOPS
The following text should remain unchanged:
These standards apply to chicken coops that are accessory to non-agricultural uses.
1. Chicken coops are permitted in the rear yard only and must be a minimum of ten feet
from any lot line.
2. No chickens may be kept or raised within a dwelling.
3. The owner of the chickens must be a resident of the dwelling on the lot.
4. Roosters are allowed only on lots of five acres or more. For lots less than five acres
or less, if the sex of a chick cannot be determined at hatching, a chick of either sex may
be kept on the property for up to six months.
5. All chickens must be provided with both a chicken coop and a fenced outdoor
enclosure, subject to the following provisions:
a. The chicken coop must provide a minimum of five square feet per hen.
b. The chicken coop and fenced enclosure must be kept in good repair,
maintained in a clean and sanitary condition, and free of vermin, obnoxious
smells, and substances. The facility must be adequately lit and ventilated.
c. The chicken coop must be designed to ensure the health and well-being of the
chickens, including protection from predators, the elements, and inclement
weather.
6. All manure must be composted in enclosed bins.
The following text (in gray strikethrough) should be deleted:
7. Slaughtering of chickens on-site is prohibited.
The following text should be added:
7. Slaughtering of chickens must be carried out as humanely and quietly as possible,
and in an area not visible to neighboring properties.
8. Chicken coops up to a maximum of 64 ft2 in area do not require a building permit.
9. One (1) chicken coop up to a maximum of 64 ft2 in area is permitted in addition to the
maximum number of two accessory structures on any lot.
10. The keeping of chickens must at all times remain in compliance with Article 8.5
Environmental Performance Standards including, but not limited to the standards for
Noise, Stormwater Management, Dust and Air Pollution, and Odors.

8.3 M Livestock Zoning Recommendation – Trustee Muncie (8/04/22)
As someone who was raising heritage breed sheep and ducks back in 2019, the issue
of livestock zoning is one that is of great interest to me. In the handouts I’ve provided
you’ll see a five page summary of research I conducted on this issue. In 2019 I met with
the village’s zoning officer Vanessa Quail to present this information, and she in turn
provided this information to the Planning and Zoning Commission.
On the first page there’s an explanation of the “Animal Unit” concept, and the multiple
sources that use it. On pages two and three are examples of very desirable
communities around the country that share similar attributed to Campton Hills - that
have successfully allowed horses and livestock on residential lots for years. On the next
two pages you’ll see my 2019 recommendation for incorporation of animal units into the
draft zoning.
Since then, due to multiple discussions over time and unclear notes and meeting
minutes, the animal unit table has been made confusing and unclear in the current draft.
In one instance you can have more animals on one acre than you can on two. In order
to correct this, simplify this section of the draft, and establish clear and sustainable limits
on the keeping of horses and livestock in the village, the last page of this handout
includes a detailed current recommendation.

Area of Concern #2:
Draft Zoning Article 8.3 M – Livestock

Submitted to Zoning
Officer Quail and the
PCZBA in 2019

Edward and Janice Muncie, owners of 40W863 Burlington Road in Campton Hills, are concerned
with the draft zoning “Article 8.3 M – Livestock” as follows:
A. The restrictions on the maximum number of livestock do not appear to be consistent with
current animal husbandry recommendations, agricultural science, and successful zoning
regulations of similar communities. For example, the draft zoning does not differentiate
between types of animals. As such, it counts a horse weighing 1,000 pounds exactly the
same as a duck weighing 6 pounds.
As sheep owners, we belong to the North American Babydoll Southdown Sheep Association
and Registry (NABSSAR). We consulted them and several other sources for information on
how many sheep per acre is sustainable and recommended:
• In the NABSSAR “Introduction to Babydoll Sheep” pamphlet, they recommend
“about an acre per 5 ewes and their lambs.” (Babydolls commonly have twins and
triplets.)
• The Purdue University publication “Managing and Utilizing Pasture and Harvested
Forages for Sheep” recommends 10 sheep per acre.
• The Illinois Livestock Facilities Management Act recommends 10 sheep per acre.
Clearly the sustainable number of animals per acre of land differs depending on animal
species (e.g. horse vs sheep vs duck). However, rather than researching the recommended
animals per acre for every type of possible animal, there is an agreed-upon means of
establishing how many animals per species are permissible in a zoning regulation. This
agreed-upon means is called the “Animal Unit”.
The Animal Unit is currently used by the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA),
the United States National Resource Conservation Service (NRCS), the Illinois Livestock
Facilities Management Act (LMFA), and many states and municipalities around the country.
Although the formulas and definitions of Animal Unit vary slightly, all are based on the
general concept that one animal unit is equivalent to 1,000 pounds of animal weight.
Our recommended revision to the Draft Zoning “Article 8.3 M – Livestock” at the end of this
“Area of Concern #2” contains a chart which defines animals per animal unit. This
suggested revision and definition of Animal Unit is based on, but more restrictive than the
following sources:
•

The United States Department of Agriculture, U.S. Forest Service and Bureau of Land
Management 2019 Grazing Fees, “Animal Unit” per month definition.
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The United States National Resource Conservation Service, National Range and
Pasture Handbook, Animal Unit Equivalent Guide.
The Illinois General Assembly, Illinois Compiled Statutes 510 ILCS 77/ Livestock
Management Facilities Act
Boulder County CO, Land Use Department Publication “Keeping Animals in Boulder
County”
Douglas County, CO Department of Community Development “Guide To Animals”.
Scott County, MN Planning Department “Animal Units Permitted”.
Dane County, WI Planning & Development “Zoning District Fact Sheets”
Medina, MN – Medina City Code – “Zoning Districts”

B. The restrictions on the space required for livestock do not appear to be based on current
responsible and sustainable agricultural practices. Many other similar communities have
created zoning which has allowed for very sustainable practices – even “urban agriculture” which is less restrictive than the draft zoning.
The sources listed above for examples of the definition of an Animal Unit all would allow for
less restrictive zoning than what is proposed in the Draft Zoning. In addition, there are
multiple other sources that allow very proven and sustainable livestock keeping practices
which are far less restrictive than the Draft Zoning.
The following chart shows areas that all meet the following criteria:
•

They are situated just outside a major metropolitan area – either as close and
densely populated as Campton Hills or (in many cases) closer and more densely
populated.

•

They are desirable locations, as is evidenced by strong schools and relatively high
real estate values. (Data provided by homesnacks.net – a source recently used by
Campton Hills in the Community Counts e-mail regarding “Safest City” rankings.)
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Examples Animal Zoning Proven Sustainable in Suburban or Semi-Rural Areas With Relatively
High Median Home Values
Location

Miles to Nearest Population
City

Median Home
Value

Agoura Hills, CA

40 miles to Los
Angeles, CA

20,636

$772,900

Concord, CA

31 miles to San
Francisco, CA

128,758

$509,500

Boulder, CO

28 miles to
Denver, CO

107,360

$645,600

Highlands
Ranch, CO
Williamson
County, TN

19.6 Miles to
Denver, CO
21 miles to
Nashville, TN

105,147

$442,000

218,648

$417,700

Medina, MN

20 miles to
Minneapolis,
MN
40 miles to
Chicago, IL

6,191

$636,500

2,345

$538,400

Wayne, IL

Animals
Permitted –
Residential Dist.
Min ½ acre to
keep animals, 1
horse per 5,000
sq ft
Min ½ acre to
keep animals,
min ¼ acre per
animal
2 animal units
per acre, min ½
acre per horse
1 animal unit
per ½ acre
Min 1 acre to
keep animals, no
specific limit on
number of
animals
1 animal unit
per acre
1 horse per 1st
acre, 1
additional horse
per additional ½
acre

We are confident that if so many other very desirable communities have been able to sustain
permitting livestock in residential areas with maximum allowable animals and animal units per
acre in excess of the Draft Zoning restrictions, Campton Hills can do so successfully as well.
In consideration of A and B above, we submit the following reasonable, well researched, and
sustainable revisions (in blue) and deletions (in red) to the Draft Zoning Article 8.3 M:
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M. Livestock
These standards apply to the keeping of livestock that is accessory to non-agricultural uses.
Chicken coops, apiaries, and aquaponic/aquaculture facilities are regulated separately. These
standards do not apply to livestock kept as part of a public safety facility, such as police dogs or
horses for mounted police.
1. Keeping of livestock, including required livestock enclosures, is permitted as an
accessory use on lots in residential use of two or more acres.
2. A livestock enclosure on-site is required.

3. The maximum number of livestock permitted on a lot is calculated as one Animal Unit
per acre of lot area. For horses on a lot with a manure management plan which includes
regular off-site disposal, the maximum number of animals is one horse per ½ acre of lot
area. one acre per animal with a maximum of ten animals on a lot. The standards are
cumulative requirements; for example, in order to keep three horses, a minimum of
three acres of lot area is required. In all cases, a minimum lot area of two acres is
required to keep any livestock in any residential district.
Animal Units establish an equivalent density for various species of livestock, as
defined by the following Animal Units table:
Animal Type
Animal(s) Per Animal Unit
Cattle
1
Horse, Mule, Donkey
1
Llama, Miniature Horse or Miniature Donkey
2
Swine
2
Alpaca, Standard Goat Breeds, Standard Sheep Breeds
3
Miniature Goat and Sheep Breeds
6
Poultry (Chicken, Duck, Turkey)
8
Newborn animals shall not be considered as animals per unit until they are weaned
4. Livestock enclosures and any roofed livestock structures are prohibited in the required
front or corner side setback.
5. Livestock enclosures and any roofed livestock structures must be located 25 feet from
any lot line. Fenced enclosures must be located ten feet from any lot line.
6. All livestock structures and enclosures must be designed to ensure the health and wellbeing of the animals, including protection from predators, the elements, and inclement
weather.
7. All livestock must be kept to prevent any adverse impact, including but not limited to
odor, noise, drainage, or pest infestation, on any other property.
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8. The following ancillary activities are permitted as part of keeping horses and other
equine specifically:
a. Riding lessons
b. Boarding horses
c. Therapeutic riding

8-04-22 RECOMMENDATION – Trustee Muncie
8.3 M LIVESTOCK
# 1. Should be revised as follows:
1. Keeping of livestock, including required livestock enclosures, is permitted as an
accessory use on lots in residential use of two one or more acres. (This corrects
an error, as the draft zoning already allows for such accessory use on lots of one
acre but this “two” was not changed accordingly.)
#2. Should remain unchanged
#3 Should be completely removed and replaced with the following:
3. The maximum number of livestock permitted on a lot in residential use is as
follows:
a. Small Animals < 100 lbs. (e.g. miniature goat and sheep, all poultry
except chickens) One acre minimum lot to keep any small animals, three
small animals for the first acre, one additional small animal per each 1/3
acre thereafter.
b. Large Animals > 100 lbs. (e.g. alpaca, llama, donkey, mule) Two acre
minimum lot to keep any large animals, two large animals for the first two
acres, one additional large animal for each additional ½ acre thereafter.
c. Cattle & Swine. Two acre minimum lot to keep any cattle or swine, one
animal for the first two acres, one additional cattle or swine for each
additional acre thereafter.
d. Horses. One acre minimum lot to keep any horses, two horses for lots of
1 acre to two acres, and one additional horse per ½ acre for lots in excess
of two acres.
e. Livestock animal calculations are cumulative. For example, on a lot of
exactly two acres, the following maximums would apply:
i. One swine or one cattle.
ii. Two large animals.
iii. Six small animals.
iv. Three small animals and one large animal.
v. One large animal and one horse.
vi. Three small animals and one horse.
vii. Two horses.
#4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 Should remain unchanged
A new item as #9 should be added:
9. All livestock keeping and management practices must remain in compliance with
Article 8.5 Environmental Performance Standards including, but not limited to the
standards for Noise, Stormwater Management, Dust and Air Pollution, and Odors.

