VILLAGE OF ELM GROVE
13600 Juneau Boulevard
Elm Grove, WI 53122
PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE
Thursday, May 14, 2020 * 6:00 PM * Parkview Room
AGENDA
1. Call meeting to order.
2. Review and approve minutes from December 13, 2018
Documents:
ps 121318md.pdf
3. Review for possible approval "Dangerous Intersection" Sign for Pilgrim and
Watertown Plank roads
Documents:
children at play memorandum.pdf
danger zone signage.pdf
danger zone.pdf
federal highway info.pdf
4. Review whether residential chicken coups are safe
Documents:
ordinance_research_paper.pdf
backyard poultry wdhs.pdf
shouldiraiseasmallpoultryflockuwex.pdf
suggestions_for_ordinances_(e3136) chickens mi.pdf
urban chicken memo 5-5-20 final.pdf
uwex poultry in urban areas.pdf
a framework to reduce infectious disease risk from urban poultry in the united
states 2015.pdf
salmonella knowledge, attitudes and practices a survey of backyard poultry
owners residing in seattle, washington and the surrou.pdf
brookfield_chapter 17.28 r-1 residence district.pdf
fox point_ keeping of chickens 579-17.5.pdf
wauwatosa 9.04.050___domestic_keeping_of_chickens_in_the_city..pdf
5. Review crosswalk request for Legion Drive and Elmhurst Pkwy
6. Review request for crosswalks and stop signs at Church Street and Juneau Blvd.
7. Review pathway ranking as set by the Committee of the Whole
Documents:
cow043018.pdf

7. Review pathway ranking as set by the Committee of the Whole
Documents:
cow043018.pdf
8. Review 2019 car deer crash summary
Documents:
2019 car deer accident summary.pdf
9. Other Business
10. Adjournment.

Any person who has a qualifying disability as defined by the Americans with Disabilities Act who
requires that the meeting or materials for the meeting has to be in an accessible location or format
must contact the Village Clerk, Mary S. Stredni, at 262 -782-6700 or 13600 Juneau Boulevard by 3:00 PM
Friday prior to the meeting so that any necessary arrangements can be made to accommodate your
request.
NOTICE: It is possible that members of, and possibly a quorum of, other governmental bodies of the
Village may be in attendance at the above stated meeting to gather information. No action will be
taken by any governmental body at the above stated meeting other than the governmental body
specifically referred to in the above notice

PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES
THURSDAY, December 13, 2018

Present: Chair Trustee Katy Cornell, Trustee John Domaszek (arriving at 6:05PM), Committee Members,
Ms. Barbara Decker, Mr. Gus Moulas, Mr. Andy Vrakas and Mr. D.J. Richlen.
Members Excused: President Neil Palmer.
Also Present: Police Chief Jim Gage.
1.

Call the meeting to order
The meeting was called to order, at 6:02 pm, by Trustee Cornell.

2.

Review and approve minutes from September 13, 2018.
Trustee Cornell entertained a motion for approval. Mr. Moulas made a motion for approval
of the minutes of September 13, 2018, with Ms. Decker seconding and Mr. Vrakas
abstaining. Motioned passed.

3. Review and act on legal opinion regarding previously approved child safety signs near St.
Mary’s School and Church.
Committee members reviewed and discussed the memo, dated November 7, 2018, from the
Village Attorney, recommending against posting child safety signs. Trustee Domaszek
highlighted the quoted excerpt, from the Wisconsin Department of Transportation manual,
recommending against the posting of the signs, stating that this information alone justifies
reversing the decision to post the signs Mr. Richlen concurred, stating that the memo also
makes a strong argument for the removal of resident placed “slow down” advisory signs in
the neighborhood. Chief Gage commented that such private signs could be removed, if
placed on village right-of way in accordance with existing ordinance, but that officers do not
typically remove the signs unless they cause a hazard, or someone complains.
Mr. Vrakas made a motion to reverse the previous decision for the placement of child safety
signs, based on the Village Attorney memo, dated November7, 2018, further directing staff
to contact St. Mary’s administration to advise them of the resident’s underlying traffic
concerns that precipitated the request for the signs. Mr. Richlen seconded. Motion passed
unanimously.

4. Discuss making permanent the temporary traffic signage around Tonawanda School.
Chief Gage gave an overview of the current temporary sign postings, indicating that the
traffic flow has been much improved, asking that the Committee recommend the
permanent placement of the signs, as indicated below;



Recommending that the north side of Bobby Lane and west side of Hollyhock Lane
be posted no parking.
Install a no left turn sign, except busses and restricted time enforcement from
3:30PM to 4:00PM, for the west parking lot entrance.

Chief Gage additionally reminded the Committee of planned long term changes, to include;




Repaint the parking lot spaces to allow for a west to east only flow through the
parking lot.
Eliminate the parking row closest to the building to allow for queuing more parent
pickup cars in the parking lot.
Reconstruct the playground area to allow for a roadway/parking area to the south
of the building with Legion Drive access.

Mr. Moulas made a motion to recommend that the temporary signage, as explained by
Chief Gage, be made permanent. Trustee Domaszek seconded. Motion passed
unanimously.

5. Review and discuss traffic counter data related to the underwood Parkway cul-du-sac
proposal.
Committee members reviewed and discussed the traffic count numbers, provided by DPW
Director Richard Paul, Jr. Trustee Domaszek thought that by closing the Underwood
Parkway, Mt. Kisco traffic could increase by as much as one hundred cars, representing
nearly a 33% increase in traffic. Committee members asked if there would be any turning
restrictions on North Ave., once the construction on north Ave. is completed. Mr. Andrew
Steeno, of 14415 Thomas Jefferson Court, indicated that he had not seen any turning
restrictions for either Mt. Kisco or Underwood Parkway on the North Ave. construction
plans. Mr. Andy Azpell, reiterated that he had not seen any plans restricting turns onto
North Ave., adding that previous criteria, set by the Committee and Village Board, indicate
that increased traffic flow to surrounding roadways is a factor in determining the approval
for a requested cul-du-sac. Trustee Domaszek indicated that he felt that the increase of
traffic to Mt. Kisco was significate enough, absent any other justifiable safety reason for the

cul-du-sac, to recommend no action on the request. Mr. Vrakas concurred additionally
stating that he could not find any significant safety issue in favor of closing the roadway.
Trustee Domaszek made a motion to recommend denying the request to create a cul-du-sac
on Underwood Parkway at North Ave., based on the diverted traffic flow and lack of any
influencing safety condition.
6. Other Business.
There was no other business.
7. Adjournment.
Trustee Cornell entertained a motion for adjournment, at 6:40PM. Trustee Domaszek
made a motion to adjourn, seconded by Mr. Vrakas, and the motion passed
unanimously.
Respectfully submitted

James P Gage
Chief of Police

CONFIDENTIAL LEGAL MEMORANDUM
ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGED
TO: David De Angelis, Village Manager for the Village of Elm Grove
FROM: von Briesen & Roper, s.c.
By:
Hector de la Mora & Christopher T. Koehnke
DATE: November 7, 2018
RE: Children at Play Signs

You have asked our firm to research the installation of “Children at Play” signs in the Village of
Elm Grove (the “Village”) and what, if any, possible liability the Village may be exposed to due
to the installation of such signs. We have analyzed this issue and would recommend that the
Village not install “Children at Play” signs. Our analysis is below:
Background
On May 10, 2018, the Public Safety Committee authorized the installation of four (4) “Child
Safety/Slow Down” advisory signs at each of the St. Mary’s parking lot exits, and one sign in the
1200 block of Crescent Drive. The Village Chief of Police expressed some concern that
installing such signs could expose the Village to some liability.
National Trend to Discontinue Use of “Children at Play” Signs
The use of “Children at Play” and similar signs is decreasing across the county. This is due to
the fact that there is little or no evidence which shows the use of such signs is effective.
In September of 2007, the Wisconsin Department of Transportation (“WisDOT”) published a
Transportation Synthesis Report (“TSR”) which reviewed research regarding the effectiveness of
signs related to children in order to assist WisDOT in policy decisions regarding the use of these
signs. In summary, the TSR found:
There is no evidence that special warning signs of this sort reduce driver speeds
or crash rates. This is the unanimous conclusion of the many credible sources we
located on this topic. This claim is supplemented by a number of often-cited
“common sense” observations that such signs do not give clear and enforceable
guidance to drivers, provide a false sense of security to parents and children that
may increase risk, expose the government to liability, give the false impression
that areas without such signs do not have children, represent an unnecessary cost

that then propagates as additional signs are requested and violate the principle
that signage should be based on engineering, not political, decision making.
Additionally, Chapter 2, Section 1 of the Traffic Engineering, Operations & Safety Manual
prepared by WisDOT states the following regarding the use of “Slow Children” signs.
The use of this sign is probably the most common non-standard to be found on
local streets. It is typically a black on yellow rectangular sign, with a running
child figure. A variation may add the phrase “at play.” It is often shown in sign
catalogs.
The purpose of this sign is largely to placate the residents. While their concern
for the safety of their children is understandable, the real issue is not being
addressed, which is the hazard caused by children either playing in the street or
entering the street without exercising care. Both actions are illegal. The sign
therefore tends to endorse illegal actions, and that is why it should not be used.
Potential Liability
In addition to the fact that there is no evidence which suggest they are effective, many
communities have also stopped using children at play or similar signs because they are not
included in the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (“MUTCD”) prepared by the
Federal Highway Administration (“FHWA”). There is some concern that using signs that do not
conform to the MUTCD may expose a municipality to liability if it does use such signs.1
The basis for this belief is found in a FHWA publication which states “[a]gencies should avoid
the use of CAUTION – CHILDREN AT PLAY or SLOW CHILDREN nonstandard signs since
such signs may imply that the involved jurisdiction approves of streets as playgrounds, which
may result in the jurisdiction being vulnerable to tort liability2.”
We have been unable to locate any Wisconsin case law where the issue of municipal liability
related to the use of child safety signs had been litigated. In the absence of any legal authority or
factual basis that the usage of such signage is legally defensible or beneficial, we recommend
following the recommendation from WisDOT that such signs should not be used.
1

There is a clear obligation on the part of “local authorities” to place and maintain traffic control devices in
conformity with Wis. Stat.§349.065 which provides:
Uniform traffic control devices. Local authorities shall place and maintain traffic control devices upon
highways under their jurisdiction to regulate, warn, guide or inform traffic. The design, installation and
operation or use of new traffic control devices placed and maintained by local authorities after the adoption
of the uniform traffic control devices manual under s.84.02 (4) (e) shall conform to the manual. After January
1, 1977, all traffic control devices placed and maintained by local authorities shall conform to the manual.
Wis. Stat. 84.02 (4) (e) provides: The department shall adopt a manual establishing a uniform system of traffic
control devices for use upon the highways of this state. The system shall be consistent with and, so far as
practicable, conform to current nationally recognized standards for traffic control devices.
2

FHWA Course on Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation: Pedestrian Signing and Pavement Markings
https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/ped_bike/univcourse/instrtoc.cfm
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Enforcement Alternatives
As discussed above, WisDOT recommends against the use of child safety signs. These signs
serve as nothing other than a warning and have no legal enforceability. If the Village wanted to
pursue alternatives to improve the safety of children when near Village roadways, there are other
options available to it.
1. Increased Traffic Enforcement – The Village could post additional speed limit signs in
areas of particular concern and coordinate increased police patrol of these areas during
times when traffic poses an increased danger to children. The Village could also paint
additional crosswalks at areas of particular concern.
2. Close Village Roadways at Specific Times – Wis. Stat. § 66.0429(1) provides as
follows:
The governing body of a city, village or town may set aside streets or
roads that are not a part of any federal, state or county trunk highway
system for the safety of children in coasting or other play activities, and
may obstruct or barricade the streets or roads to safeguard the children
from accidents. The governing body of the city, village or town may erect
and maintain on the streets or roads barriers or barricades, lights, or
warning signs and is not liable for any damage caused by the erection or
maintenance.
This statute clearly authorizes municipalities to set aside and barricade streets "that are
not part of any federal, state or county trunk highway system" for children's play
purposes. Although it does not expressly authorize municipalities to close streets near
schools for the purpose of loading school buses safely, municipalities have nevertheless
used this statute to temporarily barricade streets adjacent to schools. The Wisconsin
Supreme Court has previously ruled that, pursuant to Wis. Stat. § 66.0429(1)3 a
municipality could adopt a resolution to barricade a street adjacent to a public and
parochial school from 8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. on school days. The court concluded that
Wis. Stat. § 66.0429(1) permitted the city to erect and maintain a barricade in such a
location and manner and granted the city immunity from claims of liability brought by
persons injured by the barricade. See Bendorf v. City of Darlington, 31 Wis.2d 570, 143
N.W.2d 449 (1966).
Conclusion
Because “Children at Play” signs have been found to be ineffective in actually protecting
children and have no legal enforceability, we would recommend against their installation. The
Village may wish to consider other policy options to reduce the potential danger to children at
specific locations within the Village.4
3

The Court considered Wis. Stat. 66.046(1) which was the precursor to Wis. Stat. § 66.0429(1) and contained
language identical to the current statute.

3

Please let us know if you have any questions or wish to discuss the subject of this memo further.
32176445_1.DOCX

4

The Village may also wish to discourage the informal placement of similar signage within right of ways by
adjacent property owners so that it cannot be claimed that the Village is passively sanctioning the placement of
questionable signage within right of ways.
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Pilgrim PkwySouthbound

Below is an excerpt from the Federal Highway
Administration website. The URL link to the entire posting is
below:
https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/intersection/conventional/unsignal
ized/case_studies/fhwasa09010/
This study indicates success in reducing dangerous intersections
when using better signage options.
Contact1. Larger (30-inch) stop signs with "Stop Ahead"
advance traffic control sign and added pavement markings
Problem: Drivers were violating stop-controls in four Winston-Salem stop sign-controlled intersections
due to poor visibility of the signs and markings, leading to higher numbers of crashes at these
intersections.
Solution: The city sought to reduce crashes by improving visibility of the stop-controls through
enhanced low-cost signs and markings that were easy to implement. The posted speed limit on all the
approaches was 35 mph except for the intersection of Buena Vista Road and Oaklawn Avenue which
was 25 mph. The updated countermeasures included:

•
•
•
•

Replaced the existing 24-inch stop signs with larger 30-inch signs (the MUTCD specifies 24inch as the minimum size).
Placed stop bars, consisting of a solid 12-inch white line extending across the approach lanes,
to indicate the point behind which vehicles are required to stop, in compliance with a stop
sign.
Placed a short segment of double-yellow centerlines (the two-directional no-passing zone
markings, up to 50 feet in length) prohibiting crossing the centerline markings for passing in
either direction.
Installed "Stop Ahead" advance traffic control signs (30-inch) on the approaches for two of the
intersections (Cameron and Ivy Streets).

These relatively inexpensive treatments have proven effective in mitigating crashes and enhancing
safety. The city experienced an average crash reduction of 56.9 percent per year at these
intersections. "Stop Ahead" signs, although not independently evaluated, seem to have contributed to
the crash reductions. See Appendix A for a more detailed tabular summary of these treatments.

Table 1: Larger (30-inch) stop signs with "Stop Ahead" advance traffic
control sign and added pavement markings (treatment data and results)
Treatment

Location

Reduction in Crashes per Year

•

30-inch stop signs
(replaced 24-inch
signs)

•

“Stop Ahead”
advance
traffic control sign

•

Double-yellow
centerline
and stop bars

•

30-inch stop signs
(replaced 24-inch
signs)

•

“Stop Ahead”
advance
traffic control sign

•

Double-yellow
centerline
and stop bars

•

30-inch stop signs
(replaced 24-inch
signs)

•

Double-yellow
centerline
and stop bars

•

30-inch stop signs
(replaced 24-inch
signs)

•

Double-yellow
centerline
and stop bars

Average

Twelfth Street & Cameron Avenue
(Stop sign on Cameron Avenue)

75%

Thirtieth Street & Ivy Avenue (Stop
sign on Ivy Avenue)

90.7%

Buena Vista Road & Oaklawn Avenue
(All-way stop)

74.6%

Twentieth Street &
Thurmond Street (Stop sign on 20th
Street)

6.7%

n/a

56.9%

2. Added pavement markings (double-yellow centerline and stop
bars) to existing (24-inch) stop signs
Problem: Four two-way, two-lane stop sign-controlled intersections of minor arterial roads with a
posted speed limit of 35 mph or less were experiencing a high number of crashes. Stop signs were in
place, visible and in good condition. However, there were no pavement markings on the approaches.
Solution: The city sought to reduce crashes by clarifying the proper stopping position for vehicles
through enhanced pavement markings that were easy to implement. The updated countermeasures
included:

•
•

Placing a short interval of double-yellow centerlines (up to 50-feet).
Placing stop bars (12-inches wide).

These pavement marking treatments were designed to make the intersection and proper stop position
more conspicuous to drivers, and thereby increase the driver alertness to the intersection control.
These simple, lowcost countermeasure enhancements significantly reduced injury and overall crashes,
as shown in the table to the right. These countermeasures resulted in an average crash reduction
of 52.7 percent and reduced injuries by 70 percent per year. See Appendix A for a more detailed
tabular summary of these treatments.

Residential Urban Chicken Keeping:
An Examination of 25 Cities

Missoula Residents with their backyard chickens.
Source: http://www.missoula.com/news/node/226

KT LaBadie
CRP 580 Spring 2008
University of New Mexico
May 7th 2008
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Abstract

City councils across the United States and Canada are increasingly being faced with the
task of deciding whether or not to allow chicken keeping in residential backyards. In
many cases this issue has two opposing sides: those citizens who want to keep chickens
for egg production and those citizens who are concerned about the effects of chickens on
their communities. This paper provides an analysis of pro-chicken ordinances from 25
cities in an effort to define the components of a just and well functioning chicken
ordinance. Of the 25 ordinances, no two were identical but a variety of common
regulatory themes were found across cities. Based on these findings, some considerations
are suggested when forming an urban chicken keeping ordinance.

3

Introduction
"I can't say that I would have envisioned chickens as an issue, but I've heard from a lot of people
about them, and it seems like it's something maybe we ought to pay a little attention to." 1
- Stacy Rye, Missoula City Councilwoman

It’s happening right now in cities across the United States and Canada. Community
members are organizing themselves into groups and approaching their city councils about
an important urban planning issue: chicken keeping in the city.

This question of whether or not cities should allow backyard chicken keeping has
increased substantially over the past 5 years as citizens become more interested in
participating in their own food production. The issue has appeared recently before city
councils in Missoula2, Halifax3, and Madison4, and a case is currently pending in Ann
Arbor, Michigan5. In many cases this interest in backyard chicken keeping has been met
with much opposition and city councils often do not know how to begin approaching the
issue.

The recent increase in urban backyard chicken keeping has come about for three main
reasons. First, the local food movement itself has become very popular which has
sparked a new interest for many in backyard food production. Since chickens are one of
the smaller protein producers, they fit well into a backyard food production model.
Second, rising energy and transportation costs have caused concern over increases in
food costs, and backyard eggs offer a cheaper solution as they do not have to travel far to
reach the plate. Lastly, many citizens are becoming increasingly concerned about food
safety, and with meat recalls and other animal industry issues in the news, backyard
chickens offer many a safer solution. For these reasons, backyard chickens have become

1

Moore, Michael. Urban Chickens Scratching up a Controversy in Missoula. . Available online at
http://www.missoula.com/news/node/226
2
Medley, Ann and Jonathan Stumph. Video: Missoula Squabbles Over Urban Chickens. Available online
at http://www.newwest.net/city/article/missoulas_urban_chicken_squabble/C8/L8/
3
CBC News. Halifax to Study Chickens in Cities. Available online at
http://www.cbc.ca/consumer/story/2008/02/12/chicken-report.html
4
Harrison-Noonan, Dennis. Urban chicken keeper, Madison, Wisconsin. Interviewed on April 8, 2008.
5
Kunselman, Steve. City Councilor (ward 3) Ann Arbor, Michigan. Interviewed on April 29, 2008.
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increasingly popular, but not everyone likes the idea of chickens living in their
neighborhood.

There are generally two sides to the chicken keeping issue: those who are for allowing
Gallus domesticus in residential backyards, and those who are opposed. There are a
variety of reasons why people want to keep chickens, ranging from having a safe source
of protein to gaining a closer relationship to the food they consume. Those who are
opposed to backyard chickens however, often express concerns about noise, smells,
diseases, or the potential for chickens running loose. There is also debate between the
two sides as to the appropriateness of chickens in a city environment and if chickens
qualify as pets or livestock.
Chicken keeping in urban environments is nothing new, but it is now something that
needs to be planned for in all major cities and small towns across the United States. As
the interest in the local food movement continues to increase, and as citizens become
more interested in growing their own food, municipalities will eventually be faced with
the issue of regulating backyard chicken keeping within their city limits. Planning for
chickens can either be pro-active on the part of the city council and planning staff, or
reactionary as citizens will eventually bring the issue to city hall. Municipalities often do
not know how to approach the chicken keeping issue, and this paper serves to provide
some insight through an analysis of urban chicken ordinances from across the United
States.
Research Methods
The main goal of this paper was to analyze how residential backyard chicken keeping is
regulated through the examination of chicken ordinances from a variety of cities. To
achieve this, data was gathered through the examination of residential chicken
ordinances, as well as through a variety of interviews, newspaper articles, video footage,
and other resources.
Residential chicken ordinances from over 30 cities were gathered, however only 25 of the
cities allowed the keeping of chickens, so only those were used in the analysis (see
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Appendix A). The ordinances were sourced from city web sites, online web ordinance
databases, and other online sources (see Appendix B). In a few instances calls were
made to city planning departments to verify language in the ordinances.

Interviews were conducted with the following city officials, urban chicken keepers, and
urban food/gardening community organizations:


Steve Kunselman, City Councilor (ward 3) Ann Arbor, Michigan. He proposed
pro-chicken ordinances for Ann Arbor, which are being voted on in May of 2008.



Thomas Kriese: An urban chicken keeper in Redwood, CA and writer about urban
chickens at http://myurbanchickens.blogspot.com/



Dennis Harrison-Noonan, urban chicken keeper, Madison, Wisconsin. He was
involved in the adoption of pro-chicken ordinances for Madison.



Debra Lippoldt, Executive Director of Growing Gardens, Portland, OR

These interviews served to provide personal insights into urban chicken keeping,
stakeholder positions, and the urban chicken movement. The interviews were also crucial
in receiving feedback about chicken ordinances and the process involved in legalizing
chicken keeping.
Analysis
Of the 25 cities evaluated, no two were identical in their restrictions and allowances (see
chart of detailed findings in Appendix A). There were, however, common regulatory
themes that emerged from the set evaluated. These common themes are as follows:


The number of birds permitted per household



The regulation of roosters



Permits and fees required for keeping chickens



Chicken enclosure/containment restrictions



Nuisance clauses related to chickens



Slaughtering restrictions



Coop distance restrictions in relation to homes or property lines

The findings of the above commonalities, as well as unique regulations that emerged, are
discussed in detail below. The ease and accessibility of finding the ordinances is also
discussed.

6

Number of Birds Permitted
Of the 25 cities evaluated, only 6 had unclear (or not specifically stated) regulations on
the numbers of birds permitted, while 13 stated a specific number of birds. Of the
remaining, 3 cities used lot size to determine the number of chickens permitted, 2 cities
used distance from property lines as a determining factor, and 1 city placed no limit on
the number of chickens allowed. Over half of the cities evaluated stated a specific
number of allowable chickens, which ranged from 2 to 25 birds. The most common
number of birds permitted was either 3 or 4 birds, which occurred in 8 cities.

The most common number of birds permitted was 3 or 4, which will supply on average
between 1 and 2 dozen eggs per week. Depending on the size of the family in the
household, this may be sufficient. In some cases however, 3 to 4 birds may not be
enough for larger family sizes or allow for giving away eggs to neighbors. In cities
where it is legal to sell your eggs at farmers markets, 3 or 4 birds would not be sufficient.
So what is a good number of chickens to allow in residential backyards for home
consumption? Thomas Kriese, an urban chicken keeper who writes online about chicken
keeping and ordinances, feels that no more than 6 birds should be permitted. “That's
approximately 3 dozen eggs a week which is a LOT of eggs to consume, plus that's a lot
of food to go through, and excrement to clean up,” he stated in a personal
correspondence.6

The answer of how many birds to allow is not an easy one, as other factors such as
average property sizes and controlling for nuisances should be considered. A good
example of how to address the issue surrounding the number of birds is Portland,
Oregon’s chicken ordinance. Portland allows the keeping of 3 birds per household;
however you are allowed to apply for a permit to keep more (See Appendix A). In this
case the ordinance is flexible, as a sufficient number of birds are permitted outright, and
those wishing to keep more can apply to do so.
6

Kriese, Thomans. Urban chicken keeper, Redwood City, CA. Personal correspondence on April 28,
2008. His coverage of urban chicken ordinances is available online at
http://myurbanchickens.blogspot.com/
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Regulation of Roosters
The regulations regarding roosters were unclear in 14 cities and in 7 cities the keeping of
roosters was not permitted. Of the remaining 4 in which the keeping of roosters was
permitted, 1 city allowed roosters if kept a certain distance from neighbors residences, 1
allowed roosters only under 4 months of age, 1 allowed a single rooster per household,
and 1 placed no restrictions.

Many cities choose to not allow the keeping of roosters, as neighbors often complain
about the crowing which can occur at any hour of the day. Since one of the main reasons
people choose to keep chickens is for the eggs, which roosters do not provide, it is
generally accepted to only allow hens. In the case of Albuquerque, New Mexico, 1
rooster is allowed per household but it is still subject to noise ordinances (see Appendix
A). So in this case, you can keep your rooster if your neighbors do not mind the crowing.
This does allow people to have more choice, however it can also increase the costs
associated with enforcing noise complaints.

Permits and Fees
The regulation of chickens through city permits and fees was unclear in 11 of the cities
evaluated, while 4 required no permits or associated fees, and 10 required permits, fees,
or both. The fees ranged from $5.00 to $40.00, and were either 1 time fees or annual
fees. Of the 10 that required permits/fees, 3 required permits only if the number of birds
exceeded a set amount which ranged from 3 to 6 birds.

In two instances, it is also

required that the birds be registered with the state department of agriculture.

Requiring a permit for chickens is no different than requiring one for dogs and cats,
which is the case in most cities. From the perspective of affordable egg production
however, attaching a large fee to the permit undermines that purpose. If a fee is too steep
in price, it can exclude lower income populations from keeping chickens by increasing
the costs of egg production. Fees may be necessary however to cover the associated costs
for the municipality to regulate chickens. Another option, which was the approach of 3
cities, was to allow a certain number of birds with no permit/fee required, and anything
8

above that required a permit/fee. This allows equal participation and lowered costs,
while still providing revenue for the regulation of larger bird populations.

Enclosure Requirements
In 9 cities the ordinances were unclear in regards to enclosure requirements or the
allowance of free roaming chickens. Of the remaining, 2 had no restrictions and 14
required that chickens be enclosed and were not permitted to “run at large”. In one case,
the approval of a coop building plan and use of certain materials was required.

Over half of the cities evaluated required that chickens be enclosed, and this regulation
can help to alleviate the concerns of neighbors. Many chicken keepers want to keep their
chickens confined in a coop and outdoor run, as this helps to protect them from predators.
However, it is very restrictive to require confinement of chickens at all times, as many
keepers enjoy watching their chickens free range about the yard. Just as there are
regulations for leashing your dog, so too could there be regulation for only allowing
chickens to roam in their own yard.

Requiring a building permit with specific material requirements, is also restrictive to
lower income populations, and takes away from the sustainability of keeping chickens for
eggs. In many cases, chicken coops are built with scrap materials and suit the design
needs of the owner. Requiring a specific design or materials takes those choices away
from the chicken keeper. Coops should be treated similar to dog houses, which are
generally not subject to this type of regulation.

Nuisance Clauses
There were a variety of nuisance regulations stated in 17 of the cities evaluated, while the
remaining 8 cities had unclear nuisance regulations. The nuisances that were stated in the
17 ordinances included one or more of the following: noise, smells, public health
concerns, attracting flies and rodents, and cleanliness of coops/disposal of manure.
Chicken keeping alone does not cause the nuisances listed above, but rather they result
from improper care and maintenance which can sometimes occur.
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A properly shaped ordinance can prevent potential nuisances by establishing clear
guidelines for chicken care and maintenance, such as only allowing smaller sized flocks
and not permitting roosters. An active community led education campaign, such as
chicken keeping classes and coup tours, is another way in which to educate the public to
ensure proper care and reduce the potential for nuisances. In many cities, chicken
keeping community organizations have helped to educate the public on how to properly
keep chickens within the limits of the law, thereby reducing nuisances and complaints.

Slaughtering Restrictions
Regulations regarding the slaughtering of chickens in residential areas were unclear in 19
of the cities evaluated. Of the remaining, 4 allowed slaughtering of chickens while 2
stated it was illegal to do so. This regulatory theme had the highest level of unknowns,
most likely due to the issue not being included in the ordinance, or it being stated in
another section of the general animal ordinances, and not referring specifically to
chickens.

Although slaughtering chickens within city limits seems gruesome to some, others may
wish to slaughter their birds for meat. Rogers, Arkansas for example, only allows the
slaughtering to take place inside (Appendix C), which could help prevent neighbor
complaints about the process. Allowing for slaughtering however, may also have its
benefits, such as being a solution to aging urban chickens that no longer produce eggs.

Distance Restrictions
Distance restrictions between the location of the chicken coop and property lines, or coop
and nearby residences, were stated in 16 of the ordinances evaluated. There were no
restrictions in 3 of the ordinances and 5 were unclear. Of the 16 with distance
restrictions, 12 were distances required from residences, while 3 were distances required
from property lines. The distance required from property lines ranged from 10 to 90 feet,
while the distances from residences ranged from 20 to 50 feet.

If a city chooses to have distance restrictions, the average lot sizes need to be taken into
consideration. For example, Spokane, WA has a property line distance restriction of 90
10

feet (see Appendix A), which may be impossible to achieve in many residential yards.
This large of a requirement would prevent many people from keeping chickens. The
lower distance requirements, such as 10 or 20 feet are more feasible to achieve for those
with smaller lot sizes. Distance requirements to neighboring homes (vs. property lines)
are also easier achieve as the distance considers part of the neighbors property in addition
to the chicken keepers property.

Unique Regulations
All 25 ordinances evaluated had some combination of the above common themes, but
there were also some unique regulations that one (or a few) cities had related to
residential chicken keeping. These unique regulations are as follows:


Chicken feed must be stored in rat proof containers



Pro-chicken regulations are on a 1-year trial basis with only a set
number of permits issued until the yearly re-evaluation.



For every additional 1,000 sq. feet of property above a set minimum, 1
additional chicken may be added to the property.



The allowance of chickens in multi-family zoned areas (allowance in
single family zoning is most common)



Coops must be mobile to protect turf and prevent the build up of
pathogens and waste.



Chickens must be provided with veterinary care if ill or injured



Minimum square footage requirements per bird for coop/enclosure

The unique regulations listed offer some innovative solutions to possible issues such as
pests and waste, as well as defining minimum space and health care standards for
chickens. Some of these regulations also allow for more flexibility, such as extending
the right to keep chickens to those living in multi-family dwelling units or allowing more
birds on larger property sizes. In the case of Portland, ME, the permitting of chickens is
on a trial basis, which may be a good option if a city wants to reevaluate residential
chicken keeping after a certain time frame.
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Locating and Understanding the Ordinances
Of the 25 pro-chicken ordinances, very few were actually easy to locate. In most cases,
pages of code had to be searched in order to find the regulation and even then the chicken
ordinances were often vague, incomplete, or regulations were spread throughout multiple
sections of the code. This is an issue that should be considered, as unclear or hard to find
ordinances can only lead to increased non-compliance.

The most easily accessible chicken ordinances were those specifically stated on city web
pages, and those found through websites and literature from urban gardening
organizations or community groups. One example of easily accessible ordinances is that
of Rogers, Arkansas (Appendix C). Their chicken ordinance is not only easily accessible
directly from the city website, but it is also clear and comprehensive. A clearly stated
and easily accessible ordinance allows resident to know how they can keep chickens
within the limits of the law, which can reduce complaints and other issues related to noncompliance.
Findings and Recommendations
“Issues such as rodent control are a real concern and the ordinance can have a positive influence
on keeping an already urban issue from being exacerbated any more than it already is”.
- Debra Lippoldt, Executive Director of Growing Gardens, Portland, OR7

The original question for this paper was “What is a good urban chicken ordinance?” This
was based on the idea of examining a variety of ordinances and then singling out those
that were better than most and could serve as an example. After having conducted the
analysis however, the question was changed to “What are the good components and
considerations that make up a just and functional urban chicken ordinance?” There is no
superior “one size fits all” ordinance to regulate urban chickens, as each city has different
physical, environmental, social, and political needs.

Although each ordinance will be different from one city to the next, a pro-chicken
ordinance should be built upon the following considerations:

7

Lippoldt, Debra. Executive Director of Growing Gardens, Portland, OR. Personal Correspondence on
April 8, 2008.
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It satisfies the needs of most stakeholder groups and acknowledges that some
stakeholders on both sides of the issue will be unwilling to compromise



It does not discriminate against certain populations, such as those of lower
incomes who can not afford high permitting fees, or those with smaller
property sizes



It allows for flexibility and provides choice, such as giving chicken keepers
the right to choose their own coop design and building materials



It allows for citizen input and participation in the ordinance forming process
to assure that the ordinance fits the needs of , and is supported by the
community



It recognizes the role chickens can play in developing a more sustainable
urban environment



It recognizes the importance of the ordinance being clearly stated and easily
accessible to the public, which will help ensure compliance and reduce
violations.

The general considerations above are a good compliment to the specific allowances that
each municipality chooses to fit its needs and that of its citizens. These specifics
however can be more difficult to choose and looking to other cities as examples can
provide insight into the best possible choices.

The evaluation of 25 different chicken ordinances showed a wide spectrum of choices
that municipalities have made in the regulating of chickens. Looking at the number of
chickens permitted, for example, cities ranged anywhere from 2 chickens to unlimited
chickens. Only allowing for 2 chickens may not be an ideal choice, as they are social
creatures and if one were to become ill an die, only one chicken would be left. Two
chickens also do not produce enough eggs for a larger sized family. On the other hand,
allowing for unlimited chickens may mean increased nuisance enforcement, or allowing
for that many chickens may be met with increased public opposition. Often the average
allowances found (not the most extremes) are the best choices of an example regulation
for other cities to look to when considering the formation of their own chicken ordinance.
In the case of the cities evaluated, the most common allowance was 4 to 6 birds, which
can provide enough eggs for a family and does not highly increase the potential for
nuisances. It also allows for a more sustained population if a bird becomes ill and dies.
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Another example of the middle ground being a good option would be permitting and fees
for keeping chickens. In some cities there were high fees for permitting, while in others
no fee or permit was required. A few cities, which only required permits and fees if you
have over a certain number of birds, show a good middle ground for how to permit
chickens. That model allows for citizens to keep a certain number of chickens without
added costs, while also creating revenue for enforcement and regulation when people
choose to exceed that amount. Many cities are concerned over increased costs if chicken
keeping is legalized, and this is one way to alleviate those concerns while still allowing
citizens to keep chickens.

In some of the regulatory themes, such as in the examples above, the middle ground does
provide a choice which can alleviate concerns while still allowing for the keeping of
chickens. Other regulatory themes, such as the slaughtering of chickens, may come down
to more of a yes of no answer, as was seen in many of the cities. In either case, if a city is
going to adopt a pro-chicken ordinance, the most important part is to first allow for the
keeping of chickens, with the understanding that the ordinance can be revisited and
changed at a future time. Allowing for the keeping of chickens is the best way to see if
the concerns surrounding chicken keeping ever come to fruition, and the ordinance can
then be adjusted accordingly. In many cases, cities adopt a more restrictive ordinance as
that is what will pass public approval and city council. Then as time passes with few
complaints or nuisances, those regulations become more relaxed and tailored specifically
to the needs of the city and its residents.

Conclusions
"It seems that if we want to be a town that does its part for sustainability, this is something we
ought to consider. I think we want to allow folks to use their good judgment and move toward
more sustainable food practices."
- Mayor John Engen, Missoula, MT 8

Many cities and towns are now looking at how they can be more sustainable, and
allowing urban chickens is one step towards that goal of increased sustainability. Not
8

Moore, Michael. Urban Chickens Scratching up a Controversy in Missoula. Available online at
http://www.missoula.com/news/node/226
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only can backyard chickens provide residents with a fresh and important food source, but
they also bring about an increased awareness of our relationship to the food cycle. By
forming a just and well thought out pro-chicken ordinance, cities can allow citizens the
right to keep chickens while also addressing the concerns of other stakeholder groups.
With that said, city councils should approach the issue of urban chicken keeping with a
“how” rather than a “yes” or “no”, as a growing list of pro-chicken cities across the
nation shows that it can be done successfully.
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Appendix A
25 Ordinances Analyzed
City/State

Rogers, AK

4

Roosters
allowed
only if 100
ft from
neighbors
No

Keywest, FL

unclear

Yes

None

Yes

Yes

No

Topeka, KS

unclear

unclear

unclear

Yes

Yes

unclear

South
Portland, ME

6

No

$25/yr

Yes

unclear

Madison, WI

4

No

$6/yr

Yes,
building
permit
required
Yes

Yes

No

New York,
NY
Albuquerque,
NM
Portland, OR

No limit

No

Yes

No

Yes

unclear

25 ft from
neighbors house
No

15

1 per
household
unclear

None

No

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

unclear

unclear

unclear

$31 one time
fee for 4 +
unclear

unclear

Yes

unclear

10 ft from property
line

unclear

unclear

unclear

unclear

unclear

90 ft from property
line

unclear

unclear

unclear

unclear

unclear

5 birds allowed 20 ft
from home, 12 birds at
50 ft, 50 birds at 150 ft

unclear
No

unclear
unclear

unclear
unclear

unclear
unclear

unclear
unclear

4 max.
without
permit
25

unclear

$40 permit
for more than
4 birds
unclear

unclear

unclear

unclear

20 ft minimum
from another
dwelling
unclear
20 ft minimum
from another
dwelling
unclear

unclear

Yes

unclear

only
roosters <
4 months
old
unclear

permit
needed for 6
or more birds

Yes

unclear

unclear

Feed must be stored in
rat proof container
<15 ft = 0 birds allowed,
15 to 20 ft = 4 birds, etc,
up to 50 ft = 25 birds

Austin, TX

dependent
on coop to
property
line
unclear

50 ft from
neighbors house
Ranges from 0 to
50 ft, determines
# of birds

unclear

unclear

unclear

Yes

Memphis, TN

unclear

unclear

unclear

Yes

Yes

Yes

Ft. Worth, TX

based on
lot size
4

unclear

No

Yes

Yes

unclear

unclear

Yes

Yes

unclear

based on
lot size
6

unclear

Must register
with animal
control and
Dept of Ag.
$40/yr

Yes

Yes

unclear

No

$15 permit

Yes

Yes

unclear

3
4

No
Unclear

unclear
No

Yes
Yes

unclear
Yes

unclear
unclear

Los Angeles,
CA

Seattle, WA

Spokane, WA

San Antonio,
TX
Honolulu, HI
Oakland, CA

St. Louis, MO

San Diego,
CA
San Jose, CA

Baltimore,
MD

Charlotte, NC
Missoula, MT
Boise, ID
San
Francisco,
CA

# of birds
permitted
unclear

3 without
permit
3

1 per
2,000 sq ft
of land
property
line
dependent
2
unclear

unclear

Permit/
permit cost
unclear

Enclosure
required
unclear

Nuisance
clause
Yes

Slaughter
permitted
unclear

$5/yr

Yes

Yes

inside only

Property line
restrictions
20 ft from owners
home, 35 ft from
neighbors
25 ft from
neighbors house
No

50 ft from
neighbors house
Yes

50 ft from
neighbors house
unclear
50 ft from
neighbors house
25 ft from
neighbors house

25 ft from property
line
20 ft from
neighbors house
unclear
20 feet from door
or window of
residence

Details or unique
regulations

Can’t use droppings as
fertilizer, feed must be
stored in rat proof
containers

On trial basis till
November 2008, only
20 permits issued till
yearly evaluation

1 additional chicken per
1,000 sq ft of property
above minimum
Chickens allowed in
multi-family zoned areas

Feed must be stored in
rat proof container
<1/2 acre = 12 birds,
>1/2 acre = 25 birds
Coops must be mobile
to prevent waste build
up, minimum 2 sq
ft/bird,
minimum 4 sq. ft/bird,
no more than 20/acre
Feed must be stored in
rat proof container
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Appendix B
Sources for 25 Ordinances
City/State
Los Angeles, CA
Rogers, AK
Keywest, FL
Topeka, KS
South Portland, ME

Madison, WI
New York, NY
Albuquerque, NM
Portland, OR
Seattle, WA
Spokane, WA
San Antonio, TX
Honolulu, HI
Oakland, CA
St. Louis, MO
San Diego, CA
San Jose, CA
Austin, TX
Memphis, TN
Ft. Worth, TX
Baltimore, MD
Charlotte, NC

Missoula, MT

Boise, ID

San Francisco, CA

Source for Ordinance
Los Angeles Animal Services.
http://www.laanimalservices.org/permitbook.pdf
Ordinance No. 06-100
http://www.rogersarkansas.com/clerk/chkordinance.asp
Part 2, Title 5 Section 62
www.keywestchickens.com/city
Section 18-291 www.municode.com
Chapter 3Article 2 Section 3
http://www.southportland.org/index.asp?Type=B_LIST&SEC={93286E1E-9FF840D2-AC30-8840DEB23A29}
http://www.madcitychickens.com/ and www.municode.com
Just Food’s City Chicken Project. City Chicken Guide. Information available online
at http://www.justfood.org/cityfarms/chickens/
City ordinance chapter 9, article 2, part 4, § 9-2-4-3, c-3
http://www.amlegal.com/albuquerque_nm/
Ordinance 13.05.015
http://www.portlandonline.com/Auditor/index.cfm?c=28228#cid_13497
Ordinance 122311 section 23
www.seattleurbanfarmco.com/chickens
Title 17 Chapter 17C.310 Section 17C.310.100
http://www.spokanecity.org/services/documents/smc/?Section=17C.310.100
Municipal code 10-112, Keeping of farm animals
www.sanantonio.gov/animalcare/healthcode.asp
Chapter 7 Section 7-2.5
www.honolulu.gov/refs/roh
Ordinance 6.04.320
www.oaklandanimalservices.org
Ordinance 62853-7
www.slpl.lib.mo.us/cco/code/data/t102001.htm
Ordinance 42.0709
http://docs.sandiego.gov/municode/municodechapter04/ch04art02division07.pdf
Ordinance 7.04.030, 140, &150
www.sanjoseanimals.com/ordinances/sjmc7.04.htm
Title 3 Chapter 3-2
www.amlegal.com/Austin-nxt/gateway.dll/Texas/austin
Title 9Chapter 9-80-2, 9-68-7
http://municipalcodes.lexisnexis.com
Section 11A-22a www.municode.com
Baltimore City Health Code Title 2-106; Title 10, Subtitles 1 and 3
www.baltimorehealth.org/press/2007_02_02_AnimalRegs.pdf
Section 3-102
http://www.charmeck.org/departments/animal+control/local+ordinances/permits/htm
and municode.com
Ordinance Chapter 6 Section 6-12
ftp://www.ci.missoula.mt.us/Packets/Council/2007/2007-1217/Chicken_Ordinance.pdf
Chapter 6 Section 14
http://www.cityofboise.org/city_clerk/citycode/0614.pdf and
http://home.centurytel.net/thecitychicken/chickenlaws.html
San Francisco Municipal Health Code Section 37
http://sfgov.org/site/acc_page.asp?id=5476
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Appendix C
Example ordinance
Rogers, AK
ORDINANCE NO. 06- 100
AN ORDINANCE REGULATING THE CONTAINMENT OF FOWL AND OTHER
ANIMALS WITHIN THE CORPORATE LIMITS OF THE CITY OF ROGERS; AND
FOR OTHER PURPOSES.
BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ROGERS,
ARKANSAS:
Section 1: It shall be unlawful for any person to permit or allow any domesticated fowl to
run at large within the corporate limits of the city. It shall be lawful to keep poultry flocks
of any size in A-I zones of the city, so long as they are confined.
Section 2: It shall be lawful for any person to keep, permit or allow any fowl within the
corporate limits of the city in all other zones, except A-I, under the following terms and
conditions:
a. No more than four (4) hens shall be allowed for each single-family dwelling. No birds
shall be allowed in multi-family complexes, including duplexes.
b. No roosters shall be allowed.
c. There shall be no outside slaughtering of birds.
d. All fowl must be kept at all times in a secure enclosure constructed at least two feet
above the surface of the ground.
e. Enclosures must be situated at least 25 feet from the nearest neighbor's residence.
f. Enclosures must be kept in a neat and sanitary condition at all times, and must be
cleaned on a regular basis so as to prevent offensive odors.
g. Persons wishing to keep fowl within the city must obtain a permit from the Office of
the City Clerk, after an inspection and approval by the Office of Animal Control, and
must pay a $5.00 annual fee.
Section 3: The above Section 2 is not intended to apply to the 'ducks and geese in Lake
Atalanta Park, nor to indoor birds kept as pets, such as, but not limited to, parrots or
parakeets, nor to the lawful transportation of fowl through the corporate limits of the city.
Neither shall it apply to poultry kept in areas of the City which are zoned A-I.
Section 4: Fowl currently existing in the city shall not be "grandfathered" or permitted to
remain after the effective date of this Ordinance; however, owners of the poultry will
have 90 days from the effective date to come into compliance with this ordinance.

Source: http://www.rogersarkansas.com/clerk/chkordinance.asp
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SALMONELLA AND
BACKYARD POULTRY
Many people are keeping live backyard poultry such as chickens and ducks. Having backyard poultry
can have many benefits, but it is important to remember that they can carry bacteria that can make
people sick. Children younger than 5 years, older adults, and people with weakened immune systems,
including pregnant women, are more likely to get a serious illness from live poultry.

HOW DO LIVE POULTRY SPREAD SALMONELLA?


Chickens, ducks, and other poultry can have a bacteria called
Salmonella in their intestines. Salmonella can make people sick with
vomiting, diarrhea, fever, and stomach cramps.



Poultry can spread Salmonella in their droppings and on their bodies
(feathers, feet, and beaks) even when they look healthy and clean.



Bacteria can then get on their cages, coops, feed, and water dishes—anywhere the birds live and roam.



Anyone who touches the birds or who works or plays in the area where the poultry roam is at risk for
getting Salmonella.

HOW CAN I REDUCE MY CHANCES OF GETTING SALMONELLA?


WASH YOUR HANDS with soap and water right after touching live poultry or anything in the area where they live
and roam. Use hand sanitizer if soap and water are not available.



SUPERVISE HAND WASHING OF YOUNG CHILDREN.



POULTRY SHOULD STAY OUTSIDE EVEN WHEN THEY ARE BABIES. Do not let live poultry inside the house, in



bathrooms, or especially in areas where food or drink is prepared, served, or stored.
SOME PEOPLE SHOULD NOT TOUCH POULTRY. Do not let children
younger than 5 years, older adults, pregnant women, or people with
weakened immune systems handle or touch chicks, ducklings, or other
live poultry.



THOROUGHLY COOK EGGS.



DO NOT EAT OR DRINK IN THE AREA WHERE BIRDS LIVE OR ROAM.



DO NOT KISS OR SNUGGLE POULTRY.



ONLY CLEAN EQUIPMENT USED FOR POULTRY OUTDOORS. Materials



used to raise or care for live poultry, such as cages or feed or water



containers, should be cleaned outdoors and should not be brought into the house.
DIVISION OF PUBLIC HEALTH
P-01788 (04/2017)

State of Wisconsin| Department of Health Services
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K

eeping small flocks of chickens in cities is
dramatically increasing. Unfortunately, there is a
large gap between these new urban audiences and their
knowledge of poultry husbandry. Numerous websites,
books and Michigan State University Extension
(MSUE) publications can provide materials to educate
individuals on proper poultry management. Issues
of animal welfare, neighbor annoyance concerns and
environmental impacts must be considered before
legislation is passed allowing these small poultry
flocks to exist. The following suggestions will provide
guidance on creating an environment, urban or rural,
where it is reasonable for any individual to produce his
or her own food or enjoy a new hobby.

•

Limit the raising of chickens to single or two-famly
residences only and the number of chickens to 4 to
6 per site.

•
•

No roosters (male adult chickens) may be kept.
Poultry should not be allowed in a residence, porch
or attached garage. Chickens must be confined in a
house or coop in the backyard of the residence with
a minimum of 1 square foot per bird (144 square

inches). An outside, enclosed run may or may not
be allowed. The run should be no larger than 8 feet
by 8 feet, and it should be attached to the coop.
The facilities should be built to keep dogs, cats and
wildlife from gaining entry.

•

The

poultry facility should be 5 to 10 feet from
any property line and at least 10 to 20 feet from a
neighboring residence.

•

The

owner should dispose of waste materials
(feed, manure and litter) in an environmentally
responsible manner. The materials can be
composted or bagged and disposed of in the trash.
Piling waste materials on the property is not
acceptable.

•

Both

the process of weeding out inferior animals
known as culling and mortality (death) are common
occurrences when raising live animals. Poultry
owners will need to deal with unwanted males,
old hens or sick birds. An animal care program
involving euthanasia of birds should be made
available. Owners should bag and dispose of dead
birds in the trash.

Extension

SUGGESTIONS FOR ORDINANCES ALLOWING BACKYARD POULTRY

•

The coop should be designed to discourage rodents
and wild birds from entering. Owners should store
all feed supplies in rodent-proof containers. They
should take steps to avoid the buildup of flies and
maggots by keeping litter and feed dry and promptly
disposing of dead birds or waste eggs.

•


The
owner should control rodents by eliminating
nearby hiding places (trash, weeds, and debris),
trapping and baiting rats and mice on a regular basis.

•

The owner must feed and water the chickens on a
daily basis.

•

Sales of eggs should not be allowed. Keeping hens
should be for personal use and not for running a
business.

•

The ordinance may simply allow the keeping of
laying hens if the conditions are met. A permit may
be required depending on the municipality. If a
permit is required, any fees should be nominal.

•

The

impact and spread of a disease can be reduced
if households with poultry can be identified. A
permit requirement will generate a list of all
households with poultry allowing for a quicker
response to a disease outbreak.

•

For
 the protection of Michigan’s commercial poultry
industry, no such poultry holdings should be
allowed within four miles of a commercial poultry
operation.

•

C
 ontact Michigan Department of Agriculture to
investigate the proximity to the commerical poultry
industry.

•

T
 o review ordinances that have been passed in
Michigan related to keeping poultry in urban
and suburban settings, contact the Michigan
Department of Agriculture at 517-335-5713.
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13600 Juneau Boulevard Elm Grove, Wisconsin 53122-1679 Phone: 262 782-6700 Fax 262 782-8714

MEMO
TO: Public Safety Committee
FROM: David De Angelis
DATE: May 5th, 2020
RE: Urban Chickens

There has again been a request for urban chickens in the Village of Elm Grove. The last time this was
reviewed was in 2013 with the Board at the time not pursuing removing the restriction on chickens.
This issue has again been raised this year by a resident, Chris Powel. I have attached his original request
for reference.
Staff has researched this urban chicken inquiry, and we have attached for your review a number of
materials from various sources, including the Center for Disease Control, the Department of Health
Services, UW Extension, and other municipal ordinances from communities within Southeastern
Wisconsin. During staffs review, we have compiled the following policy questions that need to be
answered prior to the creation of a draft ordinance. The Public Safety Committee and Plan Commission
will need to provide guidance on each of the policy issues which pertain to the respective committees
below. With the intention to keep this an orderly process, the list below includes all of policy issues
each of the standing committees will need to consider, with the understanding the committees are the
recommending authority to the Village Board for final action.
The following points of consideration are not in any specific order:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Number of chickens- PS
Include other fowl such as ducks- PS
Home slaughtering –PS
Sale of eggs- PS
Maintenance-PS
Feed Storage-PS
Fecal material removal/onsite composting-PS
Requirement of bedding-PS
Run Sizing-PS
Coop sizing-PS and PC

PS= Public Safety Committee
PC= Plan Commission
FC= Finance Committee

11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.

Minimum Lot size-PS and PC
Allow Roosters-PS and PC
Setbacks to lot lines or adjacent structures-PC
Location on property (which yard)- PC
Zoning Districts allowed-PC
Building Board approval required for coops –PC
Permit required- PC
Permit fee (annual or one-time)-FC
Penalty provision- FC

After making the initial determinations for these items, the Village Board review the
recommendations of the Public safety Committee and Plan Commission. If well received, the
Board of Trustees will then forward the guidelines and criteria to the Legislative Committee for the
drafting of the new ordinance. Final action will require a public hearing prior to the Board of
Trustees adopting the ordinance.
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact either myself or Tom Harrigan.
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Urban Areas
Benefits of
T
raising chickens

here has been a significant boom in
the number of people interested in
raising poultry in the United States.
This is true even in urban areas, where
keeping chickens poses some challenges
that are different from those of raising
poultry in rural environments. While many
cities and municipalities have restrictions
on urban poultry—or prohibit it outright—
the strength and popularity of the local
foods movement means that in many areas
these ordinances are being reconsidered.

There are many benefits to raising poultry;
the first that may come to mind is having
fresh eggs on hand. However, those who
raise poultry enjoy many other benefits as
well:
• Just like the family dog, chickens make
good pets and can be a source of
relaxation and companionship.

Examples of owners successfully raising
poultry in urban areas are many; this
• Many people gain a sense of pride and
publication will outline some best practices
satisfaction from raising well-cared-for,
and look at a few of the challenges that the
healthy birds.
urban poultry person will need to address
• Some families find raising poultry is
to avoid problems that might otherwise
a great way for their children to learn
occur.
about animal care and responsibility,
better understand food systems, and
gain a general insight to basic life
processes.
• Chickens may help homeowners “go
green.” Poultry waste is an excellent
source of nutrients for plants, providing
many of the key ingredients for
composting and keeping fertilizer costs
down. Many poultry owners use their
birds to keep kitchen waste out of their
trash bins, as chickens will eat many
vegetables—especially leafy greens—
and unseasoned meat scraps. Caution:
be sparing with kitchen waste that
contains a high amount of salt, as this
can cause wet droppings from diarrhea
and may have a negative effect on egg
production and shell quality.
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Problems
associated with
raising chickens
Providing the proper space, nutrition,
and housing are the keys to raising
healthy chickens—see Guide to Raising
Healthy Chickens (A3858-01), available
at learningstore.uwex.edu. In addition,
owners have to be aware of the potential
problems associated with poultry,
especially in urban areas. Typically, issues
that may arise involve noise, odors,
pests, and concerns about disease.
Poultry owners must be attentive to and
cooperative with their neighbors, who may
have a different tolerance for backyard
chickens in an urban setting.

Noise and odor
Most animals make noise and have an
odor to some degree. Properly provided
for, chickens raised in an urban backyard
aren’t necessarily any noisier or smellier
than dogs.
One concern frequently mentioned when
talking about raising poultry in the city
is that chickens will crow early in the
morning or that a flock will be unusually
loud. In fact, only roosters crow, and they
can crow at any time of the day. Because
of this, many municipalities have banned
roosters from urban settings or placed
restrictions, such as limiting the number of
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roosters allowed. In addition to restrictions
on roosters, many ordinances restrict the
total number allowed in a flock as well.
There are many ways to help muffle the
sounds that chickens make during the
course of the day. Insulation will reduce
the amount of sound coming from the
chicken coop. For chicken coops with
outdoor “runs,” or areas where chickens can
exercise, partial fences and landscaping
such as small shrubs and bushes can help
reduce sound as well as enhance the
appearance of the housing.
Proper lighting is an important part of
noise control as well. Birds are active when
there is light, so a coop that allows you
to control both natural and artificial light
means you will have greater control over
when the birds are active and more likely
to make noise. Keep in mind that to get the
most out of egg production, chickens need
14 to 16 hours of natural or artificial light
per day.
Odors are another source of concern in
urban environments, where neighbors
are usually close to one another. Most
poultry odor is associated with ammonia
produced in poorly ventilated and moist
coops. The solution is to properly ventilate
the housing area, which will help keep the
bedding dry. You may need to consider
dehumidification during times of high
humidity and other seasonal weather
conditions.

Pest management and control
Controlling flies and other insects is very
important to all poultry producers, but may
have an even larger impact in an urban
area. The best way to prevent flies is to
keep the litter dry, as fly eggs and larvae
(maggots) need moisture to develop.
Keeping the pens clean will reduce
problems with flies and insects; most
small flock owners clean out their coops
regularly, so manure buildup is not an issue.
During certain times of the year or under
particular weather conditions, however,
traps or chemical control may be necessary.
Rodents can be another problem. Storing
your feed securely and using feeders
that minimize waste will reduce issues
associated with rodents. Proper coop
design and keeping the area immediately
surrounding the coop free of weeds and
grass will help keep rodents at a distance
as well.

Concern about disease
As with any animal they share a space
with, there is always the chance of humans
picking something up from their backyard
chickens. For example, some diseases
found in other common household pets
such as caged birds and reptiles can also
be found in poultry. What follows is a short
list of diseases that could be transmitted
from birds to humans. However, the risks
are very low when poultry is kept in a
healthy and clean environment.
Salmonellosis: This is often what people
think of when they have a concern about
chickens and disease. There are about
2,500 different species of Salmonella; a
few of them can be carried by chickens
and potentially make people sick.
The one that usually makes the news
(Salmonella enteritidis, or SE) can be
contracted by consuming undercooked
eggs or from contamination from raw
chicken meat. Only rarely will contact
with fecal material lead to infection, and
a good hand washing with soap after
handling any chicken will take care of
this. The same risk and remedy applies
to other pets, including dogs, turtles,
iguanas, and pygmy hedgehogs.
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Influenza: There has been evidence in
some other countries that chickens
can transmit the influenza virus to
humans. In the United States, the
specific subtypes of the virus that affect
humans have not been found in poultry
for many years. However, the influenza
virus can occasionally mutate from one
subtype to another. In order to prevent
future outbreaks, the USDA conducts an
aggressive program to depopulate flocks
that may have these other influenza
subtypes, even if they aren’t highly
pathogenic.
Psittacosis: This bacterial disease can be
contracted from poultry, although such
occurrences are very rare. Caged birds
such as parrots are more common carriers
of psittacosis. If infection occurs, the
disease can be treated with antibiotics.
Tuberculosis: While rare, there have been
cases of people contracting tuberculosis
from birds, although is not a common
disease in poultry. Typically, people with
a compromised immune system are
most at risk.
Histoplasmosis: This fungal disease is
actually caused by a soil fungus. While
birds are not carriers, histoplasmosis can
grow in old poultry or pigeon manure
and is commonly connected with church
belfries, barns, and other places where
droppings accumulate. As long as a
poultry house is cleaned regularly, this
should not be an issue.
Parasites: Because chickens belong to
the class Aves and humans to the class
Mammalia, poultry and people are not
closely related. Thus, there is little risk
from the spread of parasites, which
generally adapt to a specific class. Mites
and lice from birds, for example, will
not live on humans for more than a few
hours. Likewise, internal parasites that
are adapted to the poultry gut typically
won’t be a problem for humans. One
protozoa, Giardia, can occasionally affect
both birds and humans, although this is
more commonly seen with caged birds
such as parakeets and canaries. Most
hobby flock owners routinely monitor
and treat their birds for parasites
nonetheless, to keep them healthy.

Other issues
to consider
There are other issues specific to raising
poultry in urban settings that you should
consider before deciding to raise chickens
or allowing chickens to be raised in your
community.

Waste disposal
To safely keep poultry in an urban
environment, you must have a secure plan
regarding the disposal of poultry waste.
If you have a waste storage container,
make sure that it can be sealed and is
rodent-proof. Composting poultry waste
has become popular; homeowners have
many options for purchasing or building
compost bins. Poultry waste, which has a
high nitrogen component, should not be
directly applied to young and growing
plants for fear of nitrogen burn. After it is
composted, however, poultry waste makes
for a safe, stable, odor-free fertilizer.

Can you have poultry
in your town?
If you are thinking of keeping chickens in
your city or town, the first thing to do is
to check with your local officials to see if
zoning or municipal ordinances limit or
prohibit the raising of poultry, as is the case
in many cities. Common restrictions include
the distance between poultry housing
and the lot line, the number and types
of poultry
that can be
kept, and
the need for
permits and/or
inspections.

3

I N

U R B A N

A R E A S

Across the country, many groups are
working with their municipalities to
make it legal to raise poultry in areas
where it was previously prohibited. If your
city or municipality does not allow this,
there are many resources to draw upon
that will help your community decide
whether an ordinance change is advisable.
Keeping poultry in urban settings can be
a contentious issue, so keep the following
guidelines in mind:
• Be respectful of all positions
• Refer to poultry as pets and not livestock
• Start small and stay organized
• Be willing to educate neighbors, friends,
and community members
• Include both the pros and cons of urban
poultry and be prepared to provide
ideas and solutions to concerns that
people have
• Do your research and know your local
resources
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Developing rules and
best practices
For communities that do allow backyard
poultry, establishing good rules and best
practices is the best way to protect citizen
rights and property. A good system of
regulation means poultry keepers will
have the freedom to raise poultry while
governmental bodies will have the tools
necessary to minimize and settle any
conflicts that arise. For more information
on best practices, contact your county
extension office:
UW-Extension, Cooperative Extension
website (with links to county extension
websites): www.uwex.edu/CES/
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Housing
When selecting housing for your chickens,
consider the following factors:

Resources

• The location of the enclosure: Where is it
in relation to nearby residences?

University of WisconsinExtension resources

• The size of the enclosure: Does the
housing provide the proper space?

“Egg Safety and the Backyard Flock,”
available at: foodsafety.wisc.edu

• The design of the enclosure: Is there
adequate protection from the weather
and predators?

Guide to Raising Healthy Chickens
(A3858-01): learningstore.uwex.edu

• The appearance of the enclosure: Does
it fit into the surroundings? Is it well
maintained?
Raising poultry in any setting is fun and
rewarding. By taking your neighbors and
the community into consideration, you
can successfully enjoy raising poultry in an
urban setting.

Cooperative Extension

Main poultry education website:
www.uwex.edu/ces/animalscience/
poultry/resources.cfm
Pasture Poultry Ark (A3908-02):
learningstore.uwex.edu
Polk County home composting
information: polk.uwex.edu/hort/
Composting.html
Producing Poultry on Pasture (A3908-01):
learningstore.uwex.edu
Richland County poultry website: Richland.
uwex.edu/ag/Poultrylinks.html

Other resources
Mad City Chickens:
www.madcitychickens.com
North Carolina Extension small flock
management resources:
www.ces.ncsu.edu/depts/poulsci/tech_
manuals/small_flock_resources.html
University of Kentucky small and backyard
flocks: www.ca.uky.edu/smallflocks
Urban Chickens: urbanchickens.org

Copyright © 2011 by the Board of Regents of the University of Wisconsin System doing business as the division of Cooperative
Extension of the University of Wisconsin-Extension. All rights reserved. Send copyright inquiries to: Cooperative Extension Publishing,
432 N. Lake St., Rm. 227, Madison, WI 53706, pubs@uwex.edu.
Authors: Adam Hady is an agriculture educator in Richland County with University of Wisconsin-Extension, Cooperative Extension
and Ron Kean is a poultry specialist in animal sciences, College of Agricultural and Life Sciences, University of Wisconsin–Madison and
University of Wisconsin-Extension, Cooperative Extension.
Photo credits: Shingled roof coop (page 1) and Carl Wacker with his Buff Orpington hen Shasha (page 2) courtesy of Kristy Hanselman;
chicken run (page 3) courtesy of David Lovell.
University of Wisconsin-Extension, Cooperative Extension, in cooperation with the U.S. Department of Agriculture and Wisconsin
counties, publishes this information to further the purpose of the May 8 and June 30, 1914, Acts of Congress. An EEO/AA employer, the
University of Wisconsin-Extension, Cooperative Extension provides equal opportunities in employment and programming, including
Title IX and ADA requirements. If you need this information in an alternative format, contact Equal Opportunity and Diversity Programs,
University of Wisconsin-Extension, 432 N. Lake St., Rm. 501, Madison, WI 53706, diversity@uwex.edu, phone: (608) 262-0277, fax:
(608) 262-8404, TTY: 711 Wisconsin Relay.
This publication is available from your county UW-Extension office (www.uwex.edu/ces/cty) or from Cooperative Extension Publishing.
To order, call toll-free: 1-877-947-7827 (WIS-PUBS) or visit our website: learningstore.uwex.edu.

Poultry in Urban Areas (A3908-03)

I-01-2011

4

Public Health Rep. 2015 Jul-Aug; 130(4): 380–391.
doi: 10.1177/003335491513000417
PMCID: PMC4547567
PMID: 26346104

A Framework to Reduce Infectious Disease Risk from Urban Poultry
in the United States
Molly R. Tobin,a Jesse L. Goldshear,b Lance B. Price, PhD,c,d Jay P. Graham, PhD, MBA, MPH,
c

and Jessica H. Leibler, DrPH, MS

e

Author information Copyright and License information Disclaimer
This article has been cited by other articles in PMC.

Abstract
Backyard poultry ownership in urban areas of the United States has increased dramatically in
recent decades, and approximately 50 million chicks are sold annually in the United
States.1–3 Human contact with live poultry is a well-documented risk factor for infection with
zoonotic pathogens, including Salmonella species (spp.), Listeria spp., Campylobacter spp.,
extraintestinal pathogenic Escherichia coli, Enterococcus spp., and avian influenza
viruses.4–6 Poultry ownership is regulated at the municipal level, typically in the context of an
urban agriculture ordinance. Despite the growing popularity of urban poultry keeping, little
research to date has systematically evaluated urban poultry ordinances for their ability to reduce
infectious disease transmission from poultry to humans.
Across the country, urban ordinances excluding livestock from cities emerged in the early 1900s
in response to sanitation problems, increasing awareness of disease risk, and noise and odor
concerns.7–9 Beginning in the 1950s, the intensification of animal agriculture in the United States
increased production of meat products in rural areas and reduced the cost of meat at the market,
eliminating the need for livestock ownership in the city.10 In the early 2000s, Madison,
Wisconsin, and Seattle, Washington, were among the first U.S. cities to reintroduce poultry
ownership as a regulated activity within the city. This practice quickly spread, and as of 2014,
approximately 700 U.S. jurisdictions allowed limited chicken ownership as a regulated activity,
according to community postings on a popular website, backyardchickens.com.11 Motivations
behind urban poultry ownership include hobby, increased control of food choices, education for
children, improved nutrition, and benefits for the environment and animal welfare.12,13
The poultry breeding industry that supplies noncommercial chicks for urban poultry holders is
highly centralized, with fewer than 20 hatcheries supplying poultry to the backyard market
nationwide.14 These hatcheries supply chicks to local feed stores, which in turn sell them to

consumers and also sell directly to consumers through online purchasing and shipment to the
household (Figure 1). Some hatcheries breed and hatch chicks on site, while others serve as
distributors of chicks bred at other facilities. Small-scale private sellers also offer chicks for sale
and may advertise online, through flyers, or by word of mouth.

Figure 1
Depiction of chick distribution network and pathways of pathogen transmission from poultry to humans
in the context of backyard poultry ownership

Annually, an estimated 1.4 million people in the United States are infected with
nontyphoidal Salmonella serovars; roughly 12% of these infections result in visits to physicians,
1% result in hospitalizations, and nearly 0.03% result in death.15 In the United States, exposure to
noncommercial live poultry and eggs has been the source of 45
documented Salmonella outbreaks since 1991, with 1,581 documented illnesses, 221
hospitalizations, and five deaths.4,16 Because the majority of gastrointestinal illnesses go
unreported, the mortality and morbidity associated with Salmonella outbreaks from contact with
noncommercial live poultry likely represent a small portion of the actual burden caused by this
exposure.17
Despite these risks, many backyard poultry owners are unaware of infectious disease risks from
poultry contact and do not engage in appropriate hygienic behaviors. A 2010 U.S. Department of
Agriculture study suggested that more than 50% of urban poultry owners were unaware that live
poultry contact poses infectious disease risks for humans, and nearly 25% reported not washing
hands after handling live poultry.12 Furthermore, antibiotics are available directly to consumers
for purchase at feed stores without a prescription, in therapeutic form or as a component of
poultry feed. The use of antibiotics for nontherapeutic purposes in food animal production poses
risks for increased antibiotic resistance in human clinical medicine.18,19 The scale, frequency, and
public health implications of antibiotics in backyard poultry flocks remain largely unstudied.
We evaluated the characteristics of municipal ordinances guiding urban backyard poultry
production in the United States. We reviewed the existing literature on the documented

infectious disease outbreaks resulting from human contact with backyard poultry to identify
transmission pathways of concern in the U.S. urban context. We identified gaps in current
regulatory structure and provide a regulatory framework to reduce the risk of infectious disease
transmission associated with this emerging practice.
Go to:

METHODS
We evaluated local ordinances in the 150 largest urban U.S. jurisdictions, as ranked by 2013
population according to the U.S. Census, for content regarding noncommercial poultry
ownership.20 We used online resources and in-person communications (e.g., phone, e-mail, and
in-person interviews) with city officials to collect and confirm data. We initially identified Web
links to the municipal ordinances for poultry ownership through the website
backyardchickens.com, where data from more than 1,000 ordinances have been compiled by
users. We then verified data through independent searches of these ordinances online and
through communications with local government officials. We performed Google searches for
cities not included in the database. Three researchers gathered data during a 12-month period
from June 2013–June 2014 and entered the data into a Microsoft® Excel® spreadsheet for
analysis. Individuals involved in data collection and organization were trained in the use of
standardized data entry procedures.
We performed a literature search to identify reported human infectious disease outbreaks and
infections caused by contact with noncommercial poultry in the United States. We used
databases (e.g., PubMed, Google Scholar, PLoS One, Web of Science, and Science Direct) and
relevant keywords (e.g., “live poultry,” “zoonoses,” “urban poultry,” and “backyard poultry”) to
locate outbreak reports and appropriate articles. In addition, the Centers for Disease Prevention
and Control (CDC) publishes reports on Salmonella outbreaks in the United States, some of
which have been attributed to contact with live poultry. These reports were also reviewed and
incorporated into the analysis.
Go to:

RESULTS
Regulation of urban poultry ownership
Of the 150 largest U.S. cities, 11 banned poultry and other livestock (i.e., Detroit, Michigan;
Miami, Florida; Yonkers, New York; Bismarck, North Dakota; and Worcester, Massachusetts).
The remaining jurisdictions (n=139) had current livestock ownership ordinances that were
included in this analysis.
The ordinances we reviewed share a set of common characteristics, including maximum flock
size; lot, coop, and sanitation restrictions; bans on rooster keeping, excessive noise, and odors;
stipulations regarding veterinary care, animal slaughter, and disposal; permitting requirements;
and owner education (Table 1).
Table 1.

Characteristics of selected U.S. urban poultry ordinances, 2014

sq. = square
ft. = feet

Flock size.
Seventy-five percent (n=103) of reviewed urban poultry ordinances specified a limit on the
number of chickens allowed (ranging from four in San Francisco, California, to 25 in Atlanta,
Georgia). Twelve percent (n=17) of municipalities, including Charlotte, North Carolina, and San
Jose, California, regulate flock size by allowing a certain number of birds per acre or square
footage of land. Cities also may specify that flock size is contingent on zoning areas within the
city limits, with a reduced number of animals allowed in denser areas. Fewer than 5% of cities
required permitting beyond a specific flock size, including St. Louis, Missouri, which allowed
four chickens without a permit and eight with a permit (data not shown).
Lot, coop size, and sanitation.
Specifications regarding mandatory distances between an abutter's property and the coop or
minimum required lot size were reported in nearly half (n=68) of reviewed ordinances. Distances
between the coop and the street varied greatly by jurisdiction, from 5 to 350 feet. The median
required distance between the coop and abutting residences was 50 feet. Sixty-three percent of
ordinances (n=87) required design specifications for the coop itself. These restrictions included
minimum square footage per bird, maximum height of the coop, and predator-proof structures.
More than 50% of the ordinances (n=73) required adherence to basic sanitation requirements,

such as ventilated coops, lime treatments, or designated bins for manure composting. Houston,
Texas, and Charlotte, North Carolina, had stricter sanitation policies, requiring that coops be
cleaned daily (data not shown).
Rooster keeping, noise, and odors.
Most cities (65%) banned roosters, although jurisdictions in the South and Southwest, including
New Orleans, Louisiana, and Albuquerque, New Mexico, permitted roosters pending noise
complaints. The policies that determine acceptable rooster ownership varied greatly by location.
For example, while roosters were allowed in Los Angeles, California, if they are at least 100 feet
from any neighbors, Louisville, Kentucky, allowed one rooster per property regardless of
distance from abutters. Specifications regarding noise or odor were included in approximately
one-third of ordinances. Most commonly, ordinances specified that poultry owners must abide by
existing noise ordinances and that the coop not produce objectionable odors. The ordinance in
Honolulu, Hawaii, has notably specific language in regard to noise, indicating that poultry may
not make noise for more than 10 minutes at a time. Neighbor approval prior to permitting was
unusual and was required by fewer than 5% of the cities evaluated, including Las Vegas,
Nevada, and Minneapolis, Minnesota. Objections by a neighbor in Durham, North Carolina, on
the basis of noise or odor can warrant an inspection of the property under question (data not
shown).
Veterinary care, slaughter, and disposal.
Baltimore, Maryland, Austin, Texas, and Albuquerque, New Mexico, required poultry owners to
provide veterinary care to sick birds, but such stipulations were unusual and only observed in
these jurisdictions. With few exceptions, ordinances omitted specific language on animal
slaughter, but restriction or prohibition was the norm when present.13 Boston, Massachusetts, and
Chicago, Illinois, specifically forbade slaughter. Los Angeles allowed slaughtering, while San
Francisco only allowed it when performed at a distance from the coop. Rochester, New York,
required a poulterer's license for slaughtering, and Cleveland, Ohio, allowed for slaughter if the
chicken was consumed on the premises. Policies for the disposal of dead birds were specified in
fewer than 10% of ordinances (n=12) and varied significantly by jurisdiction. Bagging in the
weekly trash, burying, composting, incineration, and dropping off at designated sites were the
most commonly recommended and utilized methods (data not shown).
Permit requirements and owner education.
Permitting was required in 38% (n=52) of cities reviewed. Cities may charge a small fee to
receive a permit, typically from $40–$60, with limited municipalities requiring permit renewal
on an annual basis (Table 1). Inspections were occasionally required prior to approval; Charlotte,
Richmond, Virginia, and Houston, Texas, required a property and coop inspection before a
permit was granted. In Columbus, Ohio, and El Paso, Texas, veterinarians were responsible for
inspecting properties and issuing permits, but such inspections were uncommon. In Jacksonville,
Florida, permit applicants were required to attend an educational seminar hosted by the county's
Agricultural Extension Office prior to receiving a permit. Richmond also had an educational
component required alongside permitting. Such requirements were uncommon and not observed
beyond these cities in our review (data not shown).

Zoonotic infections and backyard poultry
Salmonella is the only pathogen identified in reported human disease outbreaks associated with
live, noncommercial poultry in the United States.16 The first reported Salmonella outbreak in the
United States due to exposure to live, noncommercial poultry occurred in 1955.21 Since 1990, 45
reported Salmonella outbreaks have occurred in the United States from contact with live,
noncommercial poultry.4 Table 2 details these Salmonella outbreaks.
Table 2.
Selected Salmonella outbreaks from contact with live, noncommercial poultry in the United
States, 1990–2014
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S. = Salmonella

Recent outbreaks have been characterized by a diversity of Salmonella species, young age of
cases (often <5 years of age), elevated severity of disease, and multistate distribution of cases.
Since 2007, most reported outbreaks have been traced back to a hatchery that distributed
infectious chicks to feed stores and/or directly to consumers.22–30 Earlier outbreaks identified
poultry contact as a risk factor, but did not specify hatcheries of origin.31–33 While contact with
poultry was an identified risk factor for infection for a majority of cases, data on specific
behaviors related to poultry contact were typically missing.
In 2013, the largest reported Salmonella outbreak (Salmonella serotype Typhimurium) from live
poultry occurred with 356 identified cases across 39 states, and 26% of the cases were
hospitalized.29 A single hatchery in New Mexico was identified as the supplier. Another notable
recent outbreak (S. Montevideo) extended from 2004 through 2011, involving 316 cases in 43
states.22 This strain primarily affected young children (median age 5 4 years) and was linked to
contact with live poultry from a single, unspecified mail-order hatchery in the western United
States. The lengthy time span of this outbreak reflected challenges in identifying the source,
linking cases, and reducing risk.
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DISCUSSION
Given the relevance of Salmonella in human disease from contact with live poultry,
understanding transmission pathways for this pathogen from poultry to people is critical. Poultry
shed Salmonella in feces, and direct or indirect contact with poultry fecal material can result in
exposure.34 Pathogenic fecal bacteria can be found on the beak, feathers, or feet of live poultry.
Egg handling and consumption also poses opportunities for pathogen transmission, as eggs may
be contaminated with fecal matter, and hand hygiene following collection of eggs from backyard
chickens is often insufficient.35,36
Chicks are introduced into the household either directly from the hatchery, from a feed store, or
from a local breeder. Once in the household environment, humans may be exposed
to Salmonella from direct contact with live poultry (e.g., snuggling or kissing chicks, incomplete
hand hygiene following poultry contact, or through slaughter).4 Children may be at particular risk
as they are more likely to touch, kiss, or snuggle live poultry (particularly chicks), put their
hands in their mouth, and inconsistently practice hand washing. Handling infected, ill, or dead
poultry also poses a risk for pathogen transmission, as does animal slaughter.

Indirect exposure to poultry fecal pathogens can occur following fecal contamination of the
environment.37 Bacterial pathogens from poultry feces may remain infectious in environmental
media from several days to months, and can contaminate soil, water, and air.38,39 Transmission of
pathogens into the home and outside the backyard may occur via shoes and clothing worn in the
coop. Wild animals in the urban environment, including rodent and avian species, may have
contact with poultry coops, resulting in interspecies transmission of pathogens. Likewise,
domesticated animals may carry pathogens into the household from the backyard, or may
become infected themselves.40
Shaping urban poultry ordinances to reduce infectious disease risk
To reduce infectious disease risk from contact with live poultry, urban poultry ordinances should
include the following components: limited flock size, safe composting of poultry fecal waste,
prohibition of slaughter at the home, required veterinary care in the event of bird illness,
appropriate disposal of dead birds, annual permitting linked to consumer education, and a
regularly updated registry of households with live poultry (Figure 2). These guidelines reflect an
understanding of pathways of Salmonella transmission from backyard poultry to humans and
have two central goals: (1) to reduce human contact with infectious animal material and (2) to
provide information on the scope and location of poultry within the jurisdiction for planning
purposes.

Open in a separate window
Figure 2
Guidelines for urban backyard poultry regulations to reduce the risk of zoonotic pathogen exposure

Limiting flock size.
Controlling flock size reduces (1) opportunities for pathogen transmission from other animals to
poultry, (2) the risk of human infection from contact with poultry, and (3) the infectious burden
of manure that could contaminate the environment. The number of animals permitted may vary
depending on a typical lot size, but should be appropriate for the region.
Compost poultry manure in sealed containers.
Appropriate disposal of poultry fecal waste is imperative to reduce the risk of human infection.
Owners should be required to compost poultry litter in a manner that allows for pathogen die-off,
prevents animal contact with the waste, and prevents contamination of the environment with
poultry manure. One such approach is to compost manure in an enclosed container (e.g., a 55gallon barrel) along with soil and carbonaceous materials, such as leaves, for a minimum of 120
days before the manure is applied to soil as compost.28
Prohibit slaughter at the home.
Slaughtering animals on site in urban environments poses opportunities for pathogen
transmission from infectious birds to the environment, humans, and other animals. The urban
household environment is not well suited for containment of pathogens from the slaughtering of
birds, including viscera, blood, and feces, and in particular may draw wild and domesticated
animals to the premises, thereby increasing the risk of pathogen transmission.
Require veterinary care in the event of illness.
Mandating veterinary care for sick animals increases the likelihood of identifying infectious
agents in poultry and reduces opportunities for direct and indirect pathogen transmission to
humans.
Disposal of dead birds.
Dead birds must be disposed of in a way that minimizes human exposure and pathogen
contamination of the environment. Dead birds could be composted in the same manner as fecal
waste, such as by combining carcasses with a carbon-bulking agent in an appropriate composting
container for 120 days. Dead birds could also be disposed of in the municipal trash, depending
on local regulations for biohazard disposal. Double-bagging dead animals prior to disposal in the
trash would reduce the potential risk of pathogen transmission and odors. Dead animals should
not be transported to municipal facilities in private vehicles for disposal, as they may
contaminate vehicles.
Link permitting to consumer education on hygiene.

Issuing permits for poultry ownership and requiring permit renewal annually present important
opportunities for ongoing education, communication regarding disease risk, and enforcement.
Owners should be required to obtain a permit prior to poultry ownership and renew their permit
on a regular basis. Education on hygiene, protective equipment, and zoonotic disease should be a
requirement for receiving a permit or renewal. For example, permit applicants could be required
to engage with an interactive module online and answer questions regarding disease transmission
risks from poultry prior to receiving a permit. Such training could be required annually as part of
the permit renewal process.
Maintain registry of households with poultry.
The jurisdiction's ordinances should require the jurisdiction to maintain a registry of households
with poultry. Such data could be gathered by permitting. Understanding the spatial distribution
of poultry in the city may assist in modeling disease outbreaks or planning interventions.
Go to:

CONCLUSIONS
The reintegration of live poultry into the urban environment poses risks to human health due to
zoonotic disease transmission from poultry to humans. Noncommercial contact with poultry has
been associated with numerous multistate Salmonella outbreaks in recent years and poses risks
for transmission of other bacterial and viral pathogens. The local nature of poultry regulation
poses challenges for systematically managing infectious disease risk from backyard poultry, and
many U.S. urban ordinances do not fully address the infectious disease risks to humans
associated with this practice. Urban poultry ordinances should incorporate specifications
regarding maximum flock size, manure management, slaughter and disposal, veterinary care,
permitting, and consumer education and develop and maintain a registry of households with
poultry to aid with public health planning. The incorporation of this framework into urban
poultry ordinances will help reduce the risk of infectious disease associated with backyard
poultry ownership in U.S. cities.
Go to:
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Abstract
Raising poultry flocks in urban backyard settings is becoming increasingly popular across the United
States, but carries a risk of zoonotic infection. In the United States from 1990 to 2014, 53 outbreaks
of human salmonellosis linked to live poultry have been documented resulting in 2611 known
illnesses, 387 known hospitalizations and five known deaths (Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention 2015a, http://www.cdc.gov/healthypets/resources/dont-play-chicken-with-your-healthposter-24x36_508.pdf). A cross-sectional descriptive study was developed to better understand
knowledge, attitudes and practices of urban backyard poultry owners regarding Salmonella risk and
prevention. The study included a survey of bird health, animal husbandry and hygiene practices, and
knowledge, attitudes and practices relating to Salmonella risk. Participants were videotaped while
caring for their birds, and the recordings were transcribed using notational analysis to determine
whether reported practices differed from observed practices. The results indicated that while a large
proportion of participants knew that exposure to Salmonella is an inherent risk associated with
raising poultry and harvesting eggs, their reported and observed practices would not consistently
reduce risk of transmission of Salmonella and other zoonotic diseases. Approximately one in four
participants reported performing practices that increase risk of inoculation, such as snuggling and
kissing birds or eating/drinking near them. None of the participants were observed kissing their birds
on video; however, snuggling (holding birds to clothes) or touching their face during routine care was
observed in approximately two-thirds of the video recordings. The video data provided a unique
opportunity to compare reported practices with actions recorded during site visits. While the
differences were not statistically significant, findings from our study suggest that flock owners may
not accurately report the frequency with which risky practices are performed during routine animal
care. Education and outreach targeting backyard flock owners should aim to improve husbandry and

hygiene practices and reduce risk of zoonotic diseases associated with raising poultry in the
backyard setting.
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Chapter 17.28 R-1 RESIDENCE DISTRICT

Chapter 17.28
R-1 RESIDENCE DISTRICT
Sections:
17.28.010
17.28.020
17.28.030
17.28.040

Permitted uses.
Building locations.
Height regulations.
Area regulations.

17.28.010 Permitted uses.
A. One-family dwellings;
B.

Crop and tree farming;

C. Keeping of poultry and domestic livestock including horses, but not including hogs, goats or furbearing animals; provided not more than one head of such livestock or more than twenty (20) fowl are kept
for each acre of lot area; and provided, that the keeping of poultry or domestic livestock shall not be
permitted on any lot less than three acres in area; and also provided such fowl are kept confined or
enclosed and not permitted to run at large;
D. The usual household pets may be kept, but no kennels, hutches, animal hospice, animal
shelter/rescue or humane society may be operated;
E.

Horticulture;

F.

The following accessory buildings and uses subject to the conditions specified:
1. One attached private garage of five hundred fifty (550) square feet in area, or equivalent to fifty
(50) percent of the residential floor area of the principal building, but not to exceed one thousand four
hundred (1,400) square feet (whichever is greater), when located on the same lot and not involving
the conduct of a business; provided, however, no private garage shall be erected unless the principal
building to which such garage is an accessory use has been erected or is to be erected
simultaneously with such garage.
2. One attached and one detached private garage, the combined ground floor area of which shall
not exceed one thousand four hundred (1,400) square feet, on lots of record equal to or greater than
two and one-half acres in size; provided, that the ground floor area of the attached garage does not
exceed fifty (50) percent of the residential floor area of the principal building.
3. Private garage floor area greater than nine hundred (900) square feet subject to the following
standards. The zoning administrator will forward applications to the plan review board for approval
when a unique circumstance or design is proposed:
a.

Construction materials and colors shall match the principal dwelling;

b. Garage doors shall be oriented in a way which minimizes visual impact to neighbors while
remaining practical;
c.

Garage height shall not exceed the height of the principal dwelling;
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d. Garage design shall be architecturally compatible with the principal dwelling, copying design
elements if possible.
Private garages which are part of new home construction, with no more than two overhead garage
doors, which use the same construction materials as the remainder of the building may be approved
administratively.
4. Private garage floor area in excess of one thousand four hundred (1,400) square feet will be
reviewed by the plan review board when:
a.

Lot area exceeds two and one-half acres; and

b.

Floor area of the principal building equals or exceeds five thousand (5,000) square feet.

5. One detached private garage of five hundred fifty (550) square feet only when replacing an
existing detached garage and an attached private garage is not present on lots of record less than
two and one-half acres in size.
6. Guest houses; provided they are physically incorporated into the principal dwelling. On lots
greater than three acres, separate guest houses may be permitted when reviewed and
recommended by the plan commission.
7. Yard maintenance buildings used for storage of garden and cultivating tools, lawn mowers, snow
blowers, yard maintenance equipment and similar tools and supplies, subject to the following
conditions:
a. Except for through lots, shall be erected in the rear yard at least five feet from an interior lot
line. In the case of through lots (lots with no rear offset area), it shall be placed in the rear yard
and shall be placed with a distance of at least twenty (20) feet from the lot line facing the rear
building elevation,
b. May not be placed in area adjacent to neighbor’s swimming pool, tennis courts, patio or
other such activity areas,
c. Complete screening of buildings is required along the elevation facing streets and interior lot
lines,
d.

Maximum height shall be ten feet six inches,

e.

Minimum offset from lot line shall be five feet,

f. Must be constructed on a permanent base, consisting of at least six inches of sand or gravel
with three-inch surface concrete anchored to the base,
g.

Length-width ratios shall not exceed two/one maximum,

h. Size shall be limited to one hundred eighty (180) square feet. May not be erected on lots of
less than twelve thousand (12,000) square feet without approval of the board of zoning appeals
except for garden sheds not exceeding one hundred twenty (120) square feet or less,
i.

Area surrounding yard maintenance building to be kept free of debris or equipment,

j. Appearance, materials and location must be approved by the building inspector as
harmonious with and not adverse to the property values of the neighborhood,
https://www.codepublishing.com/WI/Brookfield/#!/Brookfield17/Brookfield1728.html#17.28.010
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k. All appeals to this section shall be reviewed and determined by the board of zoning appeals
per the procedures of Chapter 17.12,
l. A building permit and fee are required for yard maintenance buildings prior to construction
and installation.
8.

Cabanas as restricted in Section 15.04.420(C)(2).

9.

Gazebos as restricted in Section 15.04.420(C)(3).

10.

Greenhouses in residential districts as restricted in Section 15.04.420(C)(4).

11.

Pergolas and pavilions as restricted in Section 15.04.420(C)(5);

G. Home occupations and professional offices when incident to the residential use and when situated in
the same dwelling, subject to the following conditions:
1.

No name plate exceeding three square feet in area shall be permitted.

2. Such home occupation or professional office shall not occupy more than fifteen (15) percent of
the floor area of the principal building.
3. Such home occupation or professional office shall not employ more than one person not resident
on such lot.
4. Adequate off-street parking facilities shall be provided adjacent, or reasonably adjacent, to the
building served.
5. Such permitted use shall not include the conduct of any retail or wholesale business or
manufacture nor the removal of sand, gravel or stone for commercial purpose.
6. Such permitted use shall not include the use of any machinery, tools or other appliances which
can reasonably be construed as creating an abnormal nuisance to the surrounding residential area;
H. A sign appertaining to the lease or sale of any building or land; provided such sign does not exceed
twenty (20) square feet in area. A sign not exceeding six square feet in area may be maintained by the
owner or occupant of any land or building for the purpose of displaying the name of the owner or
occupant, or for the purpose of warning against trespassers. (Ord. 2372-14 § 4, 2014; Ord. 2362-14 § 3,
2014; Ord. 2271-11 § 1, 2011; Ord. 2263-11 § 3, 2011; Ord. 1992-04 § 1, 2004; Ord. 1756 § 1, 2000; Ord.
1666 § 1 (part), 1998; prior code § 17.29(1))
17.28.020 Building locations.
A. Setback: fifty (50) feet minimum.
B. Offset: twenty-five (25) feet minimum. Fifty (50) feet minimum to rear property line when such property
line is adjacent to a less restrictive district or railroad right-of-way. (Prior code § 17.29(2))
17.28.030 Height regulations.
A. Principal building: thirty-five (35) feet maximum.
B.

Accessory buildings: fifteen (15) feet maximum.

C. Attached garages: no higher than the principal building’s roof ridge. The garage must be consistent
with the principal dwelling’s architecture and building materials as well as the character of the
https://www.codepublishing.com/WI/Brookfield/#!/Brookfield17/Brookfield1728.html#17.28.010
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neighborhood. (Ord. 1666 § 1 (part), 1998: prior code § 17.29(3))
17.28.040 Area regulations.
A. Floor Area.

B.

C.

1.

Minimum required: see Chapter 17.116.

2.

Maximum FAR permitted: twenty-five (25) percent.

Lot Size.
1.

Minimum area: thirty thousand (30,000) square feet.

2.

Minimum average width: one hundred fifty (150) feet.

Open space: twenty-five thousand (25,000) square feet minimum per family.

D. Maximum lot coverage: twenty (20) percent principal building; five percent accessory buildings,
including attached garages. (Ord. 1666 § 1 (part), 1998; prior code § 17.29(4))
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§ 579-17.5. Keeping of chickens. [Added 9-13-2018 by Ord.
No. 2018-09]
A. Definitions. For purposes of this section, the following definitions
shall apply.
CHICKEN — The common domestic fowl of the subspecies Gallus
gallus domesticus. This does not include other birds or domestic
fowl, such as ducks, geese, or turkeys.
ROOSTER — A male chicken that is six months old or older.
B. Permit required. No person shall keep a chicken or chickens in
the Village without obtaining a permit upon approval of the
Village Manager or his/her designee. The permit process requires
a completed application accompanied by the fee payment
prescribed in § 63-6JJ.
C. Application form.
(1) The applicant shall file a written application to the Village
Clerk that includes all of the following:
(a) A description and drawing that clearly represents the
location where the chickens will be kept on the lot and the
location of the enclosure, including a description and
depiction of all fencing, coops or other structures to be
used for enclosing the chickens;
(b) A description of the plan to ensure the proper
maintenance and cleaning of the area where the chickens
will be kept;
(c) A description of the plan to ensure the proper feeding,
shelter, and care of the chickens.
(2) Action on application.
(a) The application shall be provided to the Village Manager
who shall provide notice of the application, by regular and
certified mail, to the property owner (if not the applicant)
and to the owners of all properties that abut the subject
property at any point, including those properties that
abut an alley, path or right-of-way directly across from the
yard on the subject property where the chickens will be
kept.
(b) If there are no written objections from such owners
within 30 days from the date of mailing of the notices, the
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application for the permit shall be deemed accepted by
such owners and the Manager shall issue the permit if the
application is otherwise compliant with the Village Code,
including the provisions of this § 579-17.5.
(c) If there is an objection, there shall be a public hearing
before the Plan Commission, and the Plan Commission
shall approve the application only upon finding that these
standards are met:
[1] Appropriate in the location proposed;
[2] Compatible with the neighborhood;
[3] Not detrimental to the property values of surrounding
property; and
[4] In keeping with the residential character and quality
of the Village.
(d) Any aggrieved party shall have the right to appeal the
decision of the Plan Commission to the Board of Appeals.
D. Keeping of chickens allowed. The keeping of up to four chickens,
with a permit, is allowed on a single-family residential premises,
subject to the following:
(1) No person shall keep any rooster.
(2) No person shall slaughter any chickens.
(3) Chickens shall be provided with fresh water at all times and
adequate amounts of feed.
(4) Chickens shall be provided with a sanitary and adequately
sized covered enclosure, that is at least 16 square feet in size
per chicken, and shall be kept in the covered enclosure at all
times.
(5) Chicken coops shall be constructed in a workmanlike manner,
be moisture-resistant and either raised up off the ground or
placed on a hard surface, such as concrete, patio block or
gravel. Each shall be considered a structure and shall require
a permit and Village Manager approval. The Village Manager
shall study such application and approve the chicken coop
only upon finding that these standards are met:
(a) Appropriate in the location proposed;
(b) Compatible with the neighborhood;
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(c) Not detrimental to the property values of surrounding
property; and
(d) In keeping with the residential character and quality of
the Village.
(6) Chicken coops and yards shall be constructed and maintained
to reasonably prevent the collection of standing water, and
shall be cleaned of hen droppings, uneaten feed, feathers and
other waste daily and more often as is necessary to ensure
that the coop and yard do not become a health, odor or other
nuisance.
(7) The enclosure shall be located in compliance with all of the
following, and in the event of conflicting requirements the
more restrictive shall apply:
(a) The nearest point of the enclosure must be at least 30 feet
away from any residential structure on another lot;
(b) The enclosure, and all parts of the enclosure, are
prohibited in any front yard;
(c) The enclosure, and all parts of the enclosure, are
prohibited in any side yard;
(d) The enclosure can only be located in a rear yard, but no
enclosure, and no part of the enclosure, can be closer to a
side lot line than the closest distance between that lot line
and the principal structure on the lot.
(8) In addition to compliance with the requirements of this
section, no one shall keep chickens that cause any nuisance,
unhealthy condition, create a public health threat or
otherwise interfere with the normal use of property or
enjoyment of life by humans or animals.
(9) The use shall at all times be conducted pursuant to the plans
and representations made in the application.
(10) Nothing herein shall be interpreted to authorize the conduct
of a business or commercial use on a residential property. No
sales of eggs, chicks, or chickens shall be made from a
residential property.
(11) Persons applying for and receiving a permit for the keeping
of chickens thereby consent to the entry of Village staff and
Village agents onto the subject property at all reasonable
times to inspect and investigate the property, the enclosure,
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and the chickens for purposes of determining compliance
with and for enforcement of this Code.
(12) Costs that the Village may incur in inspection, investigation,
testing,
quarantine,
isolation,
vaccination,
humane
euthanasia, or otherwise arising from the subject property
owner's keeping of chickens, may be charged to the property
owner, and such charges that remain unpaid within the time
allowed may be imposed on the tax bill for the subject
property as a special charge, pursuant to § 66.0627, Wis.
Stats., and Chapter 67, Article III, of this Code.
E. Public health requirements. Chickens shall be kept and handled
in a sanitary manner to prevent the spread of communicable
diseases among birds or to humans.
(1) Any person keeping chickens shall immediately report any
unusual illness or death of chickens to the Health
Department.
(2) The North Shore Health Department or its agents may order
testing, quarantine, isolation, vaccination or humane
euthanasia of ill chickens or chickens believed to be carriers
of a communicable disease.
F.

Effect of permit. The permit shall allow the applicant to keep up
to four chickens on the subject property in compliance with this
section. A new permit is not required for the applicant to raise
new or replacement chickens on the property, provided that the
total shall not exceed four chickens at any time. The permit shall
lapse automatically if no chicken is kept on the property for any
consecutive twelve-month period. The permit is not transferable
from the applicant to any other person, and does not run with the
land to a new owner of the property.

G. Revocation. A permit is subject to revocation by the Village
Manager or designee upon failure to comply with any provisions
of Subsection D or E. Once a permit is revoked, a permit shall not
be reissued to the applicant or for any property where the
applicant resides or may reside in the Village.
H. Duration. The permit issued pursuant to this section shall have a
duration of one year, unless the permit is revoked or lapses
pursuant to the provisions of Subsection F or G, above, prior to
the expiration of said term.
I.

Removal. The chickens shall be immediately removed from the
property upon lapse, revocation or expiration of the permit for
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keeping chickens. The enclosure in its totality, including any
fencing, covered enclosure, chicken coop, or any other structure
or structural elements, shall be completely removed from the
property within 15 days of the lapse, revocation or expiration of
the permit for keeping of chickens.
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9.04.050 - Domestic keeping of chickens in the city.
Findings. The common council of the City of Wauwatosa desires to provide for the health, safety,
and well being of its residents, to ensure and maintain property conditions and values, and to provide a
domestic and sustainable source of nourishing food through limited chicken egg production in a
residential environment respecting its urban surroundings and rural origins.

(Ord. No. O-13-01, § I, 2-5-2012; Ord. No. O-13-18, § I, 10-15-2013; Ord. No. O-15-28 , pt. I,
12-1-2015)
9.04.060 - Permit, application, enforcement, penalty.
A.

B.

C.

Permit Required.
1.

No person shall keep live chickens in the city without first obtaining a valid permit. The permit
process requires a completed application accompanied with a fee as set forth in the
consolidated fee schedule. The permit application is also subject to neighborhood approval and
other requirements as set forth below.

2.

Permit. Each owner shall obtain a city issued permit prior to acquiring any live chicken. No more
than one such permit may be issued for any single residential parcel or household. A permit and
fee shall be required for each parcel.

3.

No permit fee may be refunded in whole or in part or be transferable.

4.

A permit is subject to revocation upon failure to comply with any provision under this code. Once
a license is revoked, a permit shall not be reissued.

5.

The permit shall be renewed and fee shall be paid annually. There shall be a penalty added to
the permit fee for late payment of the permit fee at a rate set forth in the consolidated fee
schedule.

Neighborhood Approval and Site Plan Required.
1.

Before a permit is issued for the keeping of chickens, the applicant shall obtain the written
consent of the owner of the property where chickens shall be kept and the owners of all
adjoining or diagonally abutting properties, including those across an alley. The development
director or his or her designee may waive the adjoining lot owner approval requirement in the
case of unusual site conditions. Written consent shall be provided at the time of the application.

2.

The applicant must submit a site plan at the time of the application which complies with the
provisions of this chapter.

Keeping of Chickens Allowed. The keeping of up to four licensed chickens is allowed on a residential
property, under the following provisions:
1.

No roosters shall be kept.

2.

No chicken shall be slaughtered.

3.

Chickens shall be provided with fresh water and adequate amounts of feed regularly.

4.

Chickens shall be provided with a sanitary and adequately sized covered enclosure or coop and
shall be kept in the covered enclosure or coop or a sanitary and adequately accessible fenced
enclosure at all times.

5.

Chicken coops shall be moisture-resistant, sturdy, constructed in a workmanlike manner, and
either raised up off the ground or placed on a hard surface such as concrete, patio block or
gravel.

6.

Chicken coops shall be constructed and yards maintained to reasonably prevent the collection
of standing water and shall be cleaned of droppings, uneaten feed, feathers and other waste

daily and as soon as is necessary to ensure that the coop and yard do not become a health,
odor or other nuisance.
7.

Chicken coops and yards together shall be large enough to provide at least sixteen square feet
of space per chicken.

8.

No enclosure or coop shall be located closer than twenty-five feet to any residential dwelling on
an adjacent lot unless consent is given by the owner of the adjacent lot.

9.

No enclosure or coop shall be located in the front yard of a residential parcel.

10.

In addition to compliance with the requirements of this section, no one shall keep chickens that
cause any nuisance, unhealthy condition, create a public health threat, or otherwise interfere
with the normal use of property in the enjoyment of life by humans or animals.

11.
D.

E.

Chicken eggs may not be sold, traded, or hatched for commercial purposes.

Public Health Requirements.
1.

Chickens shall be kept and handled in a sanitary manner to prevent the spread of
communicable diseases among birds or to humans.

2.

Any person keeping chickens shall immediately report any unusual illness or death of chickens
to the health department.

3.

The health officer may order testing, quarantine, isolation, vaccination, or humane euthanasia of
ill chickens or chickens believed to be a carrier of communicable disease.

Enforcement; Penalty; Appeal.
1.

Any person violating any provision of this chapter shall be subject to the general penalty
provisions of this code in addition to the penalties provided under this section and Chapter
[Title] 15. A citation may be issued pursuant to Wauwatosa Municipal Code Chapter [Section]
1.24.010 and Wisconsin Statute Section 800.02.

2.

Removal of Chicken. Any chicken may be impounded or removed from the city for violations of
this chapter. The chicken's owner shall be responsible for costs of the impoundment or removal.

3.

The development department shall issue permits and enforce the provisions of this code, except
that the public health provisions of subsection (D) above, shall be enforced by the health
department.

4.

Appeal. Any person aggrieved by a determination or order of the development director or his or
her designee may appeal in writing to the board of building and fire code appeals within thirty
days of issuance of the determination or order and may request a hearing before the board of
building and fire code appeals. The board of building and fire code appeals shall conduct a
hearing as soon as reasonably possible and no later than thirty days after receiving a request
for a hearing. An appeal will not stay a determination, order or permit revocation.

(Ord. No. O-13-01, § I, 2-5-2012; Ord. No. O-13-18, § I, 10-15-2013; Ord. No. O-15-28 , pt. II,
12-1-2015)

VILLAGE OF ELM GROVE
COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
April 30, 2018 * 7:35 a.m.
Minutes
Present: President Palmer, Trustees Haas, Cornell, Kressin, Kujawa, Michalski, and Domaszek.
Village Manager David De Angelis, Village Clerk Mary Stredni, Zoning/Planning Administrator Tom
Harrigan, Finance Director Monica Hughes.

1.

Bring Meeting to Order and Roll Call
President Palmer brought the meeting to order at 7:35 a.m. Mary Stredni took the roll.

2.

Discussion regarding possible capital projects and financing options
Splash pad – The Village is in the process of evaluating options for construction of a splash pad. Recreation
Director Erin Cross noted that the company she is working with should have fairly firm numbers within a few
weeks. Trustee Kressin opined that $600,000 would be a more appropriate number to use for the
construction costs.
Daylighting of Underwood Creek –De Angelis reviewed project. The Village is completing engineering. Total
project cost is estimated at $2,400,000; grant requests will be submitted. The estimated cost of property
acquisition for C P Rail and OHM properties and enhancements such as pathways, benches, and other public
amenities is $500,000. De Angelis is waiting for appraisal for the railroad.
Marcella Bridge replacement – Estimated cost is $400,000 and 20% is currently in the five year capital budget.
The project has been in the five year capital budget for several years, but has been pushed back. Public Works
Director Richard Paul Jr. noted that the bridge could last for another four years or a big storm could wipe it out
sooner. It is not expected that the Village will receive any funds from the State Bridge program; may be
eligible for some funds from the Waukesha County program. Initial consensus to fund in five year capital
budget.
Downtown Municipal Water – De Angelis stated that he has received requests from the Terrace
Condominiums, Watertown Plank Road, for information regarding municipal water as their well is failing.
When there is a substantial redevelopment in the downtown area there will likely be a request for municipal
water. President Palmer opined that the Board needs to review the current policy on how a new water
connection is charged for as many homeowners objected to the earlier formula.
Trustee Haas stated that the current policy is that any individual user must pay; the Village does not pay for
the construction costs. To have municipal water would be good for development but there is no development
on the table.
President Palmer also stated that the Board could possibly look into a private water company and asked if
anyone had a philosophical objection.
It was determined that staff would review prior studies on different payment options.
Trustee Domaszek left the meeting.

Pathways – The Board prioritized the construction of the pathways – 1) Hollyhock Lane, 2)
Watertown Plank Road (western extension), 3) Gebhardt Road. Preliminary cost for all three is
$500,000 for six foot wide pathways. Discussion regarding construction of pathways at the same
time as repaving of the roads. Initial consensus to place in five year capital budget.
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Village Hall Heating and Air Conditioning Replacement – De Angelis reviewed the current situation.
Due to its condition, most of the piping and ductwork needs to be replaced. Because of the age and
condition there are constant substantial repair/replacement costs. Consensus of Board to update
as soon as possible and fund in five year capital. The estimated cost is $800,000.
Financing of projects – It was explained to the Board that none of these projects can be financed
through the Village five year capital budget because of levy limits. All projects need to be funded by
borrowing. At this time the Village has one general obligation debt which will be paid in full in
2025.
Several financing options were presented with the impact to the Village.

Consensus of Board to complete the splash pad as soon as possible. President Palmer stated that a
cost of $600,000 should be used. Trustee Cornell stated that there is some interest in large
donations for this project, although one of the donors is not 100% committed. Once more
confirmed costs and design is available, the donors will be contacted
Consensus of Board to do the HVAC replacement as soon as possible.
Consensus of Board to do Watertown Plank Road and Gebhardt pathways in conjunction with the
repaving of the roads, and to construct the Hollyhock pathway in conjunction with the North Avenue
reconstruction.
All three of the above projects will be financed through borrowing if needed. Village staff will put
together the options.
Daylighting of Underwood Creek will be discussed again once engineering is completed and costs of
acquisition of CP Rail and OHM properties has been completed. Project can be partially or
completely financed through the stormwater fee.
Trustee Kressin left the meeting at 9:20 a.m.

Regarding municipal water for downtown, Village staff will review past studies on payment options
and report back to the Board for further discussion
3.

Adjourn
As there was no other business Trustees Kujawa and Michalski moved and seconded to adjourn at 9:23 a.m.
Motion carried.

Respectfully submitted,

Mary S Stredni, Village Clerk
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ELM GROVE POLICE DEPARTMENT
MEMO
May 7, 2020
TO: DAVID DE ANGELIS, VILLAGE MANAGER
FROM: JAMES P. GAGE, CHIEF OF POLICE
SUBJECT: 2019 CAR/DEER ACCIDENT UPDATE
The following is an update to the annual memo detailing car-deer accidents. The 2019 accidents have been
added to the running totals listed below.
Car-Deer Accidents
A review of such reported accidents from 1992 through 2019 reveals the following:
FREQUENCY

YEAR

CAR-DEER
ACCIDENTS

1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019

11
10
11
17
10
5
13
10
8
5
13
11
11
12
3
5
4
6
17
5
6
7
7
7
7
4
7
6

TOTAL
CAR-DEER %
ACCIDENTS
OF TOTAL

250
262
301
291
296
307
297
245
293
261
232
241
202
227
234
210
222
165
155
168
170
183
209
167
203
205
173
216

4.4
3.8
3.7
5.8
3.4
1.6
4.4
4.1
2.7
1.9
5.6
4.6
5.5
5.3
1.3
2.3
1.8
3.6
10.9
2.9
3.5
3.8
3.4
4.2
3.4
1.7
4.0
2.7
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MONTH

JAN
FEB
MARCH
1st Qtr Total

2019
0
1
1
2

19922018
20
13
10
43

19922019
20
14
11
45

APRIL
MAY
JUNE
2nd Qtr Total

1
0
1
2

11
11
14
36

12
11
15
38

JULY
AUG
SEPT
3rd Qtr Total

2019
0
0
0
0

19922018
13
15
13
41

19922019
13
15
13
41

OCT
NOV
DEC
4th Qtr Total

0
0
2
2

24
57
31
112

24
57
33
114

TIME OF DAY
1992-

1992-

2019

2018

2019

1992-

1992-

2019

2018

12M - 1A

0

9

9

2019

12N - 1P

0

6

6

1A - 2A

0

4

4

1P - 2P

0

3

3

2A - 3A

0

0

0

2P - 3P

0

2

2

3A - 4A

0

2

2

3P - 4P

1

6

7

4A - 5A

0

2

2

4P - 5P

1

12

13

5A - 6A

0

5

5

5P - 6P

1

22

23

6A -7A

0

8

8

6P - 7P

1

14

15

7A - 8A

0

13

13

7P - 8P

0

23

23

8A - 9A

1

7

8

8P - 9P

1

29

30

9A - 10A

0

5

5

9P - 10P

0

27

27

10A - 11A

0

4

4

10P - 11P

0

9

9

11A - 12N

0

6

6

11P - 12M

0

14

14
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LOCATION

Bluemound Rd: 12400 - Sunnyslope
Bluemound Rd: Sunnyslope - Moorland
TOTAL BLUEMOUND RD.

Bluemound Rd.
Pilgrim Pkwy.
Highland Dr.
Elm Grove Rd.
Other
TOTAL

James P. Gage, Chief of Police

1992-

1992-

2019

2018

2019

1
1

110
31

111
32

2

141

143

2
0
2
1
1

141
46
18
6
21

143
46
20
7
22

6

232

238

