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The Planning Commission for the City of Junction City met on Tuesday, September 18, 

2012, at 5:30 p.m. in the Council Chambers at City Hall, 680 Greenwood Street, 

Junction City Oregon.  

PRESENT WERE: Commissioners, Brad Lemhouse (Chair), Jeff Haag, Jenna Wheeler 

(arrived at 5:31 pm), Donna Bernardy, Karen Leach, Sandra Dunn and Jason Thiesfeld; 

Planning Commission Alternate, Patricia Phelan; Planner, Stacy Clauson; City 

Administrator, Kevin Watson; City Attorney, Carrie Connelly; ECONorthwest 

Consultants, Beth Goodman and Bob Parker; and Planning Secretary, Tere Andrews; 

ABSENT:  None  

I. OPEN MEETING AND REVIEW AGENDA 

Chair Lemhouse opened the meeting at 5:30 pm. (Commission Wheeler arrived) and 

reviewed the agenda. 

II. PUBLIC COMMENTS (FOR ITEMS NOT ALREADY ON THE AGENDA) 

Ms Patricia Phelan, 920 West 1st Avenue expressed her concern about the possibility of 

allowing roosters as well as chickens. 

Mr. Jamie Hooper, 449 Laurel St., Junction City OR 97448 asked if the public comments 

could be made about the chickens and bees.  

Chair Lemhouse replied when they get to that agenda item. The Planning Commission 

would look at the merits of the issue. He said should the issue move forward, a public 

hearing would be held at a future meeting. 

III. PLANNING COMMISSION RECRUITMENT 

Planner Clauson reviewed the recruitment process and the applications received. She 

noted there was an application received earlier today.  

Commissioner Leach asked about the deadline of September 11, 2012. And what the 

minimum residency requirements were to be on the Planning Commission 

Planner Clauson replied the 60 days noted in Resolution 1013 was a minimum. There 

was not a requirement for minimum residency. 

The Commission discussed the openings through vacancy and term expirations.  

Commissioner Bernardy chose not to re-apply for the Planning Commission. Her term 

would expire as of October, 2012. 

Commissioner Thiesfeld asked Planning Alternate Phelan if she was willing to move into 

a Planning Commissioner seat. 

Alternate Phelan said she was interested. 
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Motion: Commissioner Haag made motion to recommend reappoint of Commissioners 

Leach and Thiesfeld to their commission seats, appoint Alternate Phelan to the 

Planning Commission seat being vacated by Commissioner Bernardy and appoint Mr. 

Kenneth Weaver to an alternate position. The motion was seconded by Commissioner 

Dunn. 

The motion passed with a unanimous vote. 

IV. CHICKENS AND BEES IN THE CITY LIMITS 

Planner Clauson said the issue was brought before the City Council in June, 2012. The 

Council directed staff to take the question of urban chickens, ducks and/or bees to the 

Planning Commission. 

Chair Lemhouse asked if there were public comments. 

Lane County Bee Keepers Society, Ms Judy Share, Eugene OR, her organization 

recommended a limitation on hives of two (2) and encouraged access to education. 

There was a master level bee keeper program through the State of Oregon as well as 

other resources. Get address and factoid sheet 

Diana Smith, 633 SW Laurel Street, Junction City OR 97448 spoke in support of 

chicken keeping in the city limits. She suggested looking to other communities which 

allow chicken keeping.  

Commissioner Thiesfeld said there was a website called ‘thecitychicken.com’ that 

contained information on city’s that allowed chicken/bee keeping. He asked to have the 

survey monkey put back up on the city website to gather more feedback. 

City Administrator suggested using another survey source as survey monkey allowed 

multiple responses from one individual. 

Chair Lemhouse asked what Planner Clauson needed from the Commission this 

evening. He suggested a work session to begin drafting an ordinance. 

Planner Clauson said the timeline provided in the packets could be condensed. She 

could simply bring back draft regulations.  

Commissioner Wheeler asked if the study session was an appropriate time for citizen 

input. 

Planner Clauson said it could be structured that way. Typically a study session was for 

the commission to review and discuss the issue. 

Chair Lemhouse asked if they needed a work session. 

Planner Clauson replied she could present various options for the different aspects of 

chicken and/or bee keeping at a work session. 
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Commissioner Haag suggested should there be regulations they should be kept simple. 

Sterling Biggar, 1535 Juniper Street, Junction City Oregon 97448, said bee keepers can 

keep the Africanized bees under control in areas that have that type of bee. 

Commissioner Bernardy said of the people she spoke with in town most were accepting 

of beekeeping, they were not supportive of urban chickens.  

Chair Lemhouse asked the Commission if there should be public comment during the 

work session 

Commissioner Haag preferred the work session be a time for the Commission to 

discuss and review the information. 

Commissioner Leach asked how other jurisdictions dealt with these issues in regard to 

rental housing.  

Planner Clauson said there was less information available on bees as far as 

ordinances. There were some model ordinances from advocacy groups. 

Chair Lemhouse asked Planner Clauson to contact other Oregon jurisdictions that have 

bee and/or chicken keeping ordinances to see what their experience had been. 

Planner Clauson said the next meeting could be a work session.  

The Commission suggested a public hearing could be held in January, 2013. 
 

V. FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS 

Planner Clauson reviewed the following future agenda items. Oregon State Hospital 

development review application had been received. 

The Transportation System Plan update was  

VI. COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 

Commissioner Wheeler reminded the Commission to remain professional. 
 

VII. ADJOURNMENT 

Motion: Commissioner Wheeler made a motion to adjourn the meeting. The motion was 

seconded by Commissioner Haag. 

Vote: 6:0:0 

Chair Lemhouse, Commissioners, Haag, Leach, Thiesfeld, Wheeler, Bernardy and Dunn 

voted in favor. 

The meeting was adjourned at 6:21p.m. 
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The next regularly scheduled Planning Commission meeting would be Tuesday, October 

**, 2012 at 6:30 p.m. 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

 

Tere Andrews, Planning Secretary   

  Brad Lemhouse, Chair 
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TO:  Planning Commission 
FROM:  Stacy Clauson, Lane Council of Governments 
DATE:  October 9, 2012 
RE: Planning Commission Recruitment - Update 
 

 
ISSUE: 

 Planning Commission Recruitment 
 

BACKGROUND 

There are several Planning Commissioner terms expiring in October, 2012, as follows: 

 Commissioner Donna Bernardy 

 Commissioner Jason Thiesfeld 

 Commissioner Karen Leach 

 Alternate Patricia Phelan 

 Alternate Vacant Position 

 

On September 18, 2012, the Planning Commission reviewed 4 applications and recommended 
that the Mayor reappoint Commissioners Jason Thiesfeld and Karen Leach as regular members 
and appoint current Alternate Member Patricia Phelan as a regular member.  In addition, the 
Planning Commission recommended appointing Kenneth L, Weaver, Ph.D. as an alternate 
member. 

The October 9th meeting of the City Council was cancelled.  As a result, the Council has not yet 
acted on the appointment recommendations of the Planning Commission.  (Note: Planning 
Commission members with expiring terms in October are requested to serve in their regular 
positions at the October meeting, until the Council can take action at their October 23rd 
meeting). 

After the September 18, 2012 Planning Commission meeting, the City Clerk received an 
additional application for the Planning Commission (see Attachment 1).  Due to the timing of 
submittal, this application was not reviewed by the Planning Commission.  The application has 
been provided  

The table below shows whether or not Planning Commission applicants and current members 
reside inside or outside Junction City, City Limits or UGB. All applicants reside in the 97448 zip 
code. 
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2012 Planning Commission Applicants 

First Name 
Last 
Name 

City 
Limits UGB 

Karen Leach Yes Yes 

Patricia Phelan Yes Yes 

Jason Thiesfeld Yes Yes 

Kenneth Weaver Yes Yes 

James Hukill1 Yes Yes 

Current Planning Commission & Alternate (not 
including vacant positions) 

First Name 
Last 
Name 

City 
Limits UGB 

97448 
Zip Code 

Brad Lemhouse Yes Yes Yes 

Jenna  Wheeler Yes Yes Yes 

Sandi  Dunn No No Yes 

Jeff Haag No No Yes 

    PC Member Makeup 

 At least three (3) in City Limits 

 Two (2) anywhere inside the UGB (that includes City Limits) 

 Two (2) anywhere inside the 97448 Zip Code 
 

ACTION REQUESTED 

Provide recommendation on Planning Commission appointments, given the latest application 
submittal 

ATTACHMENTS 

1. Planning Commission application  

                                                 
1
 Application submitted after Planning Commission meeting and, as a result, has not been reviewed by the Planning 

Commission 
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M E M O R A N D U M 

 
 

 

TO:  Planning Commission 
FROM:  Stacy Clauson, Lane Council of Governments 
DATE:  October 9, 2012 
RE: Allowance for Chickens and Other Fowl and Bees on Residential Properties 
 

 
ISSUE: 

 Discuss possibility of allowing Chickens and Other Fowl and bees on residential properties 
 

BACKGROUND 

At the September 18, 2012 Planning Commission meeting, the Planning Commission discussed 
this issue and confirmed the following schedule for review: 
 

 October 16th meeting – Study Session 

 November 20th meeting – Review of Draft Regulations 

 December 18th meeting – Review of Amendment(s) (if needed) 

 January 15th meeting – Public hearing 
 
The Planning Commission requested the following additional information: 
 

 Information on how other jurisdictions dealt with these issues in regard to rental units.   
(Note:  Staff has not identified any jurisdiction that addresses this issue differently by 
ownership.  Staff cautions the Planning Commission that there may be fair housing 
policies that may limit your ability to address this differently based upon ownership 
status). 

 Contact other Oregon jurisdictions that have bee and/or chicken keeping ordinances to 
see what their experience had been. 

  
Background Information 
 
The keeping of farm animals is generally regulated under zoning, including the number and 
kinds allowed in urban areas. The underlying premise of most of the restrictions on keeping of 
animals within urban areas relates to keeping them off public property, controlling noise and 
smell, and providing for adequate living conditions.   
 
Recently some cities have begun to look at urban agricultural policies which address the 
production of food and keeping of animals. Keeping chickens is allowed in many cities, and 
some cities allow for livestock and bees to be kept as well. The regulations regarding the 
keeping of animals typically establish setbacks for chicken coops or animal housing and 
restrictions on the number of animals that may be kept are nearly always established. 
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Beekeeping 
 
Tere Andrews, Planning/Building Technician, contacted Ramesh Sagili, an 
Apiculturist at the Oregon State University Extension Service, who provided the following 
general information about beekeeping: 
 

 Queen bees purchased in this area come from HI, CA, TX  

 Queens are generally not aggressive 

 Preferable location for hive – facing east 

 Limit neighbors exposure to hive – face away from them and have tall hedges that put the bees 
flight path above people’s heads 

  

Ms. Andrews also contacted Harry Vanderpool, Oregon State Beekeepers’ Association, based in 
Corvallis.  Mr. Vanderpool worked with the cities of Salem, McMinnville, Albany, Keizer, and 
Molalla.  Mr. Vanderpool indicated that the majority of those cities decided to handle bee 
issues through their nuisance ordinance rather than a separate ordinance. This was primarily 
done because of difficulty with interpretation and in enforcing the ordinance.  He also noted 
that the more complex the ordinance the more unenforceable it is.  Mr. Vanderpool did 
recommend a 5 hive limit. 
 
Finally, Ms. Andrews contacted Mr. Rodia from the Oregon Beekeepers Association, who 
provided the materials in Attachments 1, 2, and 3 which provide some background information 
on beekeeping and the drafting of beekeeping regulations. 
 
The following are some issues to consider when evaluating potential rules for keeping bees on 
residential properties: 
 

 Do you want to allow this? 

 If so, where (what zones)? 

 How many colonies should be permitted? 

 Should a permit be required? 

 If a permit is required, who should be responsible for issuing the permit, what public 
notice should be required, and what should the criteria for issuance be? 

 Should there be standards for location of the hives? (e.g. separation from property lines, 
requirements for a flyway barrier, etc.)? 

 Should there be liability insurance provisions? 
 Should there be training/education requirements? 

  

Attachment 4 contains a summary of some of the existing provisions that other cities have 
incorporated into their regulations addressing these items. 
 
Prior to our meeting, staff will attempt to compile feedback from some of the jurisdictions that 
allow bee keeping to see if there have been any issues with implementation. 
 
Chickens and other Fowl 
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As noted in our last meeting, there is a website that provides information on ordinances 
addressing the keeping of chickens:  http://thecitychicken.com/chickenlaws.html . 
 
This information in included in Attachment 5. 
 
Attachment 6 contains information that was prepared by advocates for allowing backyard 
chickens in Salem, when this issue was considered in 2010.  Attachment 7 contains a summary 
of chicken-keeping policies in Oregon, as compiled by the Salem advocates.  Their website is 
available at http://www.salemchickens.com/index.html  
 
Based on the information gathered, the following are issues to consider when evaluating 
potential rules for keeping chickens on residential properties: 
 

 Do you want to allow this? 

 If so, where (what zones)? 

 How many chickens should be permitted?  Should roosters be allowed?  Should there be 
a minimum lot size? 

 Should a permit be required? 

 If a permit is required, who should be responsible for issuing the permit, what public 
notice should be required, and what should the criteria for issuance be? 

 Should there be standards for location of the chicken coops? (e.g. separation from 
property lines, dwellings, etc.)? 
 

Attachment 8 provides some additional detailed information on some cities policies. 
 
Attachment 9 contains draft regulations that were provided by the City Administrator for 
review by the City Council. 
 
This issue has been discussed by City planners participating in the planning listserv.  Here are a 
couple of comments that addressed implementation: 
 

Stayton:  In past two years or so as news reports have circulated about Salem and other 
nearby cities considering allowing small backyard flocks, there have a number of 
inquiries about keeping laying hens.  I have received only one complaint about a 
neighbor's hens.  She was in compliance with our code. 
 
Prineville:  I can only think of one time we had to enforce and that was due to a person 
having far too many chickens running loose in their yard.  The neighbor actually started 
shooting them after the chicken owner harassed his dogs.   
 
Bend:  I think we have had fewer complaints about chickens since the code was 
amended to specify that only hens are allowed (no roosters). 

 
ACTION REQUESTED 

Provide direction for staff to draft regulations to bring back to the next Planning Commission 
meeting. 

http://thecitychicken.com/chickenlaws.html
http://www.salemchickens.com/index.html
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ATTACHMENTS 

1. Backyard Beekeeping 

2. Best Management Practices for Beekeeping 

3. Model Beekeeping Ordinance 

4. Bee Comparative Ordinances - Other Jurisdictions 

5. The City Chicken summary of Chicken Ordinances in Oregon 

6. A Case for Backyard Chickens in Salem 

7. Summary of Chicken-Keeping Policies in Oregon 

8. Chicken Comparative Ordinances - Other Jurisdictions 

9. DRAFT Chicken Regulations Concept 
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Attachment 3



City of Portland City of Hillsboro City of Bend City of Ashland City of Milwaukie OR
Issue

Permitted in what 
zones?

Allows for single‐family residential only. Does not restrict which zones.

Number and/or density 
of colonies

Four colonies  Three colonies 1 colony/ legal lot up to 5,000 sq. ft. of lot area, 1 add'l colony/ 
each add'l 5,000 sq. ft. lot area, up to 8 colonies, regardless of 
lot size 

Two colonies

Permit Required? Yes, specified animal facility permit Yes, City Animal Permit No Yes, Planning Commission approval required.

Notice provisions Yes, requires applicants to notify and have all neighbors within 150 feet 
of the hive or proposed facility sign a petition. All neighbors within this 
area must approve of the request to keep bees.

Yes, Applicants are required to conduct a 
beekeeping notification process for a 300 foot 
notification area, which allows people with a 
medical condition to file an objection.  Bee 
hives/colonies shall not be kept when a person who 
has a medically certified allergy to the sting of bees 
resides within three hundred feet of the 
hives/colonies and has submitted medical 
documentation to the city and a written request 
that the hives/colonies be removed.

None Application must be accompanied by the 
written consent of all the owners of real 
property (or a part thereof) within 100 ft. of 
any point on the boundary of the property 
on which the bees are proposed to be kept

General Standards The following standards apply to a variety of different animals permitted 
under the specified animal facility permit:
• The facility is in good repair, capable of being maintained in a clean 
and in a sanitary condition, free of vermin, obnoxious smells and 
substances;
• The facility will not create a nuisance or disturb neighboring residents 
due to noise, odor, damage or threats to public health; 
• The facility will reasonably prevent the specified animal from roaming 
at large.  When necessary for the protection of the public health and 
safety, the Director may require the specified animal be kept or confined 
in a secure enclosure so that the animal will not constitute a danger to 
human life or property; 
• Adequate safeguards are made to prevent unauthorized access to the 
specified animal by general members of the public;
• The health or well being of the animal will not be in any way 
endangered by the manner of keeping or confinement; 
• If applicable, the structure must comply with the City's building code 
and must be consistent with the requirements of any applicable zoning 
code, condition of approval of a land use decision or other land use 
regulation; and
• The facility will be adequately lighted and ventilated; 

• Products generated by bees, such as honey, shall 
not be sold from a residential property

Colonies shall be maintained in movable‐frame hives with 
adequate space and management techniques to prevent 
overcrowding.
In any instance in which a colony exhibits aggressive behavior, 
the beekeeper must ensure that the colony is re‐queened. 
Aggressive behavior is any instance in which unusual 
aggressive characteristics such as stinging or attacking without 
provocation occurs.
Every beekeeper shall maintain an adequate supply of water 
for the bees located close to each hive.

Jurisdiction

Bees Comparative Ordinances - Other Jurisdictions

Attachment 4



Setback or buffer 
standards

Facilities for keeping bees, such as beehives or apiaries, shall be at least 
15 feet from any public walkway, street or road, or any public building, 
park or recreation area, or any residential dwelling.  Any public walkway, 
street, or road or any public building, park or recreation area, or any 
residential dwelling, other than that occupied by the applicant, that is 
less than 150 feet from the applicant beehives or apiaries shall be 
protected by a six foot hedgerow, partition, fence or similar enclosure 
around the beehive or apiary, installed on the applicant's property.

� All portions of the bee hives/colonies enclosure 
shall be located behind the front building plane of 
the dwelling.  All portions of the bee hives/colonies 
shall either be located either a minimum of ten feet 
from any property line(s) or fifteen feet from any 
property line if there is no barrier, such as a fence 
or hedge, that is at least six feet in height on all 
relevant property lines;

Colonies shall be located in the side or rear yard , and set back 
no less than 10 feet from the nearest property line, and shall 
comply with the following provisions:

i. The beehives are isolated from public access by a security 
fence; and

ii. The beekeeper establishes and maintains a flyway barrier at 
least 6 feet in height consisting of a solid wall, solid fencing 
material, dense vegetation or combination thereof that is 
parallel to the property line and extends 10 feet beyond the 
colony in each direction so that all bees are forced to fly at an 
elevation of at least 6 feet above ground level over the 
property lines in the vicinity of the colony; or

iii. The colony is situated 10 feet or more above the grade of 
the nearest adjoining property line.

No person shall keep a bee 
container of any kind w/in one 
150 ft. of another dwelling, street 
or sidewalk.

Other Provisions May require liability insurance.  The applicant shall demonstrate, to the 
Director's satisfaction, sufficient ability to respond to any claims for 
damages for personal injury or property damage which may be caused 
by any specified animal kept at the facility.
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Albany, OR.  Not more than two chickens on any lot less than 7,000 square feet in area.  Keep chickens10 feet
from adjoining property lines and 20 feet from any public right-of-way.
Beaverton, OR.  Except for “household pets,” no person shall keep or maintain livestock or poultry within the
city.... http://groups.google.com/group/brightgreenbeaverton . . . Update:  As of 2010 chickens are allowed:  
http://tinyurl.com/2aeloqg  -or-  http://tinyurl.com/2aeloqg
Coos Bay, OR.  Chickens appear to be allowed; you have to purchase a one year permit and renew it every year,
though.
Corvallis, OR. Unlimited chickens allowed. No roosters. Chickens must be penned.
Eugene, OR.  A maximum of 2 hens, no roosters, kept 20 feet from dwellings.
Gresham, OR. Unlimited “livestock” allowed, provided they are kept 100ft. from neighbors, which is possible
only on uncommonly large lots.
Hillsboro OR.  New regulations as of Dec. 2010.  Chickens are legal in Hillsboro but you must have a $25
permit.   A 7k – 10k square foot lot can have up to 3 chickens, kept 10 feet from property lines.  See: 
http://www.ci.hillsboro.or.us/Planning/AnimalRegulations/CityAnimalRegulations.aspx

Keizer, OR.  Chickens are illegal but they work “on
the complaint basis.”  If no one complains you can
keep them.  If they do, you have to remove them.
Lake Oswego, OR.  The town Clerk here says there
is no limit on the number of chickens. Roosters are
not prohibited, but if they crow they might be out of
compliance with the noise ordinance.
Lebanon, OR.  No fowl of any kind are allowed
within Lebanon city limits. However, chickens are
dealt with on a complaint-basis.
Milwaukie, OR.  Up to 50 chickens, including
roosters, except if neighbors complain, then noise
violations will apply.
Newberg, OR.  Up to six hens (no roosters) are
allowed, although a (free) permit is required. They must be penned, but the coop can be anywhere on the
property.  To get the free permit, the animal control officer comes and does a quick inspection to make sure the
birds have an appropriate home, and they don’t particularly mind if you already have the birds without a permit.
Oregon City, OR.  You may keep 5 or fewer hens on a lot of 10,000 square feet if the chicken’s housing is kept
40 feet from the front property line, 20 feet from
all other property lines, and 25 feet from the dwelling.  Roosters prohibited.
Portland, OR. Three hens allowed without a permit.  No roosters.  Permit for more costs $31.  Keep 25ft. from
residences.
Salem, OR.  There have been recent debates in Salem regarding the current law that chickens are illegal here. 
UPDATE: They are now legal:  http://www.salemchickens.com/
Stayton, OR.  Unlimited chickens allowed for personal use only, not commercial selling of eggs. No laws
concerning roosters, but if neighbors complain, the City will ask you to get rid of them. Chickens must be kept
10 feet from property lines.
Tigard, OR.  No poultry or livestock, other than normal household pets, may be housed or in a fenced run within
100 feet of any nearby residence except a dwelling on the same lot

chickenlaws.html http://thecitychicken.com/chickenlaws.html

1 of 1 10/11/2012 9:37 AM
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Introduction 
As people grow more concerned about the economy, the environment, food safety, 
emergency preparedness, and animal welfare, they are returning to the basic skills their 
grandparents understood well – vegetable gardening, canning food, and raising chickens.  
In response to citizens’ requests, many municipalities across the country have adopted 
ordinances allowing residents to keep a limited number of egg-laying hens as pets.  
 
According to the Worldwatch Institute, there is an Urban Chicken Movement underway 
that has "... swept across the United States in recent years" and it began right here in the 
Pacific Northwest (Appendix A).  
 
Our request is not unreasonable or unusual. Cities across the country, large and small, 
allow a limited number of backyard hens.  For example, chickens are allowed in Seattle, 
Chicago, Denver, Madison, Fort Collins, Vancouver, and New York. In fact, according to 
Newsweek Magazine, more than 65% of major U.S. cities now have chicken-keeping 
ordinances (Appendix B).   
 
In Oregon, nearly every city has relaxed its zoning regulations to allow residents to enjoy 
a few backyard chickens (see chart below).  We, the people of Salem would like the same 
opportunity enjoyed by our friends in neighboring communities.  
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Salem Revised Code 
Currently, Section 146.020 of the Salem Revised Codes lists land uses permitted in Single 
Family Residential zones (Appendix C).  Any use not on this list is considered unlawful, 
based on its omission. Chickens are not listed.  This, and the fact that chickens are 
defined as livestock in Section 111.130, Section (e), of the Salem Revised Code, makes 
keeping chickens inside the city illegal (Appendix D).  Yet, according Section 146.030, 
Special Uses, city residents can keep a potbelly pig weighing up to 100 pounds (Appendix 
E).  We think it’s unreasonable that you can keep a 100-pound pig, or a vicious dog, 
roaming cat, and assorted other animals, but not a 3-pound bird that provides nutritious 
eggs year-round.   
 
 
 

Definition of Livestock 
Chickens are a dual purpose animal. They can be raised 
for profit, or treated like pets. Because hens are small, 
harmless, friendly, entertaining, and easy to care for – 
they make wonderful pets.  Three small hens aren’t 
“livestock” any more than a vegetable garden is a farm. 
 
According to section 111.130(e) in the revised code, the 
city’s definition of livestock includes poultry (Appendix 
D).  City Staff has recommended this definition be 
changed to exclude the keeping of backyard hens for 
non-commercial purposes. We agree for the following 
reasons:   
 

 
1. The State Department of Agriculture excludes chickens from its definition of 

livestock and we believe the City’s definition should match the state’s definition 
(Appendix F).  

 
2. According to Oregon Revised Statute 609.140(1), any dog that harms livestock can 

be euthanized.  It’s unlikely that dogs will harm chickens because we have 
stipulated that the birds be enclosed within a backyard facility at all times.  But in 
the event this should occur, we urge council to modify the definition of livestock so 
that dogs would be protected. 

 
3. If chickens remain as livestock, then enforcement of a chicken ordinance would fall 

under the land use section of the Salem Revised Code.  Therefore, any modification 
to the ordinance would require review by the Planning Commission and a state-
mandated 45-day waiting period. It would be much easier and more efficient to 
remove chickens from the city’s definition of livestock and allow them as pets, 
which could then be enforced under the nuisance section of the city’s code and 
easily modified.   
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Community Support  
The city of Salem overwhelmingly supports the chicken ordinance, evidenced by the 
following:  
 

1. A petition with 1,232 signatures from Salem residents over the age of 18 
who support our proposal. 

 
2. Endorsement by the following local organizations: 

 Marion-Polk Food Share 
   St. Vincent de Paul Society 
   Center for Sustainable Communities at Willamette University 
   Oregon Tilth 
   Friends of Marion County 

 
3. An inspection of the public record revealed the vast majority of 

correspondence received by the City on this issue was in favor of the 
ordinance.  At 16 public meetings where chickens were discussed 
between February 2009 and August 2010, the number of persons in favor 
of the ordinance consistently far outweighed those opposed.   
 

4. Endorsement by 13 of Salem’s 19 neighborhood associations, including all 
of the largest ones.  According to The Department of Community 
Services, these represent over 85% of Salem households.  

 
 Neighborhood      Councilor Ward(s) 
 So. Gateway    4 
 ELNA     6 
 Faye Wright    3, 4 
 Morningside    2, 3 
 Northgate    5 
 SCAN     2, 7  
 SEMCA  2, 3, 4 
 SESNA  2 
 So. Salem    7 
 Sunnyslope    7 
 NESCA  6 
 West Salem     8 
 NEN   1, 2, 6   
        
Never before has a proposed 
ordinance required the endorsement 
of every neighborhood association.  
Still, CITY went to great lengths to 
educate the public and recruit support. 
The fact that 13 out of 19 neighbor-
hoods voted for the ordinance is more 
than adequate to prove sufficient 
public support exists for our proposal. 
   

The 13 neighborhoods that support a chicken ordinance are highlighted in yellow. 
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Code Enforcement 
We gathered letters from public officials in various chicken-friendly cities, all of whom 
state that allowing residents to keep a few pet hens has benefited their communities.  
 
Written testimony from mayors, city commissioners, and code compliance officers are 
included in Appendix G of this packet. These statements prove that chicken ordinances do 
not create the type of problems some fear.  Allowing residents a small number of egg-
laying hens has not created a financial burden for these cities, spurred fighting among 
neighbors, presented a noise, odor, or rodent problem, reduced property values, or posed 
a public health threat.  In fact, public officials in cities where backyard chickens have been 
permitted for years, view it as a beneficial, community-building and self-sustaining 
activity that they promote and encourage.  What better indication can there be, then the 
experiences of other cities with similar demographics to Salem, that report a positive and 
successful experience?   
 
Eugene, a city comparable in size to Salem and where hens are allowed, received just 11 
chicken-related complaints in 2008.  The City of Madison receives just 10 complaints a 
year and describes the enforcement burden as minimal.  In our neighboring capital city, 
Olympia, Washington, the number of complaints dwindled to less than five after they 
passed the ordinance to allow chickens, according to Code Compliance Officer, Georgia 
Sabol (Appendix G).  
 

Salem received 29 chicken-related complaints 
in 2008.  Even Portland, a city nearly four 
times larger than Salem and known to have 
more chickens per capita than any other U.S. 
city, receives just 10 more complaints than 
we currently do here in Salem. 
 
We believe Salem receives nearly three times 
as many complaints as cities of equal size, 
where chickens are permitted, because our 
current ordinance is ambiguous.  This results 
in people keeping chickens illegally and 
without guidelines to follow, resulting in 
complaints that the city must respond to. 
 
We believe a clearly written ordinance that 
permits a limited number of egg-laying hens 
and specifically prohibits roosters will result in 
less confusion and fewer complaints, 
ultimately costing the city less time and 
money. 
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Odor 
The fear of odor problems caused by backyard chickens is unwarranted.  Chickens 
themselves do not smell.  It’s only their feces that have the potential to stink, which is 
also true of feces from dogs, cats, or any other animal that leaves waste in the yard. But 
unlike dogs and cats, who leave waste on the lawns of their neighbors or in public places, 
chicken waste would be confined to the coop in the backyard of the owner because we 
have stipulated that the hens be enclosed at all times. 
 
It’s also important to realize that the maximum number of chickens allowed is just three.  
Three small hens weigh less than 15 pounds collectively, and generate less waste than 
one average dog.  For those of you who are not aware, potbelly pigs weighing 100 pounds 
are currently allowed in the city.  This animal produces 30 times more waste than a 
chicken and you don’t get the benefit of eggs.   
 
Furthermore, chicken manure is a highly valued fertilizer that can be used in the garden, 
whereas waste from dogs and cats cannot because of the parasites and human diseases it 
can harbor. 
 
According to Dr. Hermes, Oregon State University Extension Poultry Specialist, “Once 
added to the compost or tilled into the soil, the odor-causing compounds are no longer 
able to cause objectionable odors.”  This statement is an exact quote taken from his letter 
(Appendix H). 
 
The reason people fear an odor problem is because their only experience with chickens (if 
they have any at all), is a farm or commercial poultry operation.  In these situations, 
chickens are viewed as a commodity and are raised with the intention of profit from meat 
or egg production.  Under those circumstances, hundreds, if not thousands, of chickens 
are often kept in crowded conditions with poor ventilation or regular cleaning.  As a result, 
ammonia can build up and these facilities can stink.   
 
On the contrary, people who want to raise 3 hens as pets in the city are not looking to 
make a profit.  They want eggs laid by healthy, happy chickens that they treat like pets. 
Three small birds housed at least 20’ from adjacent dwellings and in close proximity to the 
owner’s home, are extremely unlikely to create an odor problem for neighbors. 
 

Noise 
Only roosters crow loudly, not hens.  Hens never crow and are generally quiet animals, 
with the exception of announcing the arrival of a freshly hatched egg.  This sound is 
short-lived, lasting a few minutes and takes place once every 24 to 36 hours, and never 
occurs at night.  Some hens are more vocal than others, depending on the breed, but 
there is no comparing the sound of a cackling hen to dogs that can bark all night long, 
power tools, lawn mowers, garbage trucks, motorcycles, wild crows, kids playing, car 
alarms, sirens, airplanes, trains, and the myriad of other loud noises frequently heard in 
the neighborhood. 
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Impact on Animal Shelters 
We have taken steps to ensure that local animal shelters are not inundated with unwanted 
hens and mis-sexed roosters, as some have claimed. 
 
Hens are always wanted because they provide eggs, fertilizer, and are gentle creatures 
that make great pets.  If a family can't keep them for any reason, they are easily 
relocated using Craig’s List, postings at local farm stores, or through CITY’s website.   
 
There are steps that can be taken to avoid improperly sexed roosters and we will 
encourage people to exercise those precautions.  For the small percentage of those that 
do turn out to be roosters, we have a rooster relocation program in place and ready to go.  
A local farmer who re-homes roosters for the residents of Portland has agreed to do the 
same for us.  Oregon is a very agricultural state and there is no shortage of farmers who 
are happy to take in breeding roosters.   
 
Please refer to the three letters in Appendix I for more details about this program. 
 
 

 Property Values 
Declining property values is another myth associated with chicken-keeping in the city. 
 
Again, this is an unsubstantiated claim based on fear, not facts.  A small backyard flock 
made up of three small hens treated like pets are about as different from a commercial 
operation or farm as you can get.  City coops are typically small, clean, and attractive 
because people love their pets and live in close proximity to them. In fact, urban hen-
keepers are so proud of their coops, they hold annual coop tours to show them off! 
 
There is absolutely no evidence to indicate that keeping pet hens, as laid out in our 
proposal, would have any negative impact on real estate values whatsoever.   
 
In the following charts you can see that as of March 2009, the average sales price of 
homes in eight chicken-friendly cities is higher than homes in Salem.  You can clearly see 
that the average sales price of homes in cities with demographics similar to ours, but that 
allow chickens, all have higher average sales prices than here where chickens are not 
allowed. 
 
In Appendix J you will find a letter from Jane Leo, Portland Metropolitan Association of 
Realtors, stating that in her 14 years with that organization, she has never heard of an 
instance where chickens were associated with lower property values.  There, you will also 
find a letter from a local realtor. 
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It’s simply not true that urban chicken keeping has a negative impact on property values. 
The statistics prove it. 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Public Health 
The notion that three birds confined to an enclosure in a backyard will somehow create a 
public health threat is also unwarranted. If it were true, others cities wouldn’t permit it. 
 
From time to time we hear about a potentially deadly pathogen capable of jumping from 
one species to another.  Bird flu and swine flu are the most recent examples.  Fortunately, 
neither of these perceived threats have materialized.   
 
The type of Avian Influenza that is contagious to humans has not been found in North 
America.  Bird flu is spread by contact with the contaminated feces of wild birds, primarily 
migratory waterfowl. Unlike rural farm birds, which might co-mingle with migratory birds 
or drink from a shared pond, "backyard chickens" will be kept in an enclosed pen where 
contact with migratory birds is unlikely.  
 
OSU Poultry Extension Specialist, Dr. Jim Hermes, states "Bird flu of the type noted in the 
media has not been diagnosed in the whole of the Western Hemisphere and may not ever 
find its way here" and "chickens are relatively healthy animals."  Please refer to his letter 
in Appendix H. 
 

City 
Average Sales 

Price 

Seattle, WA $437,247 

Lake Oswego, OR $384,709 

Portland, OR $319,911 

Eugene, OR $287,507 

Olympia, WA $284,401 

Corvallis, OR $281,000 

Ft. Collins, CO $225,924 

Madison, WI $219,620 

Salem, OR $193,005 

Average Home Sales Price
 March 2009
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Homes in cities (demographically similar to Salem, Oregon) that allow backyard chickens 
have an average sales price that is higher compared to homes here, where chickens are 
currently not allowed.  Clearly, backyard chickens do not lower property values.  (Source: 
http://realestate.aol.com) 
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Dogs and cats can spread parasites, bacteria, fungi and viruses to humans.  Rabies is an 
example of a viral infection that can be transmitted to people from the saliva or bite of a 
dog.  Cat Scratch Fever is a bacterial infection passed to people by cats.  Each year, 
25,000 cases are diagnosed in the U.S.  Ringworm, a highly contagious fungal infection, 
can be transmitted to humans by touching an infected animal's fur or skin and is common 
in stray kittens that roam freely.  Roundworm, hookworm, tapeworm, and Giardia are 
intestinal parasites that can be passed to humans from pet waste. There are also a 
number of tick-borne diseases that can be brought home from dogs and cats like Lyme 
disease and Rocky Mountain spotted fever.  Chickens can actually keep your yard 
healthier because they eat ticks and insects.   
 
Keep in mind, too, that bird diseases like Exotic Newcastle, West Nile, or avian influenza 
can infect different types of birds, not just chickens, including common pet birds like 
parrots, finches, and cockatiels.  There are also diseases people can catch from hamsters, 
reptiles, and other common pets.  But regardless of this, people will continue to love and 
care for all kinds of pets because they enrich our lives, provide companionship, teach 
responsibility, entertain us, and in the case of chickens, provide eggs! 
 
Dr. Emilio DeBess, Oregon’s Public Health Veterinarian, stated “People are not at risk of 
developing influenza by having a domesticated bird at home (not wild). If a client has a 
wild bird at home, the chances of a virus mutation and the possibility of jumping species, 
(given that the bird has influenza) are minimal” (Appendix K). Also, researchers at Johns 
Hopkins University concluded that backyard flocks are four times less likely to contract 
bird flu (http://www.hsus.org/farm/news/ournews/small_flocks_lower_bird_flu_risk.html). 
 
  

Pests & Rodents 
Chickens do not attract insects, they eat them!  They love to eat 
all types of bugs, including those that can carry human diseases 
like mosquitoes and ticks.  They also eat slugs that would 
otherwise harm garden crops, especially here in the northwest.  
Rather than attract flies, they eat fly larvae (maggots) before 
they can grow up to become adult flies.  In his letter, Dr. James 
Hermes, OSU Poultry Extension Specialist, supports our claim 
that if chickens have access to fly larvae, flies will never become 
a problem.  He also states that chickens do not attract rodents 
and that a small number of hens can be a great addition to any 
urban family backyard (Appendix H). 

  
A chicken pen is not likely to attract rodents or wildlife unless chicken feed is spilled or not 
stored properly. This same thing holds true for dog or cat food, garbage, and composters. 
 
To many of us, chickens are a natural extension to our gardens.  They are world-class 
recyclers.  Within 24 hours, they turn garden scraps, bugs, and weeds into one of two 
things we can use, eggs and fertilizer.   
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Sustainability 
More and more people are interested in living a more sustainable lifestyle and reducing 
their carbon footprint.  Local governments encourage citizens to reduce their consumption 
of resources, use fewer pesticides, and be more self-reliant.  A small number of egg-
laying hens allow us the opportunity to do just that.  Political obstacles should not impede 
the very same lifestyle local government promotes. 
 
People who have backyard hens are less likely to use harmful chemicals and pesticides in 
their gardens.  Instead, they desire their yard to be healthy and environmentally friendly.  
They consider chickens an extension of their gardens because they eat weeds and bugs 
and provide fertilizer.   
 
Organic gardeners seek natural fertilizer to enhance their 
garden soil as they grow fresh fruits and vegetables.  Chicken 
manure is one of the most efficient natural fertilizers providing 
essential nutrients to build the soil. Backyard hens provide a 
very local source of fertilizer that is easily composted, without 
any transportation costs.  According to Dr. Jim Hermes, OSU 
Extension Specialist, “Chicken manure is a great addition to 
sustainable urban gardens” (Appendix H). 
 
Backyard chickens eat grass clippings and food scraps, thus keeping these products out of 
the local landfill by reusing them on site.   
 
We are encouraged to eat locally, reducing the need to transport food long distances. 
What better place to start than the availability of food right in the back yard!  
 
Becoming a more sustainable community becomes easier with the availability of eggs 
from backyard hens. Local citizens can contribute their surplus eggs to local food banks, 
or neighbors, feeding the hungry with healthy, locally produced food. In fact, the Marion-
Polk Food Share is among our strongest supporters (Appendix L). 
 

Food Safety & Animal Welfare 
There is a growing desire among consumers to regain some control 
over the food we serve our families.  Food recalls have become 
common and people are concerned about the safety of their food 
and the welfare of the animals that provided it.   
 
Not only are home-grown eggs fresher, tastier, and more nutritious 
than store-bought eggs, they are also less likely to contain 
Salmonella.  Store-bought eggs are often shipped from out-of-
state, and can be legally sold when they are as old as 45 days.  Studies show home-
grown eggs are also more nutritious (http://www.motherearthnews.com/Real-Food/2007-
10-01/Tests-Reveal-Healthier-Eggs.aspx). 
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Chickens raised for profit in battery cages.  Chickens raised as backyard pets 
 
Chickens that are raised as pets, rather than for profit, are less crowded, less stressed, 
treated better, and therefore less susceptible to disease.  Given the recent recall of over 
380 million eggs contaminated with Salmonella, it’s no surprise that people are interested 
in producing as much of their own food as possible. 
   

Economic Benefits 
Many of our older family members have shared stories about how chickens saved the 
family during the Great Depression.  Given our current economic situation, keeping a few 
backyard hens has never been more practical.   
 
Food prices continue to rise. The unemployment rate is at a record 
high and Oregon is among the worst.  Homes are being foreclosed 
on at an alarming rate.  As a result, the Marion-Polk Food Share 
reports a record high in the need for emergency food boxes 
(Appendix L).  A readily available source of eggs saves money, 
energy, and time.  The initial cost of a small chicken coop and pen 
will quickly pay for itself.  Members of our group are willing to 
donate time, labor, and material to help families in need get started. 
 
After the initial coop investment, three hens cost very little to maintain, especially if you 
supplement their diet with weeds, grass clippings, bugs, and kitchen and garden scraps. 
In return, three hens will provide approximately 65 dozen eggs per year for a cost of 
about $2/dozen.  For the equivalent in fresh, locally-produced eggs that came from 
happy, healthy chickens (as opposed to factory farms), you would pay $6 per dozen at the 
Farmer’s Market or health food store.  Chickens will save you additional money on 
fertilizer, pesticides, and gasoline.   
 
Backyard chickens also create interesting business opportunities.  Oregon Business 
Magazine and the Register-Guard have recently reported on the highly successful 
businesses known as urban farm stores that cater to the needs of backyard 
homesteaders.  In fact, these businesses are one of the few that are thriving in this 
economy. 
 
Additionally, unemployed construction workers are grateful for the work they’ve been 
finding building backyard chicken coops. Urban farm schools are popping up everywhere 
turning a profit by teaching city dwellers how to grow gardens, can food, and raise 
chickens. Even the business of chicken babysitting has made CNN Money headlines lately.   
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Emergency Preparedness 
In these uncertain times, it is especially important that 
people be prepared for an emergency.  Government 
officials encourage us to be prepared in the event of a fire, 
flood, earthquake, civil unrest, or any other situation, 
stating that in such an event we are likely to be on our 
own for the first few days or possibly weeks.  When 
disaster strikes, it can hinder transportation or help from 
arriving in a timely fashion.  Having a year-round source 
of high-protein, nutritious eggs readily available can 
provide critical food in a time of need.   
 
During heavy snow/ice storms and floods like we experienced in 2008, there could be 
damage to buildings and infrastructure such as bridges and highways.  As a result, it can 
be difficult to get to the store and scarcity of food items on store shelves can occur. Local 
egg-producing hens will help our community be more food self-sufficient when 
emergencies occur. 
 
The American food system is dependent on centralized processing plants and 
transportation.  A more diversified food system can provide more security by letting 
citizens grow crops and raise animals they know and enjoy.  That way, if the food system 
should fail, we will be able to feed our selves and our neighbors (Backyard Poultry, vol. 3, 
no. 6, pg 16). 
 
There is no denying that, as a nation, we would be better off if we were less reliant on 
outside resources. This holds true for cities, neighborhoods, and families as well. 
 

Educational Opportunities 
Raising three small hens in the backyard is a tremendous 
opportunity for parents to teach young children about the 
responsibility that comes with caring for a pet, and 
something about where the food they eat really comes 
from.  This is something a dog or cat cannot do.  And 
because of their small size and friendly demeanor, hens can 
be easily handled by young children without the fear of 
being bitten.   
 
By keeping a few hens, children will also learn about 
sustainability and recycling because they will see first-hand 
how grass clippings, bugs, weeds, and kitchen scraps fed to 
chickens are turned into delicious eggs.  They will also see 
how straw bedding and waste from the chickens improves 
garden soil that, in turn, produces fruits and vegetables.  Instead of just hearing the 
phrase “reduce, reuse, recycle" they will actually experience it.  
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City kids will have the opportunity to participate in 4-H or FFA 
programs like their more rural friends.  A 3-pound hen is very 
practical because it is small, inexpensive to raise, and very easy 
to care for.  It is much more practical for city life than a 100-
pound potbelly pig, which is currently allowed in residential 
zones. 
 
For many of us, our grandparents had victory gardens, knew 
how to can food, and raised their own chickens.  But this 
valuable knowledge seems to have skipped a generation and we 
are anxious to bring it back so that our children will not be so far 
removed from these basic skills that they think food comes only 
from the grocery store.   
 

 
We cherish the opportunity to teach our kids how to be more self-reliant instead of 
depending solely on others for their sustenance.  We value the opportunity to teach our 
children to have less of an impact on the earth than we have.   
 
 

 Water & Air Quality 
An average hen produces 0.0035 cu ft of manure per day whereas a 100-lb pig (the size 
currently allowed in the City of Salem) produces 0.109 cu ft per day.  
(http://extension.oregonstate.edu/catalog/pdf/em/em8649.pdf) 
 
According to the FDA, an average dog generates 3/4 of a pound of manure a day that 
cannot be composted because of the harmful bacteria and parasites (hookworms, 
roundworms, and tapeworms) that can infect humans.  This waste is considered a major 
source of bacterial pollution in urban watersheds.  
(http://www.pacshell.org/projects/petwasteinfo.htm#facts).  
 
Dog waste contains higher concentrations of nitrogen and phosphorus than cows, 
chickens, or pigs and is a major contributor of excessive nutrients that flow into ground 
and surface waters through runoff from city sidewalks and lawns.  
(www.csld.edu/Downloads/Sussman_2008_DogParks.pdf). 
 
Not only do chickens produce less waste, most people who keep chickens in the city also 
have a garden and therefore compost their chicken manure.  If composted and added to 
the garden, the water quality impact would be virtually nothing.  Chickens also reduce the 
need for pesticides because they eat bugs and weeds, further reducing the potential for 
water pollution.  
 
When the city of Fort Collins, Colorado adopted a chicken-keeping ordinance, they first 
conducted thorough research which included the possibility of increased methane gas 
emissions.  It was concluded that backyard hens would not significantly impact methane 
gas emissions (Appendix M).  There is no reason to believe that this would be any 
different in Salem.   
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Community-Building Events 
Unlike commercial poultry operations or rural farms, people in the 
city who keep chickens as pets keep them in attractive enclosures 
they are proud of.  In fact, in many chicken-friendly cities residents 
hold annual coop tours to show them off.  In Portland, Seattle, 
Austin, Las Vegas, and Madison, chicken enthusiasts participate in a 
variety of chicken-related events, including tours, classes, and 
clubs, adding fabric and educational opportunities to their 
communities. 
 
We are eager to do the same in Salem. Members of CITY plan to 
host coop tours, chicken-raising classes, and coop-building workshops.  We also plan to 
conduct a “Habitat for Hens” event to provide donated labor and coop materials for a 
family in need of a helping hand.  A local hatchery (Farwest Hatchery) has agreed to 
donate feed and chicks to help the family get started. Several agencies have asked to 
collaborate with us on these events, helping to build a stronger, more cohesive 
community. 
 
Attractive and inexpensive pre-made chicken coops are available on various websites for 
those who are not able to build their own.  Books on coop construction can be checked out 
at the local library and free coop building instructions are available on the internet.  Our 
website www.Chicken-Revolution.com has links to these resources. 
 
Below are pictures of stationary coops and chicken tractors commonly found in the city:   
 

                
 

 
A “chicken tractor” – a bottomless coop with 
wheels on the front that allow it to be easily 
moved around the yard like a wheelbarrow. 
 
Chickens can fertilize different parts of the 
yard, and hunt for bugs, while remaining 
enclosed.  
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Conclusion 
During our two-year effort to legalize backyard chickens in Salem, we’ve talked to many 
people about this issue.  The overwhelming majority think it’s a great idea and support 
the ordinance.  We have found that the minority few who oppose it, do so for one of three 
reasons:  
 

A. They are completely unfamiliar with chickens.  I’ve had many conversations with 
people who say it’s a bad idea “because of the roosters.” When I explain that 
roosters are not needed to produce eggs, they are often shocked. Some will say 
they oppose the ordinance because “chickens will attract pests like cockroaches.”  
Again, they do not understand that chickens eat bugs rather than attract them. If 
they are unfamiliar with these basic chicken facts, you have to wonder what else 
they are incorrect about.  
 

B. Their only experience with chickens is large-scale, raised-for-profit, commercial 
operations or farms.  We’ve encountered a few people who adamantly oppose 
chickens because they know how smelly and filthy chicken coops can be because 
they used to live near a poultry facility. Yes, when hundreds or thousands of 
chickens are crammed into a giant barn or warehouse and treated like nothing 
more than egg-laying machines, it can be quite unpleasant. Urban hen-keepers do 
not support or condone this. This is exactly what we are working to avoid!  
 

C. Unfortunately, some people associate raising chickens with poverty. Sharon Astyk 
(Casaubon’s Book) sums up this bias nicely when she writes: 

  “Among the basic subsistence activities legislated against by towns, cities and housing 
 developments are: 

 1. Clotheslines instead of dryers.  Reason: Looks poor.  Might suggest you can’t afford a dryer.  
 Plus, you might see underwear that isn’t your own.  This is a major cause of sin. 

 2. No livestock, but large pets are acceptable. Reason: Ostensible reasons are health based, a 
 few even broadly grounded in fact, real reason is that pets, which have no purpose other than 
 companionship and cost money, are broadly a sign of affluence, while livestock are a sign of 
 poverty, because they provide economic benefits. 

 3. No front yard gardens.  Reason: The lawn is a sign of affluence - you have money, leisure and 
 water enough to have a chunk of land, however tiny, that doesn’t produce.  It creates in many 
 neighborhoods a seemingly contiguousm, but basically sterile and safe seeming ”public” green 
 space that is actually privatized and not very green.  Gardens, on the other hand, have dirty 
 wildlife and bugs in them, and might grow food, which is bad because it implies you can’t afford 
 it.”  
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Chickens in an urban setting 
 
Georgia Sabol <gsabol@ci.olympia.wa.us>  
 
Thursday, March 12, 2009 7:51:06 AM  
 
To:"salemchickens@yahoo.com" <salemchickens@yahoo.com> 
 
 
Our city council decided to allow hens in the City of Olympia six or seven years ago.  As I said over the phone, it 
would be difficult to go back and find out exactly how many chicken complaints per year prior to allowing them.  
I am sure that since hens are allowed we have fewer complaints, I’d say five or less per year.  The complaints are 
mostly about roosters crowing.  We’ve had several complaints about someone having too many hens. 
  
I believe that we now receive fewer complaints because the “chicken advocates” were good about educating 
new owners care of their hens.  It seems that we never get complaints about hens out wondering loose 
anymore.  Good fences (pens) do make good neighbors. 
  
I also should mention that we in code enforcement were not keen on the chickens being allowed.  However, 
that attitude has completely changed.  
  

Georgia Sabol 
Code Enforcement Officer 

Community Planning & Development 

360-753-8393 
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Appendix K 
 

 

 
From: Emilio E DEBESS (emilio.e.debess@state.or.us)  
Sent: Wed 10/28/09 10:36 AM 
To:  Barbara Palermo (getaholdofbp@hotmail.com) 
 
Hello Barbara,  
Thank you for your question and concern. 
  
This genus has one species, influenza A virus. Wild aquatic birds are the natural hosts for a large variety of 
influenza A. Occasionally, viruses are transmitted to other species (jumping species) by mutation.  
 
The statement was made after the reporter asked as to the origin of influenza viruses.  
As for the public, significant mutations have to happen in wild birds to pass it on to other animals and humans. 
 
People are not at risk of developing influenza by having a domesticated bird at home (not wild).  
If a client has a wild bird at home, the chances of a virus mutation and the possibility of  jumping species, 
(given that the bird has influenza)  are minimal.  
  
Let me know if that helps so I can send it out to the vet listserve   
Thank you 
 
>>> "Barbara Palermo" <getaholdofbp@hotmail.com> 10/28/2009 10:15 AM >>> 
Hi Dr. DeBess, 
  
A recent article in the Oregonian newspaper quotes you as saying "Birds are basically the origin of all flu viruses, 
historically, and they can get any and all flu viruses."  Could you please explain what you meant by that.  People 
seem to be worried that your statement means birds present a high public health threat, which I don't think is 
what you meant.  In terms of flu viruses, can you say that people are any more likely to catch the flu from a bird 
than any other means?  Aren't the chances of getting sick from a dog or cat greater than from a bird? 
  
Thank you, 
Barbara  
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Ferret gets swine flu from its owner, a first 

By Jacques Von Lunen, Special to The Oregon...  
October 20, 2009, 3:47AM 

 
It appears that certain pets can catch swine flu from their owners.  
 
Oregon just registered its first case of a natural human-animal transmission of the H1N1 virus. Actually, it may be 
the first such recorded case anywhere, said Emilio DeBess, Oregon state public health veterinarian.  
 
A ferret, whose owner had shown flulike symptoms, tested positive for swine flu on Oct. 8.  
 
The owners took the ferret to a veterinary clinic in Portland on Oct. 5 (DeBess said the clinic asked not to be 
identified.) The animal had severe respiratory illness and showed many of the symptoms people associate with the 
flu: fever, weakness, coughing and sneezing.  
 
After hearing that the owner suffered from flu symptoms just before the ferret got sick, the treating veterinarian 
called DeBess, whose responsibilities include serving as a consultant to Oregon vets.  
 
DeBess asked the vet to send in a sample of the ferret's nasal secretions. It was tested at an Oregon State 
University lab, which found genetic markers for the strain of H1N1 that's infecting humans. A lab of the U.S. 
Department for Agriculture confirmed the finding on Oct. 9.  
 
This came as little surprise to DeBess. Ferrets, which are sensitive toward respiratory illness, have been used in labs 
to see how the flu will affect people, he said. But this may be the first case anywhere of a ferret catching the flu from 
its owner, without the help of lab technicians, he said.  
 
The ferret is recovering.  
 
DeBess put the staff at the clinic on "fever watch" after the test results came in. No one at the clinic had gotten sick 
as of last week, he said.  
 
Ferret owners need to be careful during flu season. And that goes both ways. If you have a ferret that's sneezing 
and coughing, wash your hands a lot and definitely take it to a vet. If you are sick with flulike symptoms, handle 
your ferret sparingly. Don't cough or sneeze near it.  
 
The same is true for birds, DeBess said. Birds are basically the origin of all flu viruses, historically, and they "can get 
any and all flu viruses," he said. However, no cases of birds contracting H1N1 are documented in this country.  
 
In the past five years the flu virus has mutated into a strain called H3N8, which infects dogs. It's not known to 
transmit to humans. No known strain infects cats, and neither cats nor dogs can carry H1N1.  
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The End! 
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Chicken-Keeping Policies in Oregon  (Revised July 11, 2012) 
 
 
 

Oregon Cities 

 
 

# Hens 
Allowed 

Setback 
from 

Property 
Line 

Distance 
from 

Adjacent 
Dwellings 

 
 

Minimum 
Lot Size 

 
 
 

Comments 
Astoria Unlimited     

Beaverton 4  20’  Ordinance went into effect on 9/20/10. 

Bend 4 15’ 25’ 6,000 sq ft Requires a $100 Farm Animal Permit. 

Canby Unlimited    Requires a free permit. 

Cannon Beach 
 

4 15’ 15’   

Corvallis 
 

Unlimited    Even roosters are permitted. 

Dallas 5 10’   Adopted ordinance in January 2010. 
 

Eugene 
 

2 10’ 25’  Citizens currently working to increase number of hens 
allowed. 

Forest Grove 
 

4  20’ 5,000 sq ft  

Gresham 
 

3 10’ 25’  Adopted ordinance in December 2009 - Requires $50 permit 
which is good for two years. 

Hillsboro Based on lot 
size 

10’  See 
comments 

Number of hens allowed depends on lot size (3 for 7,000-
10,000 sq ft / 6 for 10,000 sq ft to 1 acre / 9 for 1 acre+). 
Permit required. Fee unknown. 

Independence 
 

5    Adopted ordinance in March 2012. Permit required ($40 for 
1st 3-yr period, then $15 for additional 3-yrs); neighbor 
notification required. 

Keizer 3 10’   Adopted ordinance Aug 2011. Permit required with minimal 
processing fee. 

Lake Oswego 
 

Unlimited     

Lincoln City 
 

Unlimited     

Monmouth 
 

5 5’ 15’  New ordinance takes effect Aug 5, 2012. Up to five hens 
allowed in fully fenced rear/side yards. 

Portland* 
 

5     

Salem 
 

5  20’  Requires a one-time $40 fee and must pass initial inspection 
for permit, which is good indefinitely. 
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• Multnomah County enforces the chicken ordinance for the city of Portland.  If you have less than 4 chickens, the only requirement is that 

you keep no roosters and do not let hens roam freely.  If you want 4 or more hens, you have to apply for a $31 “special animal facility” 
permit and abide by further restrictions including property line setbacks, etc.  People with 3 or less chickens who do not care for them 
properly and receive valid complaints can be made to get the permit and follow a more stringent set of rules. 

 
As far as I know, the cities of Gervais, Aumsville, and Silverton still do NOT allow chickens in the city. 
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Jurisdiction
City of Salem City of Albany City of Bend City of Salem City of Stayton City of Creswell

Issue

Permitted in 
what zones?

See below.

Number of 
chickens 
allowed

Any residence within the city of Salem 
(excluding county islands within the urban 
growth boundary) will be permitted to 
keep up to five hens (no roosters) in rear 
yards. Chickens are also now allowed at 
churches, schools, and community 
gardens.

Not more than two animals on any lot less than 
7,000 square feet in area; for each additional 
animal there shall be an additional 3,000 
square feet of lot area.
Persons desiring to keep more animals than 
permitted by this section may do so with 
approval of the City Manager only when 
written approval is obtained from the owners 
of all improved property contiguous to the 
applicant(s) and which is within 200 feet of any 
fence, hutch, or pen containing the animals.

up to 4 hens on lots 5,000 sq ft. or 
larger

In the city (excludes county islands 
w/in the urban growth boundary) 3 
hens (no roosters) in rear yards.

No person owning, possessing, or 
having control of livestock, shall 
keep the animals except in a 
fenced area and on a lot having 
an area of at least 32,670 square 
feet (.75 acre) per animal.

1‐3 hens/5,000 sq ft.

General 
Provisions

The chicken coop (wooden structure with 
walls & roof) is limited to a total of 120 
square feet, but the run can be any size.
Chickens can free‐range within our fenced 
yards when under direct supervision.
No selling of birds or eggs, and no 
slaughtering in the city.
Chicken coops must be kept in a manner 
that does not create a nuisance (noise, 
odor, etc.) for neighbors.

Proper sanitation
includes:
a. Accumulation of waste 
prohibited
b. Odors resulting from the 
keeping of farm animals 
prohibited beyond property lines, 
and
c. Storing all farm animal food in 
rodent‐proof containers.
3. Fencing: All fencing shall be 
designed and constructed to 
confine all farm animals within 
th ' t

No person owning, possessing, or 
having control of poultry, shall 
keep the animals except in a 
fenced area.

Setback or 
buffer 
standards

5) The chicken facility (coop and run 
combined) must be at least 20’ from 
residential dwellings on adjacent 
properties and 3’ from the chicken owner’s 
own house and any accessory structure in 
your yard that is larger than 200 square 
feet. There is no minimum lot size 
requirement and there is no distance from 
property line requirement

All poultry, fowl, and rabbits shall be contained 
within hutches, fences, or pens inaccessible to 
other predatory animals and set back a 
minimum of 10 feet from adjoining property 
lines and 20 feet from any public right‐of‐way.

All structures that house large 
farm animals shall be located a 
minimum of 25 feet from all 
existing adjacent residences and 
at least fifteen (15) feet from any 
interior or rear lot line.

Chicken coop & run (combined): at 
least 20’ from dwellings on adjacent 
properties & 10’ from owner’s house. 
No minimum lot size . 

Fencing used for the purpose of 
containing poultry, as required 
by this section, shall not be 
located within ten feet (10') of a 
property boundary line.

Chicken allowed for single family dwellings only. 
No multi‐family or manufactured home parks

Chickens Comparative Ordinances ‐ Other Jurisdictions

E:\Planning Commission\10162012\Background\Chickens and Bees\Chickens and Bees - grid.xlsx Page 1
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M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
TO:   Planning Commission 
FROM:   Stacy Clauson, Lane Council of Governments 
MEETING DATE: October 11, 2012 
RE:   Planning Activities  

 
 
New Land Use Applications Submitted and/or Approved 
 

 None. 
 

City Council Update 

 City Council meeting on October 9, 2012 was cancelled. 
 

CCPC - CPR Phase II 

 City Council adopted the Planning Commission’s recommendation.  The application has been 
submitted to Lane County, with a tentative hearing date of December 4, 2012 before the County 
Planning Commission. 

 
TSP Update 

 A meeting with the Citizen Advisory Committee was held on September 27, 2012.  At the 
meeting, the Committee reviewed the draft existing conditions report, and provided comments 
on the goals and policies.   

 
Building Activities:  

 

 See Attachment. 
 



Monthly Building Permit Report - 2012

Monthly Totals

January February March April May June July August September Total

Submitted Permits 2 0 2 1 8 5 5 3 7 * 26                    

Issued Permits 1 2 0 2 0 11 7 1 0 24                    

SFD - Total Sq Ft 2,659 2,339 0 2,899 0 21,942 13,099 3,835 0 46,773             

SFD - Average Sq Ft 2,659 1,170 #DIV/0! 1,450 0 1,995 1,871 3,835 1,949               

Permit Fees 2,209$          $4,946 $0 $5,406 $0 33,289$       21,324$       5,431$       -$             72,605$           

SDC Fees 12,208$        $24,415 $0 $24,589 $0 135,238$     86,061$       12,294$     -$             294,805$         

Zone of Benefit Fees 6,502$          $13,011 $0 $13,040 $0 18,462$       26,099$       -$           -$             77,113$           

Total Valuation 302,631$      $281,000 $0 $336,374 $0 2,598,694$  1,554,622$  471,000$   -$             5,544,321$      

Monthly Totals

January February March April May June July August September Total

Submitted Permits 0 1 2 0 1 3 2 2 0 11                    

Issued Permits 0 0 0 2 1 1 2 1 0 7                      

Permit Fees 0 0 0 6,453 143 154 175 65 0 6,991$             

Total Valuation 0 0 0 753,000 0 2,500 2,300 0 0 757,800$         

Monthly Totals

January February March April May June July August September Total

Submitted Permits 0 0 1 2 0 2 5 1 4 15                    

Issued Permits* 1 1 0 0 0 1 2 1 5 11                    

Permit Fees $163 $987 $0 $0 $0 $9,747 $389 $2,438 $905 14,629$           

SDC Fees $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 -$                 

Zone of Benefit Fees $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 -$                 

Total Valuation $0 $50,000 $0 $0 $0 $25,000 $6,000 $0 $36,000 117,000$         

Monthly Totals

January February March April** May June July August September Total

Submitted Permits 7 14 10 6 17 25 15 18 0 112                  

Issued Permits 7 14 10 6 17 25 15 18 0 112                  

Permit Fees $894 $2,066 $866 $530 $1,531 $5,797 $3,089 $4,719 $1,343 20,836$           

Monthly Totals

January February March April May June July August September Total

Submitted 9 15 15 9 26 35 27 24 #VALUE! #VALUE!

Issued 9 17 10 10 18 38 26 21 5 154                  

Permit Fees 3,267$          7,999$        866$      12,390$      1,674$   48,987$       24,976$       12,654$     2,248$         115,061$         

SDC Fees 12,208$        24,415$      -$      24,589$      -$       135,238$     86,061$       12,294$     -$             294,805$         

Zone of Benefit Fees 6,502$          13,011$      -$      13,040$      -$       18,462$       26,099$       -$           -$             77,113$           

Valuation 302,631$      331,000$    -$      1,089,374$ -$       2,626,194$  1,562,922$  471,000$   36,000$       6,419,121$      

Single-Family Residential

Residential Remodel/Addition

Commercial /Industrial

Single Permits & ePermits

All Permits

* Note As of 10-8-12 all 7 permits for new single family homes have been issued with an additional 3 waiting for pick up. 
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