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The way we see it. 

. 

:n-% his magazine has 

, 
been in continuous 

. . 
.: publication since 

r1 . I 
946. During that 

.icij time we have done 
. '... - a' our best to inform 

readers about Ore- 
gon's fish and wildlife, about the de- 
partment's work with these 
resources, and about activities and 
trends that affect the animals and 
fish we manage. 

From time to time we get letters 
from subscribers who have saved 
every magazine issue from the be- 
ginning. This is surprising. It's diffi- 
cult for us to think of our modest 
publication getting the same treat- 
ment that most people reserve for 
National Geographic. The clear mes- 
sage, however, is that readers be- 
lieve what we have to say is 
important. 

That interest and respect mean a 
lot to us, so we are doing something 
different with this edition as a spe- 
cial service. Consider this a report to 
our readers, whether this is the first 
copy of Oregon Wildlife you have 
ever seen, or whether it is destined 
for the shelf where you have kept 
decades-worth of natural resource 
history. 

The Way We See It 
: irst you will notice more pages 

than usual. We just couldn't get all 
there was to say in the regular, 16- 
page format. The usual mix of arti- 
cies is also absent. Instead, this edi- 
tion is divided into two parts. 

Section One is a report from our 
Wildlife, Fish and Habitat Conserva- 
tion divisions. These are the people 
who work directly with fish and 
wildlife and represent resource in- 
terests where land and water use 
decisions are made. 

While Section One offers a candid 
overview of what we have been do- 
ing the last couple of years, Section 
Two looks ahead. We have identified 
six key issues that will receive major 
department attention as we move 
toward the year 2000. 

These issues are spelled out fo5 
you here, because we plan to report 
back in two years - measuring our 
progress in dealing with these con- 
cerns. These issues will also be the 
focus of rn-depth Oregon Wildlife 
feature articles over the next two 
years, and will receive special atten- 
tion for development of public infor- 
mation and education materials. 

In addition, the department will 
host periodic "Issues 90s" discussion 
forums to share information and 
ideas about these topics, and other 
timely issues. The first "Issues 90s" 
session, dealing with urban wildlife 
management, will be held in May. 

The Rest Of The Story 

he pages ahead offer a compre- 
hensive review of the Department of 
Fish and Wildlife efforts, but there 
are other activities going on that- 
cross divisional lines. I would lik1. u 
recognize some of them here, be- 
cause these are key elements that 
help our programs work. Leaving 
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them out would make this report in- 
complete. 

w olunteers - 
Since the earliest days of fish and 

wildlife management nearly a cen- 
tury ago, Oregonians have been 
willing to pitch in and help preserve 
our wildlife heritage. There are no 
paychecks; no fringe benefits - just 
dirty hands, wet feet and a sense of 
accomplishment to take home. 

Although volunteers had been 
the backbone of wildlife manage- 
ment for decades, this involvement 
had never been a formal part of 
agency operation or Oregon law un- 
til 1962, when the first volunteers 
signed up to act as instructors for 
the Hunter Education Program. 

Today, more than 800 instructors 
collectively spend thousands of 
hours annually teaching young peo- 
ple in communities around the state 
to be safe and responsible hunters. 
Statistics do not lie, and the 
numbers prove the work of these 
-'dicated individuals has saved 

es and made hunting a more en- 
joyable experience. 

In 1979, the legislature created the 
Salmon and Trout Enhancement 
Program. Since then, thousands of 
people have donated their time, 
money and materials to enhance- 
ment of Oregon's fish populations. 
STEP ranks as one of the depart- 
ment's most successful programs, 
and it is making a difference. But we 
know very well that without the 
committed individuals, organiza- 
tions and companies forming its 
core, STEP is no program at all. 

In 1987, the legislature approved 
funding for a Volunteer Coordinator 
position in Bend. The success of that 
program to enlist public assistance 
with management projects led to leg- 
islative approval of three more posi- 
tions in 1989. 

Today, more Oregonians than ever 
are actively involved doing every- 

ing they can to keep a vision alive 
that this state is a special place 

with a natural heritage too good to 
lose. Things do look different here, 
and it is because people care. 

January-April 1991 

Public Involvement - 
And because people do care, they 

need more than just an opportunity 
to work on-the-ground. Hands-on in- 
volvement has led to increased pub- 
lic interest in shaping management 
decisions affecting Oregon's lands, 
waters and wildlife. In many cases, 
the same people volunteering for a 
habitat improvement project also 
show up at meetings with resource 
managers to make sure their invest- 
ment of time and sweat is not lost. 

It is department policy that the 
doors to resource decision-making 
are open. We are thoroughly commit- 
ted to allowing full public involve- 
ment in the mangement planning 
and regulatory process. Whether it is 
putting together angling regulations 
or designing species plans, such as 
the one recently completed for mule 
deer, people are encouraged to share 
their ideas and concerns. 

Just because agency members may 
have technical expertise, it does not 
mean they know everything about 
an issue. By getting everyone with an 
interest involved early in a process, 
the end product is often better. 

The "Father Knows Best" attitude 
typical of government agencies in 
the past is no longer valid today. In 
fact, the Oregon Fish and Wildlife 
Commission has made their position 
quite clear. They will not even con- 
sider action on proposed regulations 
or management plans until the de- 
partment staff can assure them the 
proposals reflect thorough public in- 
volvement. 

A Final Word 
The past two years have been 

very productive for the Department 
of Fish and Wildlife. Agency 
members, public representatives and 
elected officials can be proud of pro- 
gress made. In many ways, Oregon's 
fish and wildlife resources are better 
off than they were two years ago. 

Serious concerns remain, howev- 
er. Habitat loss, an ominous list of 
species facing threatened or endan. 
gered listing, inadequate law en- 

forcement and continued lack of 
basic biological information on 
many terrestrial and aquatic crea- 
tures and their habitats all require 
more attention. 

Unfortunately, plans to move ag- 
gressively ahead on these issues 
have been stalled, for a while at 
least, by the budget-cutting required 
with passage of the Measure 5 tax 
limitation initiative last November. 

Now the department is forced to 
ask hunters and commercial fisher- 
men to pay increased fees just to 
hold the ground we have gained. 
Without these added revenues, de- 
partment marine management, 
salmon production and enforcement 
programs face heavy cuts. 

Are these proposals likely to be 
popular? Of course not - nobody 
likes the idea of paying more just to 
hold on to past progress. We believe, 
however, that shutting down major 
programs is an even less acceptable 
alternative to all concerned. Budget 
reductions would go well beyond 
simply "cutting the fat," - reaching 
the meat and bone of management 
efforts. 

Does this mean that we, and the 
committed people who work with 
us, are going to throw up our hands 
in frustration and despair? Absolute- 
ly not: we have all faced challenges 
before, and we are prepared, collec- 
tively, to do what needs to be done. 
The people of Oregon expect the 
Department of Fish and Wildlife to 
be the steward of and advocate for 
fish and wildlife, and have consist- 
ently been eager to help us meet 
those expectations. We take this 
trust and dedication seriously. 

I expect that two years from now 
this column will report progress de- 
spite obstacles, not excuses for fail- 
ure. You should expect no less. E 

I Fisher 

Director 
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here was a time 

.. . 

when a report on 
. -. the status of Ore- 

r 
J [. '. 

i 
gon's wildlife popu- 
Litions and eval- 

-.- .I uation of manage- 
nient programs 

would have been based primarily on 
game animal harvest statistics and 
the quantity and quality of hunting 
opportunity. 

The following overview covers 
ch of that information; for hunt- 

ing remains an essential manage- 
ment tool and the opportunity to 
hunt a continuing department com- 
mitment. But wildlife management 
is a broader concept today, and the 
following evaluation reflects these 
diverse interests. 

Big Game 
Management 

"Habitat is the key to wildlife 
management." So say the bumper 
stickers as well as the scientific vol- 
urnes that instruct wildlife biologists 
on doing the job right. For Oregon's 
big game species, the story on habi- 
tat is not good news. 

Habitat quality, particularly for 
deer and elk, is declining. Some 
causes include: 

s Increasingnumberofroads in 
/regon forests: These corridors built 

- assist timber removal, serve re- 
creation needs and provide firefight- 
ing access but also increases wildlife 
harassment and vulnerability. 
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. Timber removal and other losses 
of cover to fire and dzsease: Deer and 
elk depend on forest stands to provide 
hiding cover and protection from sum- 
mer heat as well as winter snow and cold. 

. Livestock grazing: All hoofed, big 
game animals require forage. Critical 
rangelands, primarily in eastern 
Oregon, can provide this if available 
forage is managed with both wildlife 
and livestock needs in mind. 

Managing the Land 

While big game animals have no 
exclusive right to Oregon's forest 
and rangeland habitats, the message 
is clear that more attention to these 
needs is required to stabilize and en- 
hance population levels. 

Over the last two years, agency 
scientists have provided extensive 
comments about wildlife needs in 
future U.S. Forest Service forest 
management plans. In some cases, 
these concerns have been recog- 
nized and incorporated into forest 
plans. Other plans do not adequate- 
ly address habitat requirements. In 
December, the state filed a formal 
appeal of the Umpqua National For- 
est plan because it did not meet 
wildlife habitat needs. 

The department and the U.S. For- 
est Service have both made commit- 
ments to closely monitor forest plan 
implementation to assure that future 
protective measures are followed. 

Similar habitat protection guide- 
lines are now being offered to the 
federal Bureau of Land Management 

during that agency's resource plan- 
ning process. 

Quality Recreation 

Because of habitat loss and other 
pressures on big game populations, 
the department has restricted many 
traditional hunting opportunities 
and more limitations may be com- 
ing. Since the department does not 
control big game habitat manage- 
ment in most cases, limiting hunter 
numbers is one tool available to 
maintain animal populations. 

Wildlife managers recognize that 
limiting hunting options is a negative 
way of dealing with a problem, but 
such limits do maintain some level of 
quality hunting opportunities for 
those people able to participate. 

Adoption of the Mule Deer Man- 
agement Plan in December 1990 by 
the Fish and Wildlife Commmission 
signals a greater emphasis on pro- 
viding quality hunting while also 
dealing with causes of mule deer 
population problems. 

Public Animals, 
Private Lands 

The number of big game animals 
are not depleted across their entire 
ranges. In some instances, popula- 
tions are at or above management 
objectives. Unfortunately, these ani- 
mals may be using lands where their 
presence and feeding habits conflict 
with other land uses. 

Animal damage to crops and 
timber lands is a serious problem. 



The department continues to work 
with a variety of land owners, man- 
agement agencies, hunters and other 
interested people to achieve consen- 
sus on population management ob- 
jectives, and then consistently apply 
these objectives. 

Controversy stifi surrounds the 
various methods of damage con- 
trol, however. For example, the 
need for anterless deer and elk 
harvest to reduce some popula- 
tions is still unpopular with some 
people. 

Continued presence of public 
wildlife resources on private lands 
also raises a philosophical concern 
that has yet to be resolved. Who 
does own the wildlife? 

For landowners who winter doz- 
ens of elk on their private range- 
land, that question is not so philo- 
sophic. Those animals are costing 
the landowner money. Limiting 
public hunting access on those lands 
to people willing to pay large sums 
of money can make economic sense. 

While the fee-hunting issue might 
be largely a social concern, it be- 
comes a management concern when 
these animals damage neighboring 
properties, or pressure mounts to 
provide special, dedicated hunt 
tags. 

Game Bird 
Management 

Following is an overview of upland 
bird and waterfowl program activities. 

Upland Birds 

s An experimental attempt to 
introduce a new game bird species, 
the French red-legged partridge, to 
Oregon has been only a partial 
success. A self-sustaining popula- 
tion may have taken hold in the 
Pendleton area, but introductions 
elsewhere have, so far, not been suc- 
cessful. 
s Passage of a new upland game 
bird stamp by the 1989 legislature 
will increase funds available for up- 
land bird management. The first 
stamps went on sale during the fall 
of 1990. Projects either accomplished 
to date, or planned include: 

1. Expansion of juvenile hunting 
opportunities for pheasant, with 
hunts established in two new areas 
in September, 1990. 

2. Plans for an experimental intro- 
duction of Sichuan pheasant: a ring- 
neck subspecies oriented more to 
brushlands than the typical farm- 
land habitats of ringnecks. Breeding 
stock has been received from Michi- 
gan. 

3. Intentions to re-introduce 
Columbian sharp-tailed grouse, a 
native Oregon species that dis- 
appeared from the state in the 
1950s. 

4. Completion of several public 
access and habitat projects. . Continued development of 
healthy wild turkey populations in 
the state led to liberalized hunting 
seasons in 1989 and 1990. 

Waterfowl Management 

Waterfowl managers are facing 
difficult times. Nationwide, duck 
numbers are in a long-term decline, 
brought on by a ten-year drought in 
prime breeding areas of central Can- 
ada. As a result, hunting seasons 
have been shortened and harvests 
restricted. There has been a corres- 
ponding decline in waterfowl hunt' 
ers and, therefore, diminishing 
financial support for wetlands pro- 
tection programs when funds have 
never been more needed. 

This decline in migrant duck 
numbers has placed a higher priori- 
ty on management of resident, nest- 
ing waterfowl. Managers throughout 
the West have started a five-year 
banding program to better under- 
stand regional migration patterns. In 
Oregon, work is underway to gather 
better information on state water- 
fowl production. 

Oregon has actively conducted 
and supported wetland enhance- 
ment programs to improve local 
production and provide better rest- 
ing and feeding habitats for mi- 
grants. 

Management of Oregon's resident 
and migrant Canada geese popula- 
tions continues to be a challenge. 
Resident bird numbers are increas- 
ing in many areas. Migrant birds 
also wintering here in good 
numbers, particularly in the Wil- 
lamette Valley. The wintering birds 
have created a classic good news! 
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bad news situation in the Willamette 
Valley, however. 

Overall numbers of Canada geese 
using the Valley have increased over 
the years. Good news for hunters, 
but bad news for farmers who suffer 
crop damage by foraging birds. 

Traditionally, hunting pressure 
and special refuges to attract birds 
from agricultural lands have been 
p'ed to limit damage. Now the 

anging mix of Canada geese sub- 
species using the valley lands has 
made the matter much more compli- 
cated. Dusky and cackling Canada 
goose numbers have declined dra- 
matically over the past twenty 
years, while the Taverner Canada 
goose population has grown, more 
than offsetting the other declines. 

For several years, managers have 
attempted to provide some hunting 
opportunity and reduce agricultural 
damage while also protecting the 
troubled populations. The result, a 
special permit season with limited 
hunting areas and a complex identi- 
fication-training program to help 
hunters target abundant Taverners 
while avoiding harvest of duskies. 

The conflict between goose popu- 
lations and agricultural damage con- 
tinues to be a difficult dilemma to 
resolve in the Wifiamette Valley and 
elsewhere around the state. 

Wildlife Habitat 
Management 

There are nearly 800 species of 
mammals, reptiles, amphibians and 
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birds living in Oregon. All of them 
have specific needs for habitats to 
live, feed and reproduce. The de- 
partment's habitat program must 
deal with these needs. 

The wildlife division habitat pro- 
gram focuses on direct habitat im- 
provement projects or identification 
of habitat needs. This improvement 
work is done on department Wildlife 
Areas, other public lands and on pri- 
vate lands as well. 

During the last two years, work 
has been concentrated on wetlands 
restoration and expansion, and im- 
provements to range and farm lands 
that benefit a variety of wildlife. 
Some examples follow. 

Wetlands 
. Sturgeon Lake/Dairy Creek - 
Nearly $1 million went into restor- 
ing a lake that was gradually being 
filled by sediment. Sturgeon Lake, 
on the department's Sauvie Island 
Wildlife Area near Portland, had his- 
torically offered excellent waterfowl 
and shorebird habitat. The cumula- 
tive impact of diking and other de- 
velopment had cut off the natural 
water exchange with the Columbia 
River and allowed silt to collect in 
the lake. Without intervention to re- 
store the flushing action of water 
through the lake, this habitat would 
have ultimately been turned into a 
boggy marsh and meadow. 

In 1989, a consortium of state, fed- 
eral and local government agencies; 
national conservation organizations; 

and local interest groups and indi- 
viduals provided funds and exper- 
tise to reopen a creek that would 
once again get the water moving 
through Sturgeon Lake. By the 
spring of 1990, the job was complete. 
By fall of that year, the lake was be- 
ginning a long cycle of recovery. 

. Kiamath Wildlife Area - This 
department-managed wildlife area is 
part of a refuge complex in the 
Kiamath Basin that provides critical 
habitat for waterfowl and other 
water birds that migrate through the 
basin in fall and spring or winter 
over. The basin also hosts one of the 
largest concentrations of wintering 
bald eagles in the lower 48 states of 
the U.S. During the past two years, 
the department has completed work 
to reclaim an additional 300 acres of 
marsh habitat for wildlife use. 

Rangelands 

Big game animals and upland 
birds frequently depend on habitats 
where the primary land uses also in- 
dude agriculture, grazing or timber 
harvest. These diverse uses can 
often conffict. Three programs man- 
aged by the department are doing 
an excellent job, however, to better 
provide for wildlife needs. 

The Green Forage, Mule Deer En- 
hancement and Conservation Reserve 
(Cm7) programs are all making a differ- 
ence for wildlife. In many cases, pro- 
jects are creating quality wildlife hab- 
itat where little or none existed before. 

o- 



Development of partnerships 
with land owners and managers 
through Coordinated Resource Man- 
agement Plans has also become an 
effective tool. The focus here has 
been the combining of resources and 
energy to find solutions rather than 
arguing about the problem. Con- 
tinued work on building such part- 
nerships is essential for future 
management success. 

Non-hunted Species 
Management 

Recovery of 
Threatened and Endangered 

Species 
Oregon has classffied 29 fish and 

wildlife species as either "threat- 
ened" or "endangered" in the state. 
The Oregon Endangered Species 
Act, passed by the legislature in 
1987, requires the agency to develop 
conservation plans for the recovery 
of listed species. Non-game manag- 
ers are currently developing the first 
such plan - for the western snowy 
plover. 

The department has been work- 
ing with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, federal land managers and 
others to help bring back the bald 
eagle, peregrine falcon, Columbian 
white-tailed deer, Warner sucker 
(fish) and the northern spotted 
ow'. 

Although there have been signifi- 
cant increases in populations of bald 
eagles, peregrines and whitetails; 
federal recovery goals have not been 

Information gathering about species habitat needs, and 
recovery ofendangered species have been two major non- 
game program concerns. 

met entirely primarily because of 
declining habitats. Lack of funds has 
prevented the department from 
completing the snowy plover recov- 
ery plan, starting plans for other list- 
ed species, and securing key habitat 
sites to aid in long-term survival and 
recovery of some species. 

Agency authority to administer 
Oregon's Endangered Species Act is 
limited to activities of state agencies 
on state-owned or controlled lands 
and waters. Effective recovery ef- 
forts on other private and public 
lands depend largely on the cooper- 
ative commitment of those land 
owners and managers to protection 
and preservation of listed species. 

Sensitive Species 

While a great deal of public atten- 
tion and management effort has fo- 
cused on the state's Threatened and 
Endangered (T&E) species, such as 
the spotted owl, the department also 
works to prevent even more species 
from qualifying for the T&E list. 

As mentioned earlier, 29 species 
currently are listed in Oregon as 
threatened or endangered. To date, 
non-game program managers within 
the Wildlife and Fish divisions also 
have identified 111 "sensitive spe- 
cies" that have the potential for fu- 
ture listing if corrective actions are 
not taken. Currently, 44 of these 
species could be headed for listing 
in the near future if declines in their 
numbers and habitats continue. An- 
other 32 of the total could also quali- 
fy at any moment if conditions change 
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Funding 

Oregon was the second state to 
adopt a Tax Checkoff option on the 
state tax form to fund non-game 
management work. While this was 
initially successful at getting the - 

program off the ground, subsequt. 
addition of other checkoff options 
has cut annual donations to about 
one-third the levels of 1979 and 
1980. 

Allocation of state General Fund 
money since the mid 1980s has kept 
the program on its feet. The legisla- 
ture also dedicated a portion of the 
interest on license sales revenue to 
Nongame management. The con- 
tinued need for this general rev- 
enue was recognized by Governor 
Barbara Roberts in her proposed 
1991 -93 budget. Within the depart- 
ment, the nongame program was 
the only activity receiving General 
Funds that was not required to 
make a cut in its 1991-93 base 
budget proposal. 

There remains, however, a 
critical need to create yet another, 
stable funding source that can sup- 
port a truly aggressive and effective 
program in the years ahead. As y'. 
no such source is available, but dt 
veloping opportunities for alterna- 
tive financing will remain a high 
priority. Ei 
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he Department of 
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Fish and Wildlife 
serves three basic 

ri i . 
functions in fulfilling 
its responsibilities - - 
under Oregon law. 
First, the agency di- 

rectly manages fish and wildlife 
populations through on-the-ground 
programs to assess species status, 
enhance habitats, encourage natural 
production and to artificially pro- 
duce certain species where neces- 
sary. Second, as an extension of this 
management, it regulates recreation- 
al and commercial harvest of certain 
fish and wildlife where biological 
surpluses support such activity. 
These roles are handled, primarily, 
by the Fish and Wildlife divisions 
within the agency. 

The third department responsibil- 
ity is to serve as the state scientific 
authority on fish and wildlife popu- 
lations and their habitat require- 
ments. This is the primary job of the 
Habitat Conservation Division 
(HCD). The division staff works with 
department field biologists to gather 
information and represents the 
agency to other land use and re- 
source management entities on fish 

Human activities have impacts on fish and wildlife 
populations. Department biologists act as consultants to 
land and water managers to represent fish and wildlife 
needs. 

and wildlife issues concerning: 

. Hydro-electric development 
criteria. 

. Land use planning. . Mining. . Estuarine and waterway alt era- 
tions (fill and removal). 

I Forest and grassland manage- 
ment. 

s In-stream water flows. 
s Protective screening of waterway 

diversions. 

Contrary to what many people 
may think, the department has very 
limited authority to regulate land 
and water uses. That responsibility 
falls to other state and federal agen- 
cies. Therefore, department staff and 
field biologists primarily advise oth- 
er land and water use decision-mak- 
ers on the impact of certain actions 
on fish and wildlife values, and act 
to insure proper consideration of 
those values as required under state 
and federal laws to conserve and 
protect fish and wildlife habitats. 

Although there have been people 
in this resource coordination role 

within the department for decades, 
HCD did not achieve division status 
until 1987. The last two years have 
been an historic growth phase as 
staffing increased to meet expandin 
work demands and the growing 
need for expertise in specific re- 
source areas, particularly land and 
water planning and development. 

Such increased emphasis on habi 
tat issues reflects the expanding 
range of department activities from 
that of species manager and harvest 
regulator to a more aggressive advo 
cate for fish and wildlife habitat con 
servation. 

While all HCD programs can 
boast of major accomplishments 
during the last two years, work doni 
in the areas of land use and water 
planning offer excellent examples of 
effective agency involvement in pro 
tection of fish and wildlife needs. 

The department's field and head- 
quarters staffs have effectively par- 
ticipated in review of and comment 
on local land use actions, plan 
amendments, periodic reviews and 
implementation of secondary land 
proposals. Despite this, HCD still re 
mains concerned about how much 
critical wildlife habitat can remain a 
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Water inanagenwut to protectfish by using screens on irrigation withdrawals (above), 
and maintenance of adequate water quality and quantity for fish are major habitat 
conservation concerns. 

land not subject to development. 
Hard-rock mining proposals, es- 

.-cially those for extracting gold 

process, have emerged by the thou- 
sands over the past two years. The 
agency has been able to make bot- 
tom-line, habitat protection require- 
ments known prior to the project 
development phase (See Oregon 
Wildlife magazine, September-Octo- 
ber, 1990 issue for a special feature 
on heap leach mining). 

In the past, because adequate 
staff or expertise were not available, 
the agency has sometimes been 
forced to get involved later in devel- 
opment phases where protection 
options can be more limited. The 
voice for fish and wildlife needs is 
now being heard early, and it in- 
cludes specific details on necessary 
protective measures. 

In-stream 

Water Rights 

A5 Oregon's lands must be pro- 
cted, so must the state's waters. 

All fish and many wildlife species 
depend on an adequate water sup- 
ply in rivers, streams and wetlands. 

Based on a law passed by the 1987 
state legislature, the department be- 
gan in 1988 to apply for public in- 

water to conserve, 
maintain and enhance aquatic and 
fish life, wildlife and their habitats. As 
of November 1990, the department 
has applied for 306 in-stream water 
rights. In addition, the state Water 
Resources Department has converted 
another 548 minimum perennial 
stream flows to in-stream rights. 

This effort may sound very good 
to fish and wild resource advocates, 
but acquisition of such rights could 
also sound threatening to current 
water users who may fear the loss of 
their rights. The fact is, this program 
is neither as good, nor as bad as it 
may sound. 

These rights do not preempt the 
ability of other water users with 
rights senior to the department's 
from using their water allocations. 
Such other uses include irrigation, 
municipal and industrial water 
supplies and diversion for power 
generation. By establishing a place 
in the water use line for fish and 
wildlife, however, the department is 
assuring that at least some water 
will be available in rivers and 

streams where additional water is 
available for allocation. 

Approximately 60 percent of the 

information available, have in-stream 
rights either adopted or in process. 
The next challenge is to collect data 
on fish and wildlife flow needs on the 
remaining streams with fish and wild- 
life values. This effort could take an- 
other six years, if funds are available. 

For much of the last three years, 
HCD has coordinated with the Fish 
and Wildlife divisions to advise U.S. 
Forest Service planners of fish and 
wildlife needs as part of the forest 
plan development process. 

The department can point to 
some successes and disappoint- 
ments in how well the new plans for 
Oregon's National Forests address 
fish and wildlife values. 

Now, all agency divisions will be 
shifting to intense monitoring of for- 
est plans as they come on line. The 
goal - make certain that protective 
provisions in the plans are properly 
implemented. 

Overall, the state has moved 5ev- 
eral steps ahead in the area of habitat 
protection and coordination of re- 
source management decision-making. 

o 
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Managing Oregon's 
Fish and Fisheries 

scoTT RIPLEY 

A Fish Division Report 
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p. . -- ' ish management and 
[ . 

production programs 
E1 " within the Depart- 

I :-: . ment of Fish and 

rc: 
Iwh1d1 use about -__.J sixty percent of the 
total agency budget 

or over $40 million annually. This in- 
vestment yields a return in personal 

,.iome to Oregonians of more than 
DO million each year. 
People depend on Oregon's fish 

resources for sport and livelihoods. 
These same people expect the de- 
partment to manage these fish and 
fisheries not only to provide harvest, 
but also protect and enhance these 
resources and their habitats for 
generations to come. 

During the past two years, fishery 
managers have set six basic objec- 
tives to address the diverse needs of 
Oregon's fish as well as the desires 
of people who value them. 

Objective 1: 
Maintain or increase 
natural production 

After extensive public and staff 
review throughout 1989, the Fish 
and Wildlife Commission adopted a 
Wild Fish Management Policy in 
knuary 1990 designed to preserve 

¿egon's native fish stocks. A plan 
to put this policy in action is now 
being developed. It will include 
budget requests for increased inven- 

tory and brood stock work during 
1991-93. 

The 1989 Legislative Session also 
approved a Natural Production Pro- 
gram in the Fish Division. This pro- 
gram has increased the importance 
of fish production in the natural en- 
vironment to a level comparable 
with the department's fish hatchery 
production program. 

Biologists assigned to this unit are 
designing the state's natural produc- 
tion program, and beginning to deal 
with related issues such as Endan- 
gered Species Act reviews, sensitive 
species designations, hatchery brood 
stock development, habitat invento- 
ry and genetic monitoring. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 

Although the department has 
sought for years to prevent deple- 
tion of troubled fish populations, 
these efforts took on a more formal 
focus in early 1990 after a petition 
was ified with the National Marine 
Fisheries Service to list several 
stocks of Columbia and Snake river 
salmon as endangered species. 

The Fish Division has taken a lead 
role in preparation of status reports 
on these stocks at the request of 
Oregon Senator Mark Hatfield, and 
is participating in a regional "Salmon 
Summit" convened to develop a plan 
for reversing population declines. 

Problems with native fish stocks 
are not unique to the Columbia Ba- 

>. 

z 
o 

Preservingand restoring nafuralfish production isan 
important part of thefish division program. 

sin. Meeting the natural production 
goal will require thorough invento- 
ries of other fish resources to identi- 
fy unique, sensitive, or potentially 
threatened or endangered species 
and stocks and then appropriate ac- 
tion to conserve and restore those 
populations. The work here has, 
truly, just begun. 

Objective 2: 
Effective hatchery 

production programs 
Since 1971, when private chum 

salmon hatcheries were first author- 
ized by the Oregon Legislature, pri- 
vate companies have sought to 
operate profitable salmon facilities. 
The Fish Division has worked closely 
with these private programs to pro- 
tect Oregon's natural fish stocks from 
potential harm. This effort has been 
both challenging and controversial. 

In 1989, a review of private salm- 
on hatcheries by a subcommittee of 
the Fish and Wildlife Commission 
led to administrative rules in Janu- 
ary 1990 to tighten commission 
oversight of private salmon hatchery 
activities. In addition, requirements 
for detailed operational plans before 
salmon could be released have led to 
extensive reviews of all activities 
proposed by private operators. 

Oregon's public fish hatcheries 
are not exempt from close examina- 
tion either. Evaluation of all depart- 

January-April 1991 13 



ment hatcheries for cost effective- 
ness and degree of success in reach- 
ing management goals began in 
early 1990, and should be complete 
in 1992. This evaluation will look at 
all of the department's basic artificial 
production programs, and be used 
to address current and future needs. 
Good News and Bad News - 

One of the bright spots in Ore- 
gon's public hatchery program is a 
string of record runs of Willamette 
River Spring chinook. These fish 
provide great recreational opportu- 
nities for metropolitan Portland and 
other important upriver sport fisher- 
ies as well as fish for the lower Co- 
lumbia River commercial fishery. 
Improved hatchery diets, improved 
passage conditions, new release 
techniques and innovative tech- 
niques to prevent fish diseases all 
encouraged runs that should con- 
tinue to shine. 

As part of the Pacific Northwest 
Power Council's goal of doubling 
the Columbia River runs, the Urna- 
tilla Hatchery was planned, de- 
signed in 1989-90 and is now under 
construction. Expected to begin 
rearing summer steelhead in late 
1991, it is a joint project of the Con- 
federated Tribes of the Umatilla In- 
dian Reservation and the Depart- 
ment of Fish and Wildlife. 

Despite progress in these pro- 
grams, a not-so-bright spot is the 
downturn in Columbia River Tule 

salmon stocks. Previously one of the 
"powerhouse" stocks of Columbia 
River chinook - contributing a ma- 
jor share to the ocean and Columbia 
River harvest - these stocks have 
suffered an unexplained recent de- 
dine. 

Only through extraordinary ef- 

forts to trap fish in tributary 
streams, and even at Willamette 
Falls, were sufficient tules captured 
in 1990 to meet egg needs for Co- 
lumbia River hatcheries. Finding out 
what is wrong here, and fixing it are 
high priorities for the years ahead. 

Objective 3: 
Public involvement 
in program planning 

A strong management-planning 
program, relying heavily on public 
involvement in the decision-making 
process, included adoption of the 
Malheur and Coos basin plans in 
1990, and set examples for an ambi- 
tious planning effort in additional 
basins during 1991 and beyond. The 
Fish Division has actively involved 
the public in management activities 
and decisions using a variety of ap- 
proaches. These have included: 
s Work groups representing specific 

fishery interests . Taskforces assembled on an as-needed 
basis to address special concerns 
Angling regulation development based 
on local participation 

Decision making within the agency 
requires extensive public involver- . 

Direct public involvement in on-the- 
ground fishery management is the con- 
tinuing trademark of the department's 
Salmon and Trout Enhancement Pro- 
gram (STEP), and the new Restoration 
and Enhancement Program started in 
1989 (See article on page 16). 

Final analysis and writing for the 
Columbia Sub-basin plans was com----. 
pleted in 1990. This has been a maj 
effort to integrate sub-basin plans 
for tributaries of the Columbia and 
Snake rivers into a basin-wide plan 
that meets the goals and objectives 
contained in the Columbia River 
Fish Management Plan. This plan- 
ning effort is part of the Northwest 
Power Planning Council's goal of 
doubling the fish runs in the Colum- 
bia River. 

Public involvement also played a 
key role in the coastal chinook plan 
development process during 1990. 
The plan should be completed in 
1991. 

The department also entered a 
different level of public involvement 
during the last two years with crea- 
tion of an aquatic education pro- 
gram. This new approach will seek 
opportunities to increase public un- 
derstanding of and appreciation for 
Oregon's fishery resources. In addi- 
tion, the department will offer 
young people a chance to discover 
the joys of fishing. Without aggres- 
sive efforts to reconnect kids with 
their natural environment, a whole 
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generation may lose that special 
closeness to Oregon's lands and wa- 
ters. 

p- 

Objective 4: 
Harvest management 
to assure productivity 

..« Active agency participation in the 
- acific Fishery Management Council 
(PFMC), a regional fishery manage- 
ment decision-making body, is an 
important component of protecting 
Oregon's interest in region-wide 
management of salmon and ground- 
fish which migrate throughout the 
ocean waters of the Northwest. 

International and other regional 
forums also have been important 
arenas where Oregon fish managers 
have worked to protect state invest- 
ments in our salmon and habitat re- 
sources. Regular meetings of the USI 
Canada Pacific Salmon Commission 
and the Klamath Fishery Manage- 
ment Council have been the scene 
of active negotiations with other 
salmon interests. Decisions made by 
these bodies have major impacts on 
fair allocation of harvest among 
states, countries and user groups 
and on the long-term health of fish 
resources. 

- A single state can no longer make 
.inilateral decisions, but must share 
the regulatory process with other 
states and even other countries. The 
department remains committed to 

achieving the best possible harvest 
opportunities for Oregon's sport and 
commercial users while sharing in 
the coast-wide emphasis on protect- 
ing ocean resources from depletion. 

There are more challenging times 
ahead. Limited entry for commercial 
groundfish fishermen, allocation be- 
tween onshore and offshore fish 
processors, and inadequate re- 
sources to assess the status of ocean 
stocks remain as significant issues to 
be resolved. 

Continued low production of 
coho salmon, despite extensive ef- 
forts to improve survival, also must 
be dealt with. This concern will be a 
major focus for investigation during 
1991 and beyond. 

Increases in the level of high seas, 
squid driftnet fisheries by Asian na- 
tions, and allegations of illegal har- 
vest of West Coast salmon and 
steelhead in these fisheries, brought 
intense public pressure on state and 
federal government leaders to push 
for a ban on this destructive and 
wasteful form of fishing. 

Oregon has been actively sup- 
porting efforts to control these nets 
and protect ocean resources. This 
state campaign included a special 
trip to Taiwan in 1990 by then Goy- 
ernor Neil Goldschmidt, representa- 
tives of the Oregon Fish and Wildlife 
Commission and sport and commer- 
cial fishing interests. This group met 
directly with Taiwanese fisheries of- 

Volunteers workingforf ish and wildlife 

needs have become a key part of de- 
partment programs. 

Cn 
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ficials to make the concerns of Ore- 
gonians known. 

Objective 5: 
Maintain or increase 
productive capacity 

of habitats 
Natural fish production depends 

heavily on productive habitats. Yet 
fishery managers must continually 
deal with the reality that they have 
little power to directly protect these 
critical environments. Land and wa- 
ter use decisions that may affect fish 
habitats are made largely by other 
land owners, managers or other reg- 
ulatory agencies. 

Although biologists play primari- 
'y an advisory role in land and water 
use decision-making, the depth and 
strength of this involvement has in- 
creased dramatically in recent years. 
In general, the results of these ef- 
forts have been positive. 

Review of Federal Forest Planning 
documents to assure protection of 
fish habitat on National Forests has 
consumed considerable staff time 
and led to protection measures be- 
ing incorporated by the U.S. Forest 
Service. A similar planning effort is 
currently under way on Bureau of 
Land Management lands and will re- 
quire close scrutiny by our fish man- 
agers. 

More energy has also been put 
into watershed protection on private 
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timber lands through the Forest 
Practices Act administered by the 
Oregon Department of Forestry. 

Oregon's ocean resources are also 
not immune to threats. Ocean mining 
and other uses that may not be com- 
patible with fish production are se- 
nous concerns. Department repre- 
sentatives on the Ocean Resources 
Taskforce studying these various oth- 
er uses have made the case for fish 
throughout the planning process. 

Direct habitat improvement and 
enhancement programs are also 
growing through formal agency ef- 
forts such as STEP, the Restoration 
and Enhancement Program, and 
projects funded through the Goy- 
ernor's Watershed Enhancement 
Board as well as cooperative work 
with other state and federal agen- 
cies, private landowners and inter- 
ested organizations. 

Unfortunately, most fishery man- 
agers agree that this expanded focus 
on habitat protection has only 
slowed the continuing loss of fish- 
producing waters. The downward 
trend has not stopped, and has cer- 
tainly not been reversed. 

Objective 6: 
Maintain or increase 
opportunities for use 
of aquatic resources 

Angler access to fishing locations 
continues to be a problem as private 
land owners restrict use of their 
lands. The demand to purchase ac- 
cess easements or land far exceeds 
the supply of funds available for this 
purpose. Private donations of land, 
workforce, and materials for ramps 

and walkways help stem the tide 
and wifi continue to be an important 
component of fishing access devel- 
opment. 

Growth of relatively new corn- 
mercial fisheries such as sea urchins 
and hagfish stretch our biological 
knowledge to the limit. As these 
fisheries develop, important base 
programs are weakened as existing 
staff take on new management as- 
signments. Implementation of Ore- 
gon's Ocean Resources Plan will go 
a long way in assuring protection of 
ocean resources, but only if invento- 
ry programs are funded adequately. 

While the status of many fish 
stocks is cause for concern, there are 
bright spots in Oregon's fisheries 
program. These include rebounding 
wild winter steelhead runs in coastal 
streams, strong wild chinook returns 
to coastal streams from Tillamook 
Bay to the Coquille, a major rebound 
of Chetco chinook and steelhead. We 
also have strong returns of summer 
steelhead to the North Umpqua and 

The Fish Restoration and Enhancement Program, 
begun in 1989, has funded major improvements 
aging hatcheries while also enhancing natural fi. 

production and expanding fishing access 
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Willamette Basin, and excellent trout 
fishing in the Deschutes, Metolius, 
McKenzie and Blitzen. 

The department will continue to 
build on such successes, while focus- 
ing attention on stocks of concern. 

Summary 
Oregon citizens can be proud of 

their professional fisheries staff. The 
Oregon Department of Fish and 
Wildlife is recognized nationwide for 
a research program staffed by highly 
competent scientists capable of de- 
veloping and communicating re- 
search strategies that are directly 
tied to management needs. Oregon's 
fish pathology staff is the envy of all 
of the states. 

These strengths enable the agency 
to attract highly-skilled biologists 
from around the nation because the 
department has leaders in national 
and international forums that put 
Oregon at the top as a progressive, 
dynamic, team of fisheries profes- 
sionals capable of addressing diffi- 
cult fisheries issues. E 

Restoration & Enhancement 
Your License and Fee Dollars At Work 

A major accomplishment of the 
1989 Legislature was the establish- 
ment of the Restoration and En- 
hancement (R&E) Program with 
funding from a special surcharge on 
sport and commercial fishing Ii- 
censes and commercial poundage 
fees. An R&E Board was created to 
select projects for funding, and since 
August 1989 more than $4 million 
has been spent to improve state 
hatchery facilities, enhance fisheries, 

restore habitat and provide angler 
access. 

The department has asked the 
1991 Legislature to extend the R&E 
Program for six more years to allow 
completion of what was originally 
proposed as a six-year effort. The 
current $2 surcharge on sport fishing 
licenses and a designated portion of 
commercial salmon license and 
poundage fees would remain 
through 1997. 
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MANAGING FOR 

HEALTHY_FORESTS 

here are more 
than five million acres 
of land comprising the 
three National Forests 
of the Blue Mountains 
in northeast Oregon. 
About three million 
acres of that total is 
forested. By anyone's 
measure that's a lot of 
landscape and trees. 

People of the region 
have grown up and 
prospered on the 
bounty of these lands. 
Logging has contrib- 
uted heavily to local 
economies, while other 
uses have made the 
area an attraction for 
residents and visitors 
seeking recreation. 

This huge ecosystem, 
which has reliably 
supported commercial 
and recreational use for 
decades, is now 
suffering. Ask any 
homeowner how it 
feels to learn that termites are eating 
away the very core of the family 
castle and you might get a sense of 
how forest managers feel these days. 

The U.S. Forest Service estimates 
that i .3 million acres of timber lands 
controlled by the federal goverment 
in the Blue Mountahis are heavily 
infested by tree-killing insects-or, 
to use their term, forest pests. The 
remaining I .8 million acres of tree- 
producing lands are not officially 
infested, but the bad news bugs are 

By Jim Gladson 
Public Affairs 

Mujoroutbreaks ofinsect infestations are threatening the health ofnortheast Oregon forests. 

present. 
Remember these names - 

western spruce bud worm, fir 
engraver, Douglas fir beetle, moun- 
tain pine beetle and tussock moth - 
because they are literally eating a 
valuable part of Oregon. 

"The situation we have right now 
is that the original ecosystem of the 
area is changing," says Bill Gast of 
Baker City, deputy forest supervisor 
of the Wailowa-Whitman National 
Forest. 

"Ponderosa pine 
and western larch are 
being replaced by true 
firs, such as the white 
and grand firs. These 
shade-tolerant trees 
come in under the 
ponderosas and 
larches, creating 
problems," he said. 

These problems, 
Gast explains, are 
three-fold. 
. Shade species crowd 
out and replace more 
commercially valuable 
trees, mainly ponderosa 
pine and larch which 
can't compete in the 
densefir stands that cut 
offlife-giving sunlight. 

. This thick understory 
of trees geometrically 
increases fire danger. 
. The thin-ba rked firs 
are inherently more 
vulnerable to bugs, 
especially when stands 
are over-crowded. 

Add nearly six years of drought in 
the region to the equation and you 
get an explosion of tree-killing bugs 
in the expanding stands of shade- 
tolerant tree species that are least 
able to withstand such an assault, 
especially when facing drought- 
caused stress. Bottom line - large 
portions of the Blue Mountain 
timber lands are dying. 

Tree-killing bugs in forests are 
nothing new. The first serious pine 
beetle and tussock moth outbreaks 
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in recent northeast Oregon history 
date back to the mid 1970s. How- 
ever, there is a difference today, 
according to Gast. "The outbreaks t' are more frequent, longer in dura- 
tion, and unpredictable as to where 
they are likely to occur," he said. 

What Does This Mean 
For Wildlife? 

Fish - 
Salmon, trout and steelhead rely 

on cool water and quality habitat. 
Loss of tree cover along streams will 
reduce shade and increase water 
temperatures. Some habitat quality 
could be maintained if the dead 
trees were allowed to fall naturally 
into streams. 

Extensive salvage logging of dead 
trees could remove potential in- 
stream habitat and encourage more 
sediment getting into streams as 
springtime runoff coursed quickly 
over barren slopes. 

Big Game- 
Dense stands of shade-tolerant 

tree species have actually been good 
for deer and elk during the last 
several decades. As these trees die, 
however, important cover areas in 

which animals can hide from 
human disturbance, or protect 
themselves from summer heat and 
winter cold will be lost. A more 
open forest that encourages 
regrowth of ponderosa pine and 
larch does not necessarily benefit 
big game species. 

New roads to accomodate salvage 
logging can also permit hunters 
easy access and result in more 
vulnerable big game. In the past, 
this problem has been handled by 
closing certain roads and has also 
lead to shortening hunting seasons 
and limiting tags. 

Nongame - 
Old growth forests have already 

been reduced over much of the 
forested area, and recent tree die- 
offs will make the situation worse 
for some species. On the other hand, 
54 bird species nest in dead trees or 
use cavities for an essential part of 
their life cycle. The die-off could 
create a short term benefit, but the 
long term impacts are uncertain. 

What To Do? 
John Butrille, Portland-based 

Regional Forester for the U.S. Forest 
Service, is worried about the 

northeast Oregon situation as well. 
He has asked Bill Gast to lead an 
intra-agency taskforce to look at the 
overall problem of Forest Health as 
it applies to the Blue Mountains. 
Gast says the report will be submit- 
ted to Butrifie soon so the Regional 
Forester can decide on how to deal 
with the issue. 

"That report will include strate- 
gies and specific recommendations 
for addressing the forest health 
issue," says Gast. While sustaining 
timber production is a key compo- 
nent of the report, addressing other 
needs, such as recreation and 
wildlife, are also covered, according 
to Gast. "An interesting aspect of 
that study is its non-traditional 
approach. It will include sections on 
forest insects and disease, biodiver- 
sity within the forests, long-term 
site productivity, roles of fire in the 
system and watershed health," he 
said. 

"The initial report to the Forest 
Supervisor does not include specific 
action plans. Those will be devel- 
oped through consultation with a 
variety of interests and disciplines 
both within and outside the Forest 
Service," says Gast. "Our immediate 
focus is on public awareness of the 
problem," he said. 
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BIODIVERSITY 

MAKING OREGON RICH 

1E3 
means biological rich- 
ness - richness in the 
variety of life and its 
processes. The term 
refers to the full range 
of different species, 
habitats, and genes 
that make up a natural 
system. A system with 
plants and animals, 
large and small, inter- 
acting to form a living 

pro- 
vides fish and wildlife, 
recreation, clean water, 
clean air, and a stable, 
self-sustaining land- 
scape for our homes, 
farms, forests and 
towns. 

When Oregon be- 
came a state in 1859 it 
was home to 616 wild- 
life species - mam- 
mals, birds, reptiles, 
amphibians and fish. 
Within 50 years, more than a dozen 
from this group were nearing extinc- 
tion and two had already disap- 
peared from the state. 

During the next 50 years, good 
management brought several popu- 
lations back from the brink of ex- 
tinction - elk, beaver, bighorn 
sheep and pronghorn antelope, for 
instance. But this effort concentrated 
on those valued for sport, food or 
fur. Others continued to decline. To- 
day at least 28 species and subspe- 
cies are still at risk and nine are no 
longer present in the state. 

By Warren Aney 
Special Assistant, Directors Office 

grams have been very 
successful in restoring 
some of Oregon's wild- 
life heritage. But these 
traditional programs 
are not an effective 
way to protect or re- 
store many of the ani- 
mais, birds and fish 
now threatened, en- 
dangered or extinct in 
the state. 

Scientists now un- 
derstand that main- 
taming natural systems 
serving all wildlife is 
much more complex. 
Changing habitats can 
affect the population 
size of individual spe- 

o cies and dramatically 
reduce the number of 
species present. In oth- 
er words, biodiversity 
is lost. 

Habitats continue to 
be at risk. Therefore the 

wildlife that depend on these habi- 
tats are also at risk. 

Maintainiiig ii:d restoring diverse habitats is key to retaining an acceptable quality oflife in 
Oregon for both people and wildlife. 

In Oregon's early years trapping, 
market hunting and predator re- 
moval were most responsible for 
the demise of wildlife. Today's spe- 
cies are at risk mainly because of 
habitat changes. Tree farms are re- 
placing old growth forests, wheat 
fields have replaced native grass- 
lands, suburbs are replacing oak sa- 
vannas. These new but simpler 
habitats cannot support a diversity 
of wildlife. As Oregon becomes 
more developed some species are 
losing their homes. 

Single-species management pro- 

Several cutthroat and red band 
trout populations will be at risk 
until we provide stable and di- 
verse stream habitats in Oregon s 
high desert. 

Preserving a sufficient amount of 
old-growth forest habitats will 
help us maintain a variety of an- 
imals and birds - goshawks, 
spotted owls, woodpeckers, 
marten, fisher, and others. 
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Different species have different needs. Survival depends 
on having the right habitat available. 

Diverse, natural riparian areas 
and wetlands provide habitat 
needed to keep other species off 
the extinction list - salaman- 
ders, frogs, turtles, waterfowl and 
marsh birds. 

It is obvious we can't turn back 
the clock and restore all of Ore- 
gon's original habitat conditions, 
nor would we want to. These 
changes have benefited Oregon's 
human population and some wild- 
life have also thrived. This does 
not mean, however, that business 
as usual remains a good alterna- 
tive. 

Managing our lands and waters 
to maintain biodiversity will re- 
quire unprecedented teamwork to 
identify and protect or restore di- 
verse wildlife species and their 
habitats for Oregon's future. Effec- 
tive, long-term stewardship of our 
land and water resources may 
need to include a variety of profes- 
sions and interests - foresters and 
range managers, wildlife and fish 
biologists, botanists and ecologists, 
hunters and anglers, nature enthu- 
siasts and bird watchers, land 
owners and land managers, devel- 
opers and industry groups. 

Several activities are already un- 
derway. Natural habitat is being 
catalogued and preserved in Ore- 
gon by a number of agencies, or- 
ganizations and private 
individuals: 

S Over 64 Research Natural Areas 

t 

have been designated by the Bu- 
reau of Land Management, Forest 
Service and other federal agencies. 

SFour natural areas and preserves 
have been set aside by Oregon 
Land Board and Oregon State 
Parks. 

SForty-four Natural Areas have 
been purchased by the Nature 
Conservancy. 

SThe Oregon Natural Heritage 
Program, a cooperative private 
and government effort, is working 
to preserve examples of a full 
spectrum of Oregon's natural 
ecosystems and native species. 

The Oregon Biodiversity Invento- 
ry Project, sponsored by U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service, is 
working with Oregon Depart- 
ment of Fish and Wildlife and 
other agencies to map habitat and 
develop a scorecard of what is al- 
ready protected and what needs 
protecting. 

We are learning more every year 
about where functioning natural 
systems remain and what makes 
these special places work. Finding 
and protecting these islands of 
ideal habitat, however, is just part 
of the challenge for Oregonians as 
they enter the next century. 

We must find workable ways to 
manage all systems, natural or 
modified, for biodiversity. We must 
broaden our vision to include con- 
serving whole ecosystems, rather 
than focusing just on separate 
pieces of the whole. U 
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A BROADER 

VIEW OF WILDLIFE 

understand 
what "management for 
non-harvest" really 
means it might help to 
look back in time. In 
1971, the department 
was given statutory re- 
sponsibility for the 
management of all 
wildlife species, and 
the legal requirements 
to maintain popula- 
tions at optimum levels 

declines. 
Prior to that time, 

only animals that were 
hunted or trapped - 
referred to as game or 
furbearing animals - 
were given this man- 
agement consideration. 
Such species include 
deer, elk, pheasants, 
ducks, geese, and mink 
to name a few. 

Now the department 
deals with nearly 800 species of 
wildlife, including reptiles and am- 
phibians. Less than ten percent of 
that total is subject to regulated 
hunting or trapping. 

Managing for non-harvest, how- 
ever, does not focus just on non- 
hunted wildlife. These management 
efforts recognize public demand for 
opportunities to see and enjoy both 
hunted and non-hunted species in a 
natural setting. 

A survey by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, conducted in 1985, 
found that more than 90 percent of 

- By Jim Greer 

Wildlife Division, Assistant Chief 
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Ganic anii,iaIs are valued iot just a mature, /i,i,ítabk' a,,i,,ials, but also as part of f/ic u'ild 

to be seen and enjoyed throughout their lives. 

Oregonians appreciated wildlife in 
a variety of ways other than, or in 
addition to, hunting and fishing. 
These included feeding and watch- 
ing birds in backyards, taking ma- 
jor trips to photograph wildlife in 
the field, reading and learning 
more about favorite animals, and 
simply experiencing the sights and 
sounds of wildlife wherever one 
might go. 

Because of the popularity of these 
activities, all forms of wildlife - in- 
cluding those that are hunted - 
provide economic benefits. People 

are spending more for 
binoculars, camera 
equipment, bird feed- 
ers and seed, and the 
secondary products 
while camping, hiking, 
or driving to appreciate 
wildlife along with oth- 
er activities. Econo- 
mists estimate that 
people in pursuit of 
wildlife viewing in 
Oregon generate mor 
than $150 million in 
personal income annu- 
ally. 

Effective wildlife 
management goes 
beyond just providing 
recreation or commer- 

>- 
cial harvests, however. 
The department must 
also maintain diverse 
populations at accepta- 
ble levels. It is critical, 
therefore, that people 
understand the habits 

and biological requirements of wild- 
life and how they might co-exist 
with human needs for industrial de- 
velopment, agriculture, timber har- 

vest, mining, and space for 
population growth. 

As more people are attracted to 
wildlife, the more occasions there 
are to teach about the value of 
fish and wildlife and the critical 
need for habitat. With this knowl 
edge will come increasing public 
support for protection and preser- 
vation of Oregon's wild re- 
sources. 
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The same wetlands and marshes that support ducks 
and geese are also home to thousands of other birds. 
These special places offer countless viewing opportu- 
nities. 
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What Lies Ahead? 
So what can the Department of 

Fish and Wildlife do in the future to 
better manage for unharvested wild- 
life? Many things we are doing now 
can be continued, while other ap- 
proaches are being refined. 

Development of planning docu- 
ments to set priorities and guide our 
work is an ongoing task. The Non- 
game Plan, adopted by the Fish and 
Wildlife Commission in 1986, wifi be 
updated in 1991. This plan summar- 
izes projects to be implemented for 
management of non-hunted wildlife 
species in the state. 

The department also works with 
federal and other state agencies to 
develop action plans for the protec- 
tion and enhancement of wildlife 
habitats. The controversial spotted 
owl, which requires large blocks of 
old-growth forests, has been one of 
the most complex and involved 
planning efforts to date. 

The department has also contract- 
ed for design of a computer-driven 
mapping system that will eventually 
be used to identify key habitats 
used by a large number of species 
that may some day need protection. 

Other approaches to management 
for non-harvest include: . Increasing public awareness 
of wildlife and the important role 
these species play in our lives. This 
message is already being delivered 

through the media, newsletters, ed- 
ucation programs, interpretive dis- 
plays and by providing more 
access directly to wildlife for view- 
ing. 

. Promoting more non-harvest 
related activities on department 
lands throughout the state, where 
wildlife can currently be seen in 
relatively undisturbed settings. 

s Forming partnerships with 
other agencies such as State Parks, 
Forest Service, Bureau of Land 
Management, conservation groups 
and other organizations to create a 
higher profile for wildlife and the 
benefits associated to non-harvest 
activities. 

. Securing a stable funding 
base to make non-harvest pro- 
grams work in a way that spreads 
financial responsibility among all 
Oregonians, not just those who 
currently buy fishing and hunting 
licenses. 

s Continuing expansion of our 
knowledge base for all forms of 
wildlife in order to better under- 
stand their relationships among 
each other, their environmental 
needs, and how best they can sur- 
vive in a changing world. I 
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PLACE FOR WILDLIFE 

Keeping fish and 
wildlife populations 
healthy in the country 
landscape is always a 
challenge for resource 
managers. This effort 
can seem very easy, 
however, when corn- 
pared to preserving 
wildlife in urban areas. 
Multiple government 
jurisdictions and ordi- 
nances, large numbers 
of exotic or non-native 
wildlife, and intense 
development pressure 
all combine to make ur- 
ban wildlife manage- 
ment very complex. 

Perhaps it is the bas- 
ic Oregon concern for 
fish and wildlife that 
makes this state willing 
to face the challenge. 
Public support is a key 
factor for a successful 
urban program. People 
must be aware of the fish and wild- 
life around them, and also under- 
stand the value of urban habitats. 

A real commitment is necessary 
because the rapid loss of habitats, 
especially uplands and wetlands, in 
urban/suburban areas can affect the 
numbers of different species present, 
the abundance of each species, and 
traditional movemen't patterns of 
wildlife within previously undevel- 
oped lands. 

There is no better way to deliver 
the message about fish and wildlife 
needs than by giving people the 

By Doug Cottam 
Urban Wildlife Biologist 

What 
Can Be Done? 

There are several 
general means by 
which the depart- 
ment wifi address this 
issue. One is through 
public education 
about things people 
can do, or avoid do- 
ing. that will help fish 
and wildlife in urban 
areas. 

Among other 
things, a program 
called "Naturescap- 
ing" is currently be- 
ing developed to get 
people involved in 

>- creating wildlife habi- 
tat in their own back- 
yards. 

A second approach 
involves collecting 
data on how develop- 
ment affects wildlife. 
A wetlands monitor- 

ing program will be initiated this 
spring using volunteers, under the 
guidance of fish and wildlife biolo- 
gists, to collect data on undis- 
turbed, disturbed and created 
wetlands in the Portland area. This 
information will help biologists de- 
termine what important factors 
most affect wildlife in urban wet- 
lands. 

Department wildlife manager- 
wifi also seek out opportunities 
advise and assist developers or 
their consultants on minimizing 
future development impacts. In 

Concentrations ofhunians can share space withfish and wildlife in the ii1'i,, c,uiroiinient. 
Making it work, howezier, requires special consideration, careful plannii g and imagination. 

chance to enjoy wildlife and green- 
spaces in their own neighborhoods, 
or even their own backyards. 

By providing habitat for wildlife 
in urban areas, city residents will be 
able to: 

Enjoy wildlife close to home. 
Relieve human pressure on sensi- 

tive outlying areas. 

Provide habitat and habitat corri- 
dors for diverse species. 

'Get actively involved in helping 
these resources. 
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,- tues on the Portland transit mall do not replace 
ilife in the city. They stand as reminders of the life 

that remains ii and around the city. 

addition, biologists will continue to 
help local governments, home- 
owners' associations, and resource 
agencies preserve wildlife habitat 
and maintain corridors for wildlife 
movement. 

Where there are problems, there 
are also opportunities. A successful 
urban wildlife program is very im- 
portant to the well-being of fish and 
wildlife throughout the state. Also 
important is the quality of life peo- 
ple can enjoy when diverse species 
are protected and preserved as part 
of the city landscape. 

Most Oregonians can think of at 
least one other U.S. city where this 
hard-to-define quality of life was lost 
in pursuit of careless development. 
In fact, many Oregonians may have 
once lived in such cities and chose 
to come here. Sensible management 
of urban wild places and wildlife 
need not be anti-growth. Instead, it 
can favor rational growth where all 
potential impacts on wildlife and 
people are considered as part of the 
development process. 
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The heron is Portland's city bird. Development plans 
have been changed to protect fragile nesting areas. 
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It is the nature ofcities to grow. The challenge is to maintain the quality oflife that attracted residents 
in the first place. 
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OREGON'S 

NEAR-SHORE OCEAN 

For most Oregoni- 
ans "The Coast" is a 
special place . . . special 
for many reasons: each 
personal, important 
and particular. Scenic 
beauty and fine sea- 
food are offered in 
unique communities 
where local residents 
cherish a way of life. 

Every element of 
that life is dominated 
by the sea. lt is a place 
of wonder for both 
those who visit or work there. The 
sea was also thought to be a myste- 
nous and limitless environment 
without conffict . . . no more. Ore- 
gon's near-shore ocean - extending 
30 miles or more west from where 
you get your feet wet - is becoming 
a defined place. 

In the decade of the 90s, the ma- 
rine environment is becoming a 
smaller place while the potential for 
conflict is growing. 

By Neal Coenen 
Marine Region Supervisor 

. 
is approaching a level Sea urchins are among the most recent examples of riches harvested from Oregon's ocean 

Living With Limits 
In Oregon, ocean resource uses 

are becoming more intense. Com- 
mercial and recreational fishing 
fleets, of all kinds, are greatly ex- 
panded compared to 20 years ago. 
Stocks of some species have de- 
dined or are variable in supply, 
making harvest allocations difficult 
to resolve among traditional users. 
Harvest managers routinely divide 
limited amounts of salmon and 
groundfish among commercial and 
sports interests. 

The time is coming when more 
people who want to begin commer- 
cial fishing may be denied in order 

to prevent over-fishing 
and keep those who 
already fish econom- 
ically viable. Commer- 
cial salmon, shrimp and 
sea urchin fisheries al- 
ready operate under a 
limited number of per- 
mits to fish. The same 
may be in store for 
other commercial users. 

Recreational demand 

that will fully use ling 
cod, black rockfish, (on 

the most accessible reefs) bay crabs 
and clams and could cause local de- 
pletions. These fisheries can no long- 
er be regarded as alternative fish- 
enes to traditional salmon seasons. 

Collision Courses 
Human use conflicts with marine 

resources are also increasing. Begin- 
ning a few years ago, the Japanese 
demand for sea urchin eggs stimu- - 

lated a fishery off the south coast 
where divers pick urchins off the 
submerged faces of near-shore rocks 
of the Rogue and Port Orford reefs. 
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This fishery includes work around 
the only breeding colonies of North- 
em sea lions in Oregon. These ma- 
nne mammals are now being listed 
as uthreatened species throughout 
their range from Alaska all the way 
to the Oregon breeding reefs. 

The Fish and Wildlife Commis- 
sion acted to strike a balance be- 
tween a very valuable fishery and 
protection of the sea lions by creat- 
ing an off-limits zone for urchin div- 
mg during the pupping season. 

Interest in non-harvest uses of 
the marine environment, such as 
windsurfing, ocean kayaking, whale 
watching and sea bird observation 

grown too. With this growth - 
more sources of conflict. Wind- 
surfers on the north coast were 
upset when they learned of plans for 
a shark tournament. They feared at- 
traction of sharks to waters used for 
surfing. 

Resort operators oppose low-fly- 
ing aircraft (including the U.S. Coast 

>- 
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u 

Guard) over seabird nesting islands 
while guests are viewing the birds. 
And yet, bird-watching charter 
boats please their passengers with 
close-up trips to offshore rocks and 
reefs. This disturbance worries biolo- 
gists when startled nesting birds 
take ffight, inadvertently rolling 
their eggs or chicks into the sea. 

What concerns people the most, 
however, is the potential for oil and 
gas or mineral mining in the near- 
shore environment off Oregon. Oil 
derricks here - no way, it is said. 
Yet fuel for American industry and 
our own driving is something we all 
want. 

These are just examples of some 
concerns, both big and relatively 
small, that Oregonians must deal 
with in the years ahead. 

Fortunately, the 1987 Oregon 
Legislature directed state agencies, 
local governments and citizen repre- 
sentatives to start planning for the 
marine environment, and an Oregon 

Ocean Resources Management Plan 
has been developed in response. 

The plan gives priority to renewa- 
ble resources (such as fisheries) over 
non-renewable activities (such as oil 
and gas drilling). But that will not be 
the end of the story. 

The most direct and numerous 
conflicts are those everyone is in- 
volved in - commercial and recrea- 
tional fisheries, non-harvest uses, 
threatened and endangered species, 
plastics pollution and a host of other 
concerns. 

Facing such challenges can lead 
one to dream of a simple life in Iowa, 
far away from the sea. The likely 
outcome, however, will not be Ore- 
gonians turning their backs on the 
problems. Instead, they will extend 
their visions and, with time and citi- 
zen commitment, conflicts will be 
resolved. The Department of Fish 
and Wildlife is now, and will con- 
tinue to be, an active player in this 
resolution process. D 

Oregon's ocean is becoming a better known place. The more that is known about the needs of 
marine life, the more people realize how fragile the system is. 
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::ii:: its surface, 
Oregon appears 
blessed with abundant 
wildlife and plenty of 
public lands and Wa- 
ters on which to enjoy 
these resources. 

Scratch that surface, 
however, and disturb- 
ing trends are visible. 
The bottom line, if one 
looks beyond outward 
appearances, is that fu- 
ture public access to 
outdoor recreation and 
a reasonable opportu- 
nity to harvest or view 
wildlife in those out- 
door settings are both 
threatened. 

Public Access 

Oregon has a long- 
standing commitment 
to providing public ac- 
cess to its natural re- 
sources. In decades 
past, state and local 
governments have acquired parks, 
wildlife areas and boating access 
sites. 

MEETING 

PUBLIC NEEDS 
By 

Jim Lauman, N.E. Region, Supervisor 
Wayne Rawlins, Realty Section, Supervisor 

Enjoying Oregon's fish and wildlife bounty requires not only an abundance of species, 
but access to fishing, hunting and viewing opportunities. 

Federal agencies have developed 
campgrounds and fishing areas on 
range and forest lands as part of the 
multiple-use management concept. 
On the surface, it seems like we are 
in good shape. 

That is not the case in some areas. 
Increasing public demand has run 
head-on into a lack of agency funds 
needed to maintain existing loca- 
tions and buy new areas. The 

number of public outdoor recreation 
sites are actually declining in 
number and quality as the need for 
such facilities and sites increases. 

At the federal level, there are se- 
nous discussions underway to aban- 
don the multiple use concept 
entirely. Instead, some lands would 
be set aside strictly for timber har- 
vest and other consumptive uses, 
while separate lands would be dedi- 
cated to recreation. This could likely 
mean a net loss of recreation oppor- 
tunity in many forests. 

If you plan to hunt, 
fish or view wildlife in 
Oregon these days, 
your opportunities 
may not be what they 
once were. Improving 
on this situation is also 
getting harder. 

While more than half 
the state is in public 
ownership, much of 
the more desirable land 
potentially useful for -. 
public recreation is ii 
private ownership. As 
recreational space in- 
creases in importance, 
people are more in- 
dlined to secure their 
own piece of beauty 

z and serenity. 
These private pur- 

chases not only cut off 
what might have been - 
unofficial fishing access 
points, but may also 
limit other recreation. 
As second homes or 

full-time residences crowd the banks 
along rivers, pressure mounts to 
eliminate waterfowl hunting from 
boats drifting the river. 

People who already own larger 
acreages are also becoming less will- 
ing to share these lands with the 
public because of recurring prob- 
lems with vandalism, littering and 
other ifiegal or irresponsible behavm 
ior. Access to many prime hunting 
areas may now carry a hefty price 
tag. 

Even as this agency rethinks its 
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.ay on the water with hopes of landing a big one is a sought-after experience by many Oregonians. 

philosophy of the past decade re- 
garding the importance of public ac- 
cess, playing catch-up gets harder. 
People buying their piece of the pie 
are often willing to pay above 
market price. Therefore, a similar 
property the department may seek 
to buy also costs more - perhaps 
putting it financially out of reach. 
Add to this the increasing resistance 
of local governments to taking pri- 
vate property off the tax rolls, and 
the opportunities to make up for lost 
time get harder still. 

And there is yet another twist. 
Ten years ago. . . . even five years 
ago.. . . the idea of buying a site to 
provide specifically for public wild- 
life viewing, rather than hunting or 
fishing, was unknown. Today, that 
i4a has become reality. People 

nt to see, photograph and enjoy 
wildlife. They do not necessarily 
want to catch or shoot them. 

Yet any funds the department 

uses to acquire viewing sites, or crit- 
ical habitats for non-hunted species, 
must come from hunting and fishing 
license revenue or related federal ex- 
cise taxes. The viewer "uses" wild- 
life as surely as the hunter or angler, 
they just do not pay anything for 
the privilege. 

Public Opportunity 

Picture this, there is plenty of 
public access available, but there are 
few, if any, wildlife or fish to harvest 
or view. Or, there may be wildlife 
present, but there are also so many 
other people that the experience is 
tainted. 

Another scenario: there is plenty 
of access and plenty of wildlife and 
fish, but these opportunities are so 
far away from busy people in urban 
areas that they will not make the 
trip. Or. . . the fish and wildlife are 
there to harvest, but the regulations 

controlling these activities are so 
complex and confusing that many 
potential users chose not to hunt or 
fish for fear of breaking a rule. Then 
there are the scenic rivers where ad- 
vance reservations and special per- 
nüts are required just to put a boat 
in the water. 

It does not take too many such 
scenarios before one concludes there 
may come a day when Oregonians, 
the bulk of whom would be urban 
dwellers, will not bother with the 
outdoor experience or with wildlife. 
As interest in fish and wildlife nar- 

z rows down to fewer and fewer peo- 

ple, public support falls away. M 
this support declines so does the 
ability of fish and wildlife managers 
to claim a public niandate for spe- 
cies maintenance and habitat pro- 
tection. 

Retaining public support, both fi- 
nancially and philosophically, is cnt- 
ical for successful wildlife man- 
agement efforts. People will not 
stand up for something they no 
longer see, consume or even under- 
stand. 

Here are some options the de- 
partment will be considering in the 
years ahead. 

s Acquire lands and access points 
close to population centers for 
viewing and harvest opportuni- 
ties. 

s Continue to seek equitable fund- 
ing sources for non-hunting 
wildlife use. . Avoid over-regulation that 
drives people away rather than 
attracting them to fish and wild- 
life harvest. 

s Provide more informational and 
educational materials, programs 
and sites to serve public inter- 
ests in wildlife and recreation. Li 
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Bull Trout Season 

Closures Adopted 

Bull trout fishing in 
portions of the state has 
become an early victim of 
anticipated, drought-caused 
water shortages. 

The Oregon Fish and 
Wildlife Commission, 
meeting in Portland Wednes- 
day, March 6, decided to 
close fishing opportunities 
for bull trout, effective 
March 15, at Odell Lake and 
two tributaries; in all waters 
of southeastern Oregon; and 
in Lawrence Lake and Clear 
Branch Creek in the Hood 
River drainage. Angling for 
other trout species will 
continue. 

Anglers at Lawrence Lake, 
however, will be allowed to 
keep only stocked trout with 
a clipped adipose fin. All 
other trout, regardless of 
species, must be released 
unharmed. 

Two Oregon Fish 

Species in Danger 

from Drought 

Emergency Rescue 
Operations Possible 

Two species of fish in 
eastern Oregon are in 
extreme danger from 
drought conditions and may 
require emergency rescue 
operations in early summer, 
according to the Department 
of Fish and Wildlife. 

Assistant Fisheries 
Division Chief Doug DeHart 
told the Oregon Fish and 
Wildlife Commission 

"UPDATE" 
Fish In Trouble: 

ODFW adopts closures, limits 

This emergency action is 
intended to help protect 
dwindling bull trout 
populations from fishing 
pressure during expected 
drought conditions. 

Some popular fishing 
areas will remain open for 
bull trout fishing, notably the 
Metolius River and Lake 
Billy Chinook. 

Sturgeon Rules 

Tightened Above 

The Dalles 

Concerns about the health 
of white sturgeon popula- 
fions in Columbia River 
waters between The Dalles 
Dam and the Oregon! 
Washington border have led 
the Oregon Fish and Wildlife 
Commission to adopt more 
restrictive sport fishing size 
and bag limits in that area. 

At the March 6 commis- 
sion meeting, commissioners 

Wednesday, March 6, that 
the Willow Creek! 
Whitehorse Creek strain of 
Lahontan cutthroat trout and 
the Warner sucker in 
southeastern Oregon are 
extremely vulnerable. 

Warner suckers, currently 
listed as a federal and state 
threatened species, face 
extinction if their native 
lakes in the Warner Basin 
near Hart Mountain dry up, 
according to DeHart. He 
asked the commissioners for 
permission, which was 
granted, to begin 30-day 
emergency review of the 
species to see if its status 
should be upgraded to 
endangered on the state list. 

Biologists also advised the 

approved rules that set the 
new legal harvest size at a 
48-inch minimum and a 66- 
inch maximum effective 
April 16, 1991. 

The daily bag limit will 
also drop to one fish per day 
Current regulations allow 
two fish per day. Existing 
weekly and annual catch 
limits would remain in 
effect. LI 

Sauvie Island Parking 
Permits Necessary 

People using Sauvie Island 
Wildlife Area near Portland 
are reminded that parking 
permits are now required on 
the area. Permits are 
available at several Portland 
and Sauvie Island area stores 
and license agents. Cost is 
$1 0.00 for an annual permit 
and $2.50 for a daily permit. 

Funds from the permits 
have been put to good use, 
according to the Sauvie 

commission of tentative 
department rescue plans for 
the fish. These plans include 
possible removal of some 
suckers to safe holding areas 
until water levels rise in the 
fall. Then they will be 
returned to their native 
lakes. 

The Lahontan cutthroats 
of Willow and Whitehorse 
creeks of extreme southeast- 
em Oregon are not in danger 
of extinction, but reduced 
water flows, high water 
temperatures and increased 
vulnerability to predators 
could cause heavy losses of 
some populations. 

DeHart also got commis- 
sion agreement to begin a 
status review of these stocks 

Island Wildlife Area man- 
ager. "Were excited about 
what weve been able to do 
with the funds," said 
manager Ray Johnson, 
'Future projects will improve 
the area even more." 

Wildlife area visitors can 
expect cleaner, better-kept 
toilet facilities, well-mam- 
tamed roads, more parking 
and better access to the 
wildlife area. Projects to 
improve parking along 
Reeder Road and Haldeman 
Pond have already been 
completed. Nearly all major 
roads have been graded with 
a recently purchased grader - 
something that hasnt 
happened to some of the 
access roads in years. 

Future projects include 
building wildlife viewing 
towers, improved gates to 
control public access in the 
center of the area, and more 
and better informational and 
directional signs. LI 

for potential listing as a 
threatened species on the 
state list. Department plans 
also include a possible rescue 
operation for these fish, with 
potential trapping and 
transfer of some fish to a safe 
site in Oregon until sufficient 
water returns to their native 
streams. Some of these trout 
may also be placed in a 
federal hatchery in New 
Mexico specifically designed 
to harbor threatened or 
endangered fish. 

The commission will 
consider emergency changes 
in status of the Lahontan 
cutthroats and the Warner 
suckers during the next 
commission business meet- 
ing April 17 in Portland. 
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Hunting Regulations 
Available 
April 8 Deadline Near 

The regulation synopsis 
for Oregon's antelope, 
bighorn sheep, buck mule 
deer and elk hunts are now 
available at hunting license 
outlets around the state. 

Hunters who plan to hunt 
buck mule deer anywhere in 
the state, or Rocky Mountain 
bull elk in northeast Oregon 
during the first season must 
apply for and receive a tag to 
participate in the 1991 hunt. 
No tags wifi be available for 
these hunts except through 
the permit drawing process. 

Hunters planning to 
participate in those hunts, or 
in scheduled hunts for 
bighorn sheep or antelope 
wust have their controlled 
runt applications filled out 

and submitted to the Oregon 
Department of Fish and 
Wildlife with a postmark not 
later than April 8. Some 
controlled antlerless hunts 
also require the submission 
of an application form. 

"UPDATE" 
These are listed in the most 
recent regulation synopsis. 

Nongame Tax Checkoff 
Notes Decline 

Contributions to Oregon's 
Nongame Program through 
the Tax Checkoff are not 
only smaller this year, but 
fewer are being made, says 
Oregon Department of Fish 
and Wildlife Nongame Chief 
Bill Haight. 

Preliminary totals as of 
March 1 show that 5,391 
people have donated an 
average of $4.23 each, for a 
total of $22,822. Contribu- 
lions last year averaged $4.61 
per tax return. Last year's 
year-end total was $146,000, 
well above the 1988 total of 
$125,000. 

"Oregon has issued more 
than three times as many 
refunds as of March 1,' said 
Haight, so preliminary totals 
as of March 1 were well 
ahead of last year. However, 
"We have only twice as 
much money for three-times 
the returns. It doesn't look 
good from that standpoint." 

Tip Of The Hat 

A $200 reward helped lead 
to the arrest and conviction 
of three men who shot two 
buck deer near Irrigon and 
then let the animals spoil 
where they were shot. 

Officers at the Umatilla 
State Police Patrol Office 
were notified September 3 by 
a citizen that two dead buck 
deer were lying in a field 
near 4th Street in Irrigon. 
Investigation with assistance 
from a paid informant lead 
to the arrest of three indi- 
viduals September 23. 

The three defendants 
plead guilty to charges of 
killing or aiding in killing, 
and wasting deer in a closed 
season. Judge Charlotte 
Gray, Justice Court, Irrigon, 
handed down the following 
sentence. Each of the three 
men: 
. were ordered to pay 
$333.33 restitution (1 /3 of 
value of deer, and $200 
reward 
. lost two years hunting 
privileges 
. were ordered to serve 80 

hours community service (to 
be completed with Oregon 
Department of Fish and 
Wildlife in Morrow County) 
. were ordered to serve two 
years probation 
. were sentenced to six 
months jail, suspended upon 
payment and completion of 
all fines, restitution and 
community service require- 
ments 
. Two were fined $590 each, 
$150 suspended, and another 
was fined $350. 

A $200 reward offered 
through the Oregon Hunters 
Association helped conclude 
the case. The reward money 
will be repaid by the defen- 
dants as part of the restitu- 
lion so Oregon Hunters 
Association may continue to 
offer future rewards. 

The Department of Fish 
and Wildlife has also 
introduced legislation this 
year that would allow the 
Fish and Wildlife Commis- 
sion to authorize rewards of 
up to $2000 for information 
leading to the arrest and 
conviction of game law 
violators. E 

IOREGON' ATT E N T I O N FOREGON' 

[p DEER&ELI __ (Fish &WiIdIiieJ 
LFish&WiIdIifeI 

HUNTERS 

All mule deer and first season N.E. Rocky Mt. 
elk hunting tags will be available only through 

a controlled hunt drawing. 

This deadline also applies to antelope, bighom sheep 
and some other bull, buck and antlerless hunts. 
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Ii1d Flyer newsletter if you: 
donate $5 or more through your tax checkoff 
donate $5 or more directly to the "ODFW Nongame Fund" 
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