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Director's Message 
During the opening days of the 1995 Oregon State Legislature, 
I appeared before the House of Representatives. Here are 
excerpts from my message... 

Among Oregon's greatest qualities 
are its clean waters and produc- 
rive lands that sustain an abun- 

dance of fish and wildlife. 
Many other states have long since 

used up these natural treasures. But 
Oregon is different and it's no secret that 
Oregon's continuing heritage of fish and 
wildlife are part of what makes Oregon, 
Oregon. It's also part of the economic 
engine that drives the state forward. 

Total personal income to Oregonians 
from recreational and commercial fishing, 
hunting, and nonconsumptive uses of fish 
and wildlife is $1 .6 billion per year. 

But all is not perfect. Many species, 
such as Columbia River salmon, are at all- 
time lows. Listings of species as endan- 
gered have forced economic burdens on 
industry and fishing restrictions on 
anglers. 

The 1995 session of the Oregon State 
Legislature is sure to take action on 
several issues of note to people concerned 
about fish and wildlife and habitat. 

Legislation already has been drafted 
to revise endangered species and land use 
planning laws. Compensation to land- 
owners affected by government regula- 
fions is sure to receive plenty of attention. 
While opinions on these topics vary, no 
one doubts that change is on the way. 

During the last session of the legisla- 
hire, the Department's mission and goals 
were reviewed and revised, and the 
Department was directed to place an 
emphasis on fish and wildlife on private 
lands. This we have done by developing 
cooperative projects, providing recogni- 
tion to private landowners and building 
bridges between hunters and landowners. 

In the past six months we have had 
contact with over 4,000 landowners about 
wildlife and hunter access. 

Missions and goals 
According to law, it is the policy of 

the state of Oregon that wildlife shall be 
managed to prevent serious depletion of 
any indigenous species and to provide the 
optimum recreational and aesthetic 
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benefits for present and future genera- 
fions of the citizens of this state. To 
accomplish this, the Department is to 
implement or balance six co-equal goals: 
. To maintain all species of wildlife at 
optimum levels-the term optimum 
means numbers that provide for a self- 
sustaining species, as well as for use 
recreationaily, nonconsumptively, or 
other wise taking of wildlife. 
. To develop and manage the lands and 
waters of the state in a manner that will 
enhance the production and enjoyment 
of wildlife. 
. To permit an orderly and equitable use 
of wildlife. 
s To develop and maintain access to the 
lands and waters of the state and to the 
wildlife resources. 
. To regulate wildlife populations and 
the public enjoyment of wildlife in a 
manner that is compatible with the 
primary uses of the land and waters. 
s To provide optimum recreational 
benefits. 

Because of the requirement to 
balance these co-equal goals when we 
make decisions and recommendations, 
the Department often finds itself in the 
middle of conflicts over resource use and 
resource preservation-right between a 
rock and a hard place. 

Staff members work to help Orego- 
nians meet the requirements of laws that 
serve to protect fish, wildlife and their 
habitats. We have been doing more and 
more to involve the public in setting 
regulations. 

We also are making it easier for 
people to hear about proposed actions by 
providing a public pre-briefing to the 
Fish and Wildlife Commission on rule 
changes and by taking Commission 
meetings out of Portland and into the 
heart of Oregon. 

We work hard to supply scientifi- 
cally based and objective answers to 
today's questions about Oregon's fish 
and wildlife and the habitat that supports 
this resource. 

See "Message" page 3 



"Message" continued 

We also develop our data and 
analysis for other state agencies when 
they are confronted by decisions that 
require consideration of fish and 
wildlife. We provide these agencies 
with information about how fish and 
wildlife will be affected by a particular 
action, and they make decisions using 
our information and recommendations 
along with other considerations. 

How do we stand financially? 
Our proposed 1995-97 operational 

budget for all funds is 3.4% below the 
level of this biennium, but the budget 
does support base programs and 
maintains all 34 hatcheries and three 
satellite facilities. We have reduced 
programs throughout the agency and 
have lost 1 1 2 positions, or nine percent 
of our workforce since 1992. 

Like other agencies, ODFW has 
significantly reduced its use of General 
Funds since passage of Measure 5 in 
1990. 

The Governor's Recommended 
Budget contains $12.1 million in 
General Fund, down 25% or a total $4.2 
million from the level of the last 
biennium. 

Hunters and fisherman still pay 
most of the bills through the user-pay 
investment they make when they buy 
hunting and fishing licenses or related 
equipment. 

The most threatening losses have 
been in the area of wildlife diversity 
(nongame), a result of revenue short- 
falls totalling $1 .4 million in three 
areas: tax checkoff, interest earnings, 
and discontinued funding for spotted 
owl work. 

Reductions here limit our ability to 
monitor existing and potential threat- 
ened and endangered species, as well 
as constrain our ability to provide 
biological information to public and 
private landowners. 

What about revenues? 
In the long-run, changing demo- 

graphic and social factors may have the 
greatest depressing effect on the sales 
of sport licenses and tags, particularly 
for hunting. Oregon's population is 
increasing at a moderate rate, but 
participation rates are declining as 

Oregon's population is becoming more ______________________________ 
urbanized. 

I A&H Auctions Near 
Quality work continues 

Despite reduced finances and 
lowered staffing, the Department 
continues to perform at high levels and 
with maximum involvement of the 
public. Here is a sampling of what I 
mean: 
s Over 9,000 adult and 8,000 student 
volunteers helped work on more than 
800 fishery projects through the STEP 
program across the state. Throughout 
the Department, volunteers double the 
total work force. 
. The Department recently received the 
Sport Fishing Institute's award for 
outstanding state agency in the U.S. 
s Our landowner assistance programs 
helped 300 landowners on more than 
55,000 acres address wildlife manage- 
ment issues, including damage to crops 
by elk and deer, by providing project 
funding or support, such as forage for 
wildlife. 
. Our new Access and Habitat Board, 
which was created last biennium by the 
legislature to address concerns of 
landowners and hunters, received 
$522,000 in contributions to match the 
Board's $256,000. This money went to 46 
projects that improved wildlife habitat 
and increased public hunting access to 
private land. 
I The Restoration and Enhancement 
Board, representing sport and commer- 
cial fishermen, has allocated a total of 
$11.9 million for over 300 projects to 
improve habitat, access, education and 
fish culture projects. 
. In setting our elk harvest numbers, we 
held 90 work sessions with the public to 
ensure full participation in setting 
harvest levels that were as acceptable as 
possible to landowners and hunters alike 

And overall, staff continue the 
Department's tradition of professional- 
ism and intense dedication to serving the 
public and ensuring the health of the fish 
and wildlife resource. 

-1 ÇV$'%- 
Rudy Rosen, Director 
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Some excellent hunting opportunities 
will go to the highest bidder this spring to 
help raise funds to improve wildlife 
habitat and provide access to more 
hunters. 

Oregon's Access and Habitat Board has 
authorized seven tags for sale to the 
highest bidder at the Rocky Mountain Elk 
Foundation auction in Portland on March 
18, 2 p.m. at the John Hammond Conven- 
tion Center, 8439 NE Columbia Blvd. A 
two-tag hunt for western Oregon wifi be 
auctioned at the Oregon Hunters Associa- 
tion Convention May 13 in Eugene. 

Hunts include statewide elk tags, mule 
deer, black-tailed deer and a combination 
Roosevelt elk/black-tailed deer tags. 

Bighom Raffle Tags 4-Sale 
Oregon's bighorn sheep raffle tag 

tickets are now available at license agents 
in $10, $50 and $100 packets. 

The raffle tag will be drawn at the 
Oregon Hunters Association Convention 
May 13 in Eugene. 

An auction tag will also go on the block 
this spring, at the North American Wild 
Sheep Convention in Phoenix, Arizona, in 
March. More than $140,000 was raised to 
help fund reintroduction of bighorns into 
Oregon. 

Hunting Forecast 
Available Soon 

The first-ever 1995 Big Game Hunting 
Statistics will be for sale through the 
department or at G I Joes retail stores 
beginning in April. 

The publication gives hunters basic 
data on hunt success unit-by-unit, and 
includes narratives on how to best choose 
a hunt unit, how animals see color and 
what it means to the hunter, and an 
article by Larry Jones on how to use calls 
to increase success. 

Cost of the publication is $6 and may 
be reserved by mailing a check or money 
order for $6 to ODFW Hunt Statistics, 
P.O. Box 59, Portland, OR 97207. Orders 
placed through the department will be 
mailed as soon as the publication is 
available in April. 



Money from Oregon's Watershed Health Program and 
the Restoration and Enhancement Board is combined 

to fund the 

Coquille 
River Project 

by Pat Wray 

This coho smolt has a brighter future - thanks to improved winter habitat, it has a better chance ofsurviving the winter and 
heading to sea. 

Iwere looking for the highest 
concentration of young salmon 
in a stream during the winter 

where would you look? In the riffles? 
In the deep pools? In the eddies? 

Answer: If you wanted to find the 
highest numbers of juvenile salmon 
per unit area during the winter, you 
wouldn't look in the stream at all, but 
in off-channel ponds, where slow, 
protected water allows juvenile cobo 
to escape the high velocity flood 
waters typical of Oregon winters. 

Oregon Department of Fish and 
Wildlife research has shown an 

abundance of one cobo per square 
meter in off-channel ponds as corn- 
pared to just two-tenths cobo per 
square meter in similar cover within 
the stream channel. 

Historically, most of Oregon's 
coastal streams and rivers contained 
large expanses of marshy habitat with 
attendant ponds and sloughs. These 
boggy wetlands, created by small 
tributaries which have since been 
diverted, large woody debris or 
beaver dams, were some of the most 
prolific fish rearing areas in the world. 
Salmon and steelhead fry would leave 
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the mainstream spawning areas and 
head for slow, off-channel ponds, 
where they would not get washed 
away by winter rains and could live in 
relative safety, hidden among the 
branches and logs. 

Of course, we changed all that 
many decades ago and Oregon's fish 
have suffered as a result. The list of 
historic contributing factors reads like 
a classic litany of watershed errors. 
We trapped the beaver, removing the 
architect of wetlands and marshes, 
which we now recognize as important 
building blocks of healthy watersheds. 

4 
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We cut timber down to the stream banks and built 
splash dams to hold the logs until high water. Then we 
blew the dams to float the logs down river, without 
realizing that the logs scoured the river bottom down to 
bedrock in many places, destroying important spawn- 
ing habitat. 

About the same time we dug, ditched, diked, 
dammed, diverted and drained wetlands. Then, in a 
well-intended but overzealous attempt to improve 
anadromous fish passage, the Oregon Department of 
Fish and Wildlife presided over a decades-long effort to 
remove obstacles from the streams. Now, having 
learned how important in-stream structures are to fish 
survival, we are involved in a full-blown endeavor to 
replace them. 

Dozens of Oregon watersheds have become casual- 
ties of history, but efforts underway at the federal, state, 
local and private levels are helping to reestablish 
healthy watersheds, clean water and strong fish popu- 
lations. The Coquille River on the southwest coast is 
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I Jerry Greene oversees the construction of an off-channel pond on the 
Coquille River. Rocks and wood help to slow the water movement; 
providing juvenile coho an escape from the torrent of winter floods. 

undergoing one of the most extensive restoration 
efforts in Oregon, and provides a good example of the 
way things can work, when commitment and coopera- 
tion are combined. 

The Coquille has long been one of the top priority 
watersheds m the state for a variety of reasons. Scien- 
tists believe its health is water quality limited, meaning 
that projects which reduce siltation or water tempera- 
hire can have immediate beneficial results. The 
Coquille still has strong stocks of fish that can, with a 
little help, bounce back from their present low num- 
bers. There are large blocks of state and federal land 
within the watershed, opening the door to multiple 

V Protected from direct winter flows, this off-channel excavation will provide 
a safe haven for juvenile salmon for years to come. 

. 
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funding sources. Perhaps most 
important, there is a long tradition of 
commitment to the health of their 
watersheds by local residents, private 
corporations and organizations. Coos 
County was one of the earliest partici- 
pants in the Salmon Trout Enhance- 
ment Program (STEP). 

"Even before state and federal 
money was available to restore water- 
sheds, Gordon Ross and other Coos 
County commissioners were helping 
set up organizations to oversee the 
watersheds and prioritize work that 
needed to be done." Said Oregon 
Department of Fish and Wildlife 
biologist Jim Muck, who coordinates 
ODFW watershed improvement 
projects along the south coast. 

"Paul Heikila (an Oregon State 
University extension agent in the town 
of Coquille) and other active residents 
were pushing hard to get similar 
organizations in place on the Coquille. 
At the same time Paul Reimers, 
(district fish biologist in Charleston) 
was starting to apply results of ODFW 
research studies in the south coast 
streams." 

Their efforts, and those of many 
others on behalf of watersheds, gained 
momentum in the late 1980s and early 
1990s. State and federal natural 
resource agencies, assisted (and in 
some cases, accelerated) by local 
government and private organizations, 
began to look seriously at ways to 
reestablish healthy watersheds. Then, 
in 1993, they were given a shot in the 
arm with the creation of Oregon's 
Watershed Health Program. Suddenly 
there was money available and the 
folks involved along the Coquille River 
wasted no time. 

Using $223,000 from the Water- 
shed Health Program, as well as grants 
from Oregon's Restoration and En- 
hancement Board and the Federal 
Environmental Protection Agency, 
representatives of the Oregon Depart- 
ment of Fish and Wildlife and the 
Department of Environmental Quality 
developed a joint restoration project 
which involved 20 miles of fencing and 
riparian planting and the creation of 10 
off-channel ponds and 75 instream log 
structures. 

Coquille rancher, Richard Deadmond, consults with Jim Muck about A riparian fencing project on his land. 

The off-channel ponds are of 
particular interest to Muck. "A lot of 
work has been done in the Coquille, 
and in other rivers, to improve the 
spawning areas, the hiding spots and 
the general survivability of the 
instream habitat, but what we've 
learned in the last several years is how 
important wintering habitat is for 
juvenile coho," Muck said. 

"We can be very successful iii 
increasing the numbers of young fish 
which hatch in a given stream, but if 
the youngsters can't survive winter to 
start their journey to the ocean, then 
all that effort comes to nothing. We 
call the problem with winter survival 
'the bottleneck.' We are attempting to 
remove that bottleneck with habitat 
enhancement projects, like the off- 
channel ponds, which essentially 
recreate the slow moving waters of 
historic flood plains." 

Fencing interests area landowners 
because of its potential benefits to 
their operations. Riparian fencing 
enables sheep and cattle owners to 
control livestock access to the water, 
thus minimizing erosion and loss of 
arable land. It also gives landowners 
a big monetary jump on cross fencing, 
which allows more effective manage- 
ment and intensive grazing practices. 
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It should contribute to higher overall 
profits for their operations. 

One of the requirements for 
Watershed Health Program fence 
funding is a minimum 15-foot setback 
distance from the water to the fence in 
order to protect streamside vegetation. 
Participants like Coquille rancher 
Richard Deadmond have had no 
trouble in meeting that requirement. 

"It's a good deal all the way 
around," Deadmond said. "Whatever 
land I can no longer graze sheep on is 
more than offset by the benefits of the 
fencing. Besides, I've lived all my life 
here. I have a strong interest in 
improving the water quality and in 
helping the fish to come back. I think 
we all do." 

Jim Muck echoes those senti- 
ments. "Most of the people who make 
their living off the land around here 
care very much about the environ- 
ment. But they do have to make a 
living and they deserve the chance to 
do so. Our challenge is to find ways 
to protect and improve the watersheds 
which are also beneficial to landown- 
ers. The Watershed Health Program is 
helping us do that." 



Birds 
in the ÌVIist (Net) 
Biologists Study, Count Small Birds, Look For Trends 

The mist net is an aptly named 
device. To the small, brightly 
colored Lazuli bunting that 

was winging sharply from bush to 
tree, the net strung across its path was 
so fine and soft, it must have felt as if 
the early morning fog reached out and 
plucked it from the air. 

Many other birds felt the gentle 
tug of the net that spring morning. 
Large birds, like pheasants, simply 
flew right through, leaving a gaping 
hole to be mended by volunteers. But 
the small birds - the chickadees, 
buntings and others, were held for a 
short time until a human hand 
carefully extracted them from the net 
and placed them in a soft cotton bag. 
Shortly, the birds received a physical 
exam, a tiny numbered band and were 
released back to the woods. 

The mist net and a crew of eager 
volunteers, led by Oregon Depart- 
ment of Fish and Wildlife and Bureau 
of Land Management biologists, are 
part of a much larger effort to study 
the small songbirds which migrate to 
Central and South America each 
winter and return each spring. The 
study brings the department together 
with other county, state and federal 
agencies, volunteers and even other 
nations. 

"Our study here in southwest 
Oregon is really a piece of a much 
larger puzzle," said department 
biologist Terry Farrell. "What makes 
our study unique is that it is the only 
one in Oregon that is being carried out 
primarily using volunteers, and it's 
the only one in low-elevation oak- 
savanna habitat." 
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Story and photos by Randy Henry 

Many of these studies involving 
U.S. Forest Service and Bureau of 
Land Management biologists are now 
being conducted in Oregon and other 
west coast states as part of the "Part- 
ners In Flight" program. The birds 
being studied are classified as 
"neotropical migratory birds" - birds 
which winter in middle and south 
America, then fly north to nest and 
spend the summer. Some pass 
through on their way to Canada, and 
some end up here. 

"These birds are of concern 
because large areas of their habitat are 
being converted to other uses. By 
gathering data on populations and 
health of the many neotropical 
species, we can track populations, 
educate people about these birds and 
develop management practices to help 
protect them," said Farrell. 

The scope of the study is large, 
Farrell explained, but the piece he 
helps lead is relatively small. "This 
tract of land - Kanipe Park - was 

A black-capped chickadee awaits a researcher to untangle and process it. 

Winter, :1995 



Ruli Espinosa sets up a mist net at the start of the day. 

Roh Espinosa carefully untangles a small bird from the mist net. 

willed to Douglas County about IO 

years ago and is unique because it is 
I 100 acres of relatively pristine, 
contiguous habitat," said Farrell. The 
will stated that the park be main- 
tamed for its wildlife values. 

"We have four habitat types here - 
wetlands, riparian, grassland and oak 
woodlands. Because it is a park, we 
know that the habitat will remain 
stable here, compared to surrounding 
areas which continue to be altered and 
developed. This wifi give us a consis- 
tent basis of study year after year well 
into the future," explained Farrell. 

Volunteers from the Umpqua 
Audubon Society have agreed to be 
trained to catch birds and record data 
as part of the Partners In Flight 
Program. 

Not by accident, the volunteers 
are avid birders. Donna Woodall, a 
Roseburg resident, hoisted her 
binoculars frequently to observe and 
identify each critter she saw. Four 
Audubon volunteers accompanied 
Farrell, and three BLM biologists 
volunteered their time to help train 
people for the study. 

The group gathered at 4:30 a.m. in 
Roseburg. By 6:30 a.m., 10 mist-nets 
hung in predetermined stations 
throughout the park. Volunteers 
checked each net every thirty minutes, 
carefully freeing each bird from the 
net and taking it to a nearby table for 
a thorough physical. 

Rita Harper, a BLM biologist 
familiar with the data collection 
technique, worked carefully with each 
bird, measuring length of particular 
feathers, body weight, feather condi- 
lion, body molt, maturity and many 
other physical characteristics. BLM 
biologist Roll Espinosa transferred the 
data into the books. As volunteers 
learned the ropes, they rotated 
through the different jobs gaining the 
skills to eventually take over the data 
collection efforts. 

The bird of the day was the 
Oregon junco. Six were caught in a 
row, followed by the Lazuli bunting, a 
black throated gray warbler, a 
Wilson's warbler, black-capped 

8 
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chickadee and others. Each day is 
different, with more or less volume, 
and more or less variety. 

Several gaping holes in the nets 
suggested that maybe a pheasant, 
woodpecker or other large bird 
passed through, too. 

Each bird was banded and 
released. Each volunteer walked 
through each stage of the process so 
they, too, could tend the study area 
and provide accurate data throughout 
the spring and summer. 

"We aren't getting many recap- 
tures yet because this is the first year 
birds have been banded," said Farrell. 

In addition to the mist nets, 
biologists also conduct point counts. 
"We started point counts last year. We 
marked and mapped stations 
throughout the park. We spend IO 
minutes at each station, recording 
every bird we hear. That can be a cold 
way to spend a spring morning, but 
it's a good source of data." 

"This is another project we 
couldn't do without volunteers," said 
Farrell. "It takes a lot of dedication to 
get up at 3 or 4 a.m. to come out on a 
cold, wet morning to do this kind of 
work. But it simply wouldn't happen 
without them." 
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Roh Espinosa notes physical 
traits after tagging the small bird. 

a - 
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Each bird is banded in the hopes that it may be 
recaught by other researchers. 

Roh Espinosa shows a volunteer 
how to carefully transfer a bird 
from one person to another. 



The Oregon 
Department 
of Fish and 
Wildlife's 
(not-so-secret) 
Treasure... 

by Pat Wray 

The Oregon Department 
of Fish and Wildlife's 

Volunteer Program 
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Our volunteer 
program is many 
things to many 
people. 

IChuck Woosley operating 
heavy equipment to create 
ponds at E.E. Wilson Wildlife 

Area. It is Bob VanZante updating 
the photo file in Portland headquar- 
ters and at the Columbia Regional 
Office. It is Art McEldowney of 
Bend teaching a class about outdoor 
survival and first aid. It is Jack 
Adams responding to a call about an 
injured deer. It is Bob Torley clip- 
ping newspaper articles. It is. . .well, 
ODFW's volunteer activities are 
almost limitless... and they are being 
expanded every day. 

"The truth is that volunteers 
with the proper qualifications and 
trairdng can assist with almost any 
task that our regular employees 
undertake," said Susan Sahnow, 
volunteer coordinator for the 
Department of Fish and Wildlife's 
Northwest Region in Corvallis. 
"And increasingly, they are being 
invited to." 

Numbers tell a good part of the 
story. Volunteers are donating more 
than 100,000 hours of their time to 
diverse Oregon Fish and Wildlife 
projects, and that total does not 
include the tens of thousands of 
hours put in by volunteers for 
established programs, like the 9,000 
adult and 8,000 student volunteers 
in STEP and the 800 Hunter Educa- 
tion volunteers. 

A significant number of volun- 
teer hours are donated by site hosts, 
who typically live for part of the 
year at a wildlife area, hatchery or 
other site important to the public. 



They perform necessary tasks in 
exchange for rent free hookups for 
recreational vehicles. 

But numbers don't tell the whole 
story. They don't tell about the 
commitment shown by volunteers or 
about the sense of family that develops 
between volunteers and the regular 
employees who come to depend on 
them. 

"It's really incredible," said Dave 
Doran, volunteer coordinator for the 
Central Region in Bend. "We have 
volunteer appreciation dinners and 
you can feel the camaraderie among 
these people. I think that one of the 
best things the volunteer program 
does is foster that sense of shared 
commitment to the fish and wildlife 
resource. 

"And it cuts across traditional 
lines of outdoors people as well. Some 
of my more diligent volunteers oppose 
hunting, but they want to help the 
wildlife resource. They are involved 
in building bird houses," Doran said. 

"The volunteer program is also 
helping everyone involved to find 
areas of shared concern.. .and then 
work toward improvements. The 
resulting dialogue is going to be good 
for us all because it helps foster 
imderstanding about why we hunt, 
and its good for the resource, too." 

Although volunteers have helped 
in department activities for decades, 
today's coordinated, broad-based 
program got its real beginning with 
the hiring in 1988 of the first regional 
volunteer coordinator. Three more 
regional coordinators were hired two 
years later and the program was on its 
way logging thousands of hours each 
month. 

The volunteer program's first 
steps, like those of a toddler, were 
uncertain and shaky. "We were 
feeling our way through the program," 
said Susan Sahnow. "We knew 
basically where we wanted to be but 
there was no well- defined set of 
guidelines or directions to get us there. 

"And volunteers are not necessar- 
ily the answer to every situation," 
Sahnow said. "A lot of our employees 
had enough experience to know that 
inclusion of volunteers initially takes 

extra time and effort. It's not until you 
invest training and time in volunteers 
that they become capable of really 
helping out." 

So at first, Susan, Dave and the 
other coordinators spent a great deal of 
time in training new volunteers as well 
as training staff members how to 
involve volunteers. As time went on, 
field biologists and technicians began 
to see the benefits of the program and 
are gradually assuming much of 
responsibility for training volunteers. 

"Now I think the coordinators are 
acting more as facilitators than as 
trainers," Sahnow said. "We put the 
agency employees in touch with 
volunteers who can help them. I 

maintain a data base of about 600 
people in the upper Willamette Valley 
and central coast who have indicated 
an interest in helping out. About 300 of 
those are active volunteers in one way 
or another." 

The data base is constructed from a 
questionnaire, which enables the 
coordinators to match people with the 
kinds of jobs they will like and for 
which they qualify. 

"We've found that the first step, 
and one of the most important, is 
screening volunteers and matching 
them to the right activity," Sahnow 
said. "One of the things you learn 
very quickly is that just because a 
person volunteers for an activity does 
not make them an ideal match. We try 
to find people with necessary skills and 
commitment and then give them the 
specific training they will need to do 
the job. 

"And trained volunteers can be a 
tremendous help. Before we had 
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volunteer help we were only able to 
monitor one-third of the known 
western pond turtle sites in the 
Willamette Valley once each year. 
Now, with volunteer effort, we are 
able to monitor all of the sites three 
times each year," Sahnow explained. 

Many volunteers stay involved for 
more than just one job. Dozens 
around the state have been active 
participants in Department of Fish 
and Wildlife activities for two or more 
years. 

"It becomes kind of a way of life 
for them, and you often see the same 
people helping on one project after 
another," Doran said. 

The volunteer program has 
already become a way of life for the 
Oregon Department of Fish and 
Wildlife as well. "In many cases, 
volunteer effort has allowed us to 
overcome personnel limitations. . .to 
accomplish things that simply would 
not have been done at all without 
volunteers," Susan Salmow said. "It's 
hard to overstate the importance of a 
program that allows you to say 
that.. .and it's becoming a larger and 
more important part of the overall 
agency effort every year." 4! 

How Can I Get Involved? 

First, contact the nearest Oregon 
Department of Fish and Wildlife office. 
They will put you in touch with a 
coordinator who will start you on the 
path to becoming a Fish and Wildlife 
volunteer. 

You will be asked to: 
i . Fill out an application 
2. Undergo training 

You will be contacted when a job 
meeting your qualifications becomes 
available. 

Can being a volunteer help me? 

People who volunteer their efforts with 
the Oregon Department of Fish and 
Wildlife do so for many reasons, but 
there are benefits for all. For example, 
volunteer experience can be counted as 
work experience and can become an 
important part of an employment 
resume. 
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ELK BY PRESCRIPTION 

Oregon's "Management Objective" 

Depending on who you ask, 
there are two questions to 
ask about elk: "How many are 

enough?," and "how many are too 
many?" 

Trying to find what population 
level best fits an area when all factors 
are considered is the goal that drove 
the Oregon Department of Fish and 
Wildlife to develop elk management 
population objectives (MOs) more than 
a decade ago, with the most recent and 
extensive revisions adopted in Decem- 
ber, 1994. 

Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commis- 
sioners adopted the first MOs in 1981 
for 28 Big Game Management Units 
(BGMU) in eastern Oregon. These 
were reevaluated in 1986. 

The MOs were based on late 
winter surveys and took the following 
criteria into consideration: 

Population survey data from the 
previous decade 

Population modeling 
Desires for hunting opportunity 
Habitat capability 
Elk-caused damage occurring on 

private property 
The current process to establish an 

elk population MO for each manage- 
ment unit began when the commission 
adopted the Oregon Elk Management 
Plan in 1992. Among other things, the 
plan called for development of state- 
wide elk MOs by 1997. In 1993 the 
Oregon Legislature directed the 
department to develop elk MOs for all 
areas of the state by 1995. 

What is a "MO", and how is it used? 
An MO is the number of elk the 

department will try to maintain in a 

Process 
by Randy Henry 

In some parts of the state elk numbers have exceeded 
management objectives and will need to be reduced. 

defined area. The number may change 
as habitat changes, as landowner 
tolerance for elk increases or decreases, 
or as population data improves 
through the use of new technology and 
census techniques. Changes in MOs 
involve public review and commission 
action. 

Once an elk population reaches 
MO, antlerless hunting is the only 
effective management tool available to 
maintain that level. Although an MO 
directs the overall population level 
within a geographic area, the depart- 
ment recognizes that elk are not 
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distributed evenly throughout an area. 
Thus focused response to specific 
damage situations is necessary in 
addition to overall management goals. 

How does the public fit in? 
The recent adoption of statewide 

MOs occurred after an internal depart- 
ment committee reviewed existing 
MOs in January, 1 994, and developed 
draft proposals for all areas of the 
state. 

Selected groups, including timber, 
livestock and agricultural interests, 
sports groups, private and public land 
managers, and Native Americans were 
invited to review draft proposals and 
make recommendations to help 
balance the proposals. A second draft 
of proposed MOs, which included 
comments from the selected groups, 
was presented at 22 statewide public 
meetings for additional public com- 
ment. 

Several hot spots of public concern 
emerged. Private landowners and 
industry groups, as well as sports 
groups expressed varying and some- 
times contradictory views. A consen- 
sus approach was used by the depart- 
ment to help reach agreements. A total 
of 90 public workshops and public 
meetings were held in an effort to 
resolve differences among groups. The 
final plan was adopted at the Novem- 
ber commission meeting. MOs for two 
units - the Alsea and Snake River - 
were held out for additional work to 
resolve outstanding issues. Additional 
planning and implementation will be 
ongoing and MOs will again be 
formally reviewed with the Elk Plan in 
1997. 
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The Oregon 
Endangered Species Act: 

How Does it Work? 

Pick up an Oregon newspaper 
and you're likely to see a story 
relating to endangered species 

or the Endaxgered Species Act (ESA). 
The topic is hot and the issues - poten- 
tially confusing. 

Part of the confusion comes from 
the existence of both a state and a 
federal Endangered Species Act. 

federal Endan- 
gered Species Act in 1973, followed by 
the Oregon Legislature's passing of the 
Oregon Endangered Species Act in 
1987. 

Currently, Oregon has 34 fish and 
wildlife species on the state Threatened 
& Endangered Species List. All but two 
of these-the kit fox and the wolver- 
me-are also federally-listed. Four 
species - marbled murrelet, Oregon 
chub, sockeye salmon (Snake River 
stock) and northern (Steiler) sea lion- 
are on the federal list, but not the state 
list. 

Why are there two acts, and 
how are they different? 

The state and federal ESAs work in 
different ways. 

Having a very broad scope, the 
federal ESA can affect federal, state 
and private lands. But the state ESA is 
much more limited. It applies only to 
actions of state agencies on state- 
owned or leased lands. The Oregon 
Department of Fish and Wildlife is 
responsible for wildlife under the state 
ESA, and the Department of Agricul- 
hire is responsible for plants. The 

bi1 Claire Puchy and Randy Henry 

Oregon Department of Fish and Wild- 
life cannot regulate activities such as 
timber harvest and development on 
private lands. 
Why does Oregon need its own 
ESA? 

Regulatory requirements of the 
federal ESA would exist anyway and 
the department would stifi have the 
responsibility to prevent any serious 
depletion of an indigenous species. 
However, without the state ESA, 
Oregon would not have as strong a 
voice to the federal government as it 
does now on such matters as research 
needs, impacts of federal regulations on 
the state, potential listings under the 
federal ESA, and priorities for expendi- 
tures of federal dollars. 

How does a species get on the 
state T&E list, and how is one 
removed? 

It's not easy to join Oregon's T&E 
list. 

Commissioners must base their 
decision on a review of the best avail- 
able scientific and other data which 
meet criteria in the state ESA and OAR 
635-100-105. They may remove a 
species from the list if it no longer 
satisfies these criteria. The Commission 
is required to consult with affected state 
and federal agencies, cities and coun- 
ties, Indian tribes, the Oregon Natural 
Heritage Advisory Council, other 
states, and interested persons when 
making its determinations. Listings and 
de-listings are rulemaking actions 
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which must take place in a public 
forum, with opportunity for the public 
to comment. 

Anyone can ifie a petition to add a 
species to the state T&E list, and 
anyone can petition to remove a 
species, too. 

What happens if a species is 
state-listed? 

The listing of a species by the 
commission does not trigger any 
regulatory action by the department, 
but conservation programs to help 
recovery must be adopted. These 
programs must be developed in 
consultation with other states, state 
agencies and with public input. State 
agencies are to abide by such pro- 
grams. Any activities by private 
landowners to help a species recover 
are strictly voluntary. 

Since the state ESA was enacted in 
1987, the Commission has approved 
one conservation program under the 
state ESA. This was for a small shore- 
bird, the western snowy plover. 

Are there any listing petitions 
pending under the State ESA? 

Petitions have been filed by parties 
outside the department to list the coho 
salmon and marbled murrelet as 
threatened or endangered species 
under the state ESA. Under the state 
ESA, the commission must make a 
decision regarding listing within one 
year from the filing of the petition. 
Both species will be considered for 
listing in 1995. 4 



INSTREAM 
WATER RIGHTS 

by Mary Potter, Stephanie Burchfield and Pat Wray 

In the history of the western 
United States, no single natural 
resource issue has been so divi- 

sive as that of water rights. Friends 
have become enemies, families have 
become bitterly divided and small 
wars have been fought over water 
rights. 

It's an issue of economic survival. 
A farmer or rancher with established 
water rights can irrigate crops and 
water livestock on a consistent basis. 
Someone with later rights, or no rights 
at all, may be dependent upon annual 
rainfall, an ancertain proposition in 
the western states. In essence, early 
water rights made a constant of one of 
this country's most erratic variables. 

The basis of Oregon's water law is - 

called the prior appropriation doc- 
trine, which allows withdrawal of 
water from streams and lakes for 
beneficial purposes based on date of 
application for withdrawal. [n other 
words, if your water-right was filed 
prior to someone else's, you get your 
quota of water before they get theirs. 

There are currently over 55,000 
legal surface water diversions (inten- 
tional water removals from rivers and 
streams) in Oregon, which range from 
less than I cubic foot per second (cfs) 
to more than 1,000 cfs. About 70 
percent of the diversions serve 
agricultural purposes, the rest include 
municipal, industrial, power genera- 
tion, livestock and domestic needs. 

In some cases, water was over- 
appropriated, meaning that rights were 
granted to more water than the stream 
or river held, especially during low 
water years. Lawmakers reacted in 
:1955 by passing Oregon's Minimum 
Perennial Streamflow Act, which 
authorized the setting of minimum 
stream flow levels for the good of fish 
and wildlife and for pollution abate- 
ment. Although a major step to protect 
fish, the Act primarily affected majOr 
rivers and larger streams, leaving 
smaller streams unprotected. 

In 1987, Oregon's legislature 
passed the histream Water Right (IWR) 
Act to replace the 1955 law. Its purpose 
was to maintain water levels within 
natural streams or lakes to support 
public uses. In accordance with that 
act, instream water rights are held in 
trust by the Water Resources Depart- 
ment (WRD) in support of recreation, 
navigation, pollution abatement, as 
well as maintenance and enhancement 
of fish and wildlife and their habitats. 

The 1987 legislature directed that 
530 previously established minimum 
perennial stream flows be converted to 
instream water rights and arranged for 
the creation of new instream water 
rights in two ways. 
.Three state agencies could apply for 
instream water rights, the Department 
of Environmental Quality, Parks and 
Recreation Department and the Depart- 
ment of Fish and Wildlife. 

. Holders of established water rights 
for irrigation could voluntarily lease or 
sell their rights for instream use. 

Subsequent application for 
instream water rights on behalf of state 
agencies caused extensive public 
concern, particularly on the part of 
rural landowners, who feared govern- 
mental interference in their access to 
water. Their concerns were under- 
standable in light of the long history of 
water rights conflicts, but landowners 
were protected by restrictions imposed 
on the Instream Water Right Act by 
the legislature. 

Instream water rights cannot take 
away or impair any legally estab- 
lished water right with an earlier 
priority date. They can only protect 
water which remains in the stream 
after previously established water 
diversions are taken. 

This begs the question, why apply 
for instream rights at all? There are 
two reasons. First, in those streams 
which are not already over-appropri- 
ated, instream water rights wifi keep 
water in the stream in the future. In 
those situations, instream water rights 
help provide Oregon's fish a place to 
live. 

In cases where the water has 
already been over-appropriated, an 
instream water right provides a way 
for people to donate, sell or lease part 
or all of their designated water to 
remain in the stream for fish. 4, 
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INSTREAM WATER 
RIGHTS: 

A hypothetical scenario 

Three families own farmland along 
an imaginary stream in south- 

eastern Oregon. We'll call them 
couples A, B, and C. The stream has 
average natural stream flow of 
IO cubic feet per second (cfs) 
in summer and 50 cfs in 
winter. 
.Couple A has an 1890 water 
right for 8 cubic feet per 
second (cfs) in the summer. 
s Couple B has a 1910 water 
right for 4 cfs in summer. 
. Instream water rights were 
adopted in 1990 for 5 cfs in 
summer, 20 cfs in winter. 
. In 1992 Couple C moved 
onto land without water 
rights. They want i cfs for 
garden use. 

For the next 10 years this 
is what happens: 
Winter 
s Couples A and B use no 
water for irrigation. 

Instream water rights are 
met. 

Couple C receives permis- 
sion to divert I cfs during 
winter to an off-channel pond. 
Summer 

Couple A takes their full 8 
cfs. 

Couple B can take only 2 cfs. 
s Instream water rights are not met. 
No water remains in the stream. 

Couple C can only use water they 
stored in the off-channel pond. 

In the year 2004 Couple A dies, 
leaving their land to a daughter, who 
decides to farm only one-half the 

property. Since she needs only 4 cfs 
for farming purposes, she sells the 
remaining rights of 4 cfs to a sport 
fishing group. The sport anglers 

Summerfiows in many Oregon streams are often venj low. 

donate the water (which retains the 
1890 entitlement) to the Water Re- 
sources Department to manage as 
Instream Water Rights. 

The following year the situation 
will look like this: 
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The Issue 
On February 22, 

1995, the Oregon Fish 
and Wildlife Corn- e 
mission must decide 
whether to list 
Oregon's coastal and 
lower Columbia River 
coho salmon as 
threatened or endangered species 
under the state Endangered Species 
Act. 

Cobo Salmon and 
State Endangered 
Species Act 

Coho Salmon Life History 
The coho salmon life history is 

relatively straightforward. Smolts 
typically migrate to sea in the spring of 
their second year, spend 16-20 months 
rearing ii the ocean, then return to 
freshwater as three-year-old adults. A 
returning adult may measure more 
than two feet in length and weigh an 
average of eight pounds. 

Oregon is on the southern range of 
coho production that extends from 
Point Hope, Alaska to Monterey Bay, 
California. Scientists have identified 
wild coho populations in Oregon 
coastal rivers ranging from the 
Necanicum River, at Seaside, on the 
north to the Winchuck River near the 
California border. Together, these 
populations comprise a group of fish 
known as Oregon Coastal Natural coho, 
or OCNs. 

While coho also live in some south- 
coast rivers, such as the Rogue, their 
numbers have been historically small 
compared to waters farther north. 

Natural Production 
Wild coho spawner abundance 

declined in the early 1970s, and has 
fluctuated at these levels ever since. 
Maximum sustained yield annual 
spawning escapement goals have not 
been reached since 1986, despite 
sometimes heavy harvest restrictions. 

Scientists note a variety of potential 
causes affecting coho production. 
Many freshwater environmental 
impacts affecting coho are human- 
related. The concern about a poor ocean 
coho survival, however, reflects an 
apparent shift in the eastern Pacific 
Ocean. These changes, which create a 
more hostile environment for coho in 

this area, appear to be a major cause for 
poor coho production in Oregon in the 
last decade. 

Hatchery Production 
Since the 1970s, adult catch from all 

hatchery releases has averaged more 
than one million fish annually and 
comprised about 70 percent of the total 
ocean sport and commercial harvests. In 
1994, however, even hatchery adult 
production is expected to be well below 
the average returns over the last 20 years - reflecting what scientists describe as 
the poorest ocean habitat conditions in 
loo years. 

Coho Status Review Process 
Department staff recommendations 

to the Fish and Wildlife Commission in 
February will reflect investigations in 
three specific areas: 
. Identification of "distinct population 
segments" as required under the state 
Endangered Species law: What and 
where are these populations, and why 
do they potentially qualify for listing 
consideration? 
. Trends and abundance in coho 
production: What do the numbers show 
about the past, current and future 
performance of fish within identified 
population segments? 
. Risk Assessment: Are future factors 
affecting these populations likely to get 
better. . . worse. ..or remain about the 
same? 

Applying Oregon Endangered 
Species Act Criteria 

The Oregon Endangered Species Act 
sets out specific criteria and procedural 
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requirements which 
must be met if the 
Fish and Wildlife 
Commission is to list a 
species as threatened 
or endangered. The 
commission is re- 
quired to determine, 
based on the best 

available scientific and other infor- 
mation, that the natural reproductive 
potential of the species is in danger 
of failure due to limited population 
numbers, disease, predation, or other 
natural or man-made factors affect- 
ing its continued existence. 

In addition, the Commission is 
required to determine that one or 
more of the following factors exists: 
. that most populations are imder- 
going imminent or active deteriora- 
tion of their range or primary 
habitat; 
. that overutilization for commer- 
cia!, recreational, scientific, or 
educational purposes is occurring or 
is likely to occur; 
s that existing state or federal 
programs or regulations are mad- 
equate to protect the species or its 
habitat. 

Oregon ESA Law Has Limits 
The most direct effect of listing a 

species as threatened or endangered 
under the Oregon Endangered 
Species Act is on state-owned or 
leased lands. Private lands are not 
directly affected by the Oregon ESA. 
The state law is advisory-only for 
federal land managers 

Related Federal Petitions 
The state coho ESA petition 

review process relates closely to two 
1993 petitions submitted to the 
National Marine Fisheries Service, a 
branch of the U.S. Department of 
Commerce, to list coho salmon as 
threatened or endangered under the 
federal Endangered Species Act. 

The state is under no legal 
obligation to adopt the federal 
findings. Commissioners must 
follow the Oregon law noted above 
to decide for or against species 
listings at the state level. 'i 
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The Alsea-Stott Mountain 

Ithe last several years, escalating 
problems with illegal dumping 
and vandalism have created an 

extremely difficult situation for 
timberland owners in Linco 
County. Some county resid 
prodded by high costs of 
landfills, had begun using 
the timberlands as their 
personal garbage dumps. 
Cleanup costs as well as 
safety issues became 
major concerns for 
timber managers. A 
parallel rise in property 
theft and vandalism led 
landowners along the 
central coast, who had 
historically allowed free 
public access, to con- 
sider closing their lands 
to the public. 

The landowners, sensitive to the 
historic pattern of recreational use in 
the area, formed the Association of 
Concerned Landowners in Lincoln 
County and began working for 
increased law enforcement presence 
in rural areas and timberlands. In 
cooperation with the Lincoln County 
Solid Waste District and the Lincoln 
County Sheriff, the association raised 
nearly enough money to fund a 
deputy whose primary responsibility 
would be the forests of Lincoln 
County. 

In Corvallis, District Wildlife 
biologist Doug Cottam knew of their 
efforts but had no way to help...until 
the Access and Habitat Board began 
its work of funding projects which 
improved wildlife habitat and public 
access to private lands. 

"Dick Lantz (ODFW Northwest 
Regional Supervisor in Corvallis) 

Project 
by Pat Wray 

also funded two full-time Oregon State 
Police Cadets to patrol the area from 
September through early February." 

Cadets, who are typically in their 
re trained in many aspects 
iforcement, wear uniforms 
rn issue citations but do not 
y weapons. 

"The State Police felt 
that the continuous police 

presence in the area 
would be a real deter- 
rent to the violators," 
Cottam said. 

They were right. The 
result was immediate 
and dramatic. 

"Our incidence of - ----------- -- - 
. ---- - vandalismdroppedlike 

Togetherfor l4Ttldlife a rock," said Starker 
Forest's Chief Forester, 
Gary Blanchard. "The 

deputy and cadets have been ex- 
tremely effective. Aggressive when 
they needed to be, yet friendly and 
helpful too. I could not be more 
enthusiastic about the way the pro- 
gram has been going thus far." 

That feeling is shared by Oregon 
Department of Fish and Wildlife 
officials. "That project is one of the 
many shining stars of the Access and 
Habitat Program," said A&H program 
coordinator Larry Cooper. "It helps 
keep 750,000 acres of private land 
open to the public that might well 
have been closed and it shows what 
can happen when government and 
private landowners cooperate. It's in 
everyone's best interest to help land- 
owners maintain their holdings in a 
way that is beneficial to wildlife and 
open to public hunting...and that's 
what the Access and Habitat Board is 
all about." , 

mentioned to me one day that the 
A&H money was available and that it 
had, up to that point, been used 
primarily on habitat projects," Cottam 
explained. "He thought they would 
be receptive to access projects and I 
thought immediately of the 
landowner's association in Lincoln 
County. We are talking about hun- 
dreds of thousands of acres of land in 
that area which were at real risk of 
being gated and shut off to the public 
on a permanent basis. More than 
14,000 hunters hunt that land every 
year so the potential loss of opportu- 
nity was significant. 

"They had some money put 
together but needed just a little more 
to fund the deputy," Cottam said. 
"Together, we were able to develop a 
project which not only helped to 
underwrite the deputy's position but 
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As much as people enjoy wildlife, it's a different story when animals 
begin to cause 

Agricultural Damage 
by Craig Ely and Pat Wray 

Deer and elk cause thousands ofdo!lars ofdamage each year in Oregon. 

Imagine waking up one morning 
to see 10 deer feeding in your 
yard. The deer are particularly 

fond of your rose bushes and nip the 
buds as fast as they can. You are not 
pleased. Vile thoughts fifi your mind. 
Now imagine that the deer come back 
every night, finally stripping all of 
your rosebuds and killing many of 
the plants. Finally, please pretend 
that you make your living selling 
roses and the damage has changed 
what might have been a profitable 
year into a loss. The money you 
counted on for repairs to your car, for 
a nice vacation, for the kids' college... 

all disappeared into the four- 
stomached guts of a bunch of deer. 

Oh, by the way, they also knocked 
your fence down on the way out. 

Wildlife-caused agricultural 
damage complaints were among the 
problems facing the first Oregon game 
management officers when they were 
commissioned in i 893. The solution 
to those early damage problems was 
very straightforward. Pioneers 
simply grabbed the nearest firearm, 
and the offending animal was re- 
duced to table fare. Today's solution 
to the damage problem is often more 
complex. 

Complaints 

Annually the Oregon Department 
of Fish and Wildlife responds to ap- 
proximately 4,000 wildlife damage 
complaints. About 55 percent of those 
come from damage by big game. The 
Department's Wildlife Policy includes a 
mandate to manage wildlife in a 
manner compatible with the primary 
uses of the lands and waters of the state. 

District wildlife biologists spend 
considerable time responding to those 
complaints, especially in western 
Oregon where people live in rural 
settings at a much higher density than 
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east of the Cascades. Once a damage 
complaint is received, district wildlife 
biologists respond promptly. Most 
problems are handled over the phone; 
however, in severe cases district 
biologists visit the landowners and 
agree upon a solution. Many landown- 
ers enjoy having wildlife on their 
property; however, when increasing 
wildlife populations endanger their 
livelihood, decisive action is necessary. 

Oregon Department of Fish and 
Wildlife biologists are mandated to 
respond and can do so in a variety of 
ways. They can: 

advise corrective action to solve 
damage. 

provide repellents to landowners. 
haze offending animals away from 

damage sites. 
provide barriers to keep animals 

from sensitive areas. These might 
include haystack panels, fences, etc. 

arrange winter feeding where 
feasible and potentially successful. 

plant diversionary crops and de- 
velop water sources to attract wildlife 
away from sensitive areas. 

remove wildlife by hunting, trap- 
ping and transplanting or issuance of 
kill permits. 

Landowner cooperation is essential 
to successful control of wildlife dam- 
age. 

Preventive and technical assistance 
can also benefit other wildlife species 
besides the offending animals. 

Programs in Other States 

In 1990 the Oregon Department of 
Fish and Wildlife conducted a survey 
of wildlife damage programs in 13 
western states. Twelve states provide 
technical assistance and six of the states 
pay outright compensation to land- 
owners. Of the 13 states surveyed, 
none had as extensive a forage en- 
hancement program as Oregon's. 
Oregon spent far more on wildlife 

Damage Compensation 
Although some people advocate a program which would compensate 

landowners for their loss to wildlife, surveys indicate that compensation 
programs of the other state wildlife agencies have not worked well for a 
variety of reasons. 

Payment for damages does not solve the problem and payment to the 
same landowner for similar damage is likely the next year. 
s The program creates a new conflict between landowners and wildlife 
agencies over the amount of payment. In some cases, a third party must be 
brought in to arbitrate the amount of payment. 
s With declines in revenue, other wildlife programs must be cut to fund 
compensation programs. License revenues are used to fund most compen- 
sation programs which means the level of benefits to hunters is decreased. 
In addition, damage is most acute where landowners or adjacent landown- 
ers are unwilling or unable to provide adequate access for the purpose of 
hunting to reduce animal populations or haze animals. 

Relations between landowners and hunters deteriorate. Hunters believe 
landowners should support more wildlife and allow access since the 
landowner is being paid with license dollars. Many landowners are reluc- 
tant to accept this concept. 

Relations between hunters and wildlife agencies deteriorate. Wildlife 
agencies may adopt regulations to decrease animal numbers to reduce 
payments to landowners while hunters believe the agency should maintain 
higher numbers since the landowner is being paid for his damages. 

Use of license money to pay wildlife damages may violate federal regula- 
tions and can potentially result in the loss of millions of dollars of federal 
funds. 
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damage than any other state, totaling 
$1 million per year. Utah had the next 
highest expenditure, with a total 
program of approximately $600,000 
annually, of which $150,000 was 
dedicated to landowner compensa- 
tion. 

What Causes 
Agricultural Damage? 

Forage or weather conditions 
force animals to lower elevations 
where they cause damage to 
agricultural crops. 

Animals are attracted to an 
abundant and accessible food 
supply. 

Human development or activities 
on traditional wildlife ranges may 
displace some animals and force 
others into conflicts with human 
residents. 

Animals are attracted by changes 
in agricultural practices. For 
example, a shift from wheat to 
alfalfa guarantees interest from 
deer and elk; a shift to grass may 
mean regular visits from geese. 

Waterfowl Problems 
Because ducks and geese are 

protected by federal statute govern- 
ing migratory birds, governmental 
response to waterfowl damage is 
sometimes confusing. The Oregon 
Department of Fish and Wildlife 
attempts to help landowners deal 
with waterfowl damage on a short- 
term basis but lacks the funding 
and personnel to undertake long- 
term efforts. State and federal 
wildlife agencies do not always 
agree on how to manage water- 
fowl. The Oregon Department of 
Fish and Wildlife has helped 
control waterfowl damage through 
the creation of new goose seasons, 
expanded bag limits and hunter 
education classes, which have 
allowed the selective harvest of 
healthy goose populations, while 
safeguarding subspecies in need of 
protection. 
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Wild Fish Management Policy 
Balancing Oregon's Fishery Future 

Fish, and the catching of fish, 
have always been important 
cultural and economic parts of 

Oregon's rich natural heritage. Long 
before European settlers arrived, 
native Americans depended on 
abundant supplies of resident and 
migratory fish for food, spiritual 
support and trade. 

Today our people, landscape, 
waterways and fish populations look 
very different from the mid 19th 
Century. Yet, the cultural and eco- 
nomic values of fish, particularly 
salmon, remain strong for Native 
Americans and recent residents alike. 
Unfortunately, the abundance once 
enjoyed no longer exists. 

Examples of natural treasures lost 
litter the history of the eastern United 
States. While Oregon's resources are 
diminished compared to earlier days, 
they are not all gone - and hope for 
restoration remains both possible and 
necessary. After all, what does Oregon 
become without its fish? 

A Commitment to Protect and 
Restore Our Fish and Fisheries 

State law is clear. The Department 
of Fish and Wildlife must prevent the 
serious depletion of fish and wildlife 
populations. Oregonians expect the 
agency to do its job; while also 
providing for use and enjoyment of 
these species and recognizing that our 
lands and waters serve other impor- 
tant needs. 

These are not good times. The 
news about salmon seems to range 
from bad to terrible with only a few 
bright spots. So is this good reason to 
give up? Accept the inevitable? 
Oregonians and the laws of their 
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elected representatives clearly say - 
No. 

Oregon's Fish and Wildlife 
Commission decided to join the best 
of what was -our productive waters 
and remaining native fish popula- 
tions- with the best of today's 
hatchery programs. They spell out this 
commitment in a series of guidelines 
governing hatchery operations, 
natural fish production, and protec- 
tion of native fish populations that 

These fish carry a price- 
less genetic heritage which 
allows them to survive. 
They are believed by scien- 
tists to be the best fish for 
their native stream or river. 

carry centuries of adaptation to their 
home streams. 

The Commission made a commit- 
ment to restore the health of wild 
stocks while maintaining the eco- 
nomic contribution of fisheries with 
hatchery production and enhance- 
ment of natural habitats. The key here 
is balance. 

It is not a question of having wild 
fish instead of hatchery fish. The goal 
is keeping the best of our remaining 
native stocks while serving Oregon's 
present and future economic and 
recreation needs. 

Most Asked Questions About 
Wild Fish Management 

What is a wild fish? 
The department's definition of a 

wild fish is one that meets two basic 
tests. 

Oregon Wildlife Magazine 

I . It must be a species of salmon, 
trout, whitefish or sturgeon native to 
Oregon. Some native, non-game fish 
are also included under this defini- 
tion. 
2. It must be naturally spawned and 
directly descended from a population 
that was present in the same geo- 
graphical area prior to the year 1800. 

These fish carry a priceless genetic 
heritage which allows them to sur- 
vive. They are believed by scientists to 
be the best fish for their native stream 
or river. For example, fish that migrate 
when flows or temperatures are 
wrong often die. Fish that don't 
migrate to appropriate feeding areas 
perish or do not grow well. If in- 
creased production is going to occur, 
wild fish are mOst likely to make it 
happen. 

What is the Wild Fish Management 
Policy? 

This set of rules adopted by the 
Fish and Wildlife Commission in I 990, 
and expanded in 1992, directs depart- 
ment biologists to: 
. identify wild populations 
. assess wild fish health and related 
habitat conditions 
. document hatchery fish influence 
on wild stocks 
. manage natural and hatchery 
production to minimize impacts on 
fisheries 

The wild fish management effort 
works in concert with related rules 
governing hatchery operations and 
natural production programs. Over- 
all, this balanced relationship is 
intended to restore wild stocks while 
maintaining fishing important to 
Oregon's economy. 



What is the difference between wild 
fish and natural fish? 

As noted above, wild fish are 
those populations that show an 
unbroken lineage of reproduction in 
the natural environment dating back 
to 1800. Natural production, on the 
other hand, is a broader concept that 
simply means conserving and enhanc- 
ing habitats where fish can success- 
fully reproduce regardless of lineage. 
The requirement to show a spawning 
history of almost 200 years is not 
applied here. 

What role will hatchery stocking of 
trout, steelhead and salmon play in 
the future? 

This is one area where some 
misunderstanding has occurred. 
Some people have concluded that 
being pro wild fish or natural produc- 
lion means being anti-hatchery. Not 
true! Certainly, some past hatchery 
practices have not helped natural 
production. That doesn't mean all 
hatchery programs are bad. 

Funding shortfalls, not wild fish 
management requirements, forced 
proposals for hatchery closures in 
previous department budgets. Face 
facts - without hatcheries there 
would not be many fish to catch in our 
lakes, rivers and ocean. Hatchery fish 
comprise seventy percent or more of 
Oregon's annual coidwater fish 
harvest. Hatcheries were, are and will 
continue to be a vital part of fish 
production in Oregon. 

That doesn't mean business will 
continue as usual. Some current 
hatchery practices and stocking 
programs still run counter to the 
overall department goals of restoring 

Most people would agree that 
it's more effective to be ahead 
of problems such as T&E 
listings than waiting until 
disaster strikes. 

wild stocks and achieving strong, 
sustainable natural fish production. 
Where these conflicts occur, changes 
have been made. 

The agency is also developing 
alternative fish stocking and marking 
approaches that will allow fishermen 
to target their fishing on hatchery fish. 

Department operating guidelines 
governing hatchery fish, wild fish and 
natural production programs have 
been developed to ensure that these 
programs work together. Hatchery 
programs can be modified to serve 
the needs of fishermen and protect the 
needs of fish in the wild. 

How can Oregonians remain involved 
with fish restoration efforts? 

Every aspect of the department's 
fishery management effort offers a 
role for volunteers. In fact, without 
the continued involvement of dedi- 
cated volunteers, accomplishing 
much of the work needed in the years 
ahead would not be possible. 

The Salmon and Trout Enhance- 
ment Program (STEP) began on the 

Hatcheries were, are and will 
continue to be a vital part of 
fish production in Oregon. 

Oregon coast more than 15 years ago. 
This volunteer effort set the standard 
for productive public involvement. 
Since then, the program has grown 
and evolved from its original form. 
Adapting to current needs is key to 
remaining vital and effective. Today, 
over 9,000 STEP volunteers and 
nearly as many student volunteers 
contribute to ODFW fisheries pro- 
grams. 

Growing partnerships with 
private landowners and timber 
companies, through such programs as 
the Stream Enhancement Initiative, 
also point to shared interests in 
restoring fish populations. 

Does all this attention to wild fish 
mean we are headed for more 
Threatened and Endangered Species 
listings? 

By paying more attention to the 
needs of special populations we can 
reduce the likelihood of future 
listings. Most people would agree that 
it's more effective to be ahead of 
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problems such as T&E listings than 
waiting until disaster strikes. 

By learning more about wild 
populations - their life histories, 

The fact is there are some 
circumstances beyond our 
control, such as ocean condi- 
tions, which affect salmon 
and steelhead production. 

habitat needs and status - we have the 
information we require to produce a 
blueprint for conservation that could 
make future T&E listings unnecessary 
and restore fish and fishing for 
Oregon's future. 

Are all these changes in fish 
management really necessary? 

Today's best scientific judgment is 
that we are not currently on a track that 
best serves present and future genera- 
tions of Oregonians. Bottom line: some 
major assumptions about fishery 
management from past decades just 
haven't worked the way people 
thought they would. 

This is not finger-pointing by one 
generation of fishery managers and 
users at those who served in the past. 
They made their best, good faith effort, 
based on the best available science of 
the time, to meet the needs of fish and 
fishermen. For fishery managers, it 
might be politically and socially easier 
to continue business as usual and 
blame circumstances beyond our 
control when it doesn't work out. 

The fact is there are some circum- 
stances beyond our control, such as 
ocean conditions, which affect salmon 
and steelhead production. On the other 
hand, there are lots of other circum- 
stances that are within the control of 
Oregonians. We can conserve and 
restore our natural production capacity. 
We can make the products of our 
hatchery programs better. We can 
adopt regulations that give some fish 
populations a chance to recover and 
thrive without drastic losses of fishing 
opportunities. 

We can meet our obligations to 
future generations. 
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