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Executive Summary
Salmon restoration has become a major priority in the Pacific Northwest. In the State of Oregon, much of
the responsibility for habitat restoration has fallen on local watershed councils, with the majority of their
funding coming from state and federal grants. Funding limitations, including the amount of funds allotted
to council coordination, project management, and other stewardship positions, reduces councils'
autonomy in determining best investments strategies. Furthermore, political uncertainties (particularly at
the state and federal level) suppress councils' long-term visioning processes necessary for successful
project planning and implementation
Regardless of government's interest in restoring salmon abundance, the prioritization of stewardship is
often overlooked and has not been highly desirable from a funding agency's perspective. This may be due
to the fact that the costs associated with stewardship (e.g. administration and labor) often fall outside of
the traditional management approaches (e.g. large woody debris structures and bioengineering.) Often
there are limitations on project funding wherein the available money can only be spent on instream habitat
features and not on improving stewardship of riparian systems.
This study investigated the possibilities for diversifying the funding sources of the Coquille Watershed
Association (CWA)—specifically in creating a local and sustainable revenue stream to augment state,
federal and foundation grants. Research was conducted to estimate the revenue from watershed
dependent resources in the basin. Secondly, interviews and focus groups were held to determine possible
strategies of tapping this economic base to support on-going watershed management efforts through the
CWA. A survey was then conducted to gauge land and business owners' attitudes about their economic
dependence on watershed health and their willingness to support a variety of revenue generating
strategies.
The overarching premise behind this project is the following: The goal of watershed restoration and
management programs is to create healthy watershed ecosystems. These systems produce economically
valuable goods and services for the communities with which they coexist. By tapping into these sources
of local wealth, funds can be generated and returned to the watershed for on-going management. The
management then in turn works toward the long-term sustained health of the watershed that supports the
local economy.
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In the Coquille watershed, the estimated economic revenue from watershed dependent businesses is a
significant portion of the local economy. It translates to $130 million in annual timber revenues
(millpond value), $29 million in annual agricultural production (farm-gate value), $18 million in
recreation and tourism (expenditures), $900,000 in commercial and recreational salmon fisheries (local
impacts), and $1 million in water bills (estimated values).
The results of the survey indicated that 47 to 62 percent of respondents receive "moderate" to
"significant" economic benefits from water quality, streambank stability, fish runs, water quantity,
streamside vegetation, aesthetic qualities, and flood protection. Of the 24 percent of the respondents that
owned their own businesses, 37 percent stated that they are "very likely" or "somewhat likely" to invest
in the health of the Coquille watershed as part of their business plan. Furthermore, over 20 percent of
property and business owners were "somewhat likely" to "very likely" to participate in a range of revenue
generating strategies (e.g. donations, taxation, fees) to support Coquille watershed management. People
who were aware of the work of the CWA were more willing to pay for management than those who are
unaware.
Based on the results this study, the following recommendations are made to the CWA board of directors:
1. The CWA should maximize its efforts to create public awareness of their projects and services.
2. The CWA should consider engaging in a donation-based strategy initially.
3. The CWA should consider the formation of a service-district and the subsequent passing of a
property-tax measure or real estate tax measure.
4. The CWA should consider partnering with other economic development and non-profit
organizations to build incentives and pathways for "green" entrepreneurism.
Furthermore the following recommendations are made to the state and federal governments:
1. The state of Oregon (through OWEB grant funds) should provide dollar-for-dollar matching
funds for locally generated revenue.
2. The state and federal governments should consider the expansion of commercial terminal fishing
on selective robust stocks of salmon or restorative hatchery fisheries.
3. The federal government should revise estate tax concepts for land conservation.
If the CWA is successful in its efforts to generate local and sustainable sources of revenue for its
watershed management efforts, it can have positive effects for the organization and for the region as a
whole. Diversified funding sources can help give the CWA greater autonomy in project planning and
decision-making, as well as greater security for long-term planning, assessment and monitoring efforts. It
can also provide a model for other organizations seeking to augment government and foundation grants.
Ultimately, this approach could help the State of Oregon to develop funding solutions for watershed
councils and coordinators statewide.
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Section 1. Introduction
This report is intended to inform the 26 member board of directors of the Coquille Watershed Association
(CWA) of opportunities for generating local and sustainable forms of revenue to support their watershed
council. For readers who are unaware of the organizational development of the CWA, a brief history is
included in Appendix A.

The CWA has been a forerunner in watershed restoration since their inception over twenty years ago.
The rest of the state of Oregon has looked to them as a model in designing and implementing restoration
practices. Now the council has an opportunity to be a pioneer in another arena; achieving financial
diversification.

CWA is not expected to raise the roughly $1 million dollars per year that they have typically managed for
the last five years. Rather, it is believed that they can raise approximately $100,000 per year, which is
necessary to ensure adequate staff support. The board recognizes that support for a coordinator and
project manager is essential, as these individuals then have the ability to leverage funds from a multitude
of other sources for projects and on-going council development. This study evaluates the potential to
raise these support funds from local sources within the Coquille watershed. It is believed that local funds
provide the organization autonomy and long-term stability.

Problem definition
The number of watershed councils working statewide to address resource conservation, salmon
restoration and water quality issues has expanded rapidly since the CWA was formed six years ago.
There are now over 92 councils across Oregon's landscapes doing work similar to that of the CWA. With
this increased statewide awareness and interest in watershed management, there comes increased
competition for limited state and federal funds.

The CWA has relied heavily, almost exclusively, on state and federal sources to support their efforts.
This is particularly true of funds for staff support. Recent funding allocation decisions from the Oregon
Watershed Enhancement Board (OWEB, the primary funder of watershed council support), to allocate
only one council support coordinator per watershed, has threatened the essential position of projects
manager for the CWA. In light of these limitations, questions arise. The question for the CWA is how to
fund the need for support positions beyond that allocated by the state. For start-up councils that have yet
to secure support for even one position, the problem is securing funding in the face of increasing
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competition for state funds. For OWEB the question is how to fund the increasing demand for
coordinators (and projects) across the state.

Watershed councils, like the CWA, are expected to be the backbone of the habitat portion of The Oregon
Plan. According to The Oregon Plan the number one limiting factor facing watershed councils is:

" [a] lack [of] long-term stable funding sources to maintain necessary infrastructure. The
strength of watershed councils is in their leadership and their ability to galvanize local support
for watershed protection and restoration. In order to be effective leaders, councils must be able
to develop a stable infrastructure...stable long-term funding for watershed councils and in
particular for coordinators is an issue that remains unsolved. To retain the local autonomy
needed to be effective, councils must work at becoming self-supporting by obtaining funding
through local governments, local business, industry and grants from state, federal and private
sources." (State of Oregon, 1997, emphasis mine)

There is increasing state and federal support coming on line to address funding concerns. These include a
1998 Oregon State initiative to allocate 45 percent of Oregon State lottery funds to parks and salmon.
There is also a proposed plan by the Clinton administration to fund the Pacific Salmon Recovery Fund
program at $100 million per year. While these funds will be critical in meeting the expanding demand for
watershed restoration and management, they still do not provide the long-term certainty needed for
watershed council administration and oversight. CWA partners worry that changes in the Oregon
legislative body or Congress could threaten currently budgeted projects, such as salmon restoration. The
likelihood of other politically "hot" issues superseding current watershed restoration initiatives is a worry
that many in the salmon restoration process face.

"[Watershed restoration] is an effort that requires consistent funding to achieve results across a
large basin in which there exist many issues and opportunities for restoration. Without a secure
source of funding efforts will fail. Thus far, funding has been consistent, but partners worry that
funding sources may dry up before significant restoration is achieved." (Hudson and Heikkila,
1997)

Even if state and federal funding were provided in perpetuity for council support, it does not solve all
issues involved in reliance on grant funds. The chasing of so-called "soft-money" has often been
identified among watershed coordinators as the most significant frustration they face. The limitations
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with which funds are made available have reduced the efficiency with which resource managers can react
to opportunities that may become available outside of the scope of an original project. In addition, the
amount of time allotted for fund dispersal and project implementation (usually two to three years) is often
inadequate for projects that focus on long -term protection and preservation of riparian systems.
Regardless, most current funding agencies favor this project-based approach to watershed restoration, and
have failed to focus on the more important and more cost-effective methods of watershed stewardship
(Kauffman et al. 1997).

"The prioritization of stewardship is often overlooked and has not been highly desirable from a
funding agency's perspective. Perhaps because the costs associated with stewardship (e.g.
administration and labor) often fall outside of the traditional approach to resource management
(e.g. large capital expenditures on technological fixes and structures). Often there are limitations
on project funding wherein the available money can only be spent on instream habitat features
and not on improving stewardship of riparian systems. Traditional management styles that
emphasize quantifiable project results, such as building a specific number of structures during
the fiscal year, can have a much higher priority for many resource managers than improved
stewardship decisions." (Beschta et al., 1994)

Up to this time, most of the funding made available to watershed councils from OWEB has been allocated
to specific projects "on the ground". In many cases the grant regulations prohibit the use of this money
for hiring of people. This fails to recognize that support for paid coordinators may be one of the best
investments because a coordinator has the ability to leverage money from many sources (State of Oregon,
1997).

This problem drives the question of what is the responsibility of local communities in supporting
watershed restoration efforts. While communities play a vital role in providing in-kind support and
technical assistance, and landowners are required to provide significant in-kind matches to projects on
their property, they generally have not provided much in cash contributions to watershed efforts.

One objective of this study was to determine if local landowners and business owners are willing to invest
in the ecological integrity of their watershed, and hence their economic future—recognizing the reality
that watersheds which have endangered or threatened species or water-quality limited streams can be
subject to debilitating land-use restrictions under the Clean Water Act and the Endangered Species Act.
These rules tend to make landowners fearful for the economic viability of their land.

The intent of this project is, in part, to alleviate funding worries for watershed councils so they can work
with clarity and direction on long term management strategies. Through implementation of strategies
presented in this study, the community may be able to provide the $100,000 per year needed to ensure
council coordination and project management.

Local funding can help provide the CWA with greater autonomy in manifesting its vision. This will give
the CWA greater certainty in engaging in long-term resource planning and create a greater sense of local
ownership in the watershed management process. If this study successful guides the CWA in generating
local revenue, it can be used as a template for other watershed councils seeking to diversify their funding
base.

Objectives
The funding alternatives presented in this report are based on the premise that a healthy, fully functioning
watershed ecosystem produces economically valuable goods and services for the communities with which
it coexists. Examples of these goods and services are presented in Table 1-1.
Table 1-1 Examples of watershed goods and services.

Goods

Services

Public drinking water supply

Water purification and groundwater recharging

Economic value of fish catch

Nutrient cycling

Timber harvesting

Genetic diversity

Agricultural harvesting

Soil stabilization

Tourism and recreation

Flood attenuation
Aesthetic enhancement for property value
Source: Adapted from Licatowich 1996

Through the appropriate economic recognition of these goods and services (via taxes, donations,
sustainable development or commerce), funds can be generated and returned to the watershed for the
continued protection and preservation of the ecosystem that sustains them.

The CWA has specific objectives related to economic stability within their organization and within their
basin. The mission, goals and objectives of the CWA are consistent with the objectives set forth in this
study.
•

"[The CWA] has a vision of the Coquille system in which commercial activities occur so that
resource values are integrated..."

•

"to create understanding and acceptance of the need for sustainable economic activities
representing long-term resource conservation..."

•

"[to] test new management practices that are designed to support environmental integrity and
economic stability for the communities of the Coquille Watershed ..."

•

"to solicit funding and other resources to implement the objective of the CWA"
(Bylaws of the CWA)

This study will assist the CWA in realizing their goals and objectives including the integration of
commercial and environmental activities, economic stability and financial security. The CWA recognizes
the need for bringing a multitude of businesses and industries into the restoration process.

The overall goal of this study is to provide the CWA board of directors with information and
recommendations for generating local and sustainable revenue for watershed management. Within the
context of the CWA's vision and goals, the objectives of the study are as follows:

•

Assess current land ownership patterns in the Coquille basin and identify the economic revenue from
industries and/or commodities that are dependent on watershed health.

•

Identify strategies that tap the wealth of the Coquille watershed to fund on-going watershed
management.

•

Determine property and business owner's attitudes about the relationship between their economic
prosperity and watershed health.

•

Determine property and business owner's opinions of the fairness of proposed strategies and their
willingness to pay for or support the strategies.

•

Evaluate the proposed strategies for net revenue, social acceptability, equity and predictability.

Section 2. Resource Economic Assessment
Study area
The area of interest for this economic profile is the Coquille River subbasin. The 1,032 square mile
Coquille subbasin is part of the South Coast River basin'. It includes five subdivisions based on the
primary tributaries of the Coquille River—the North Fork, East Fork, Middle Fork, and South Fork—and
the main stem of the Coquille below the confluence of the North and South Forks. There are 3,280 miles
of stream within the watershed (Interrain Pacific 1996).

The majority of the Coquille watershed lies within the Coos County lines, with the exception of a small
portion on the Eastern edge in Douglas County (Figure 2-1). The primary cities in the watershed from
which census and other data were available are Coquille, Bandon, Myrtle Point, Broadbent, Powers and
the town of Camas Valley, which lies to the East in Douglas County.

The population of the Coquille basin in 1989 was 20,410 2 (US Census Bureau 1990). Over half of the
population lives in the lower portion of the subbasin within the Coquille River subdivision. Of all
individuals living in the watershed, 92 percent lives within two miles of a stream (Interrain Pacific 1996).
For more demographic information on the people of Coquille, refer to Appendix B.

Figure 2-1 Map of Coquille watershed.

Agriculture
Coos County ranks in the top ten of Oregon's leading dairy counties. The mild climate allows a long
forage production season for grazing dairy cattle on river bottom soils. Other livestock grazed include
beef cattle, sheep and goats. Cranberries are an important source of farm income in the area. Beds along
the south coast in Coos and Curry counties produce 99 percent of Oregon's cranberry crop (Oregon State
University Extension Service 1997). Historical competition for water rights, combined with recent record
low prices, on the river has limited the expansion of cranberry beds (Tesler pers. comm. 1998).

Farm-gate value of production. The total estimated farm-gate value of agricultural production in the
watershed is $29 million (Table 2-1) 3 . Cranberry production comprises almost half of the revenue from
of all agricultural production in the watershed. The remaining half is comprised primarily of dairy
products (29 percent), cattle (18 percent) and sheep, lambs and wool (4 percent) (Figure 2-2). All other
agricultural products in the watershed account for only 1 percent of production. Small woodlot
production is included in the Timber section of this report.

The total revenue from of agricultural production in Coos County for the years 1980 to 1997 is shown in
Figure 2-3. While the revenue from overall production has been growing, this increase has been driven
by the expansion in cranberry production. The overall revenue from production from other commodities
has remained relatively steady, with a slight increase in the last few years, due primarily to increases in
cattle sales.

Table 2-1 Annual local economic impact of agriculture in Coquille subbasin 19974.

Sources:

OSU Extension Service
US Census Bureau 1992

Figure 2-2 Percent contribution of agricultural sectors to total farm-gate value in the Coquille watershed (1997).

Source: Table 2-1
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Timber
Millpond value of harvest. The data in Table 2-2 show the total revenue from annual timber harvests in
the Coquille watershed. Millpond values total $130 million s . Coos County harvest values in Table 2-2
were based on ten year averages of the data shown in Figure 2-5, with the exception of the BLM wherein
only a five year average was taken. Estimates of the percentage harvest in the Coquille watershed were
applied to these averages to obtain a local value for timber harvest.

Two-thirds of the harvest is on private industrial timber lands. Small woodlot owners produce 12 percent
of the harvest. The federal agencies each contribute 10 percent, and the county has only 2 percent of the
harvest (Figure 2-4).

Production trends. The data in Figure 2-5 shows a downward trend in timber harvest levels since the
early 1960's. The harvest on private industrial lands has been quite sporadic, but somewhat leveled off
since the early 1980's. The most dramatic reduction has been in harvest on BLM lands, since the passage
of the Northwest Forest Plan in the late 1980's.

Table 2-2 Millpond value of timber harvest in Coquille watershed by sector (1981-1996 average).

Sources
a Based on 1981 to 1996 averages (except BLM which is based on 1991 to 1996 average).
b Personal communications:
Ralph Duddles for private industrial, small woodlot, and state (estimated). Carl
Linderman for actual USFS percentage. Terry Evans for actual BLM percentage. Bob
Lapport for actual Coos County Forestry percentage.
Millpond value of $615 per thousand board feet used as per Oregon Department of
Forestry.

Figure 2-4 Contribution to timber harvest by ownership type.

Source: Table 2-2
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Fisheries
Harvest of Coquille River salmon and steelhead stocks is dominated by in-river recreation fishing for fall
Chinook salmon and winter steelhead generating approximately $602,217 per year in local impacts (Table
2-3). The percent contribution of Coquille River fish to recreational and commercial ocean fisheries has
been estimated using Code Wire Tag recovery data from Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
(ODFW)7. An estimated $14,862 is generated in local impacts from recreational ocean fisheries annually.
Local impacts from commercially landed salmon that originate in the Coquille River are valued at
$267,566.

The majority of dollars from fishing Coquille River stocks (68 percent) is generated from recreational inriver fishing. This is followed by commercial ocean fisheries (30 percent) and then recreational ocean
fisheries (2 percent) (Figure 2-6). These numbers are intended to give the reader a sense of the economic
impacts of fishing Coquille River stocks, however it must be emphasized that the data available for this
analysis are rough estimations. Also the reader needs to be aware that fishing values are presented in
local impacts, which is different from the presentation of timber and agricultural values. Impact generally
include more ancillary purchases and expenses associated with an activity (e.g. gasoline purchases, tackle
and gear purchases, food purchases, etc.).
Production trends. Production trend data for the ocean fisheries is unavailable, as the Code Wire Tag
program only ran for a short number of years. However, angler punch card data does give an historical
perspective on in-river recreational fisheries. Punch card data show that fall Chinook salmon fisheries
have been generally increasing, whereas winter steelhead have experienced highly variable harvests, with
a generally decreasing trend (Figure 2-7). Overall, estimates show total in-river recreational fishing has
been steady since 1985.

Coho salmon were not considered a part of this economic analysis for two reasons. First, it is difficult to
assume a wild fish to hatchery fish ratio necessary to estimate overall production. Secondly, most coho
salmon fishing ended in 1994 after an Endangered Species Act listing prohibited direct take of the fish. It
is therefore not deemed as an economically viable species for commercial or recreational exploitation.

Table 2-3 Estimated local economic impacts by fishery type.

sources:
a Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission 1997 (see note 7)
b Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 1990.
4.5 angler days per in-river fish; 1 angler day per ocean fish
d Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife

Figure 2-6 Percent contribution of value by fishery type.

Source: Table 2-3
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Recreation and tourism

Tourism spending. According to a statewide tourism study conducted by Dean Runyon Associates
(1996), travel expenditures in Coos County in 1996 were $82.5 million (Figure 2-8). This impact has
been steadily increasing since 1991, gaining 4.2 percent per year for the five year time span. The study,
however, has been criticized for overstating tourism impacts8.

Figure 2-8 Travel spending in Coos County 1991 to 1996 ($1,000).
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Tourism related establishments. US Census data were used to determine the percentage of Coos
County tourist-related establishments that are located in the Coquille watershed. By applying this
percentage to the total county expenditures, Table 2-4 derives an estimated $18 million in tourist dollars
spent in the watershed for 1995.

Table 2-4 Coos County and Coquille watershed travel impacts 1995.

Sources:
a Dean Runyon Associates 1996
b US Census Bureau, Economic Census 1992

County Parks. Coos County Parks in the Coquille Watershed include six campgrounds, six day-use
parks and five boat launching ramps. Laverne Park collected an average of $22,000 per year in fees
between 1993 and 1996. Of the 2,271 visitors that come to the campground each year, 95 percent are
from the state of Oregon. Powers County Park brings in approximately $30,059 annually in revenues.
Visitation is approximately 3,160 units per year with 96 percent of visitors coming from in-state (Combs
pers. comm. 1998).

According to a Davidson-Peterson Associates, Inc. study (1995) for the Oregon Tourism Division and
Economic Development Department, 77 percent of survey respondents engaged in outdoor activities on
their trip to the south coast. This includes 12 percent who boat and/or river run, 11 percent who fish, 36
percent who camp, 36 percent who hike and 43 percent who enjoy viewing wildlife. Parks and natural
attractions were frequented by 72 percent of respondents. The total average daily per person expenditure
for the South Coast was $60.84.

State parks. The primary state park in the Coquille watershed is Bullards Beach (Oregon Parks and
Recreation Department, 1997). With 205 campsites and 7 yurts, the park boasts annual attendance of
91,987 campers per year. The annual occupancy rate of the campsites is 36 percent, compared to a state

average of 30 percent. The yurt occupancy rate of 56 percent, compares to a 60 percent state average.
August occupancy rates are 95 percent and 100 percent for campsites and yurts, respectively.

Campground and day use attendance showed small increases for 1996 visitor counts, but remained below
figures recorded earlier this decade. Generally visitation has decreased at Bullards by 7 percent from
1994 to 1997. The State Park brought in $523,420 in revenues during the 1996-1997 fiscal year.
Expenditures were $213,900 over the same time period. Thus a net gain of $309,520 was realized for the
park in one year.

Property
Assessed property value. According to data from the Coos County Assessor's office, the assessed value
of property in the Coquille subbasin is estimated at $791 million. Assessed value is the measure of
property worth that is used to compute taxes. Property values increased substantially in the early 1990's,
13-14 percent per year. This was much higher than the state average annual increase of 10 percent
(Lettman et. al. 1993).

Real estate transactions. Coos County real estate transactions have been increasing steadily since 1982
(Figure 2-9). In 1997, $127 million was transacted in real estate. By applying the percentage of Coos
County population in the Coquille watershed, 32 percent, we can infer that approximately $38 million is
transacted in real-estate in the watershed. The actual number may be slightly lower, as less than half of
the highly valuable Pacific Coast beachfront property is in the Coquille watershed. Furthermore, the
county's major cities, Coos Bay and North Bend, are outside the watershed boundaries.
Utilities. Of the 9,207 housing units in the Coquille subbasin, 89 percent are occupied. Over half of the
basin's households use a private or public utility for their water supply (US Census Bureau 1990). The
City of Coquille provides water to 2,268 customers in the watershed area, with the primary source of
water being the Coquille River. The current average family water bill per month is approximately $15.25
(the average bill for the State of Oregon is about $25.00). This equates to approximately 5,000 gallons of
water use per month (City of Coquille). Slightly over $1 million is paid per year for municipal water.

Figure 2-9 Value of Coos County properties sold 1982-1997.
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Section 3. Methods
Interviews
The investigative process began with a series of interviews with select board members of the CWA.
These included a local environmentalist, a fisheries analyst, a dairy farmer, a forester and a local
government official. Each interview lasted one to two hours. The goal of the interview process was to
gain a preliminary understanding of the issues that face the watershed council and the local watershed
residents. Interviewees were asked general questions appropriate to their background that probed issues
such as economic ties to watershed health, local willingness to support the CWA, and possible
mechanisms for eliciting local support. Their responses were instrumental in designing the questions for
the focus group sessions.

Focus groups
Following the interviews, a series of three focus groups were held to determine the possible range of
responses that individuals have to various issues including watershed health, economic development and
fund-raising. Three panels were convened, each with a different intended audience. The first was held in
the afternoon of May 18, 1999 at the Coos County Extension Office conference room in Coquille for
members of the timber industry (six attendees). The second was held the same evening at the same
location for members of the agricultural community (six attendees). The third was in the afternoon of
May 21,1999 and was designed for political leaders in the community (four attendees). Each meeting
lasted approximately two hours.

Each group was conducted similarly. Alan Hoffmeister, a professional facilitator for the Bureau of Land
Management, facilitated the first two groups. Pat Corcoran, a professional facilitator for Sea Grant,
facilitated the third. All groups opened with light snacks, beverages and signing of waivers. After
introductions were made, the facilitator began the session by reading the questions off the meeting agenda
(participants received the questions and background materials in advance of the session). The facilitator
recorded group responses on a wall chart while a recorder took notes in a separate notebook. Upon
leaving, attendees were given a small gift for their attendance (value less than $5).

The following questions were asked of each panel. A brief summary of responses is given for each
question by sector.

Question I. How is your business (or agency) and livelihood connected to the health of the Coquille
watershed? What components of watershed health are most important to you?

Timber. The timber group agreed with one panelist's comment that "everything is tied to the health of the
watershed." This includes the "social health" of the communities that reside in the watershed. It was
noted that this is a period of great transition for timber operators (from high production to low
production). Respondents wanted to work with the CWA on issues that help the communities get through
this transition. While water quality was cited as the most important aspect of watershed health (and many
times taken for granted), all components of the watershed (biological, terrestrial, etc.) need to be
considered, particularly as the number of users of the watershed continues to grow.

Agriculture. The agricultural group cited other components of watershed health. A healthy watershed
equates with healthy ground cover, which translates directly to dollars for dairy farmers. Livestock (like
cranberries, crops and humans) need good water quality. There is more impact today from chemicals and
machinery than in the past, and as such, respondents believed that agriculture has had to change to meet
the "needs of the time."

Political. Members of the political group cited quality of life as the most important component of
watershed health. There is an intrinsic value in knowing that the system is healthy, that fish are there and
that drinking water is safe. Interestingly, this was the only group to cite fish as an important component of
the watershed. Forestry and farming representatives were more likely to cite water quality and quantity as
most significant.

Question 2. Is the Coquille Watershed Association doing work to improve watershed health? Does your
business (or agency) and livelihood benefit from that work? If so, in what ways?

Timber. The timber panel believed that the CWA has value in bringing together diverse interests and
developing a general awareness of partnering. One individual commented that CWA is about more than
improving watershed health, it is a unique experiment in seeing if people can work together and
cooperate; it has intrinsic social value. It serves as a sounding board, a place to get technical advice and
education. In this sense, the group suggested that the CWA has more of an indirect benefit than a direct
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benefit; it is not the projects that are important, but the interactions between people. Some panelists
expressed that it is actually more desirable to do projects by themselves rather than "jump through the
watershed council hoops." However, it was agreed that the CWA can be a valuable partner in securing
funds.

Agriculture. Agricultural panelists believed that it will take many years to see the affect of the watershed
association. Projects need to be maintained over time; particularly by landowners because of the
dedication and ownership they have to their land. According to them the CWA is a good partner because
it is not a government agency. This helps to create cooperation among neighbors.
Political. Political panelists felt that the CWA has benefit in providing for the long-term benefit and
improvement of the aquatic system as a whole. While some stated that the council provides employment
opportunities in the area, others argued that the "crew" of the CWA outcompetes local contractors for
work. However, all agreed that the influx of money from grants contributes to economic welfare through
purchasing local goods and materials.
Question 3. How well do you think the current watershed council funding structure works?

Timber. The timber group expressed reservations about the long-term viability of watershed restoration
funding. They cited the notion that dollars are tied to political whims (e.g. funding may not last past the
next legislative session) with multiple "strings attached." They concluded that the association is
dependent on paid staff, and that stable, long-term funding (for the staff) would definitely make the
association better, particularly as competition for funds grows.

Agriculture. Agricultural representatives also noted that competition for funds is getting stronger: They
believed that partners can't expect the agricultural community to pony up all the dollars, rather it needs to
be a concerted effort including the city, fishers, tourists, and others who benefit from the watershed.
Furthermore it was stated that since "Portlanders" are forcing much of the change, they should pay too.
While all agreed that the long-term viability of funding is uncertain, some went as far as to predict that
funds will be gone in fifteen years.

Political. The panelists for the political group were inclined to think that while current project money is
"okay," it doesn't begin to meet the needs of the state. One panelist believed that the state needs a

massive influx of dollars from the federal government in order to make appreciable recovery efforts.
This, they thought, may become a reality as society develops more awareness of the problem.

Question 5. Do you think the local communities in the Coquille watershed have a role in financially
supporting watershed management efforts in the basin? If so, is the Coquille Watershed Association an
appropriate means to do so?

Timber. The timber group felt that it was very important to build local ownership—and by extension
local control. However, they felt that most people don't have a perspective or appreciation for why they
should support the CWA. The CWA forum is not important to most people; they have no personal
interest in it. They felt that if the CWA were more effective in media outreach, that people may become
more educated, and hence appreciative of the association's efforts.

Agriculture. The agriculturists felt that all users of the watershed have a responsibly to pay, whether
they live here or not. They cited the fact that many "outsiders" come to fish on the river (paying upwards
of $300 per person for guide fees) and that those people should be supporting the CWA.
Political. Political panelists believed that ownership of the resource is a problem in the basin. Many
people are unwilling to take a stewardship role. They questioned whether or not it is socially responsible
for the government to work for "free" on private revenue-generating land.

Question 6. Can you envision ways to financially support the work of the Coquille Watershed
Association? Can you see this support as an investment or as part of your business plan?

Timber. Strategies suggested by the timber group included boat launch fees, a county gas tax, and a
utility tax (although it was noted that taxes have high administrative overhead costs associated with their
collection and dispersal), slot machines at the local casino, fishing derbies and change jars at the local
grocery stores. Panelists were generally not supportive of a property tax increase or a real-estate tax.
Furthermore they stated that commodity taxes are unfair because they tax producers, not consumers.
Sustainable development strategies (e.g. green marketing, value-added processing) were met with mixed
reviews. Some felt that the views of watershed residents were too conservative to embrace such concepts.
Furthermore, they questioned if it is appropriate for the CWA to engage in business and marketing
activities, (or should they simply direct people to other organizations that can help them?). Like the

agricultural producers, the timber producers felt that they cannot bear the burden of restoration alone, that
more groups will have to jump on the bandwagon in order for the process to work.
Agriculture. Strategies suggested by the agriculture panel included association fees, similar to the .5 cent
tax on milk to fund manure facilities. They were generally fearful of taxes in any form, except a
recreational fishing tax (particularly for out-of-county fishers). However it was recognized that
enforcement is already a problem on the river, and so enforcement of an additional fish tax would be
problematic. They also believe that parks should charge more (Oregonians are paying for the parks with
their taxes, yet tourists are the ones benefiting). They did not believe that donations would be effective,
because there are too many worthy causes to compete with. They also cited high administrative costs as a
factor. They did think that giving tax breaks to landowners was a good idea, if the landowners turned
around and put that money back into the association. As for "green" marketing, many did not believe that
the demand is there. They also questioned the honesty of many green claims, and wondered how some of
the business people profiting from false claims sleep at night.

Political. One individual on the political panel suggested a 5-20 year money package from the federal
government. This person believed that $5-7.5 million dollars is needed annually for the Coquille
watershed. Others noted that the ports run on a tax base and wondered if the CWA could get similar
funding (particularly a reappropriation of the Port of Coquille's funding). They did not think that
donations would be effective; they would not generate enough revenue. They did think that encouraging
members to will and trust their lands to the CWA (in avoidance of high estate taxes) is a viable option.

Question 7. How can watershed partners work together to enhance the local economy for watershed
dependent businesses as well as generate revenue for continued management?
Timber. The timber panel reiterated the need to help people understand their connection to the resource.
While this may take several angles (depending on the sub-population), strategies could be designed to
effect changes.

Agriculture. The agricultural panel ran out of time before this question could be fully addressed. They
felt that most relevant information had been covered in the preceding questions.

Political. The political group agreed that the CWA is the proper venue for restoration; it gets a lot of
visibility and it is viewed as a positive alternative to government agencies. However, some felt that
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landowners should pay their own project costs. The CWA should focus more on education in order to
facilitate change.

Survey design
A mail survey was designed for examining local attitudes on the relationships between watershed and
economic health and their willingness to support watershed management. The mail survey method
seemed most appropriate for two primary reasons. First, a large sample size is necessary for statistical
accuracy. (Telephone polling or face-to-face interviews would have been too time consuming to
accommodate the extent of the watershed). Secondly, and perhaps more importantly, it was recognized
that most individuals had probably never thought about their economic ties to watershed health or funding
for watershed management. A mail survey would give them an appropriate amount of time to consider
these questions (as opposed to interviews or telephone polling wherein individuals are asked to respond to
questions on the spot). See Appendix D for a copy of the survey design.

Survey distribution and response rate
A mail list of property and business owners in the basin was obtained from the Coos County Assessor's
office. Based on 9,217 households in the Coquille basin, a sample size of 240-370 surveys would yield
+/- 5% error within the 95% confidence interval (Salant and Dillman 1994). Assuming a 25-30%
response rate, it was decided to mail out 2,000 surveys (hence producing 400-600 viable responses). Two
hundred (10%) test surveys were mailed out initially to test the instrument. After 18% were received
back, minor adjustments were made to make the survey more user-friendly. The revised survey was sent
to 1,800 households, and after a follow-up card was mailed out, 21.6% (n=389) were returned.

Experimental limitations and suggestions for improvement
The survey yielded a high proportion of respondents from the retired community. In retrospect, it would
have been more advantageous to have a more diverse sample population than just business and land
owners (who tend to be older than the average resident). There was also an analytical problem in that a
large proportion of the surveys were not completely answered.

A telephone survey, using the local telephone book, could have been used as an alternate approach. This
would have ensured that all survey questions were answered completely and the sample was more
reflective of the overall population. Granted, there would have been trade-offs involved. Most notably
that respondents would have less time to consider their answers.

Section 4. Survey results
A summary of responses to key questions is provided in this section. First, a summary of responses to
attitudinal and opinion questions is provided. This is followed by a review of responses to specific
strategies designed to generate revenue. For a review of demographics of respondents, see Appendix B.
A special analysis of those willing to pay over $100 annually is presented alongside the demographic
information in Appendix B.

Attitudinal questions
Q-3. Which statement best describes your opinion of the overall health of the Coquille watershed? For
the purposes of this survey we define watershed health with good water quantity and quality, diverse
wildlife, and stable streambanks with plentiful vegetation. (Circle one response)

Respondents were given a range of responses from 1 to 5, and an option to choose "Don't know/no
opinion." Five percent of respondents believed that "Current health is excellent and can provide a model
for other watersheds." This was followed by 16 percent, who selected that "Current health is
satisfactory and no significant restoration is necessary." Twenty-seven percent selected the statement,
"Parts of the watershed are degraded and need minor restoration." The fourth choice, "Parts of the
watershed are degraded and need major restoration." was selected by 20 percent of respondents.
Finally, 5 percent chose the statement; "The entire watershed is seriously degraded and needs major
restoration." Twenty-six percent indicated that they did not know, had no opinion or did not answer the
question. The distribution is shown graphically in Figure 4-1.
Q-4. How important is each of the following components of watershed health in impacting your
economic livelihood? (Circle one response per line)

Respondents were asked to rate each of seven components of watershed health on a scale from 1 to 5.
Selecting 1, conferred that no economic benefits were received, 3 indicated that moderate economic
benefits were received, and 5 registered as significant economic benefits are received. They also had an
option to select if they were "Not sure."

To simplify the analysis of the results, respondents selecting 3-5 on the scale were characterized as
receiving economic benefits, and those selecting 1 or 2 on the scale were categorized as not receiving
benefits. "Water quality" and "streambank stability" rated the highest, with 62 percent of respondents
claiming moderate to significant economic benefits. This was followed by 56 percent selecting 'fish
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runs," 50 percent choosing "water quantity," 49 percent selecting "streamside vegetation," 49 percent
choosing "aesthetic quality," and 47 percent selecting "flood protection." Overall these responses indicate
that a near majority of the respondents felt economically tied to the health of their watershed. The
distribution is shown graphically in Figure 4-2.

Q-5. Are you aware of the Coquille Watershed Association? (Circle one response)

Respondents were asked to select on scale from 1 to 4 their familiarity with the CWA. Six percent of
respondents claimed to be members of the CWA. Thirty-four percent stated that "I am familiar with their
work, but I am not a member." Twenty-seven percent selected "I vaguely remember hearing the name,
but I don't know what they do." Finally, 30 percent of respondents had never heard of the organization
(other than the information presented in the survey). The distribution is shown graphically in Figure 4-3.

Q-6. Does your economic livelihood benefit from the work of the CWA? (Circle one response)

This question was structured the same as Q-4, with respondents given a range of responses from 1 to 5.
The most popular category, with a 44 percent response rate, was "No benefits." Ten percent of
respondents selected "2," 13 percent selected "3" (moderate benefits), 5 percent selected "4" and 4
percent selected "5" (significant benefits). The distribution is shown graphically in Figure 4-4.

Q-7. Watershed issues involve difficult tradeoffs between environmental and economic considerations.
Please indicate which statement best describes your attitude by marking an X in the space that is near it.
Two statements were presented with a series of 5 blank spaces between them. Statement one read, "The
highest priority should by given to protecting environmental conditions even if there are negative
economic consequences." and statement two read, "The highest priority should be given to economic
considerations, even if there are negative environmental consequences."

The distribution of responses to this question was very abnormal. On a scale of 1 to 5, 1 representing
environmental bias and 5 indicating economic bias, 24 percent selected "1," 9 percent selected "2," 23
percent selected the middle point "3," 8 percent selected "4," and 24 percent selected an economic bias at
"5." This apparent trend to distribute responses heavily at the extremes of the argument could indicate one
of two effects. The first would be that there are two subsets of the respondent population that have
extremely strong and differing views in regards to environmental and economic tradeoffs. The second
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effect may be that the way the question was designed there was a false tendency to mark Xs at either end
of the scale, or in the middle, but not at the intermediate points (See Appendix D, Q-7). The distribution
in shown graphically in Figure 4-5.

Q-8. Do you believe that the current funding structure for watershed councils is sufficient or not
sufficient for the long-term management of watershed resources?

Realizing that many respondents would not know how watershed councils are currently funded, this
question was prefaced by the following background statement. "The current funding structure for
watershed councils is based primarily on grants from state and federal sources. Some argue that this
structure is adequate and will provide the funding necessary for watershed management now and in the
future. Others argue that potential political change may compromise the availability of government funds
over the long-term." Even with the inclusion of the background statement, over half (54 percent)
answered "Don't' know/no opinion" or disregarded the question. The remaining responses were
relatively evenly split, with 24 percent believing "yes, the current structure is sufficient," and 2lpercent
believing "no, it is not sufficient" (Figure 4-6).
Q-9. Please rate the level of responsibility you think that each of the following parties should have in
financially supporting watershed management. (Circle one response per line)

This question was prefaced by the background statement, "About two thirds of the annual budget for the
CWA is allocated through grants set up by the Oregon Plan for Salmon and Watershed. The rest is
received from various federally funded programs." Six entities, (local citizens, state government, federal
government, local business, landowners doing restoration projects and local government) were listed and
asked to be rated on a scale of 1 to 5. No responsibility was given a rating of 1, and high responsibility
was given a rating of 5.

The highest rating was conferred to the state government, with 72 percent of respondents believing that
this entity has a moderate to high responsibility in providing financial support. The federal government
was given moderate to high responsibility by 66 percent of respondents, while 56 percent selected local
government. Landowners (doing restoration projects), local citizens and local businesses were found to
be moderately to highly responsible by 54 percent, 45 percent, and 41 percent of respondents,
respectively. The distribution is shown graphically in Figure 4-7.

Q-10. Do you think that you and other local people (including the populations of Bandon, Coquille,
Myrtle Point, Broadbent, and Powers) have a responsibility in financially supporting watershed
management in the Coquille basin through the CWA?

The responses for this question were fairly evenly distributed. Thirty-six percent of respondents felt that
"yes" they have a personal responsibility, while 34 percent claimed "no" they don't have a responsibility.
Thirty percent claimed that they did not know or they did not answer the question. The distribution is
shown graphically in Figure 4-8
Q-11. How much would you be willing to pay annually to support watershed management in the Coquille
basin? (Circle one response)
While 38 percent of respondents claim that they are unwilling to pay anything to support watershed
management, there is a large contingent of people who are willing. Thirteen percent are willing to pay
$1-10 per year, 10 percent are willing to pay $11-19 per year, 8 percent are willing to pay $20-39 per
year, 7 percent will pay $40-59, 1 percent will pay $60-79, and 2 percent will pay $80 to $99.
Interestingly, when the $100 or more mark is reached, 7 percent of respondents are willing to contribute.
This spike in the high end of the range led to further analysis, wherein the question 'Who are these people
and how are they different from (or similar to) the average respondent?' was asked. The results of this
further analysis are shown in Appendix B. The distribution is shown graphically in Figure 4-9.

Figure 4-1 What is your opinion of the overall health of the Coquille watershed?

Figure 4-2 How important is each of the following components of watershed health in impacting your economic
livelihood?

Figure 4-3 Are you aware of the Coquille Watershed Association?

Figure 4-4 Does your economic livelihood benefit from the work of the Coquille Watershed Association?

Figure 4-5 Which statement best describes your attitude in assessing tradeoffs between economic and environmental
consideration?

Figure 4-6 Do you believe that the current funding structure of watershed councils is sufficient for long-term management
of the resource?

Figure 4-7 What level of responsibility does each of the following parties have in financially supporting watershed
management?

Figure 4-8 Do you think that you and other local people have a responsibility in financially supporting watershed
management in the Coquille basin through the CWA?

Figure 4-9 How much would you be willing to pay annually to support watershed management in the Coquille basin?

Strategy results
Property tax. The watershed survey indicated that 54 percent of respondents believed that a property tax
was not a fair strategy for generating revenue. On the other hand, 8 percent of respondents believed that
it was very fair, 8 percent said that it was moderately fair, and 12 percent claimed that it was a little fair.
Eighteen percent did not know or did not answer the question (Figure 4-10).

When asked whether or not they were willing to pay for or support the strategy, the trends were similar,
with 46 percent indicating they were not willing. However, 11 percent were very willing, 6 percent were
moderately willing, and 12 percent were a little willing. Twenty-five percent were not sure or did not
answer the question (Figure 4-10).
Figure 4-10 Respondent's rating of willingness to pay and fairness of property tax.

According to the discriminant statistical analysis (Appendix C, Table C-1) the variables in the survey that
were the best predictors of an individual's willingness to pay for watershed management through a
property tax were 1) a higher dollar value for overall willingness to pay (Q-11) and 2) a higher perceived
responsibility to local governments to pay for watershed management (Q-9f). The same analysis was
applied to an individual's perceived fairness of the property tax strategy (Appendix C, Table C-8).
Predictors were 1) a higher dollar value for overall willingness to pay (Q-11), 2) a higher perceived
responsibility to local businesses to pay for watershed management (Q -9d) and 3) a higher perceived
personal responsibility to pay for watershed management (Q-10).

Real estate taxation. The watershed survey indicated that 48 percent of respondents believed that a realestate tax was not a fair strategy for generating revenue. On the other hand, 11 percent of respondents
believed that it was very fair, 11 percent said that it was moderately fair, and 12 percent claimed that it
was a little fair. Eighteen percent did not know or did not answer the question (Figure 4-11).

When asked whether or not they were willing to pay for or support the strategy, the trends were similar,
with 46 percent were not willing. However 9 percent were very willing, 10 percent were moderately
willing, and 11 percent were a little willing. Twenty-four percent were not sure or did not answer the
question (Figure 4-11).
Figure 4-11 Respondent's rating of willingness to pay and fairness of real-estate tax.

According to the discriminant analysis of results (Appendix C, Table C-2) the most important predictors
of a respondent's willingness to pay a real-estate tax were 1) higher educational attainment (Q-19), 2)
higher consideration given to environmental over economic considerations (Q-7), and 3) higher financial
responsibility ascribed to landowners for supporting watershed management (Q-9). The most influential
predictors of fairness of the strategy were 1) higher consideration given to environmental over economic
considerations (Q-7), 2) higher financial responsibility ascribed to landowners for supporting watershed
management (Q-9), 3) higher incomes (Q-20) and 4) being female (Q17) (Appendix C Table C-9).

Salmon angler license stamp. . The watershed survey indicated that 43 percent of respondents believed
that a salmon angler license stamp was not a fair strategy for generating revenue. Conversely, 8 percent
of respondents believed that it was very fair, 8 percent said that it was moderately fair, and 25 percent
claimed that it was a little fair. Sixteen percent did not know or did not answer the question (Figure
4-12).

When asked whether or not they were willing to pay for or support the strategy, the trends were similar,
with 43 percent showing they were not willing. However, 6 percent were very willing, 6 percent were
moderately willing, and 22 percent were a little willing. Twenty-three percent were not sure or did not
answer the question (Figure 4-12).
Figure 4-12 Respondent's rating of willingness to pay and fairness of salmon angler license stamp.

According to the discriminant statistical analysis, the most influential predictors of an individual's
willingness to pay a fish angling fee were 1) a higher priority given to economic considerations over
environmental considerations (Q-7), and 2) a lower educational attainment (Q-19) (Appendix C, Table
C-5). Fairness of the fish fee was best predicted by the same variables as the willingness to pay response
(Appendix C, Table C-12).

Annual fund drive. The watershed survey indicated that 36 percent of respondents believed that an
annual fundraising drive was not a fair strategy for generating revenue. However, 15 percent of
respondents believed that it was very fair, 12 percent said that it was moderately fair, and 19 percent
claimed that it was a little fair. Eighteen percent did not know or did not answer the question (Figure
4-13).

When asked whether or not they were willing to pay for or support the strategy, the trends were similar,
with 39 percent indicating they were not willing. However, 13 percent were very willing, 11 percent were
moderately willing, and 11 percent were a little willing. Twenty-six percent were not sure or did not
answer the question (Figure 4-13).

Figure 4-13 Respondent's rating of willingness to pay for and fairness of annual fundraising drive.

According to the discriminant analysis, the most influential variables in predicting an individual's
willingness to pay in an annual fundraising donation were 1) their inclination to believe that local
businesses have a high responsibility in funding watershed management (Q-9 d), 2) their increased
likelihood of managing land for agriculture (Q-2) and 3) the increased dollar amount they are willing to
pay to support management (Appendix C, Table C-4). In determining fairness of the strategy, the
predictors were the same as numbers one and two above, but not step three (Table C-11).
Utility bill donations. The watershed survey indicated that 52 percent of respondents believed that a
utility bill donation was not a fair strategy for generating revenue. On the other hand, 11 percent of
respondents believed that it was very fair, 5 percent said that it was moderately fair, and 7 percent claimed
that it was a little fair. Twenty-five percent did not know or did not answer the question (Figure 4-14).

When asked whether or not they were willing to pay for or support the strategy, the trends were similar,
with 57 percent not willing. However, 10 percent were very willing, 6 percent were moderately willing,
and 9 percent were a little willing. Eighteen percent were not sure or did not answer the question (Figure
4-14).

According to the discriminant analysis, the most powerful predictors of an individual's willingness to pay
a utility bill donation were 1) a perceived higher responsibility to landowners to pay for watershed
management (Q-9), and 2) higher educational attainment (Q-19) (Appendix C, Table C-3). Fairness of
the strategy was best predicted by 1) lower financial responsibility to local business to pay for watershed
management (Q-9), and 2) higher age bracket (Q-16) (Appendix C, Table C-10).

Figure 4-14 Respondent's rating of willingness to pay for and fairness of utility bill donation.

Green marketing and value-added processing. One way of gauging the likelihood of businesses
participating in a donation strategy is to ask consumers if they would be more likely to frequent
businesses or purchase products that support watershed management. The survey did that and results
show that 22-23 percent of respondents would be very likely to frequent businesses or purchase products
(more often than usual) that support the CWA. Another 27-31 percent were somewhat likely. On the
other hand 24-25 percent were not likely, and 22-26 percent were not sure (Figure 4-15 and 4-16).

Figure 4-15 Respondent's likelihood of purchasing

Figure 4-16 Respondent's likelihood of patronizing

products that support the CWA.

local businesses that support the CWA.

According to the discriminant analysis, the most influential predictor of an individuals willingness to
frequent businesses that support watershed management is their increased sense of personal responsibility
in supporting watershed management (Q-10) (Appendix C, Table C-7). The most influential variable in

predicting their willingness to purchase products that support watershed management is the belief they
derive significant economic benefits from water quantity (Q-4) (Appendix C, Table C-6).

Business support. Only 25 percent of survey respondents actually own their own business (Figure 417). However, of those who did, 14 percent stated that they were very likely to invest in the health of the
Coquille watershed as part of their business strategy (Figure 4-18). Another 23 percent claimed that they
were somewhat likely. Conversely, 46 percent were not likely to invest. Seventeen percent were not
sure.

Figure 4-17 Percentage of respondents who own

Figure 4-18 Likeliness of business owners to invest

their own business.

in the health of the Coquille watershed as part of
their business strategy.

Summary charts of respondent's willingness to pay and perceived fairness of all the proposed strategies
are given in Figure 4-19 and Figure 4-20.

Figure 4-19 Percentage of respondent willing to pay for strategy by type.

Figure 4-20 Percentage of respondents considering strategy fair by type.

Effect of awareness on willingness to pay
An important factor in a respondent's belief of whether or not they receive economic benefits from the
work of the CWA is in their general awareness of the CWA (Figure 4-21). Awareness for this analysis
was defined by a respondent stating that they are either a member of the CWA or they are aware of their
work but they are not a member. Furthermore, those that claimed to receive economic benefits from the
organization were less likely to be willing to pay nothing and more likely to be willing to pay something
to support the CWA (Figure 4-22). This was particularly true of those willing to pay over $100 per year.
Figure -4-21 Does your economic livelihood benefit from the work of the CWA?

Figure 4-22 How much are you willing to pay?

Section 5. Analysis of strategies
Introduction
The following generalized strategies can be employed to develop sustainable and local sources of revenue
for the Coquille Watershed Association. They can be grouped under the general headings of taxation and
donation.

Taxation strategies can come in a variety of forms. This study evaluated three of them. Property tax
funding would be a possibility particularly if the CWA were able to form a service district or a local
improvement district. Under this scenario, the watershed boundaries would be outlined, and only those
properties within the watershed area would pay the increased tax. Taxes can also be levied on real estate
transactions to pay for the cost of maintaining the watershed. Examples of this are in New York City
where real estate taxes are levied to augment police protection and in Martha's Vineyard and the
Everglades where real estate taxes are used to buy green space for the protection and preservation of the
ecosystems. Finally, salmon angler licenses issued from ODFW could require a special stamp for
recreational permits on the Coquille River. The proceeds from the purchase of the stamp could be used
for the watershed association.

Donation strategies can also come in a variety of forms. Two of these were evaluated for this project.
The first is an annual fund drive (similar to a United Way campaign). These are very labor intensive.
They generally require that an organization sets a goal of a certain amount of money they want to receive,
and put out a major volunteer effort to reach that goal. This drive could work in conjunction with an
campaign targeted to local businesses and large land owners in the basin, including private industrial
timber and large farms. For example, businesses could "adopt a stream" for a set amount of money. In
return they would receive positive PR through local media and perhaps their name on a sign near the
stream . Secondly, utility bill donations would operate in conjunction with the utility providers in the
basin. A percentage of a user's utility bill would be shown at the bottom of the bill and the person would
have the option to pay only the bill amount or the bill plus donation amount.

Criteria
In order to evaluate the overall likelihood and effectiveness of the strategies, the following criteria have
been developed.

1. Social equity. It imparts a high degree of fairness or equity (i.e. those that gain most from a healthy
basin are those that pay, and that payment is a "fair" amount based on the benefits they receive).
2. Popularity. It is popular with the general public; they will support the strategy and their incentive to
participate will be high.
3. Predictability. It has a high degree of certainty; that is revenue will be steady and predictable over
time.
4. Expected benefits. The strategy is cost effective; revenues exceed costs.

Social equity
Social equity or fairness is a key component in determining the long-term viability of any strategy.
Obviously it will be difficult to institute a strategy that the community deems unfair. In the context of
this study, fairness is generally a function of whether or not individuals think that the strategy targets the
right user group in watershed. While we can not put an absolute value on fairness, we can look at the
comparative fairness of the strategies that were tested. In this context Table 5-1 ranks the strategies from
those considered most fair to those considered least fair.
Table 5-1 Rating of fairness of strategies.
Rank

Strategy

Percent of respondents
claiming moderate to
very fair.

1

Fish angling fee

32 %

2

Fundraising donation

31 %

3

Real-estate tax

23 %

4

Property tax

20%

5

Utility bill donation

15%

Popularity
The popularity of a strategy is important in terms of its likelihood of being supported by the community.
The survey asked if respondents were willing to pay for or support each of the strategies listed below.
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While it is not possible to rate the strategies with an absolute value for popularity, we can look
comparatively at how individuals scored them on the survey. Table 5-2 provides a summary of these
rankings.
Table 5-2 Rating of popularity of strategy.

Rank

Strategy

Percent of respondents
claiming moderate to high
willingness to pay.

1

Fish angling fee

28 %

2

Fundraising donation

22 %

3

Real-estate tax

21 %

4

Property tax

18 %

5

Utility bill donation

12 %

Predictability and reliability
Taxes are by far the most predictable and reliable of the strategies, whether a property tax or a real-estate
tax. Both values appear to be increasing in the basin and so a trend for increased revenues as property
values increase seems likely. While the fish angling fee is considered a form of a tax, is not as reliable as
those based on property. This is because of the inherent uncertainty in the viability of recreational fishing
in the face of endangered and threatened species listings and their associated 4(d) rules that may limit or
eradicate this activity in the future (Table 5-3).

Donations are the least predictable of the strategies. This is due to the difficulty in maintaining a longterm interest in a cause. Also, the competition for other worthy causes may compromise the viability of
these strategies in the long-run. In addition, individuals tend to donate based on their perceived economic
health at the time of the campaign. Uncertainty surrounding the vitality of the Coos County economy
(e.g. high unemployment, increased land-use restrictions) may compromise the ability to accurately
predict the amount of money the campaign can generate from year to year (Table 5-3).
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Table 5-3 Predictability rating for proposed strategies.

Rank

Strategy

Predictability rating

1

Property tax

High

Real-estate tax
2

Fish angling fee

Moderate

3

Fundraising donation

Low

Utility bill donation

Expected net revenue
In determining the expected benefits of a strategy we can look at a number of measurable parameters.
First, we can look at the percentage of survey respondents who claimed willingness to pay for the
strategy. By careful extrapolation of that percentage over the full population of the CWA we can estimate
the total number of households that might be expected to pay for or participate in a strategy. We can then
look at the amount that those respondents claim that they are willing to pay.

A couple of careful considerations (and hence adjustments) will need to be made in order to render the
most accurate estimations of benefits. First, it is realized that the subpopulation that was sampled was
comprised of landowners and business owners, and there was a bias toward retirees in the response.
However, the overall population is a mixed demographic of age, income, education, and employment
status. Therefore, the calculations take a conservative approach by reducing the number of supporters by
an additional 10 percent. Furthermore, it is generally recognized that people overstate their willingness to
pay. Therefore, donation strategies will be assessed as 30 percent of the stated willingness to pay amount
from the survey. Equations 1,6,11,15,and 19 use the average willingness to pay (WTP) from all strategy
supporters (those scoring a 3 or 4 for WTP).

Property tax
Equation 1. Calculation of willingness to pay.

$50=Average WTP
Adjusted WTP= 30% x $50
Adjusted WTP= $16
Equation 2. Calculation of tax.

Adjusted WTP= average property value in basin x tax
$16=$86,000 x tax
tax=.018%
Equation 3. Calculation of total revenue

Total revenue = total assessed property values x tax
Total revenue = $791,000,000 x .018%
Total revenue = $142,000
Equation 4. Calculation of total costs.

Total costs = $15,000 (for polling and campaign, assumes no
administrative overhead charged by county)
Equation 5. Calculation of net revenue

Net revenue = Total revenue – Total costs
Net revenue = $142,000 - $15,000
Net revenue = $127,000
Real-estate tax
Equation 6. Calculation of willingness to pay (WTP).

$30= Average WTP
Adjusted WTP = 30% x $30
Adjusted WTP = $10
Equation 7. Calculation of tax.

Adjusted WTP x ave. number of yrs. in basin = average property value
in basin x tax
$10 x 27=$86,000 x tax
tax = .31%

a Assumes all property owners in basin will pay the tax if measure is passed.
-
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Equation 8. Calculation of total revenue.

Total revenue = total annual real-estate transactions x tax
Total revenue = $38,000,000 x .31%
Total revenue = $117,800
Equation 9. Calculation of total costs.

Total costs = $15,000 (for polling and campaign, assumes no
administrative overhead charges by county)
Equation 10. Calculation of net revenue.

Net revenue = Total revenue – Total costs
Net revenue = $117,800- $15,000
Net revenue = $102,800
Annual fundraising donation
Equation 11. Calculation of willingness to pay (WTP).

$30=Average WTP
Adjusted WTP= 30% x $30
Adjusted WTP= $10
Equation 12. Calculation of total revenue.

Total revenue =(Total households in basin) x (% willing to donate)
x (90% adjustment) x (adjusted WTP)
Total revenue =9217 x 22% x 90% x $10
Total revenue = $18,250
Equation 13. Calculation of total costs.

Fotal costs = $5,000 (for mailing and phone calls, assumes volunteer labor)I
Equation 14. Calculation of net revenue.

Net revenue = Total revenue – Total costs
Net revenue = $18,250 - $5,000
Net revenue = $13,250

Utility bill donation
Equation 15. Calculation of willingness to pay (WTP).

$30 = Average WTP
Adjusted WTP= 30% x $30
Adjusted WTP = $10
Equation 16. Calculation of total revenue.

Total revenue = (Total households in basin) x (% willing to donate)
x (90% adjustment) x (Adjusted WTP)
Total revenue = 9217 x 16% x 90% x $10
Total revenue = $13,250
Equation 17. Calculation of total costs.

Total costs = $5,000 (assumes administrative fee to utility co.)

Equation 18. Calculation of net revenue.

Net revenue = Total revenue – Total costs
Net revenue = $13,250 - $5,000
Net revenue = $8,250
Fish angling fee
Equation 19. Calculation of willingness to pay (WTP).

$15 = Average WTP
Adjusted WTP= 30% x $15
Adjusted WTP = $5
Equation 20. Calculation of total revenue.

Total revenue = (# of anglers) x fee
Total revenue = (27,000 angler days) x (10 angler days/angler) x $5
Total revenue = $13,500
Equation 21. Calculation of total costs.

'Total costs = $1,350 (assumes 10% administrative cost to ODFW)
Equation 22. Calculation of net revenue.

Net revenue = Total revenue – Total costs
Net revenue = $13,500 - $1,300
Net revenue = $12,150
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Evaluation of strategies
An overall summary of the evaluation of strategies presented in the survey is presented in Table 5-4. The
strategies are given overall ratings based on a balancing of their performance on the four criteria selected
for evaluation (net benefits, popularity, equity, and predictability). They are ranked as High, Moderate
and Low. It is important for the reader to be aware that the five strategies that were presented in the
survey in no way represent the full range of possible strategies that are available to the CWA. Therefore,
the next section lists a discussion of strategies not tested for.

The property tax and real-estate tax are given overall ratings of High-Moderate. Both have the potential
to generate a significant source of revenue for the watershed council. Their overall popularity and
perceived fairness was Moderate when compared to other strategies. They also rate High in
predictability. It is assumed that with two to three years of an intensive education and public relations
campaign that the popularity of the strategy may increase to the point where the passage of a tax measure
would be possible.

The fundraising donation is given a Moderate-Low rating, interestingly for reasons opposite of taxation
strategies. The fundraising donation is more popular than taxes, and it is deemed similarly more fair. It
has low net benefits when compared to taxes and is considerably less predictable. However, it is assumed
that a multifaceted donation campaign could have benefits beyond those calculated in Equation 14. First,
Equation 14 only considers donations from households, solicited via a telephone or mail campaign. If
businesses, the majority of which claim some likelihood of investing the Coquille watershed as part of
their business strategy (Figure 4-18), were to be included in a targeted campaign the net benefits to the
council could be increased dramatically. Secondly, the educational value a donation campaign raising
awareness of the CWA and their efforts could prove instrumental in developing public support for future
tax measures.

Conversely, a utility bill donation rates Low. This strategy does not appear to be popular with survey
respondents. Furthermore, it rated the lowest on fairness of all strategies presented. Coupled with a low
potential to produce net benefits, this strategy does not convey much likelihood of success for the
Coquille watershed.

Interestingly, a fish angling fee is given an overall rating of Moderate-Low, regardless of having
moderate popularity and perceived fairness with survey respondents. The low rating is due to three
primary reasons. First, it does not have the potential of generating much revenue. Also, it is not very
predictable over time as uncertainty exists surrounding endangered and threatened species listings, and
their associated 4(d) rules which could compromise the likelihood of continued sport fishing in the future.
Lastly, and most importantly, passing such a measure though the Oregon State legislature and ODFW
would prove to be considerably challenging and is likely to be a lengthy process.
Table 5-4 Matrix of proposed strategies.
Strategy

Property tax

Real estate tax

Utility bill donation

Fundraising
donation
Fish angling fee

Equity/

Popularity/

fairness

WTP

$127,000

20 %

18 %

High

Moderate

Moderate

$102,800

23 %

21 %

High

Moderate

Moderate

$8,250

15 %

12 %

Low

Low

Low

$13,250

31 %

22 %

Low

Moderate

Moderate

$12,150

32 %

28 %

Low

Moderate

Moderate

Net revenue

Predictability

Overall rating

High -Moderate
High
High -Moderate
High
Low
Low
Moderate-Low
Low
Moderate-Low
Low

Discussion of strategies not tested
Sustainable Commercial Development. This holistic approach allows the CWA to address activities that
are linked to environmental quality, such as economic development, local economic stability, and
resource use. Sustainable development strategies can be used that will allow the community to bring
more money into the basin by using local materials, providing local employment opportunities through
processing of the materials, and marketing and selling finished products. These activities "add-value" to
the local resources by increasing employment opportunities and increasing wealth brought into the
community (Harris 1996)9.

Some examples listed in the Defenders of Wildlife Stewardship Incentives report (Vickerman 1998)
include:
•

The Northwest Food Alliance is discussing certification for sustainable agriculture.

•

The Pacific Rivers Council promotes a "salmon-safe" label for foods grown in a manner compatible
with the conservation of fish and fish habitat.

•

The Rogue Institute's Smart Wood certification program has certified over 5,000 acres belonging to
more than two dozen landowners, and three secondary manufacturers for processing products made
with certified wood.

•

Oregon Country Beef comes from 14 ranches across eastern Oregon committed to principles of
sustainable land management and biodiversity.

•

Audubon International of New York certifies golf courses throughout the United States for meeting
certain environmental management standards.

•

Groups, such as the Shorebank Enterprise Group in Illwaco, Washington, offer marketing services,
technical assistance, and high-risk non-bank credit to rural entrepreneurs.

The CWA may be able to help local businesses maximize their potential for green-marketing and valueadded processing through assisting them in various certification processes or connecting them with
various organizations (e.g. Sustainable Northwest, Ecotrust, Shorebank Enterprise, local economic
development councils, etc.) that can help them to find markets that are able to bring them a premium price
for their products. These products may include organic milk and meats, certified wood products 10, or
sustainably harvested fish. The council, through strategic partnerships, may be able to tap part of the
increased wealth as a means for generating revenue.

It is not possible to calculate the expected benefits of sustainable development strategies, as each project
would have its own unique characteristics, risks, costs and benefits. However it is assumed that these
strategies are generally win-win situations that increase both community wealth, as well as watershed
health.

Commodity taxes. Commodity taxes (similar to the self-imposed state-wide timber tax for salmon
restoration) could be levied on agricultural products produced in the basin. These may include but are not
limited to cattle, dairy products, cranberries, etc.

This strategy was not presented on the survey because of the complications involved in commodity
taxation. This is particularly difficult to achieve on a small geographic scale due to price competition
factors in the global marketplace. For example, would a .3 percent tax on the farm-gate value of
agricultural production in the basin, or conversely a .1 percent tax on the millpond value of timber
production in the basin, make these industries less competitive with neighboring counties (and states) who
do not levy such a tax? Each has the potential of generating $100,000 per year for watershed
management. However, focus groups indicated that both industries are being particularly hard-hit
economically in recent years and cannot support any additional assessments.

Boat launch fees. County parks and other boat ramps could charge a boat launch fee to generate revenue
for watershed management. It is unknown at this point how many boats are launched annually on the
river, but the Fisheries section of the Resource Economic Profile estimates over 27,000 angler days on the
river. Dollar machines similar to those at state parks could collect a modest launch fee and give the
recreationalist a permit to place in his/her vehicle window. Monitoring would be random throughout the
basin.

This strategy was not tested on the survey due to the need to keep the survey simple and short (which
contributes to a higher response rate). However, one may infer from the proposed strategy of a salmon
angler license stamp that residents would consider this strategy similarly fair and would have a
comparable popularity in willingness to pay for or support it.

Eco-tourism. Eco-tourism is a fast growing industry, increasing by about 30 percent annually (Miller and
Kaae 1993). It is also a relatively underutilized resource in the Coquille basin. Properly planned and
managed, eco-tourism can have minimal impacts on the environment, protect and enhance social and

cultural values, and enhance the economic well-being of the community (US Environmental Protection
Agency 1997).

The council could operate nature tours of the watershed and offer amenities such as yurt camping and
riverboat rides. They could build salmon spawning viewing platforms and have participants plant trees.
This strategy would create jobs, educate the public and possibly generate revenue for watershed
management.

Endowment. The development of an endowment fund would be a particularly viable option for the
CWA to explore. For example, an endowment of $1,000,000 yielding 10 percent interest per annum
would generate $100,000 per year for the CWA. While it may be difficult to acquire that amount of
money, particularly in an area as economically challenged as Coos County, there are options that are
worth exploring. The most lucrative option is to set up a program that would allow landowners to donate
their property to the CWA upon their death. This is an increasingly popular "planned giving" concept
that might be particularly appropriate in the Coquille basin, which has a high percentage of retirees and
aging individuals, some of whom may not have heirs to leave their farm or timber to.

Federal estate taxes often force unnecessary harvest, subdivision or sale of family owned farm and forest
lands. Tax bills of up to 55 percent of the value of the land can create insurmountable financial hardship
for people inheriting property. Therefore, people can be encouraged to give land to tax-exempt
organizations, like the CWA, and receive tax credits for their land gift.

Section 6. Recommendations for the CWA Board of Directors
The CWA should maximize its efforts to create public awareness of their projects and services.
The survey results indicated that individuals who are aware of the CWA are more likely to claim
economic benefits from the work of the CWA. This, in turn, makes them more likely to be willing to pay
to support the CWA. Through press releases, radio announcements, and print media, the CWA can
increase the community's awareness of their efforts, and hence increase their likelihood of generating
revenue from local sources.
The CWA should consider engaging in a donation-based strategy initially.
While a donation strategy may not provide long-term certainty and security of funds, it can be an
important initial step in developing local sources of revenue for a number of reasons. First, the survey
shows that it is perceived by local landowners as being fairer than other strategies. Secondly, a wellplanned annual donation strategy carried out over two or three years will be an important method for
increasing public awareness about the CWA and the benefits it is providing the community. This is
shown to be an important factor in an individual's willingness to pay, and may prove to be an important
step in passing any future tax-measures.

The first year a donation strategy could hope to generate $16,000-$21,000 ($12,000-$15,000 from
households, $4,000-$6,000 from local businesses). The second year, increased public awareness may
raise this figure to $25,000-$30,000. In both years, a large component of this revenue should be sought
from local businesses, the majority of which claim to be likely to invest in the health of the Coquille
watershed as part of their business strategy (Figure 4-15). Furthermore, a fully-integrated donation
campaign could include a component for estate donations. A few large real-estate contributions to the
organization may provide the basis for an endowment, which would provide interest income to the
organization indefinitely.

The CWA should consider the formation of a service-district and the subsequent passing of a propertytax measure or real estate tax measure.
The 1999 survey showed that 18 percent of landowners and businesses owner are moderately to
significantly willing to pay a property tax for watershed management. (However, this does not speak of
the non-landowning contingent of the population). Furthermore, with increased public awareness
(through press releases, a donation campaign, word-of-mouth) support for a property tax measure is
anticipated to grow.

A professional campaign director can assist the CWA in determining the likelihood of passing such a
measure. Necessary components would include frequent telephone polling and an awareness campaign.
This strategy may take at least 2 to 3 years before being ready to be fully implemented, which is why a
donation campaign strategy is being recommended initially.
The CWA should consider partnering with other economic development and non-profit organizations
to build incentives and pathways for "green" entrepreneurism.
The survey showed that a majority of local landowners and business owners would be more likely to
patronize businesses or purchase products that support watershed management. While it may not be
appropriate for the CWA to actively pursue the start-up of these businesses, they can provide other
organizations (e.g. local economic development associations, Ecotrust, Shorebank Enterprise, Sustainable
Northwest) with information that would encourage their involvement in businesses that have direct ties to
the health of the watershed (e.g. eco-tourism, value-added processing, third-party certification efforts).

While it is impossible to predict how much revenue a green-business could generate for watershed
management, any participants in this model would play an important role in redefining the application of
business models in generating revenue for watershed management, generally.

Section 7. Recommendations for state and federal government
The state of Oregon (through OWEB) should provide dollar-for-dollar matching funds for locally
generated revenue. This would provide an incentive for watershed councils to test revenue-generating
strategies. Furthermore, these funds should be provided unconditionally, with the watershed council
autonomously deciding best use of funds.
The state and federal governments should consider the expansion of selective terminal fishing on
robust stocks or restorative hatchery fisheries.
This would localize the commercial fishing economy on a watershed scale and proceeds from fish sales
could be used to support watershed management.
The federal government should revise estate tax concepts for land conservation.
Revisions should allow heirs to give inherited land to tax-exempt organizations (e.g. watershed councils)
and offer tax credits for their land gift. Further reform could include exempting heirs from estate taxes if
lands are managed to conserve and promote watershed health.

Section 8. Implications
Diversified local funding sources can help to give the CWA greater autonomy in project planning and
decision making.
Currently, funders largely determine the extent of watershed council work. Oftentimes this compromises
the ability of an organization to apply local solutions to local problems, particularly if those local
solutions fall outside of a funder's scope or area of interest. This has become a particular problem in
funding for watershed coordination and project management. This fails to recognize that for many local
councils, people—rather than projects—are the essence of stewardship. Diversified local funding can
give the CWA the autonomy it needs to determine priorities and fund those priorities first.
Diversified local funding can give the CWA greater security for long-term planning, assessment, and
monitoring efforts.
The establishment of long-term monitoring and assessment (beyond 2 to 3 years) can be difficult for a
council. Gaps in funding cycles can compromise these efforts, and reduce a council's ability to maintain
a dedicated monitoring and assessment crew (in favor of a contract by contract based approach). Again, a
sustainable source of local funding may give the council the ability to establish a long-term planning,
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monitoring and assessment program that is consistent with their own needs and timescales, rather than
that of the outside funder.
The CWA can provide a model for defining strategies of local fund-raising for other watershed
councils in the state and region; however specific recommendations for the CWA are not necessarily
directly transferable to other areas.
Each watershed has a unique combination of social, political, and economic factors that when woven
together create a unique framework. Public attitudes about watershed management and awareness of
various watershed organizations will vary greatly from watershed to watershed. Furthermore, the relative
abundance of wealth generated from watershed based commodities will vary from area to area. Each
watershed will have unique solutions to their funding problems. Regardless, the CWA's experience may
help other groups devise a process by which they can determine their own pathways for diversifying their
revenue sources.
Demonstrated success in developing local sources of revenue for watershed management may help the
state government solve the problem of funding the increasing demand for watershed coordinators
statewide.
The state of Oregon is increasingly concerned with the need to support the expanding number of
watershed councils working statewide to address local habitat issues. Currently the Oregon legislature
has established caps on the amount of state dollars that can be spent for watershed coordination and
administration. These limitations reduce OWEB' s capacity to fund new councils, and provide adequate
support to established councils. If the CWA is successful in diversifying its revenue, it can reduce its
dependence on OWEB for coordinator support, thus freeing up those dollars for other councils.

Section 9. Conclusion
Salmon restoration has become a major priority for Pacific Northwest states, the federal government and
many non-profit organizations. Much of the onus for habitat restoration has fallen on local watershed
councils. The majority of councils' funding comes from grants from state and federal sources.
Limitations with which these funds are made available, including the amount of funds allotted to council
coordination, project management, and other stewardship positions, reduces the autonomy that council
have in determining the best investments for funds.

Findings from this study suggest that there is a sizable wealth in the Coquille watershed that is dependent
on continued watershed health. Furthermore findings suggest that there is some willingness from local
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landowners and business owners to support the efforts of the CWA in maintaining and improving the
health of the resource. While there are many strategies that the council can pursue in tapping this wealth,
some strategies appear more appropriate than others.

Particularly, a donation strategy can be pursued to produce an initial revenue stream. Mid-term strategies
can include the investigation of the formation of a service district and the pursuit of a property tax or realestate tax measure. Longer term strategies might include the development of strategic alliances with
"green" businesses that would be willing to support the CWA with all or part of their profits. Another
long-term strategy to work towards is the establishment of an endowment that could be based on land
donations.

Clearly, opportunities exist for the CWA to diversify their sources of funding to augment state and federal
grants. This diversification will help to give the CWA more autonomy in deciding what projects are
worthy of implementation; it will give them more security in funding their administrative needs; it will
give them a greater sense of ownership of their organization. If the CWA proves successful in their
efforts, they may provide a model for other watershed councils who are facing fierce competition in the
drive to secure limited state and federal funds.
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Appendix A. Survey educational insert about theCWA
The following information was included in half of the surveys sent out to test for an effect of the
educational insert on responses. No significant effect was found. The original insert fit on one page front
and back. Due to formatting limitations for this report, the insert is presented on the following three
pages.

Information About the Coquille Watershed Association

Mission Statement
The Coquille Watershed Association (CWA) is a nonprofit corporation. The CWA is comprised of a
broad array of participants with interests, livelihoods, or land ownership found in the Coquille watershed.
It has the following mission:
The CWA has a vision of the Coquille system in which commercial activities occur so that resource
values are integrated. The vision includes the following:
• Create water quality conditions that will meet Clean Water Act standards.
• Enhance native fish survival and production. Increase salmonid production in the basin.
• Create an understanding and acceptance of the need for sustainable economic activities representing
long-term resource conservation.
• Respect private property rights during the implementation of projects designed to improve watershed
productivity and health. The CWA will only engage in a project with written permission of the
landowner. Any commitments the landowner makes will be clearly defined and strictly on a
voluntary basis. Adequate language will be added to agreements to assure property owners that no
hidden claim to their land will result from the implementation of a project.

Goals
Provide an organizational framework to coordinate the assessment of the watershed's conditions, and test
new management practices that are designed to support environmental integrity and economic stability for
the communities of the Coquille watershed and adjacent areas.

Objectives
•

•

•
•

•

•
•

To facilitate communication between affected
landowners, citizens, political organizations,
associations, and agencies within the Coquille
watershed.
To provide a framework to coordinate projects and
management practices within the Coquille watershed
that will improve its overall health.
To coordinate comprehensive programs for the
strategic management of the Coquille Watershed.
To provide the opportunity to resolve problems and
conflicts arising over the management of and
management practices within the Coquille
watershed.
To provide opportunities for community-based
education on the values and function of the Coquille
Watershed.
To monitor and evaluate activities accomplished
through the Coquille Watershed Association.
To solicit funding and other resources to implement
the objectives of the Coquille Watershed
Association.

Membership
The membership of the Association has three types of members: Active, Executive Council, and Officers.
Any individual or organization supporting the purpose and mission of the Coquille Watershed
Association can become an active member. To be an active member you must pay dues as established by
the Executive Council (currently $2.50/year). Active members elect the Executive Council. The
Executive Council shall have no more than 30 members and represents various areas, organizations
(interests), and land ownership found with the Coquille watershed. The Executive Council nominates and
elects the Board of Officers, which consists of the President, Vice President, Secretary and Treasurer,
Officer at Large, and Resource Advisor. The Executive Council and the Board of Officers meets on a
monthly basis. All actions and decisions must be approved by consensus of all members present.
Consensus means that all members present are in agreement with, or have no opinion on the issue under
consideration.

The Coquille River and Major Tributaries
The 1,059 square mile Coquille River Watershed is the third largest river system in Oregon. The majority
of the watershed lies in Coos County. The remainder is in Douglas County and a small area in Curry
County. The Coquille's three major tributaries, the North (including the East Fork), Middle and South
Forks, join the main stem within a few miles up and down stream of the town of Myrtle Point and flows
into the Pacific Ocean at Bandon. There are 3,280 miles of stream within the watershed. Although the
watershed is large, the estuary of the Coquille River is one of the smallest in the state. The lower bay of
the Coquille is long and narrow, measuring about 763 acres.

Accomplishments of the Coquille Watershed Association
At any given time the CWA is managing six to ten different grants. Currently, the CWA has an annual
working budget of about $1 million. In its first five years of operation, the association has received nearly

$3 million in grant funds for ground restoration projects, monitoring and administration. These projects
have included riparian planting and fencing of roughly 90 miles of stream, replacement or retrofitting of
nine culverts that were critical to fish passage and placement of over 157 instream structures designed to
create pools, catch spawning gravel, increase stream complexity and create juvenile salmon rearing habit.
The CWA has worked with over 160 private landowners to implement these projects on their land.
The CWA has a full time coordinator and a full-time projects manager to oversee the association's work
and continue to solicit funds for restoration work. The coordinator is responsible for writing grants to
fund on the groundwork and pay for the operating expenses of the council. Primary sources of funding
for the council include state and federal agency grants.

Funding problems for watershed councils
The number of watershed councils working statewide to address resource conservation, salmon
restoration and water quality issues has expanded rapidly since the CWA was formed five years ago.
There are now over 70 councils across Oregon's landscapes doing work similar to that of the CWA. With
this increased statewide awareness and interest in watershed management, there comes increased
competition for limited state and federal funds.
The CWA has relied heavily, almost exclusively, on state and federal sources to support their efforts.
Recent funding allocation decisions from GWEB, to fund only one council support coordinator per
watershed, has threatened the essential position of projects manager for the CWA. The question arises as
to how to adequately fund council support. Watershed councils, like the CWA, are expected to be the
backbone of the habitat portion of The Oregon Plan. According to The Oregon Plan (TOP) the number
one limiting factor facing watershed councils is:
" [a] lack [of] long-term stable funding sources to maintain
necessary infrastructure. The strength of watershed councils is in
their leadership and their ability to galvanize local support for
watershed protection and restoration. In order to be effective
leaders, councils must be able to develop a stable
infrastructure...stable long-term funding for watershed councils
and in particular for coordinators is an issue that remains
unsolved. To retain the local autonomy needed to be effective,
councils must work at becoming self-supporting by obtaining
funding through local governments, local business, industry and
grants from state, federal and private sources." (State of Oregon,
1997, emphasis mine).

Funding solutions for the CWA
Watersheds which have endangered or threatened species or water-quality limited streams can be subject
to land-use restrictions under the Clean Water Act and the Endangered Species Act. These rules tend to
make landowners fearful for the economic viability of their land. The strategies in this survey ask if local
landowners and other citizens are willing to invest in the ecological integrity of their watershed, and
hence their economic future. The Coquille Watershed Association is one such means to do so.
Local funding can help provide the CWA with greater autonomy in manifesting its vision. The
community may be able to provide the $100,000 per year needed to ensure council coordination and
project management. This will give the CWA greater certainty in engaging in long-term resource
planning and create a greater sense of local ownership in the watershed management process.
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Appendix B. Demographics of respondents
Sex. More males than females responded to the survey. There does not appear to be any appreciable
difference in gender with those willing to pay more than $100 annually (Figure B-1).
Figure B-1 Sex distribution.

Income. Respondents tended to have higher annual incomes than the average Coos County resident.
Those willing to pay over $100 annually had higher incomes yet (Figure B-2).
Figure B-2 Income distribution.

Years in watershed. The average number of years that respondents had lived in the watershed was 27.
A distribution is given in Figure B-3.
Figure B-3 Years in watershed distribution.

Educational attainment. Survey respondents were, on average, more educated than the average Coos
County resident. Those willing to pay over $100 had even higher educational attainments (Figure B-4).
Figure B-4 Educational attainment distribution.

Age distribution. The average survey respondent was older than the Coos County average. Those
willing to pay over $100 annually tended to be younger than the average respondent (Figure B-5).
Figure B-5 Age distribution.

Employment status. A little less than half of the respondents were fully retired. About one-fourth were
self-employed and another fourth were working full or part-time for pay. Those willing to pay over $100
annually were more likely to be self-employed and less likely to be retired (Figure B-6).
Figure B-6 Employment status distribution.

Appendix C. Discriminant analysis of strategies

Description of analysis. Discriminant analysis is a procedure for identifying relationships between
qualitative criterion variables and quantitative predictor variables. Alternatively, one can think of the
analysis as a procedure for identifying boundaries between groups of objects, the boundaries being
defined in terms of those variable characteristics which distinguish or discriminate the objects in the
respective criterion groups. The benefits of the technique are that we can learn which variables are
related to the criterion variable, and secondly we will be able to predict values of the criterion variable
when given values of the predictor variable (Kachigan 1991).

The discriminant analysis uses a weighted combination of predictor variable values to classify an object
into one of the criterion variable groups. The discriminant function is nothing more than a derived
variable defined as a weighted sum of values on individual predictor variables. A stepwise procedure was
employed to allow the use of a smaller set of predictor variables that discriminate between the criterion
groups. Wilk's Lambda was used as a discrimination index.

For this analysis, we are primarily concerned with whether individuals consider a particular fundraising
strategy fair and whether or not they are willing to pay for or support it. Each of the five strategies
presented in the analysis were run as criterion variables with all the possible predictor variables.

A discriminant analysis was run using SAS 9.0. The criterion variables were entered as dummy variables
(e.g. selecting 1 or 2 on willingness to pay property tax was classified as a not willing to pay(0), whereas
selecting a 3 or 4 was classified as willing to pay(1)). Based on the analysis, a series of steps were
computed. The maximum significance for F to enter was .1 and the minimum significance for F to
remove was .3.

Due to a high non-response rate on particular questions, the total number of valid cases for the analysis
was generally around 5 percent. The analysis was then rerun using only those variables that were
significant in the first analysis. This increased the overall number of valid cases to 50-80 percent, which
improved the validity of the analysis. The standardized canonical discriminant function coefficients are
given for the discriminant function, along with the stepwise variable P-values.

Key assumptions. It is assumed that the variance of a given predictor variable is the same in the
respective populations from which our groups of objects have been drawn. Secondly, it is necessary that
the correlation between any two predictor variables is the same in the respective populations from which
our alternative criterion variables have been sampled. In other words, the correlation matrix of the
predictor variables must be the same in each group (Kachigan 1991).
Table C-1 Property tax willingness to pay.

Step

Variable added

P value

1

WTP

.000

2

RESLOGOV

.003

N=228 (58.6%)
PT WTP= .850(WTP) + .344(RESLOGOV)

Table C-2 Real-estate tax willingness to pay.

Step

Variable added

P value

1

EDUCATIO

.000

2

TRADEOFF

.001

3

RESLANDO

.002

N=214 (55.0%)
RE_WTP= .657 (EDUCATIO) -.513(TRADEOFF) + .460(RESLANDO)

Table C-3 Utility bill donation willingness to pay

Step

Variable added

P value

1

RESLANDO

.000

2

EDCUATIO

.019

3

TRADEOFF

.027

N=219 (56.3%)
ED_WTP= . 700(RESLANDO) + .418(ED UCATIO) - .406(TRADEOFF)

Table C-4 Fundraising donation willingness to pay

Step

Variable added

P value

1

RESBUSIN

.000

2

AGRICULT

.006

3

WTP

.013

N=193 (49.6%)
FD_WTP= .688(RESBUSIN) +.433(AGRICULT) + .426(WTP)

Table C-5 Fish angling fee willingness to pay

Step

Variable added

P value

1

TRADEOFF

.000

2

EDUCATIO

.003

N=182 (46.8%)
Fl WTP= .752(TRADEOFF) - .617(EDUCATIO)

Table C-6 Purchase products that support watershed management.

Step
1
N=293 (81.2%)

Variable added
BENWQUAN

P value
.003

D_PURCH=1 (BENWQUAN)

Table C-7 Willing to frequent businesses that support watershed management.

Step
1

Variable added
RESPERSL

P value
.000

N=208 (57.6%)
D_FREBUS= 1 (RESPERSL)

Table C-8 Property tax considered fair.

Step
1

2
3
N=196(50.4%)

Variable added
WTP
RESBUSIN
RESPERSL

P value
.000
.001
.042

PT FAIR=.682(W7P) + .385(RESBUSIN) +.241(RESPERSL)
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Table C-9 Real-estate tax considered fair.

Step

Variable added

P value

1

TRADEOFF

.000

2

RESLANDO

.004

3

INCOME

.013

4

SEX

.046

N=201 (51.7%)
RE_FAIR= -.609(TRADEOFF) + .498(RESLANDO) + .347(SEX) + .432(INCOME)
Table C-10 Utility bill donation considered fair.

Step

Variable added

P value

1

REBUSIN

.000

2

AGE

.000

3

TRADEOFF

.047

N=236 (60.7%)
ED_FAIR=-.643(RESBUSIN) + .583(AGE) + .332(TRADEOFF)
Table C-11 Fund-raising donation considered fair.

Step

Variable added

P value

1

RESBUSIN

.000

2

AGRICULT

.005

N=182 (46.8%)
FD_FAIR=.831(RESBUSIN) + .599(AGRICULT)

Table C-12 Fish angling fee considered fair.

Step

Variable added

P value

1

TRADEOFF

.000

2

EDUCATIO

.006

N=232 (59.6%)
Fl_FAIR= .738(TRADEOFF) - .581(EDUCATIO)

Table C-13 Variables in the analysis

Variable
abbreviation
AGRICULT
BENWQUAN

Description

Range

Do you manage land for agriculture?
How important is water quantity in impacting your
economic livelihood?

TRADEOFF

Watershed issues involve difficult tradeoffs
between environmental and economic
considerations. Please indicate which statement
best describes your attitude by marking an X in the
space that is near it.

1=yes; 0=no
1=high
3=moderate
5=none
1= The highest priority should be given
to protecting environmental conditions
even if there are negative economic
consequences.
5= The highest priority should be given
to economic considerations even if there
are negative environmental
consequences.

RESBUSIN

Please rate the level of responsibility you think
local businesses should have in financially
supporting watershed management.
Please rate the level of responsibility you think
landowners doing restoration projects should have
in financially supporting watershed management.
Please rate the level of responsibility you think
local government should have in financially
supporting watershed management.
Do you think that you and other local people
(including the populations of Bandon, Coquille,
Myrtle Point, Broadbent, and Powers) have a
responsibility in financially supporting watershed
management in the Coquille basin through the
Coquille Watershed Association?

1=high
3=moderate
5=none
1=high
3=moderate
5=none
1=high
3=moderate
5=none
1=yes
0=no

AGE
SEX

How much would you be willing to pay annually
to support watershed management in the Coquille
basin?
How old are you?
What sex are you?

1=nothing
5=$40-59
8=$100+
Continuous
1=Male
2=Female

EMPLOY
INCOME

What is your occupation?
What is your annual household income?

EDUCATIO

What is your education level?

RESLANDO

RESLOGOV

RESPERSL

WTP

Scale 1-7
1 is low 7 is high
1=Elementary school
4=Some college
8=Completed graduate or post-graduate
degree

Appendix D. Survey instrument
The following survey was mailed to 1800 households and businesses in the Coquille basin. The actual
survey was printed on blue paper and was folded into an 8.5" x 6" booklet. A self-addressed stamped
envelope was provided.

Providing Long-term Funding for Watershed Management

A SURVEY OF RESIDENTS IN THE COQUILLE WATERSHED

Laura Anderson
Oregon State University
Coos County Extension Office
290 N. Central
Coquille, Oregon 97423
Phone: 541-396-3121 ext. 240
Email: landerson@oce.orst.edu

Dear Watershed Dweller,
As a resident of the Coquille Watershed, you may have heard about salmon and watershed restoration
efforts in your area. Knowing how people view their watershed is an important step in helping policy makers
develop long-term sustainable funding sources for resource management. My name is Laura Anderson, and I am a
graduate student at Oregon State University. I am researching local attitudes about watershed management and
potential solutions for providing long-term local funding for restoration efforts.
Watershed councils are expected to be the backbone of the habitat portion of the Oregon Plan for Salmon
and Watersheds. According to The Oregon Plan the number one limiting factor facing watershed councils is: "
...[a] lack [of] long-term stable funding sources to maintain necessary infrastructure. " (The Oregon Plan, 1997).
Your business or household is one of a small number in which people in the Coquille Watershed are
being asked to give their opinions on watershed issues. It was drawn randomly from a list of all Coquille
watershed business and property owners registered at the Coos County tax assessor's office. In order that the
results of this study truly represent the thinking of people in your community, it is important the each
questionnaire be completed and returned in the envelope provided. I greatly appreciate your participation in this
survey.
Your participation is completely voluntary. The opinions you share are very important and I am committed
to protecting your confidentiality. The ID number on the front page is used to determine survey response rate and to
mail a copy of the results of this project, if you so desire. When I receive your completed survey, I will separate this
ID page from the rest of the survey. Your name will never appear on the survey or in any printed materials. Please
don't hesitate to contact me if you have any questions or concerns regarding this survey.
Thank you,

Laura Anderson
Master's Student, Marine Resource Management Program
Oregon State University
Contact information on front cover

Q-1. How many years have you lived in the Coquille watershed? (Please indicate total number of years)

Q-2. Please indicate if you manage your land for any of the following purposes. (circle one number for each)

Yes

No

1

Pasture/rangeland

1

2

2

Forestry

1

2

3

Agriculture (not livestock)

1

2

Q-3. Which statement best describes your opinion of the overall health of the Coquille watershed? For the purposes
of this survey we define watershed health with good water quantity and quality, diverse wildlife, and stable
streambanks with plentiful vegetation. (circle one response)

1

Current health is excellent and can provide a model for other watersheds.

2

Current health is satisfactory and no significant restoration is necessary.

3

Parts of the watershed are degraded and need minor restoration.

4

Parts of the watershed are degraded and need major restoration.

5

The entire watershed is seriously degraded and needs major restoration.

6

Don't know/ No opinion

Q-4. How important is each of the following components of watershed health in impacting your economic
livelihood? (circle one response per line)
No

Significant Moderate

benefits

benefits

benefits

a. Streamside vegetation

5

4

3

2

1

b. Water quality

5

4

3

2

1

c. Aesthetic qualities

5

4

3

2

1

d. Stream bank stability

5

4

3

2

1

e. Flood protection

5

4

3

2

1

f. Fish runs

5

4

3

2

1

g. Water quantity

5

4

3

2

1
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Not
sure

NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS

Q-5. Are you aware of the Coquille Watershed Association? (circle one response)
a. Yes, I am a member .
b. I am familiar with their work, but I am not a member.
c. I vaguely remember hearing the name, but I don't know what they do.
d. No, I've never heard of them (other than information in this survey).

Q-6. Does your economic livelihood benefit from the work of the Coquille Watershed Association? (circle one
response)
Significant

Moderate

No

Not sure/

benefits

benefits

benefits

Don't know

5

4

3

2

1

NS

Q-7. Watershed issues involve difficult tradeoffs between environmental and economic considerations. Please
indicate which statement best describes your attitude by marking an X in the space that is near it.

The highest priority should

The highest priority should be

be given to protecting

given to economic considerations

environmental conditions

even if there are negative

even if there are negative

environmental consequences.

economic consequences.

Q-8. The current funding structure for watershed councils is based primarily on grants from state and federal
sources. Some argue that this structure is adequate and will provide the funding necessary for watershed
management now and in the future. Others argue that potential political change may compromise the availability of
government funds over the long-term.

Do you believe that the current funding structure for watershed councils is sufficient or not sufficient for long-term
management of watershed resources?

1 Yes, it is sufficient
2 No, it is not sufficient
3 Don't know/ No opinion
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Q-9. About two-thirds of the annual budget for the Coquille Watershed Association (CWA), is allocated through
grants set up by The Oregon Plan for Salmon and Watersheds. The rest is received from various federally funded
programs. Please rate the level of responsibility you think that each of the following parties should have in
financially supporting watershed management. (circle one response per line)

High

None

Moderate

Not sure

a. Local citizens

5

4

3

2

1

NS

b. State government

5

4

3

2

1

NS

c. Federal government

5

4

3

2

1

NS

d. Local businesses

5

4

3

2

1

NS

e. Landowners

5

4

3

2

1

NS

4

3

2

1

NS

doing restoration projects
f. Local government

5

Q-10. Do you think that you and other local people (including the populations of Bandon, Coquille, Myrtle Point,
Broadbent, and Powers) have a responsibility in financially supporting watershed management in the Coquille basin
through the Coquille Watershed Association?

1 Don't know/ No opinion
2 Yes

LI:

No
If "No", then describe why not...

Q-11. How much would you be willing to pay annually to support watershed management in the Coquille basin?
(circle one response)

1

Nothing

2

$ 1-10

3

$10-19

4

$20-39

5

$40-59

6

$60-79

7

$80-99

8

$100 or more

9

(how much?

)
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On the next page are various scenarios that aim to generate about $100,000 annually for the Coquille Watershed
Association (CWA). This level of funding would support two staff (Coordinator and Project Manager) and overhead
office expenses. This recognizes that a Coordinator has the ability to write grants and thus leverage funds from
many other sources, and a Project Manager is required to ensure that the on-the-ground watershed restoration
projects of the CWA are carried out successfully. Keep this in mind as you continue to answer the next set of
questions.

Q-12. The following are scenarios for locally funding watershed management. Please indicate whether you
consider each scenario fair or unfair in targeting the appropriate stakeholder groups in the Coquille watershed. Also
indicate your willingness to pay for or participate in each of the scenarios. Think of your response from Q-12 as the
dollar figure you would be willing to pay each year. (circle one response for fairness and one response for
willingness to pay for or support for each line)

Willing to pay for or
Consider fair?

Yes

Somewhat

support?

No

Not
sure

Yes

Somewhat

No

Not
sure

A To pay an increased
property tax to support
watershed management.

4

3

2

1

NS

4

3

2

1

NS

B To pay a tax on real-estate
purchases in the Coquille
watershed.

4

3

2

1

NS

4

3

2

1

NS

C To donate as you pay your
monthly water or electric
utility bill.

4

3

2

1

NS

4

3

2

1

NS

4

3

2

1

NS

4

3

2

1

NS

4

3

2

1

NS

4

3

2

1

NS

D To donate to an annual
fundraising campaign to
support watershed
management.
E To pay an annual fee to
obtain a special license to fish
recreationally on the Coquille
River.

Q-13. Please indicate how likely you would be to patronize local businesses (more often than usual) that financially
support watershed management in the Coquille basin?

1

very likely

2

somewhat likely

3

not likely

4

not sure

Q-14. Please indicate how likely you would be to purchase products (more often than usual) that donate a
percentage of their profits to support watershed management in the Coquille basin?

1

very likely

2

somewhat likely

3

not likely

4

not sure

Q-15. Do you own your own business?

1 No (skip to Q-16).
2 Yes (continue Q-15a)

Q-15a. How likely are you to

invest

in the health of the Coquille watershed as part of your business

strategy?

1

very likely

2

somewhat likely

3

not likely

4
not sure
Q-16. Please circle your age group.

1

Under 20

2

20-29

3

30-39

4

40-55

5

56-64

6

65-75

7

over 75
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Q-17. Are you:

1

Male

2

Female

Q-18. Circle which of the following best describes your employment situation?
1

Self-employed
What industry?

2

Working full or part-time for pay
What industry?

3

Looking for work

4

Not employed outside the home
Fully retired

5
6
7

Full or part-time student
Other (specify

Q-19. Please circle the highest level of education you have completed.
1
2

Elementary school
Junior high school

3

High school diploma

4
5

Junior college degree or certification

6

Some college

7

Completed 4 year college degree
Some graduate courses

8

Completed graduate or post-graduate degree

Q-20. Please circle your average annual household income before taxes over the last five years.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Less than $15,000
$15,000-$25,000
$25,001-$35,000
$35,000-$50,000
$50,000-$75,000
$75,000-$100,00
more than $100,000 (how much?

Q-21 . Would you like a copy of the results of this survey mailed to you?

1

Yes

2

No
Your comments will be appreciated, either here or in a separate envelope.

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Thank you for your time!
Please stuff this survey in the postage-free envelope provided and drop it in the mail.
Please return within one week.

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Notes

1 This designation is based on US Geological Survey four level hierarchical system for delineating hydrologic units.
2

Population was estimated by running ZIP code searches for the cities of Myrtle Point, Powers, Bandon, Broadbent,

Coquille and Camas Valley in US Census data.
3

The methodology used to distill county agricultural data to the watershed level involved using both US agricultural

census data and OSU Extension data. Census data was searched by ZIP code to determine the percentage of county
production (by commodity) that occurs in the watershed. These percentages were applied to OSU Extension data,
which was considered to be a more accurate source than the census data.
4

Farm-gate values were derived using US Agricultural Census ZIP code search data to determine the percentage of

each commodity produced in the Coquille watershed as compared to the rest of Coos County. These percentages
were applied to OSU Extension Service data on Coos County agricultural production.
5 Millpond value is defined as the economic revenue from the timber, after harvest and transport to the millpond site.
6 Due to the Northwest Forest Plan implemented in the early 1990's, harvest on BLM lands was reduced drastically.
Over 2/3 of federally owned forest land in the state of Oregon was put into late successional reserves, leaving only
1/3 harvestable.
7 The models use the following data and assumptions. Recreation in-river fishery data were taken from angler punch
card data. An estimated number of fish was averaged between the years 1985 and 1995.
Ocean fishery data were derived from Code Wire Tag recovery data, available for 1983 to1985 brood years of fall
Chinook and 1983 and 1985 brood years of spring Chinook and 1982 to 1986 brood years of Coho salmon, released
from the Butte Falls/Bandon and Cole Rivers hatcheries. The number of recovered tagged fish was multiplied by 4
for fall Chinook (released fish to tagged fish ratio). All spring Chinook were tagged. This gave a figure for the total
number of hatchery fish available. An assumption of 1 hatchery to 5 wild fish was used for fall Chinook and 2
hatchery fish to 3 wild fish was used for calculating the total number of spring Chinook. These totals were divided
by the number of brood years in the study (3 and 2 for fall and spring Chinook respectively). The calculation gave
an estimate of the total number of Coquille river fish landed commercially per year in the open ocean. The same
process was used to estimate the total number of fish harvested recreationally in the open ocean.
8

It should be noted that these studies do not separate business travel from pleasure seeking travel. Radtke

(Lettman, Radtke, Warner and Griffith 1993) finds it troubling that employment in the key tourism industry (hotels
and other lodging places) increased only 20 percent over the ten-year time frame, according to state employment
data. According to him, other sectors within the tourism industry must be growing at a rate much greater than 20
percent in order for all tourism to increase by 65 percent as the Runyon report indicates.
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9 Value-added processing is the transformation of raw material (through the production process) using additional
labor and capital, to a more finished product that has a higher value. Each successive level of processing allows the
product to be sold at a higher price than the previous product or original raw material. For instance, trees can be cut
into logs, then milled into lumber, then crafted into furniture, toys or other products. Green marketing is the process
by which businesses produce, label, distribute and/or sell goods and services (many times at a premium price) to
consumers who prefer purchasing products that are generated in a more environmentally responsible manner.
10

Although certification has promise, wide spread adoption has been limited by an number of factors. Demand

from consumers has not been overwhelming, although polling indicated that given a choice, a substantial percentage
of the public is interested in purchasing environmentally friendly wood. Another potential barrier is the expense and
complexity of the certification and monitoring process. Some certification standards require substantial changes in
forest management, which are undoubtedly perceived by some landowners as too onerous. Many lumber mill
owners and manufacturers have been reluctant to implement procedures necessary to separate sustainably grown
timber from traditionally grown timber. Certification in general is hampered by the existence of several different
schemes, each managed according to different philosophies. Confusion in the marketplace is inevitable and may be
the single greatest barrier to overall acceptance of the concept. (Vickerman 1998).
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