
                   

  
September 25, 2015 
 
 
SENT VIA ONLINE FORM AND VIA EMAIL  
 
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality  
Dennis Ades, Project Lead; Courtney Brown, Project Manager  
700 NE Multnomah St., Suite 600  
Portland, OR 97232-4100  
ades.dennis@deq.state.or.us and brown.courtney@deq.state.or.us 

 
RE: Comments on August 2015 Proposed Water Quality Trading Rule, OAR 340 Division 39  
       Comments on the September 2015 Internal Management Directive 
 
Dear Mr. Ades and Ms. Brown:   
 
The Oregon Farm Bureau Federation (OFB), the Oregon Cattlemen’s Association (OCA), Oregon Dairy 
Farmers Association (ODFA) and the Oregon Seed Council (OSC) (collectively the “Oregon Agricultural 
Organizations”) submit the following comments regarding the proposed water quality trading rules, OAR 
340 Division 39, and the associated Draft Internal Management Directive (IMD).  
 
Introduction 
The Oregon Agricultural Organizations are concerned that the proposed water quality trading rules and 
Draft IMD do not properly account for the role of the Oregon Department of Agriculture (ODA) in 
managing agriculture’s role in water quality.  The proposed water quality trading rules and Draft IMD 
place too much authority in the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) to develop practices 
and determine regulatory compliance for agricultural lands – both roles that the ODA holds under the 
Agricultural Water Quality Management Act (SB 1010). Under SB 1010, water quality practices for 
Oregon agriculture are already regulated and monitored by the ODA, and the program has seen great 
success since its implementation.  The draft trading rules and related administrative guidance have the 
potential to usurp ODA’s oversight and the 1010 program, and create a new set of standards governing 
agricultural producers.  It is the Oregon Agricultural Organizations’ understanding that DEQ intends for 
the trading program to be administered with input from ODA and in a manner that is consistent with the 
SB 1010 program.  To effectuate this intent, the Oregon Agricultural Organizations request that DEQ 
modify the proposed water quality trading rules to address the current inconsistencies with the SB 1010 
program and to ensure the water quality program respects ODA’s role in regulating agriculture. 
 
Oregon Agricultural Organizations 
The OFB is a voluntary, grassroots, nonprofit organization representing Oregon’s farmers and ranchers in 
the public and policymaking arenas. As Oregon’s largest general farm organization, its primary goal is to 
promote educational improvement, economic opportunity, and social advancement for its members and 
the farming, ranching, and natural resources industry as a whole. Today, OFB represents over 7,000 



member families professionally engaged in the industry and has a total membership of over 60,000 
Oregon families.   
 
The OCA is the voice of the cattle industry in Oregon.  Its mission is to advance the economic, political 
and social interest of the Oregon cattle industry.  Cattle producers number 13,000 in the state and utilize 
57% of the agricultural lands in Oregon for cattle production.  The OCA represents these producers, many 
of whom hold grazing permits and leases on federal, public, and state lands.  
 
The ODFA was founded in 1892 to work on behalf of the Oregon dairy farmers. Today, ODFA represents 
Oregon’s 240 dairy farming families. Dairy farms are located in 20 counties and approximately 125,000 
cows call Oregon “home.” ODFA works to create an atmosphere that is conducive for Oregon dairy 
producers of all sizes and types of production in all areas of the state. 
 
The OSC’s mission is to bring about greater unity of purpose, policy, and program among various 
agencies directly or indirectly interested in the seed industry of the state of Oregon by serving as a central 
clearing house of information, ideas, and suggestions for improvements in the production and distribution 
of seeds, by promoting a better understanding and closer relationship between the various interested 
agencies, by developing and putting into effect the policies and programs upon which the various 
agencies represented may come to an agreement and by assisting generally to overcome various problems 
confronting or that may confront the seed industry within the state of Oregon. 
 
The Oregon Agricultural Organizations’ members farm and ranch on lands that are also valued and 
managed for the protection of fish and wildlife habitat, riparian vegetation, clean water, and recreation.  
Our members take seriously the importance of managing these lands for the sustained yield of renewable 
resources and for the conservation of their many uses, including farming and ranching.  
 
Comments on OAR Chapter 340, Division 039 Rules. 
 

1. The Trading Program Should Not Require Prescriptive “Best Management Practices” for 
Agricultural Lands Engaged in a Trade. 

 
The trading rules define “Best Management Practices” and associated “BMP Quality Standards” that 
apply to a water quality trade. Draft OAR 340-039-0005(1,2).  The use of prescriptive “Best Management 
Practices” is inconsistent with SB 1010 and is not practical for trades involving agricultural lands.  As the 
SB 1010 program has long-recognized, a one-sized fits all approach is not scientifically supported for 
agricultural lands and practices, or for the wide variety of stream and river systems in Oregon.  As such, 
SB 1010 relies on a conditions based program that dictates the condition the land is expected to achieve, 
and leaves it to the landowner to determine how to best achieve that outcome.   
 
For example, local area rules state that “[s]treamside  area conditions shall allow the establishment, 
growth, and/or maintenance of native or non-native riparian vegetation appropriate to the site capability, 
that is sufficient to encourage shade and to protect the streamside area during high stream flow events up 
to and including those expected to occur during or following a 25-year, 24 hour storm event.”  See, e.g., 
OAR 603-095-1240(2)(a).  The rule requires a site-by-site evaluation of whether the the stream condition 
is providing the outcome expected under the rule. If a landowner has questions or concerns about what 
they must do to meet the standard, they can work with ODA and their local Soil and Water Conservation 
District to determine whether their land management is meeting the requirements of the rule.  ODA’s site-
specific approach has been very successful in improving water quality near agricultural lands while 
ensuring that Oregon’s producers retain the flexibility that they need to continue to operate successfully.   
 



Implementation of SB 1010 requires a scientifically supported site-by-site evaluation and site-specific 
conditions designed to achieve the desired outcomes.  For the trading program to be consistent with SB 
1010, it must also require a site-by-site evaluation to determine what site conditions are scientifically 
necessary to achieve the water quality benefits of a trading project.  To achieve this result, the Oregon 
Agricultural Organizations recommend modifying the definition of “Best Management Practices” and 
“BMP Quality Standards” to clarify that the practices and standards will be site-specific, and will account 
for the specific waterbody, landscape, and agricultural operations involved in the trade.  The Oregon 
Agricultural Organizations recommend the following modifications to the draft rule, with changes 
indicated in bold: 
 
(1) Best Management Practices (BMPs) Site Conditions (SC): Site Specific inIn-water or land-based 
conservation or restoration actions that will reduce pollutant loading or create other water quality benefits. 
BMPs SC will be developed on a project-by-project basis using the best available science, and will 
include, but are not limited to, structural and nonstructural controls and procedures. 

 
(2) BMP SC Quality Standards: Site Specific specifications for the design, implementation, maintenance 
and performance tracking, including long term water quality monitoring, of a particular SC that ensure 
the estimated water quality benefits of a trading project are achieved, and that allow for confirmation that 
the SC is continuing to perform as described in an approved trading plan.  
 
 

2. The Baseline is Inconsistent with SB 1010. 
 

Definitions. The draft rules define the “Trading Baseline” as a “Pollutant load reductions, BMP 
requirement or site conditions that must be met under pre-existing legal requirements.” Draft OAR 340-
039-0005(6).  As discussed above, the SB 1010 program is a conditions-based program, and requires the 
landowner to maintain site conditions that achieve the desired outcomes under the local area rules.  The 
SB 1010 program has long recognized that an individual landowner or operator is not responsible for 
achieving water quality standards and the associated pollutant load reductions.  Rather, ODA evaluates 
the progress of the agricultural community toward meeting water quality standards across the watershed 
as a whole. As such, “pollutant load reductions” are not an appropriate baseline for trades involving 
agricultural lands. Instead, the only applicable baseline should only be the site conditions that must be met 
under SB 1010, as those are the only components of the SB 1010 program for which the individual 
landowner is responsible.  The Oregon Agricultural Organizations recommend the following 
modifications to the draft rule to resolve this issue:   
 
(6) Trading Baseline: Pollutant load reductions, BMP Site Condition requirements, or site conditions that 
must be met under pre-existing legal requirements. For trades on agricultural lands, the trading 
baseline will be the site conditions that must be met under the local area rules for the watershed in 
which the property is located. 
 
Requirements for Trading Baseline.  The draft rules provide that the trading baseline must account for 
preexisting regulatory requirements applicable in or relevant to the trading area, including, but not limited 
to, “rules issued by Oregon Department of Agriculture in an agricultural water quality management area 
under OAR chapter 603 division 095,” which is the 1010 program. Draft OAR 340-039-0030(1)(b). 
However, the trading baseline can also include “other applicable rules affecting nonpoint source 
requirements” or “the requirements a designated management agency establishes to comply with a DEQ-
issued TMDL water quality management plan or another water pollution control plan adopted by rule or 
issued by order under ORS 468B.015 or ORS 468B.110.” Draft OAR 340-039-0030(1)(h, j).  The rule 
further provides that “[i]f DEQ finds that additional requirements beyond the regulatory requirements 
described in OAR 340-039-0030(1)(j) are necessary to demonstrate progress towards achieving pollutant 



load reductions, DEQ may impose additional baseline requirements in the trading plan, consistent with 
assumptions of any applicable TMDL or water pollution control plan.” Draft OAR 340-039-0030(2).  As 
discussed above, the only applicable water quality baseline for agricultural trades should only be the site 
conditions that must be met under SB 1010.  To that end, the Oregon Agricultural Organizations request 
that DEQ remove the ambiguity in the draft rules discussed above.  
 
Specifically, DEQ should clarify what Draft OAR 340-039-0030(1)(j) intends to accomplish.  While 
irrigation districts will occasionally serve as DMAs for TMDL implementation within their boundaries, 
those requirements apply only to the district’s management of its irrigation systems, not to the landowners 
and private property within the district’s boundaries.  The conditions on the land itself would be governed 
by the local area plan and the regulatory requirements in the local area rules. Draft OAR 340-039-
0030(1)(j) should be removed, as SB 1010 provides the applicable requirements for landowners within 
irrigation districts. 
 
Next, the only “other applicable rules” that could potentially apply to agricultural lands under Draft OAR 
340-039-0030(1)(h) would be any local or county ordinances that require specific actions of landowners 
(for example, conditions associated with building permits within floodplains).  These rules are not 
intended to achieve water quality standards and are not, therefore, an appropriate baseline requirement for 
agricultural lands for trading purposes.  The rule should be clarified to indicate that the only rules that 
apply to agricultural lands to establish baseline are the local area rules developed under SB 1010.   
 
Further, DEQ should remove the “backstop” provision contained in Draft OAR 340-039-0030(2), which 
authorizes DEQ to set its own baseline in the event “DEQ finds that additional requirements beyond the 
regulatory requirements described in OAR 340-039-0030(1)(j) are necessary to demonstrate progress 
towards achieving pollutant load reductions.”  The backstop provision suggests that if DEQ believes that 
additional requirements are necessary beyond those provided in any water quality management plan to 
demonstrate progress toward meeting water quality standards, that DEQ may impose additional baseline 
requirements for agricultural lands.  This is echoed in the IMD, which more broadly states that DEQ may 
invoke the “backstop” if necessary to demonstrate progress towards achieving pollutant load reductions 
and water quality standards. Draft IMD at 29.  This provision puts the trading program at odds with the 
SB 1010 program and is inconsistent with DEQ’s TMDL process.   
 
DEQ approves the water quality management plans that implement TMDLs and is responsible for 
ensuring that they are sufficient to demonstrate progress toward achieving pollutant load reductions. To 
the extent that DEQ is concerned that any water quality management plans are insufficient, the plans 
themselves should be revised directly, and not indirectly challenged through the water quality trading 
program.  Allowing DEQ to set an independent baseline for certain agricultural lands circumvents ODA’s 
role in regulating agricultural lands and developing site-specific conditions to achieve watershed 
compliance in water quality standards. This approach upsets the balance that ODA has set in its local area 
plans, and makes findings about the effectiveness of water quality management plans outside the formal 
TMDL setting process.  DEQ should avoid usurping ODA’s role in setting the baseline, and remove the 
“backstop” provision contained in Draft OAR 340-039-0030(2). 
  
The Oregon Agricultural Organizations recommend the following modifications to the draft rule to clarify 
the baseline for agricultural lands:   
 
 Requirements for Trading Baselines 
(1) Trading baseline must account for the following pre-existing regulatory requirements as applicable in 
or relevant to the trading area:.  Pre-exisitng regulatory requirements may include one or more of the 
following: 
(a) NPDES permit requirements; 



(b) Rules issued by Oregon Department of Agriculture in an agricultural water quality management area 
under OAR chapter 603 division 095; 
(c) Rules issued by Oregon Board of Forestry under OAR chapter 629 divisions 610-680; 
(d) Requirements of a federal land management plan, or an agreement between a federal agency and the 
state; 
(e) Requirements established in a Clean Water Act Section 401 water quality certification; (f) Local 
ordinances; 
(g) Tribal laws, rules, or permits; 
(h) Other applicable rules affecting nonpoint source requirements; 
(i) Projects completed as part of compensatory mitigation or a supplemental environmental project used to 
settle a civil penalty imposed under OAR chapter 340 division 012; 
(j) Regulatory requirements a designated management agency establishes to comply with a DEQ-issued 
TMDL water quality management plan or another water pollution control plan adopted by rule or issued 
by order under ORS 468B.015 or 468B.110. For trades involving agricultural lands, regulatory 
requirements are required land conditions landowners are required to comply with under an 
applicable irrigation district water quality management plan. 
(2) If DEQ finds that additional requirements beyond the regulatory requirements described in OAR 340-
039-0030(1)(j) are necessary to demonstrate progress towards achieving pollutant load reductions, DEQ 
may impose additional baseline requirements in the trading plan, consistent with assumptions of any 
applicable TMDL or water pollution control plan. 
(3) BMPs Site Conditions required to meet baseline requirements and BMPs Site Conditions used to 
generate additional water quality benefits and trade credits may be installed simultaneously.  

 
3. The Process for Developing Credits is Inconsistent with SB 1010. 

 
Under DEQ’s draft rules, tradeable water quality credits are generated when water quality benefits are 
created above the baseline requirements discussed above. The proposed rules define credit as “[a] 
measured or estimated unit of trade that represents the water quality benefit a water quality trading project 
generates at a location over a specified period of time, above baseline requirements and after applying 
trade ratios or any other adjustments.” Draft OAR 340-039-0005(3).   
 
Under the draft rules, BMPs will be used to generate credits for trade. Draft OAR 340-039-0040.  As 
discussed above, SB 1010 requires any land conditions imposed on agricultural producers to be site-
specific and scientifically based.  DEQ must modify its BMPs to be scientifically based, site-specific site 
conditions which are developed on a case-by-case basis for the program to be consistent with the SB 1010 
program and to avoid circumventing ODA’s authority over agricultural water quality management.  To do 
otherwise would create the potential for DEQ to utilize the BMPs for this program as the standard for 
achieving compliance with water quality regulations.  As discussed below, the BMPs provided in the 
IMD are not scientifically supported, were not developed with input from the agricultural community, and 
do not account for the diversity of landscapes and agricultural operations in Oregon.   
 
Similarly, the Oregon Agricultural Organizations believe that the modeling work that DEQ is using to 
determine the credits that will be generated by a trade needs additional vetting and input before it should 
be utilized in this program.  DEQ is utilizing a number of models to correlate the water quality benefits 
(i.e. temperature impact) of BMPs created by the program.  These models contain a number of 
assumptions which the Oregon Agricultural Organizations believe are incorrect due to the lack of data 
used to develop the models and a lack of ground-truthing of the models.  The models have also not been 
made available for review by the Oregon Agricultural Organizations or others, and have not been vetted 
through any public process.  The vetting and review process must occur before these models should be 
used in the water quality trading program.  Once the models have been vetted and are suitable for use in a 
water quality trading program, DEQ should collect and analyze data throughout the life of the trading 



program to ground-truth and verify the assumptions contained in the models.1 This data collection and 
verification will ensure that DEQ is creating a credible and realistic trading program. 
 
The Oregon Agricultural Organizations ask that DEQ ensure that any BMPs developed for this program 
are site-specific, and developed through ODA.  Similarly, any modeling done to correlate site condition 
efforts to specific water quality outcomes must utilize science and adequate data to produce reliable, 
accurate results.  This requires an acceptable level of vetting and ground-truthing.   
 
ODA, not DEQ, has been delegated the authority to determine how agriculture should achieve water 
quality improvements and whether (and what) site conditions create those improvements. A model, 
particularly one that lacks sufficient data and is not being modified based on scientifically designed 
ground-truthing verification work, should not replace the authority of ODA or the direction to use science 
as the basis for site conditions required of agriculture land owners.   
 
Comments on the Internal Management Directive. 
 
The above comments provide context for the following comments on the Draft IMD and are intended to 
be incorporated into the Oregon Agricultural Organization’s comments to the Draft IMD.  In addition, the 
Oregon Agricultural Organizations provide the following comments on the Draft IMD: 
 

1. Use of the Water Quality Trading Program Rules and IMD. 
 
The Draft IMD states that it “may be useful for DEQ staff involved with … development of watershed 
approaches to comply with water quality standards.” Draft IMD at 8.  The Oregon Agricultural 
Organizations have significant concerns about using any of the concepts contained in the water quality 
trading Draft IMD in any context, and particularly in the "development of watershed approaches to 
comply with water quality standards." (Page 11).   
 
As with the rules, the Draft IMD utilizes "best management practices" - including riparian buffers - which 
have not been vetted or approved by ODA or any impacted stakeholders,  are well outside the scope of the 
regulatory requirements under SB 1010, supplant ODA’s authority over the SB 1010 program in favor of 
a one-sized fits all approach managed by DEQ, and lack the science-based approach required by the SB 
1010 program.   
 
As discussed above, the Draft IMD promotes the use of several models for water quality that the Oregon 
Agricultural Organizations do not agree with, which they have not been provided the opportunity to 
review, and which have not been vetted through a public process.  The models contained in the 
appendices2 contain a number of assumptions which the Oregon Agricultural Organizations believe are 
not appropriate or scientifically supported.  These assumptions are particularly troubling in the context of 
the temperature model contained in Appendix A, which contains a number of assumptions that the 
Oregon Agricultural Organizations do not believe are scientifically defensible or empirically verified.   
 

                                                                                                                          
1 The Oregon Agricultural Organizations recognize that entities engaged in trading will need certainty in their credit 
development.  Therefore, we would support some sort of permit protection or other safe harbor for entities that 
engage in trading in the event on-the-ground verification causes changes or refinement to the models that were used 
to develop their credits.   
2 The Draft IMD was not released with a new appendix, so comments on the contents of the appendices are from the 
version of the IMD released for the July 14, 2015 policy forum.  The Oregon Agricultural Organizations would 
appreciate the opportunity to comment on the revised appendices if any changes have been made since the previous 
version.   



The Oregon Agricultural Organizations are not aware that DEQ has been asked to develop an IMD 
covering "watershed approaches to comply with water quality standards," and DEQ has not been seeking 
stakeholder input on development of such an IMD, nor did it indicate its intent to utilize the water quality 
trading IMD in such a manner during any of the public forums regarding the trading programs. The 
Oregon Agricultural Organizations have significant concerns with this language, and request that DEQ 
limit use of the concepts contained within the Draft IMD to its water quality trading program, and stop 
using the models contained in the appendices until they can be properly vetted and reviewed by the public 
and the scientific community. 
 

2. Best Management Practices in the IMD. 
 
As in the rule, the draft IMD proposes the use of “best management practices” as the metric by which to 
evaluate the credit earning potential of the trading project.  As discussed above, the Oregon Agricultural 
Organizations object to the creation of program-wide BMPs that do not account for the specific 
conditions at each site.  Oregon’s approach to agricultural water quality has always been site-specific, and 
designed to account for the unique features of the waterbodies and landscapes involved, as well as the 
diversity of agricultural operations around the state.  A site-specific approach to project design is the only 
approach that is scientifically supported and consistent with the SB 1010 program.  For example, the 
Draft IMD states at one point that a 100 foot buffer may be required for a trading project.  Draft IMD at 
24.  The original Appendix A discussed a 50 foot buffer.  Neither of these approaches are scientifically 
supported or in line with the approach of SB 1010.  The amount of “buffer” that will be required to 
provide the desired amount of stream shade will vary depending on river width, type of vegetation 
planted, channel morphology, and a number of other factors that the “one-sized fits all” approach to 
buffer creation cannot account for.  The Oregon Agricultural Organizations encourage DEQ to avoid 
creating BMPs, and instead develop desired land conditions for agricultural lands on a project-by-project 
basis and in a manner that accounts for the unique features of each stream system and agricultural 
operation.   
 

3. Baseline in the Draft IMD. 
 
As with the rules, the Draft IMD provides metholodogy for determining the baseline for water quality 
trades, and discusses when and how DEQ can invoke the “backstop” provision contained in Draft OAR 
340-039-0030(2).  Draft IMD at 26-29; 44. 
 
The Draft IMD makes it clear that the baseline includes the regulatory requirements of a water quality 
management plan issued pursuant to the development of a TMDL, and that where that plan is more 
stringent than other regulatory requirements, it will form the baseline.  Draft IMD at 26, 28.  The local 
area plans are the water quality management plans for agricultural lands, and contain both regulatory and 
voluntary, incentive-based programs that are designed to achieve water quality standards across a 
watershed.  Under the local area plans, which are the water quality management plans for agriculture, 
compliance with the local area rules should be the only baseline requirement that needs to be met before 
landowners engage in the voluntary water quality trading program. This approach is consistent with the 
balance struck in the local area plans between regulatory and voluntary programs, and respects ODA’s 
role in determining the regulatory baseline for its program. As currently drafted, the rules and Draft IMD 
suggest that something more than compliance with the local area rules may be required before being able 
to engage in trading. This approach is inconsistent with SB 1010, does not respect the balance between 
regulatory and voluntary methods of compliance struck in the local area plans, and usurps ODA’s 
authority.   
 
Similarly, the Draft IMD’s discussion of the “backstop” rule (Draft OAR 340-039-0030(2)) suggests that 
the backstop may be invoked where necessary to meet load reductions and water quality standards.  As 



discussed above, the local area plans are the TMDL implementation plans for agricultural lands.  The 
water quality management plans have already been determined by DEQ to meet load reductions and water 
quality standards.  It is not clear why DEQ would need to provide a “backstop” when it has already 
determined that the water quality management plans (which for agriculture are the local area plans) will 
ensure that water quality standards are met.  To the extent that DEQ questions its approval of any of its 
water quality management plans, the correct approach would be to revisit those plans, not to invoke 
additional regulatory baseline requirements through the trading program.  The Draft IMD should be 
revised to clearly state that for trades involving agricultural lands, the baseline is the local area rules.   
 

4. Trades Involving Flow Augmentation.   
 

The Draft IMD also states that temperature trading can occur through flow augmentation projects, which 
the appendix describes as either temporary or permanent transfer of water instream (or forbearance on use 
of rights) (Page 24, Appendix B).  The Oregon Agricultural Organizations oppose the permanent transfer 
of water rights instream.  The Draft IMD should also specify that any flow augmentation projects must be 
conditioned to prevent injury to existing uses.   
 

5. Limitations on Use of the Modeling Contained in the Draft IMD. 
 
Should DEQ continue to use the models contained in the Draft IMD, the Oregon Agricultural 
Organizations also request that the Draft IMD emphasize that the modeling protocols provided in the 
Draft IMD are non-regulatory only, and do not apply outside the water quality trading program. As 
discussed above, these models contain a number of assumptions that the Oregon Agricultural 
Organizations disagree with, and they have not been vetted or reviewed through a public process.  The 
Oregon Agricultural Organizations request that DEQ cease using these models until they have been 
publicly vetted and reviewed, and in no event should they be used outside of the voluntary trading 
context.   
 
Use of a Policy Forum Instead of a Rules Advisory Committee. 
 
The Oregon Agricultural Organizations are also concerned about the use of a “policy forum” instead of 
rules advisory committee to solicit comments and input on the rule as it was developed.  The policy forum 
was not an effective mechanism for interested stakeholders to voice their concerns or ask questions about 
the proposed rule or internal management directive. The time was largely consumed by citizen’s groups 
or others with unique interests asking questions that were often not relevant to the discussion as a whole.  
As a result, the agricultural interests in the room did not feel like they had an effective mechanism 
through which to comment on or raise concerns with the draft rule or internal management directive.  
Further, because of the types of discussions that predominated in the room, the group was never able to 
take a deep dive into some of the most complex and impactful portions of the rule.  If DEQ does not wish 
to address the comments raised above through the public comment period, the Oregon Agricultural 
Organizations request that DEQ convene a rules advisory committee to discuss and provide input on the 
draft rule and Draft IMD.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide initial comments.  If you have any questions or concerns, please 
do not hesitate to contact OFB, OCA, ODFA or OSC.   
 
Respectfully,     
 

 
Mary Anne Nash 
Public Policy Council 
Oregon Farm Bureau  
1320 Capitol St. NE, Suite 200 
Salem, Oregon 97301 
(503) 399-1701 x. 306 
maryanne@oregonfb.org     
 
 
 

Jerome Rosa 
Executive Director 
Oregon Cattlemen’s Association 
1320 Capitol St. NE, Suite 150 
Salem, Oregon 97301 
(503) 361-2293 
jerome.rosa@orcattle.com 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Tami Kerr 
Executive Director 
Oregon Dairy Farmers Association 
1320 Capitol St. NE, Suite 160 
Salem, Oregon 97301 
(971) 599-5269 
tami.kerr@oregondairyfarmers.org 
 
 
 

 
Roger Beyer 
Executive Director 
Oregon Seed Council  
494 State Street, Suite 220 
Salem, Oregon 97301 
roger@rwbeyer.com 


