
         

 
 
 
 
July 20, 2015 
 
VIA EMAIL  
 
Audrey Hatch 
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife  
4034 Fairview Industrial Drive SE 
Salem OR 97302 

Audrey.C.Hatch@state.or.us 
 
RE: Comments on ODFW Conservation Strategy  
 
Dear Ms. Hatch:   
 
The Oregon Farm Bureau Federation (“OFB”) and Oregon Forest Industries Council (“OFIC”) submit the 
following comments regarding the Oregon Conservation Strategy.   
 
By way of background, 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 OFIC a trade association representing more than fifty large forestland owners and forest products 
manufacturing-related firms who own and manage roughly 5,000,000 acres of forestland throughout 
the State of Oregon. 
 

1. Non-Regulatory Nature of Oregon Conservation Strategy. 
 

The Oregon Conservation Strategy is non-regulatory, and it’s important that the measures suggested 
and offered in this strategy remain non-regulatory - that is to say that they inform volunteer actions that 
result in improved ecosystem health.  Oregon has many mechanisms to address standards and operating 
procedures, with several agencies, boards, commissions, etc. that are tasked with these decisions.  This 
Conservation Strategy should continue to be complimentary to these other statutory and regulatory 
frameworks already established. 

 
2. Acquisition of Private Lands for Conservation Management. 

 
The State of Oregon is blessed to have productive working lands that produce food and fiber, provide 
wildlife habitat, preserve open spaces, and support family businesses.  While OFB and OFIC understand 
the public attraction to these open landscapes, we are growing concerned about ODFW’s acquisition 
and management of an increasing acreage of agricultural and timber land.  OFB, OFIC and its members 
adamantly oppose unnecessarily exposing landowners to public conflicts and impairing the productive 
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capacity of working lands through the acquisition and creation of public access to these formerly 
working lands.  OFB and OFIC encourage ODFW to move away from acquisition as a means of 
conservation in this iteration of the Oregon Conservation Strategy. 
 
The Oregon Conservation Strategy mentions “protection” of lands as a long-term goal of the Oregon 
Conservation Strategy.  Historically, ODFW has used acquisition of working lands as one of its primary 
methods through which to accomplish this objective.  Indeed, one of the successes touted from the 
2005 conservation strategy is the use of the Willamette Wildlife Mitigation Program (WWMP) to acquire 
nearly 10,000 acres of land for wildlife mitigation properties.  ODFW appears to support continued 
acquisition as an acceptable means to protect lands, naming “targeted acquisition” as one of the 
methods it will use to accomplish its objectives.  (Chapter 2 at 15).   
 
Agricultural and timber land should be kept in agricultural and timber use.  The public owns enough 
property, and agencies should not be entering into the private market to compete for the purchase of 
neighboring properties—often artificially inflating the price of the property.  Acquisition of working 
landscapes lessens the amount of land available for production, reducing our ability to provide safe food 
and fiber for our state and nation.  Additionally, acquisition and conversion of land away from the 
working landscape takes lands off the tax rolls, removes a valuable input into the local community, and 
increases the burden on neighboring lands.     
 
In several recent ODFW acquisitions, we have seen one of the primary purposes of the project be 
providing hunting, fishing and recreational access to the public.  Negative impacts from public access is 
one of the primary complaints we receive from landowners who border government-owned land, and, 
unfortunately, one that our members have come to view as inevitable with these types of projects. 
There are a host of issues that can arise when public access occurs next to adjacent private lands. These 
conflicts include increased risk of trespass, increased costs due to the need for more frequent oversight 
of livestock, farming, and timber operations, damage from trespass on foot or by vehicle, the risk of 
harm to livestock through gates being left open, animals being chased or shot, water troughs being 
vandalized, and other critical infrastructure being damaged.  With significantly increased public traffic in 
an area formerly in private ownership, the costs of this access to neighboring operations are real, and 
make it more difficult for our members to maintain productive working operations. 
 
ODFW has historically done little to manage and control public access, and restrict or eliminate public 
access in areas that become chronic problems.  Our members frequently complain that agencies in 
charge of these projects are slow to respond and control issues arising from public access, do not design 
the project in a way that avoids conflicts between public uses and neighboring private uses, and do not 
appropriately mark, monitor, and enforce the boundaries of these areas.  
 
As a policy matter, we believe that ODFW should move away from acquiring working lands (and opening 
them to public access) as a primary means of achieving conservation benefits. As a practical matter, our 
members have told us that ODFW frequently does not have the means or ability to design, monitor, and 
manage public access in a manner that avoids impacts on its neighbors.  We ODFW to partner with 
private landowners to achieve the desired conservation values on a property while maintaining that land 
in production as part of the working landscape and avoiding negative impacts on neighboring 
landowners. 
 
 
 



3. ODFW Project Design and Impacts to Neighbors. 
 
The Oregon Conservation Strategy should also emphasize that landowners, organizations, and agencies 
undertaking conservation projects should construct and design those projects to avoid impacts on 
neighboring landowners and should communicate with neighbors early and often to ensure that any 
impacts from an ODFW project are minimized.  (Chapter 2, page 54).  In addition to the public access 
concerns highlighted above, we have received frequent complaints from neighbors who border ODFW 
projects about impacts from the design and implementation of the projects.  In the Oregon 
Conservation Strategy, ODFW places a priority on restoring natural flow to areas through the creation of 
additional wetland areas or the removal of diking, culvert and ditch structures.  (Chapter 2, Page 36; 
Chapter 2, Page 50; Ecoregion Descriptions; Strategy Habitat).   
 
Creation of Wetland Habitat.  We have had several members who have bordered ODFW wetland 
projects and have raised concerns about the changes in hydrology from the wetland project impacting 
their neighboring operations.  In some cases, these members have experienced flooding from the 
wetland project that impacts their ability to productively use their land.  When undertaking wetland 
projects, ODFW needs to ensure that the project is engineered and designed to avoid impacts to 
neighboring operations, and that neighboring landowners have a clear vehicle for raising and resolving 
any impacts that result from the project.   
 
Removal of Critical Infrastructure. In some areas of the Oregon Conservation Strategy, ODFW prioritizes 
the removal of dikes, culverts, and other drainage and irrigation related structures to facilitate habitat 
improvement for key fish species.  Dikes, culverts, and other structures are critical to agricultural 
operations throughout the state.  In areas without districts, each landowner must do their part to 
maintain the structures for the benefit of the agricultural community. In areas with districts, the districts 
are charged with ensuring that these structures are maintained for the benefit of the member 
landowners.  In at least one ODFW project, our members have complained that ODFW is seeking 
removal and restructuring of flood control structures to facilitate wetland creation in a manner that will 
negatively impact neighboring operations.  ODFW should not undertake any infrastructure removal or 
modification in areas where it is needed for neighboring agricultural operations or where the removal of 
those structures would negatively impact neighboring landowners.  
 

4. Citizen-based monitoring.   
 
The plan states that citizen-based monitoring should play some role in the implementation of the plan.  
(Introduction, Page 5; Chapter 3, Page 6).  To the extent that ODFW utilizes citizen based monitoring, 
they should ensure that any monitoring does not occur on privately owned land without first securing 
the approval of the landowner and that any data submitted meets minimum data integrity standards. 
 

5. Instream Water Rights.  
 
ODFW discusses the use of instream water rights to achieve conservation objectives.  (Chapter 2, Page 
52-53; Strategy Habitat, Page 21). Any instream leases should be contingent on a finding of no injury to 
other water uses, and should give priority to agricultural water uses in the system.   
 
 
 
 



6. Grazing.   
 

The plan discusses historic grazing and modern grazing practices in several areas, often stating that 
historic overgrazing has created legacy issues which are beginning to resolve in some areas with more 
intensive management.  (Introduction, Page 3; Ecoregion Descriptions; Strategy Habitat).  Oregon 
ranchers have always taken pride in managing their operations well, and many Oregon ranching 
operations have always been well-managed.  While some areas are recovering form historic practices 
and there may be isolated problem areas, available information suggests that conditions are improving 
in many areas throughout the state.  The Oregon Conservation Strategy should recognize the important 
contributions Oregon’s ranchers have made and continue to make toward ensuring that their practices 
are sustainable and help provide a significant portion of Oregon’s fish and wildlife habitat.  
 

7. Forestry Operations. 
 

With regard to Oregon’s forest sector, we would like it to be on the record that Oregon’s forest 
landowners already contribute tremendously towards conservation outcomes on their properties.  The 
state Forest Practices Act (ORS 527.610 to 527.770, 527.990 and 527.992) and related Administrative 
Rules (OAR 629) are among the most comprehensive in the country.  These regulations constitute a 
series of intense conservation measures that have been recommended, debated, reviewed, studied, 
codified, enforced and implemented across Oregon.  As a result, many of the habitats that occur on the 
forested landscapes of Oregon have been improved, and countless species, including several aquatic and 
upland species, have thrived.  These rules coupled with strong land use regulations and healthy 
voluntary measures constitute “The Oregon Way.”1  This collective contribution made by Oregon’s forest 
landowners is significant and should not be overlooked in the context of Oregon’s overall conservation 
strategy.   
 

8. Water Quality. 
 

Within the “Key Conservation Issue: Water quality and quantity” section there is a passage  outlining 
“ODF Water Quality Programs” (Page 49).  The section is clearly meant to provide information to readers 
regarding the role of ODF in protecting water quality.  We have a few suggestions for this section.  

 
a. Suggested rewording of the second paragraph: 

“Forestlands supply abundant, clean water for Oregonians. The Private Forests 
division serves a critical role in ensuring high water quality around the state by 
enforcing rules that protect drinking water and fish habitat from unnecessary 
human caused impacts. It also conducts research and monitoring to verify that 
current forest management practices are indeed protective and works with the 
Board of Forestry to adjust  develop new rules or policies where needed to 
maintain water quality and fish habitat.” 

 
 

b. It is unclear to me what value the third paragraph on page 49 adds in this context.  We 

recommend removing this paragraph.  The paragraph addresses a single rule 

consideration by the Board of Forestry regarding timber harvest buffers and stream 

                                                            
1 http://oregonforests.org/sites/default/files/publications/pdf/OregonWay_Fish_Habitat_singles.pdf 
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temperature.  While interesting, it is only one component of an overarching program 

that is very well described in the two paragraphs above.  If you choose to maintain this 

paragraph, we strongly recommend the following changes: 

“In January 2012 The Board of Forestry directed ODF staff to begin analyzing 
options the Board should consider for meeting the Protecting Cold Water (PCW) 
criteria of the temperature water quality standard in small and medium fish-
bearing streams that flow through non-federal forest lands in the state. The 
objective of the rule analysis is to establish riparian protection measures for 
small and medium fish‐bearing streams that maintain and promote shade 
conditions that ensure, to the maximum extent practicable, the achievement of 
the PCW criterion. The results from the “RipStream monitoring study” and 
subsequent analyses describe the magnitude and expected frequency of two 
year postharvest temperature change. These findings indicate that Oregon FPA 
riparian protection measures for small and medium fish streams do not 
maintain stream temperatures similar to control conditions, and are inadequate 
to insure forest operations meet the state water quality standard for protecting 
cold water. In 2015 The Board of Forestry will likely make a decision select an 
alternative regarding on how to ensure that stream buffer requirements as they 
relate to maintain stream temperatures. that meet the state water quality 
standard for protecting cold water in 2015. 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the Oregon Conservation Strategy. 
 
If you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact OFB or OFIC.   
 
Respectfully,     
 
Mary Anne Nash 
Oregon Farm Bureau  
1320 Capitol St. NE, Suite 200 
Salem, Oregon 97301 
(503) 399-1701 x. 306 
maryanne@oregonfb.org     
 
Seth Barnes 
Oregon Forest Industries Council  
PO Box 12826 
 Salem, Oregon 97309 
(503) 586-1243 
seth@ofic.com 
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