
Attachment 1 
Agenda Item Summary 

 
BACKGROUND 
 
 
 
 

 
The Wildlife Violator Compact is an agreement among 26 states intended 
to, through coordination and cooperation, improve citizen compliance 
with each state’s laws concerning fish and wildlife.  One of the main 
features of the compact is a requirement that a member state suspends or 
revokes a person’s angling or hunting license if the person has run afoul 
of another state’s angling or hunting laws.   
 

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
 
 
 
 
 

A series of legislative hearings were held on HB 2970. HB 2970 was 
introduced on behalf of the Oregon Hunters Association. Additionally, the 
proposed rules have been sent to all of the publics listed on the 
Commission packet mail out list both within the Director's office and the 
Wildlife division.  The proposed rules are also posted on the department's 
website.  

ISSUE 1 
 

Whether the Wildlife Violator Compact rules should be amended. 
 

ANALYSIS 
 

Through implementing the compact in practice, the department 
discovered that a technical portion of an Oregon statute limited the 
department’s ability to suspend a person’s angling or hunting license.  
Specifically, the problem was that the statute prevented the department 
from making the Oregon suspension the same length as any suspension of 
privileges in the other state.   
 
Here is a practical example of the problem as it then existed: 
 

• Idaho convicts an Oregonian of violating that state’s angling or 
hunting laws and suspends the person’s Idaho angling and hunting 
privileges for three years. 

• Idaho notifies the department, which goes through the legal 
process necessary to suspend the Oregonian’s Oregon privileges. 

• However, because of the technical wording of the Oregon statute, 
the department is not able to impose a suspension that extends as 
long as Idaho’s three-year suspension. 

 
The 2007 Legislative Assembly passed HB 2970, which amended Oregon 
Statute to fix this technical problem and allow the state to impose a 
suspension period that paralleled the suspension period from the other 
state.  The rule amendments proposed now by staff would implement that 
statutory amendment and give the department the authority to parallel 
another state’s suspension period. 
 

OPTIONS 
 

1. Amend the rules as proposed by staff. 
2. Amend the rules in some other respect (but within the scope of the 
rulemaking notice) 
3. Decline to amend the rules. 
 



STAFF 
RECOMMENDATION 
 

1. Option 1 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  

I move to amend OAR 635-001-0210 as proposed by staff. 
 

DRAFT MOTION 
 
EFFECTIVE DATE January 1, 2008 


