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May 20, 2020 
 
Chair Mary Wahl 

Commission Members 

Oregon Fish & Wildlife Commission 

4034 Fairview Industrial Drive SE 

Salem, R 97302 

RE: Request for an amendment to OAR 635-050-0070, Oregon Furbearer Trapping and 

Hunting Regulations  

Dear Commissioners: 
 
There is a growing urgency across much of the state to rapidly restore stream and riparian 
ecosystems in a way that is cost effective and ecologically and economically meaningful.  This 
restoration is required if we are to minimize the impacts of climate change on Oregon’s fish, 
wildlife and citizens. We are already experiencing its impacts in the increased frequency and 
magnitude of droughts, wildfires, and unexpected flooding and in the thousands of stream 
miles identified by ODEQ as water quality limited for temperature.  We see it in the die-offs and 
declines of ESA-listed coho salmon and other fish species, due to high stream temperatures and 
in the declines of migratory birds as habitat shrinks.  We see it in the financial costs of those 
events to people’s lives and communities.  And we economically feel it as the frequency of 
county requests for taxpayer funded drought relief for farmers, ranchers and private timber 
landowners increases (Appendices A, B).  The message is clear – we must do something 
different. 
 
We, Oregonians, are creative.  We are hard-working and we have a history of solving 
challenging problems by coming together.  We are deeply concerned about our water, fish and 
wildlife.  It is time to address climate change in creative ways and at unprecedented scales and 
speed.  Fortunately, we have a partner waiting in the wings to help. It is Oregon’s state animal, 
its ecological engineer, and a keystone species – the beaver. The contributions they make are 
many and the magnitude of those contributions great and far-reaching.  We need their skills 
and work ethic if we are to rebuild the health of the ecological systems that provide us with 
water, fish and wildlife.  However, beavers continue to be commercially and recreationally 
trapped and hunted under Oregon’s Furbearer Trapping and Hunting Regulations (OAR 635-
050-0070) from November 15 to March 15 which spans the January to March breeding season.  
Without a change in these regulations, Oregon’s efforts at restoration and climate change 
preparation will be ineffective on any meaningful scale.  It is for these reasons that we request 
that OAR 635-050-0070 be amended as follows: 
 
Close all National Forests, Bureau of Land Management lands, National Monuments, Federal 
Wildlife Refuges, National Parks, and National Grasslands in the state of Oregon to 
commercial and recreational beaver trapping and hunting. 
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Amending the regulations to close the above mentioned federally-managed public lands would:  
 
1. Fulfill ODFW’s mission statement to “protect and enhance Oregon's fish and wildlife and 

their habitats for use and enjoyment by present and future generations”; 
 

2. Implement actions that address the goals and objectives in the Oregon Conservation 
Strategy, the Governor’s 100-Year Water Vision and other efforts that seek to prepare 
Oregon for climate change and increased water-related concerns;  

 
3. Simplify the regulations and make them more uniform;  

 
4. Increase the density and distribution of beavers over time as beaver kits reach maturity and 

disperse, and nuisance beavers on private, state, county or city lands are relocated into 
suitable and vacant habitat on these federally-managed public lands.  As the natural or 
human-assisted dispersal occurs, beavers will bring their dam-building, water and carbon 
storage, and habitat skills into other drainages. 
 

5. Retain the ability of state and federal officials and private landowners to manage beaver, 
since OAR 635-050-0070 applies only to commercial and recreational harvests, and our 
request applies only to the above mentioned federally-managed public lands. 

 
The Oregon Conservation Strategy, with input from ODFW and various stakeholders, identified 
seven Key Conservation Issues (listed below) as having the greatest potential impacts on 
Strategy Habitats and Strategy Species statewide. The amendment to OAR 635-050-0070 
would help address all seven issues at little to no cost and at a statewide, landscape scale. 
  
1. Climate Change 
2. Land Use Changes 
3. Invasive Species 
4. Disruption of Disturbance Regimes 
5. Barriers to Animal Movement 
6. Water Quality and Quantity 
7. Challenges and Opportunities for Private Landowners to Initiate Conservation Actions   
 
The closure of these federally-managed public lands and subsequent increases in beaver 
numbers and distributions in these areas will lead to expansion and improvement in the 
following Strategy Habitats:   
 
1. Estuaries 
2. Flowing Water and Riparian Habitats 
3. Natural Lakes  
4. Wetlands 
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These changes, in turn, will directly benefit 82 (28%) of the 294 Strategy Species listed in the 
Conservation Strategy (Appendix C) as well as other species at little to no cost.  
 
We have included two examples of how quickly systems can change from water and riparian 
habitat poor to water and riparian habitat abundant as a result of sustained beaver activity: one 
from Bridge Creek, Oregon and the other from Susie Creek, Nevada (Appendix D).  The photos 
reveal the water and habitat benefits of beaver activity to fish and wildlife and agricultural 
communities, especially as droughts and wildfires become more common. The photos also 
provide a comparison between the abundance of plants and water in these wetlands, and thus 
carbon captured and stored, versus the surrounding arid landscape. 
 
For decades, we have known about the ability of beavers to positively benefit a number of 
species and habitats, including us. This knowledge comes from both peer-reviewed science and 
observations and experiences.  A short list of existing literature, mostly peer reviewed and 
ranging from 1924 to 2020, is found in Appendix E and gives a sampling of the magnitude and 
diversity of beaver-created contributions. It is time to act upon that knowledge. 
 
Oregon and Oregonians will benefit.  
 
1. New and improved fish and wildlife habitat for many species, including ESA-listed coho 

salmon, will be created.  This allows funds to be shifted to other restoration efforts focused 
on species and areas not influenced by beavers and beaver-created habitats. 
 

2. Stream temperatures will decrease for many streams currently listed in the Department of 
Environmental Quality’s database as being warmer than the state standard.  The result will 
be improved health and survivability of fish species.  

 
3. The amount of atmospheric carbon captured and stored will increase as expanding 

wetlands and wet meadows extract carbon from the air and store it in roots and decaying 
matter below ground, in the abundant riparian vegetation above ground, and in the beaver 
ponds.  This natural process directly addresses climate change and is currently an 
underutilized climate change response strategy.   

 
4. Water worries, felt by municipal and agricultural water users, will be eased because surface 

water and groundwater will be temporarily stored on these public lands and more slowly 
and sustainably released.  This temporary storage will help offset the impacts of drought 
and help decrease the frequency and magnitudes of downstream flooding.  National forests 
are key to this effort because drinking water for a large percentage of Oregonians comes 
from national forests.  And all of these public lands contribute to the waters used for 
agriculture.  

 
5. Wildfire safe zones will be created for wildlife and livestock on these public lands as 

wetlands, wet meadows, and ponds increase across the state. With abundant water, habitat 
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recovery in these areas will be quicker post-fire and, in many cases, enhanced because 
many riparian plants are fire-adapted and respond favorably to the disturbance. 

 
6. Restoration partnerships between local citizens and groups and federal land management 

agencies will increase. Opportunities include planting willows and other riparian vegetation 
to invite beavers into areas, monitoring changes, sharing information and new knowledge, 
and grant writing.  Active engagement will renew our connection to and sense of 
stewardship towards Oregon’s waters, fish and wildlife and create a desire to see their 
health maintained and improved upon.   

 
7. Recreational and outdoor educational opportunities will increase.  Oregonians will be able 

to easily view and experience the beaver-created changes -- be it watching wildlife, 
exploring the increased diversity of plants, animals, and ecosystems, or partaking in 
improved fishing and hunting opportunities.  

 
As these changes occur across Oregon and the diversity of Oregonians enjoying, experiencing, 
and benefiting from their public land increases, so will be the desire to economically contribute 
to the agencies entrusted with their care.  This will occur as understanding increases that 
effective management and protection requires staff and skills within these agencies.  Only then 
will the benefits and opportunities remain and be shared statewide.  

 
While the above benefits are real and tangible so too are the challenges that beavers can 
sometimes bring.  Issues include blocking culverts, flooding roads and private ground, and 
cutting down a landowner’s favorite trees or harvestable timber. However, in most cases, these 
issues can be easily prevented or resolved with methods that are more cost effective than 
trapping, hunting or removal because they create permanent solutions which come with water 
and habitat benefits.  In addition, the ease of public access to many of these federally-managed 
public lands, with their limited infrastructure, makes possible the following: 
 
1. Non-lethal solutions to conflicts can be demonstrated, easily evaluated, and modified if 

necessary.  This adaptive management approach shows how to successfully respond to 
changing conditions or new knowledge.  

 
2. Private landowners and non-federal land managers can evaluate beaver-created changes 

occurring on these federally-managed public lands without incurring any financial risk on 
their private ground or lands they manage.  If interest exists, they have time to partner 
with watershed councils, Soil and Water Conservation districts and the Natural Resources 
Conservation Service to acquire the funds needed to install the necessary solutions early 
on.  Advanced planning means that many known points of conflict with beavers will be 
avoided from the beginning. 

 
We are aware that the Siuslaw National Forest has requested you close the Forest to 
commercial and recreational beaver trapping and hunting. The difference between their 
request and ours is only one of scope, not substance.  Their reasons echo those made in 1994 
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and 1997 by the Wallowa-Whitman National Forest and in 1997 and 2020 by the Ochoco 
National Forest (Appendix F).  A decision to amend OAR 635-050-0070 to include all national 
forests in Oregon, along with these other federally-managed public lands, would address all of 
these requests, plus others we are unaware of.  It would create a uniform, state-wide policy 
that brings benefits to all parts of the state.  It would free up money, time and effort spent on 
restoration efforts that beaver do better, faster, cheaper, and at a statewide, landscape scale.   
The negative economic effect of these closures on furtakers will be small and the economic and 

ecological benefits to all Oregonians will be great (Appendix G).  Furtakers will still be able to 

trap and hunt beaver on private land and other non-federally managed public lands. 

In conclusion, the need for this change is supported by the Oregon Conservation Strategy and 
the Governor’s 100 -year water vision, and ODFW’s own reports, documents, and mission 
statement (Appendix H).  Amending this rule will increase Oregon’s resiliency and stability as 
human and wild communities collaborate to undertake statewide stream and riparian 
restoration at the scale and speed needed to help minimize the impacts of climate change on 
our communities. We have included draft amended rule language and existing and amended 
closure maps for your review (Appendix I). 
 
We thank the Commission for your consideration and urge you to amend OAR 635-050-0070 as 
it pertains to beavers, using the draft rule language provided in Appendix I.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
Suzanne C. Fouty, PhD    
Hydrologist/Soils Specialist (retired)  
Wallowa-Whitman National Forest   
USDA Forest Service     
Baker City, OR  
 
Stanley Petrowski  
Umpqua Watersheds Board member and 
Restoration Committee Chair 
Roseberg, OR 
 
Mark Sherwood 
Executive Director 
Native Fish Society 
Oregon City, OR  
 
Steve Trask 
Senior Fish Biologist 
Trask Consulting, Inc. 
BioSurveys, LLC 
Alsea, OR 

Wally Sykes 
Co-Founder 
Northeast Oregon Ecosystems 
Joseph, OR 
 
Randy and Pam Comeleo 
Co-Founders  
Benton County Agriculture and Wildlife 
Protection Program 
Corvallis, OR 
 
Paul Engelmeyer 
Land Manager  
Portland Audubon Society and The Wetlands 
Conservancy 
Yachats, OR 
 
John DeVoe 
Executive Director 
WaterWatch of Oregon 
Portland Oregon 
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Bill Bradbury 
Oregon Secretary of State (1999-2009) 
Bandon, OR   
 
Tom Shafer 
North Coast Program Representative - 
Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board 
(retired) 
Commercial fisherman (retired) 
Tidewater, OR 
 
Jim Furnish 
Forest Supervisor (1991-1999) 
Siuslaw National Forest 
Corvallis, OR 
Currently retired in Iowa City, IA 
 
Matthew Sloat, PhD 
Science Director 
Wild Salmon Center 
Portland, OR  
 
Bill Proebsting 
President 
Audubon Society of Corvallis 
Corvallis, OR 
 
Bill Montgomery 
Central coast landowner 
Certified water treatment operator 
Toledo, OR 
 
Ralph Anderson 
Biological Technician (retired)  
Wallowa-Whitman National Forest 
USDA Forest Service and 
NCASI and The Coot Company (Biologist, 
retired) 
Wallowa, OR  
 
George Wuerthner 
Wildlands Photographer/Author 
Bend, OR  
 

Mike Broili 
Midcoast Watersheds Council  
At-Large Board Member and  
Central Coast Landowner 
South Beach, OR 
 
Terry Simpson 
Wildlife Biologist (retired) 
Fremont-Winema National Forest 
Crescent, Oregon 
 
Paul C. Katen, PhD 
Water Quality Monitoring and Board 
President 
Salmon Drift Creek Watershed Council 
Lincoln City, OR 
 
Matt Orr, PhD 
Assistant Professor 
Biology 
Oregon State University-Cascades 
Bend, OR 
 
Martin Bray 
Wildlife Biologist, M.S. (retired) 
USDI Fish and Wildlife Service and 
Siuslaw National Forest 
USDA Forest Service 
Waldport, OR 
 
Bob Sallinger 
Conservation Director 
Audubon Society of Portland 
Portland, OR 
 
Holly Purpura 
Executive Director 
Marys River Watershed Council 
Corvallis. OR 
 
Jean-Paul Zagarola 
Ecologist/Project Manager 
Bonneville Environmental Foundation 
Portland, OR 
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Paul Robertson, MSc 
Environmental Scientist | Owner 
Robertson Environmental LLC 
Lincoln City, OR 
 
Esther Lev 
Wetland Ecologist 
Director (retired) 
The Wetland Conservancy 
Portland, OR 
 
Richard J. Demmer, MS 
Fisheries & Wildlife Biologist (retired) 
Bureau of Land Management (1988 – 2015) 
Prineville, OR 
Currently residing in Newport, Tennessee 
 
Rowan Baker, MS 
Fisheries Biologist (retired) 
NOAA – National Marine Fisheries Service 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Portland, OR 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Jefferson Jacobs, M.Sc. 
Riparian Restoration Coordinator 
Oregon Natural Desert Association 

Bend, OR 

 

Cindy Haws MS  
Forest Wildlife Biologist (retired) 
Umpqua National Forest 
Myrtle Creek, Oregon  
 
Duncan Berry 
Portland, OR  
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APPENDIX A 
 

TABLE SHOWING DROUGHT CONDITIONS, OWEB RESTORATION DOLLARS,  
and BEAVER TAKE REPORTED TO ODFW 

 
and  

 
DROUGHT MAPS FOR THE STATE OF OREGON FOR LATE JULY 

2000 to 2019 
 

(Late July chosen because agriculture irrigation season and  
beginning of wildfire season) 
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Table 1.  Percentage of Oregon experiencing Moderate to Extreme Drought in late July (2000 to 
2019), OWEB coastal wetlands and restoration dollars spent, and running total of beavers 
reported to ODFW removed from streams.  SHADED years had ≥50 % of the state in moderate 
to extreme drought. 
 

Calendar Year 
% Moderate to 

Extreme Drought1 

OWEB dollars spent on 
Coastal Wetland and 

Stream/Riparian 
Restoration4 

Beavers reported to 
ODFW as removed from 
streams since FY 2000-
2001 (running total)5 

2019 11 $8,797,343  * 

2018 87 $22,392,388  48,408 

2017 0 $10,845,697  47,386 

2016 50 $27,283,683  46,096 

2015 100 $17,228,386  44,784 

2014 76 * 42,803 

2013 62 * 39,483 

2012 26 * 36,567 

2011 0 * 33,808 

2010 9 * 30,541 

2009 7 * 27,680 

2008 19 * 25,122 

2007 44 * 22,567 

2006 0 * 19,297 

2005 55 * 16,369 

2004 24 * 13,493 

2003 90 * 10,719 

2002 57 * 7,444 

2001 100 * 3,534 

2000 0 * * 

* No data 
 
(1) US Drought Monitor Maps (https://droughtmonitor.unl.edu/CurrentMap/StateDroughtMonitor.aspx?OR) 
(2) National Interagency Fire Center https://www.nifc.gov/fireInfo/fireInfo_statistics.html 
(3) Various newspaper articles 
(4) OWEB, email 5/1/2020 
(5) ODFW Furtakers Harvest data FY 2000-2001 to 2017 - 2018 
 
 
 

https://droughtmonitor.unl.edu/CurrentMap/StateDroughtMonitor.aspx?OR)
https://www.nifc.gov/fireInfo/fireInfo_statistics.html
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Map 1.  U.S. Drought Monitor Maps for Oregon (2000 to 2019) in Late July to capture irrigation season and wildfire season.   

Note frequency and magnitude of drought.  
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APPENDIX B-1 
 

EXAMPLES OF IMPACTS TO FISHERIES AND AGRICULTURAL COMMUNITIES DUE 
TO POOR WATER QUALITY AND LIMITED QUANTITY RELATED TO DROUGHTS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source:  Baker City Herald, Baker City, OR 
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Source:  Baker City Herald and Capital Press 
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Source:  Baker City Herald and US Drought Monitor maps 
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Source:  Baker City Herald and US Drought Monitor maps
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APPENDIX B-2 
 

DROUGHT AND WILDFIRE IN OREGON (2012- 2019) 
ACRES BURNED, SUPPRESSION COSTS 
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APPENDIX C 
 

STRATEGIC SPECIES LISTED IN THE OREGON CONSERVATION STRATEGY THAT RELY 
ON BEAVER-CREATED HABITAT 

 
 

Taxa 
Species 

Common Name 
Special Needs Conservation Actions 

Amphibian Cascades Frog  Cascades frogs inhabit mountain 
meadows, bogs, ponds, or 
potholes above 2,400 feet 
elevation. They require access to 
clean, permanent water 
sources. Cascades frogs lay eggs 
in slow-moving water, at 
shallow, sunny edges of ponds, 
or on low vegetation near 
ponds where warm sunlight 
speeds egg development. Larvae 
may “school” in large masses.  

Maintain habitat connectivity. Monitor 
and address impacts of fish stocking and 
poor water quality. Carefully manage 
livestock grazing in occupied wet 
meadows. Use prescribed burning or hand-
felling of trees periodically to manage plant 
succession. If reintroductions are 
warranted, use individuals from nearby 
sites and consult results of feasibility 
studies. Conservation actions in Oregon are 
particularly valuable given reductions in 
other parts of the range.  

Amphibian Clouded 
Salamander 

Clouded salamanders prefer 
forest habitat or burned areas. 
They are often found among 
talus, debris, or in large, 
decaying logs. 

Retain patches of intact habitat, including 
large logs, during forest management 
activities. Identify areas of high salamander 
density and leave them undisturbed as 
'seed populations' from which remaining 
habitat can be recolonized as it recovers 
from alteration. Provide adequate riparian 
buffer strips (see Partners in Amphibian 
and Reptile Conservation 
recommendations) and downed wood.   

Amphibian Columbia 
Spotted Frog 

Columbia spotted frogs breed 
and forage in permanent ponds, 
marshes, and meandering 
streams through meadows, 
especially areas of shallow 
water and emergent vegetation. 
They use springs and other sites 
with low, continuous water 
flow for overwintering. 

Identify occupied sites and maintain 
vegetation buffers. Control bullfrogs and 
invasive fish at priority locations. 

Amphibian Northern Red-
legged Frog  

Northern red-legged frogs are 
typically associated with 
shallow-water ponds and 
wetlands with emergent 
vegetation. For breeding, they 
require forested sites with 
exposed (sunny), still-water 
habitat. Breeding habitat may be 
seasonal or permanent, 
provided the water persists at 
least 5 months in duration. 

Revise wetland hydroperiod requirements 
for mitigation and other created wetlands 
in occupied areas to reduce 'population 
sinks'. Create upland buffer and aquatic 
habitat retention requirements for housing 
developments to minimize local 
extirpations in the Willamette Valley. 
Identify regionally important sites to the 
species and maintain connectivity between 
them. Maintain wetland habitat with 
emergent plants and adjacent forest. 
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Taxa 

Species 
Common Name 

Special Needs Conservation Actions 

Adults and juveniles also use 
moist riparian and upland 
forests.   

Address barriers and/or culverts at key 
road crossings to reduce mortality of 
lowland (Willamette Valley and Coast 
Range) frogs. Control bullfrogs and invasive 
fish at priority sites. 

Amphibian Oregon Spotted 
Frog  

Oregon spotted frogs use 
permanent ponds, marshes, and 
meandering streams through 
meadows for breeding and 
foraging, especially those with 
shallow water and a bottom 
layer of dead and decaying 
vegetation. They rely on springs 
and other sites with low, 
continuous water flow for 
overwintering. 

Protect vegetation buffers around 
occupied sites. Improve hydrology to 
benefit overwintering and larval habitat. 
Control bullfrogs and invasive fish at 
priority sites. Carefully manage livestock 
grazing at occupied montane wet 
meadows. Use results of feasibility studies 
to guide specific conservation actions and 
management decisions for reintroductions.  

Amphibian Rocky Mountain 
Tailed Frog 

Rocky Mountain tailed frogs 
breed in clear, cold streams. 
Larvae are typically found in 
reaches with cobbles or boulders 
and are adapted to cling to rocks 
and scrape diatoms. Adults 
forage for insects at night. 

Identify, protect, and provide connections 
among key habitat areas, including upland 
refugia. Maintain the integrity of stream 
substrates and microclimates at occupied 
sites. Protect vegetation buffers around 
occupied sites. Reduce stream substrate 
disturbance. Retain upland canopy cover. 
Restrict chemical applications, non-native 
predators in streams, and livestock grazing.  

Amphibian Western Toad Western toads use wetlands, 
ponds, and lakes for breeding. 
They prefer extensive, sunny 
shallows with short, sparse, or 
no vegetation for egg-laying and 
for tadpole schools to move 
widely as they forage on organic 
mud and surface diatoms. 

Maintain water levels and vegetation 
buffers at major breeding sites. Install 
culverts or drift fences at problem road 
crossings near major breeding sites. Inform 
recreationists about the importance of 
minimizing shoreline impacts. Perform 
periodic control of vegetation height and 
density at occupied sites where these 
factors could interfere with breeding. Use 
distribution information when considering 
new developments, especially at mid- or 
low-elevation locations. 

Bird Black-necked 
Stilt 

Black-necked Stilts are generally 
found in alkali wetlands and 
freshwater ponds and lakes. 
They prefer foraging sites with 
extensive shallows and those 
that are free of human 
disturbance. 

Maintain suitable nesting and foraging 
areas across the landscape to provide 
sufficient habitat, regardless of annual 
variation in precipitation and water levels. 
Monitor and address polluted runoff 
concerns, including organochlorine 
pesticides, selenium, and mercury.  
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Taxa 

Species 
Common Name 

Special Needs Conservation Actions 

Bird Common 
Nighthawk  

Common Nighthawks use gravel 
bars and other sparsely-
vegetated grasslands or forest 
clearings for nesting. As aerial 
insectivores, they require an 
adequate prey base. 

Maintain sparsely-vegetated grassland 
patches. Restore natural disturbance 
regimes. Restore riparian and wetland 
habitat to support the insect prey base of 
nighthawks. 

Bird Greater Sage-
Grouse 

Greater Sage-Grouse require 
expansive sagebrush habitat that 
encompasses a mosaic of 
conditions. They use wet 
meadows and playas during 
brood-rearing, especially areas 
with native forbs.  

See the detailed presentation in the 
Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation 
Assessment and Conservation Strategy for 
Oregon (Hagen 2011).  

Bird Greater Sandhill 
Crane 

Greater Sandhill Cranes require 
relatively large wetland-
wet/dry meadow complexes 
with a mosaic of aquatic and 
herbaceous conditions for 
nesting and foraging.  

Maintain and/or enhance hydrological 
conditions to support suitable habitat 
conditions for nesting and foraging in tracts 
>20 acres. Where hydrology can be 
managed, include both wet and dry 
meadow habitat through the nesting 
season. Minimize disturbance during the 
breeding season (April 15-July 31) at known 
nesting areas. Use prescribed burning or 
hand-felling of trees periodically to set 
back plant succession. 

Bird Lewis’s 
Woodpecker  

This species has five major 
habitat types: ponderosa pine 
forests, oak woodlands, oak-pine 
woodlands, cottonwood 
riparian forests, and areas 
burned by wildfires. In all cases, 
special needs include aerial 
insects for foraging, large snags 
for nesting (especially soft or 
well-decayed snags), and 
relatively open canopy for 
flycatching. 

Maintain or restore open oak, ponderosa 
pine, and cottonwood woodlands, along 
with post-fire ponderosa pine habitat. Use 
nest boxes to enhance habitat in known 
nesting areas. 

Bird Long-billed 
Curlew 

Long-billed Curlews are found in 
open habitat with relatively 
short grass and little woody 
vegetation. In the Northern 
Basin and Range ecoregion, 
much of the suitable habitat is 
comprised of sub-irrigated 
meadows created by adjoining 
flood-irrigated meadows. 

Expand partnerships with private 
landowners to maintain and restore large 
patches of short grass habitat, including 
ranching operations. Minimize human 
disturbance from March 15-July 1 at known 
nesting areas. Increase water availability 
during key brood-rearing periods through 
impoundments, securing water rights on 
public and private lands, and the 
development of incentives for private land 
managers to use more compatible water 
management practices when practicable.  
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Taxa 

Species 
Common Name 

Special Needs Conservation Actions 

Bird Mountain Quail Mountain Quail are found in 
shrubby, riparian habitat 
adjacent to grassy uplands. 

Expand partnerships with private 
landowners to maintain and/or provide 
suitable habitat. Coordinate riparian 
restoration with management of suitable 
adjacent uplands. 

Bird Olive-sided 
Flycatcher  

Olive-sided Flycatchers are 
generally associated with open 
forests, often near water and 
with tall, prominent trees 
and/or snags. They may use 
open, mature coniferous forest, 
forested riparian areas, forest 
openings (e.g., burns, harvested 
forest), and forest edges. They 
prefer hemlocks or true firs for 
nesting and require abundant 
insects for prey.  

Maintain scattered, large, dead trees in 
patchy wildfire zones. Maintain natural 
openings, but minimize harvested forest 
openings within mature forest landscapes.  

Bird Red-necked 
Grebe 

Red-necked Grebes inhabit large 
lakes and ponds within a 
forested landscape. They require 
deep water for foraging and 
marshy, emergent vegetation 
for nesting. 

Maintain and enhance marshy vegetation 
at occupied site(s). Minimize disturbance at 
breeding and roosting locations. This 
species readily uses artificial wetlands. 
Artificial nest platforms have been used 
successfully on Lake Ontario. 

Bird Short-eared Owl Short-eared Owls require large 
expanses of marshes and wet 
prairies for foraging and nesting. 

Maintain and restore wetland habitat, 
with an emphasis on maintaining large 
patches and/or expanding smaller ones. 
Minimize disturbance at communal roost 
sites.  

Bird Trumpeter 
Swan 

Trumpeter Swans are closely 
associated with wetlands. 
Breeding pairs, wintering birds, 
and migrants need high-quality 
marshes, ponds, or other water 
bodies with submerged aquatic 
plants for foraging and 
emergent vegetation for 
nesting. They require sites with 
minimal human disturbance. 

Improve and protect emergent wetlands 
through enhanced water distribution and 
management capability.  Mark/modify 
known powerline collision hazards. 
Continue translocation efforts to 
enhance/expand the Oregon breeding 
population. 

Bird Upland 
Sandpiper 

Upland Sandpipers have large 
breeding area requirements. 
They use wet and dry meadows 
in small valleys, such as Logan 
Valley, Bear Valley, and around 
Ukiah. They prefer medium-
height grasses with high plant 
diversity. They can also be found 
in lodgepole pine and sagebrush 
adjacent to grasslands. 

Expand partnerships with private 
landowners to determine and implement 
appropriate conservation on suitable 
habitat patches. Remove encroaching 
lodgepole pine trees in meadows.  
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Bird Willow 
Flycatcher 

Willow Flycatchers are 
dependent upon riparian shrub 
habitat. They require a dense, 
continuous or near-continuous 
shrub layer, especially of 
willows. 

Restore brushy patches of willow and 
other native shrubby habitat near water. 
Control non-native plants to maintain 
native shrub communities. Discourage 
Brown-headed Cowbird use of riparian 
areas through seasonal grazing and/or 
maintaining high grass heights in priority 
areas. Restore riparian and early 
seral/montane meadow habitat in the 
West Cascades. 

Bird Yellow Rail Yellow Rails use sedge meadows 
for breeding. They prefer a 
narrow range of water depths 
and require the presence of 
senescent vegetation. 

Maintain preferred water levels of 
approximately 2.4-2.8 inches during the 
breeding season. Retain at least 50% of 
senescent vegetation from year to year. 

Bird Yellow-breasted 
Chat   

Yellow-breasted Chats are found 
in dense, brushy thickets, 
especially near streams. 

Restore large, dense thickets of native 
shrub-dominated riparian habitat.  

Fish Bull Trout Requires cool temperatures for 
spawning and rearing. Requires 
channel complexity and 
available migratory corridors. 

Adaptively manage bull trout and kokanee 
harvest in Lake Billy Chinook. Angler 
education. Maintain or restore aquatic and 
riparian habitat.  Restore connectivity. 
Manage against brook trout/lake trout. 
Habitat restoration. Restore connectivity. 
Manage against brook trout. Screening. 
Brook trout control. Establishment of 
additional "populations". Gravel 
augmentation. Evaluate potential for lake 
trout control. Continue ongoing restoration 
efforts involving landowners, tribes, and 
agency partners (NOAA, NMFS, ODFW, 
OWEB). Finalize draft USFWS recovery 
plan. 

Fish Chinook Salmon Require streams with clean 
gravel, complex habitat, and 
cool temperatures for spawning 
and rearing. Require access for 
anadromous migration. 
Productive nearshore marine 
habitat that provides high-
quality prey in sufficient quantity 
for rapid growth at time of 
ocean entry. 

Maintain or restore aquatic and riparian 
habitat. Continue ongoing restoration 
efforts involving landowners, tribes, and 
agency partners (NOAA, NMFS, ODFW, 
OWEB). Manage for sustainable harvest. 

Fish Chum Salmon  Require stream gravel bars with 
upwelling flow and side 
channels near tidewaters for 
spawning. Migrate to ocean 
soon after emergence. 
Productive nearshore marine 
habitat that provides high-

Maintain or restore aquatic, estuarine, and 
riparian habitat. Continue ongoing 
restoration efforts involving landowners, 
tribes, and agency partners (NOAA, NMFS, 
ODFW, OWEB). Manage for sustainable 
harvest. 
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quality prey in sufficient quantity 
for rapid growth at time of 
ocean entry. 

Fish Coastal 
Cutthroat Trout 

Large woody debris, in-stream 
structures, and vegetation 
important for protection while in 
freshwater. Juveniles prefer side 
channels, backwaters, or pools 
for rearing. Clean gravel for 
spawning and rearing. Migratory 
corridors. 

Maintain or restore aquatic, estuarine, and 
riparian habitat, providing suitable water 
quality and habitat complexity. Continue 
ongoing restoration efforts involving 
landowners, tribes, and agency partners 
(NOAA, NMFS, ODFW, OWEB). Reduce 
localized impacts where populations could 
become increasingly fragmented. 

Fish Coho Salmon Require streams with clean 
gravel, complex habitat, and 
cool temperatures for spawning 
and rearing. Require access for 
anadromous migration. 
Productive nearshore marine 
habitat that provides high-
quality prey in sufficient quantity 
for rapid growth at time of 
ocean entry. 

Implement measures identified in Coastal 
Coho Assessment with landowners and 
agency partners NOAA, NMFS, State of 
Oregon (ODFW, OWEB, Independent 
Multidisciplinary Science Team), and 
Coastal Coho Stakeholder Team. Maintain 
or restore aquatic and riparian habitat. 
Continue ongoing restoration efforts 
involving landowners, tribes, and agency 
partners (NOAA, NMFS, ODFW, OWEB). 
Manage for sustainable harvest. 

Fish Great Basin 
Redband Trout 

Several life history types with 
different migratory patterns. 
Pools provide important habitat 
for all life stages. 

Address passage barriers. Restore flow and 
riparian quality. Screening.  

Fish Lahontan 
Cutthroat Trout   

Restricted distribution. Found in 
small streams lacking numerous 
other fish species.  

Continue ongoing recovery efforts to 
monitor water availability and improve 
riparian condition and channel structure 
(implementation of current recovery plan).  

Fish Lost River 
Sucker 

Spawn in rivers, streams, or 
springs associated with lake 
habitat. After hatching, migrate 
to lakes. Need shoreline river 
and lake habitat with vegetative 
structure during larval and 
juvenile rearing.  

Restore or enhance spawning and nursery 
habitat. Reduce negative impacts of poor 
water quality where necessary. Clarify and 
reduce the effects of introduced species on 
all life stages by conducting and applying 
scientific investigations. Reduce the loss of 
individuals to entrainment. Establish a 
redundancy and resiliency enhancement 
program. Increase juvenile survival and 
recruitment to spawning populations. 
Maintain and increase the number of 
recurring, successful spawning populations. 

Fish Miller Lake 
Lamprey 

Spawn in lakes. Also inhabit 
marshes or rivers. Adults are 
smaller than late-stage larvae, 
possibly because of difficulty 
finding food, yet still can spawn. 
Adults parasitic; potential role of 

Implement conservation plan adopted by 
ODFW in summer 2005. Also, increased 
understanding of biology will help in 
identifying habitat requirements and 
potential conservation actions. Remove 
barrier on Miller Creek.  
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reducing egg predators.  

Fish Millicoma Dace  Cool, swift streams. Cobbles 
and gravel for rearing and 
spawning.  

Create and maintain gravel habitat. 
Maintain or restore flow and sediment 
regimes to improve habitat quality. 
Maintain or improve riparian conditions, 
including habitat for beavers.  

Fish Pit Sculpin Occupies fast-flowing rocky 
riffles of cool, well-shaded, 
small streams, spring-fed 
creeks, and small boulder-
strewn rivers. 

Continue habitat restoration. 

Fish Shortnose 
Sucker  

Spawn in rivers, streams, or 
springs associated with lake 
habitat. After hatching, migrate 
to lakes. Need shoreline river 
and lake habitat with vegetative 
structure during larval and 
juvenile rearing.  

Restore or enhance spawning and nursery 
habitat. Reduce negative impacts of poor 
water quality where necessary. Clarify and 
reduce the effects of introduced species on 
all life stages by conducting and applying 
scientific investigations. Reduce the loss of 
individuals to entrainment. Establish a 
redundancy and resiliency enhancement 
program. Increase juvenile survival and 
recruitment to spawning populations. 
Maintain and increase the number of 
recurring, successful spawning populations. 

Fish Steelhead / 
Rainbow / 
Redband Trout 

Require streams with clean 
gravel, complex habitat, and 
cool temperatures for spawning 
and rearing, but able to spawn 
successfully in streams that are 
naturally intermittent in 
summer. Require access for 
anadromous migration, including 
adequate streamflow during 
downstream fry migration on 
naturally intermittent streams, 
and upstream passage for 
juveniles in winter during 
multiple years in freshwater. 

Maintain or restore aquatic and riparian 
habitat. Continue ongoing restoration 
efforts involving landowners, tribes, and 
agency partners (NOAA, NMFS, ODFW, 
OWEB).  Maintain momentum for 
restoration of fish passage throughout the 
Rogue watershed by continued funding of 
passage projects. Restore streamflows 
through cooperative projects. 

Fish Umpqua Chub  Off-channel habitat (low flow, 
silty organic substrate, 
abundant vegetation, and 
cover).  

Reduce pollution. Restore flow. Reduce 
density of invasives in key habitat. 
Reintroductions useful at some sites. Limit 
nonpoint source pollution through Total 
Maximum Daily Load allocation process. 

Fish Warner Sucker  Lakes and low-gradient stream 
reaches of Warner Valley. Prefer 
pool habitat in streams. Juvenile 
stage is vulnerable to predation. 

Maintain or restore spring waters. 
Maintain or restore migration corridors 
among habitat areas. Increase stream 
flows in lower sections of tributaries. 
Restore wetland habitat. Evaluate 
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likelihood of long-term persistence in the 
presence of non-natives. 

Fish Western Brook 
Lamprey 

May aggregate in high densities. 
Requires fine gravel beds for 
spawning. Larvae burrow in fine 
sediment. Timing of  
development closely linked to 
water temperature. 

Improve passage. Alter timing of water 
draw-down. Use species-specific habitat 
requirements to guide management 
actions. See results of Lamprey Workgroup 
2005 for strategies.  

Fish Westslope 
Cutthroat Trout 

Specializes in foraging for 
invertebrates. Prefers cool, clear 
streams with coarse sediment.  

Maintain riparian cover and other factors 
that can provide thermal cooling. Reduce 
localized impacts where populations could 
become increasingly fragmented. 

Invertebrate Bulb Juga  The bulb juga inhabits gravel-
boulder riffles in cold, highly-
oxygenated water.  

Maintain or restore high water quality.  

Invertebrate California 
Floater 
Freshwater 
Mussel 

In Oregon, California floater 
freshwater mussels use speckled 
dace as a primary host (and 
likely many other fish species as 
well). These mussels occur in 
lakes, slow rivers, and some 
reservoirs with mud or sand 
substrates. They are sedentary 
filter feeders that consume 
plankton and other particulate 
matter suspended in the water 
column, thereby contributing to 
nutrient cycling. California 
floater freshwater mussels may 
prefer higher reaches of streams 
with high water quality. 

Protect known populations of host fish. 
Maintain water quality.  

Invertebrate Columbia 
Clubtail 

Columbia clubtails are found in 
river and stream habitat. They 
lay eggs in the water, and larvae 
are aquatic.  

Protect habitat known to support Columbia 
clubtails. Manage invasive species in 
occupied areas.  

Invertebrate Columbia Gorge 
Caddisfly  

This species occurs only in small 
streams in the Columbia Gorge. 

Maintain stream water quality and 
sediment regimes.  

Invertebrate Crater Lake 
Tightcoil  

These terrestrial snails are 
generally found in riparian 
areas, wet meadows, and moist 
forests, often among shrubs and 
at the bases of plants. 

Maintain appropriate water flow and 
quality. Prevent or mitigate for water 
diversions, dredging, or other activities that 
could increase sediment or nutrient levels. 

Invertebrate Great Spangled 
Fritillary  

Great spangled fritillaries feed 
strictly on violets (mostly on 
Viola glabella in western 
Oregon). 

Protect locations of preferred host plants. 
Manage meadows to reduce conifer 
encroachment. Maintain hydrology at 
known sites of occurrence. 
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Invertebrate Highcap Lanx  The highcap lanx inhabits spring-
influenced areas of larger rivers 
and tributaries.  

Maintain appropriate water flow and 
quality. Prevent or mitigate for water 
diversions, dredging, or other activities that 
could increase sediment or nutrient levels. 

Invertebrate Insular Blue 
Butterfly  

Insular blue butterflies typically 
inhabit wet, open habitat, such 
as bogs, meadows, and ditches. 
They also use coastal salt-spray 
meadows. Clovers serve as 
important host plants. Conifer 
trees adjacent to meadows can 
serve as shelter and windbreaks. 
This species is currently known 
to exist at only three sites, two 
of which are in Oregon (Cape 
Blanco and Bullards Beach State 
Parks).   

Protect known sites of occurrence. Restore 
meadow habitat.  

Invertebrate Pacific Walker Pacific walkers are semi-aquatic 
snails that inhabit riparian areas. 
They are typically found among 
wet vegetation along freshwater 
sources. 

Protect known sites of occurrence. 
Investigate habitat requirements and use 
these to guide management actions. 

Invertebrate Purple-lipped 
Juga 

The purple-lipped juga inhabits 
gravel-boulder riffles in cold, 
highly-oxygenated water.  

Maintain or restore high water quality.  

Invertebrate Rotund Lanx  These freshwater mollusks are 
found in large rivers, such as the 
Umpqua, and major tributaries. 
They are generally associated 
with rocky substrates and swift 
currents. 

Maintain or restore watershed function 
and flow dynamics. 

Invertebrate Vernal Pool 
Fairy Shrimp  

Vernal pool fairy shrimp require 
vernal pools or similar, 
ephemeral pools to complete 
their life cycle. They prefer small 
pools with cold water. Prior to 
seasonal drying of the pools, 
females produce eggs ("cysts"). 
These cysts can dry out and lie 
dormant until pool re-filling 
occurs, at which time the eggs 
will hatch. 

Maintain or restore vernal pools to 
provide habitat. Maintain or restore water 
quality in vernal pools.  

Invertebrate Western Ridged 
Mussel 

Western ridged mussels are 
found in cold creeks and 
streams. They are filter-feeders 
with long lifespans. 

Maintain water quality and availability.    
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Invertebrate Winged Floater 
Freshwater 
Mussel 

Winged floater freshwater 
mussels require a fish host. They 
occur in lakes, slow rivers, and 
some reservoirs with mud or 
sand substrates. They are 
sedentary filter feeders that 
consume plankton and other 
particulate matter suspended in 
the water column, and thereby 
contribute to nutrient cycling. 
These mussels may prefer 
higher reaches of streams with 
high water quality. 

Protect known populations of host fish. 
Maintain water quality.  

Mammal California 
Myotis  

This species is generally 
associated with forests. 
California myotis use large snags 
for day roosts. They are 
occasionally found night-
roosting under bridges. 

Maintain and create large snags during 
forest management activities. Complete 
bridge replacement and maintenance 
when bats are absent. 

Mammal Columbian 
White-tailed 
Deer 

The Columbia River DPS is 
strongly associated with 
riparian habitat along the lower 
Columbia River. The Umpqua 
population is also found in 
riparian areas and may use 
lower-elevation oak woodlands 
as well. 

For the Columbia River DPS, continue to 
implement conservation actions identified 
in the Columbian white-tailed deer 
recovery plan. For the Umpqua population, 
continue to monitor population status, 
manage habitat at North Bank Habitat 
Management Area, and evaluate 
translocation issues and priorities.  

Mammal Fisher Fishers are found in forests and 
riparian corridors with 
moderate to dense canopy cover 
and diverse structural stages and 
plant communities. They use 
cavities in live or dead standing 
trees for den sites. Fishers prey 
on small mammals, including 
snowshoe hares and porcupines.  

Maintain complex forest structure with 
large trees within the fisher's range. 
Improve habitat patch size and connectivity 
to provide for dispersal, genetic 
interchange, and population expansion. 
Use results of feasibility studies to guide 
specific conservation actions and 
management decisions for potential 
reintroductions. Work with Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife, U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service, and National Park 
Service to review outcomes of 
conservation actions. Develop a fisher 
conservation strategy. 

Mammal Fringed Myotis  Fringed myotis require forest 
habitat. They use large snags 
and rock features for day, night, 
and maternity roosts, and caves 
and mines for hibernacula. They 
feed primarily on beetles. They 
occasionally use bridges for 
night-roosting.  

Use gates and seasonal closures to protect 
known hibernacula. Retain and create 
large-diameter hollow trees and large-
diameter, tall, newly-dead snags during 
forest management activities. 
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Mammal Long-legged 
Myotis 

Long-legged myotis are found in 
forested areas. They are often 
associated with late-successional 
conifer forests or other forested 
habitat with late-successional 
components. They require large 
snags and hollow trees for day, 
night, and maternity roosts. 
They may also use bridges in 
forested habitat for night-
roosting, and caves and mines 
for roosting and hibernating. 
They typically forage along 
riparian corridors and forest 
edges. In the East Cascades 
ecoregion, long-legged myotis 
are often associated with 
ponderosa pine, grand fir, and 
white fir.  

Maintain and create large-diameter 
hollow trees and large-diameter, tall, 
newly-dead snags in riparian and upland 
habitat. Maintain and restore diverse 
riparian areas. Complete bridge 
replacement and maintenance when bats 
are absent. Incorporate snags of pine and 
fir species into forest management plans. 

Mammal Pallid Bat Pallid bats are found in dry, open 
habitat. They use crevices in 
cliffs, caves, mines, or bridges 
(and sometimes, buildings) for 
day, night, or maternity roosts, 
or hibernacula. In some areas, 
they use snags as day roosts. 
Pallid bats prefer grassland, 
shrub-steppe, and dry forest 
ecotones for foraging. They also 
associate with open-water sites 
within the landscape.  

Use gates and seasonal closures to protect 
known roost sites during sensitive times 
(raising young and hibernation). Maintain 
open-water sources in dry landscapes. 
Manage rock features, such as cliffs, to 
avoid conflict with recreational use and 
rock removal. Complete bridge 
replacement and maintenance when bats 
are absent. Maintain large pine snags in 
shrub-steppe/forest ecotones. Maintain 
and restore native grassland, shrub-steppe, 
and open ponderosa pine habitat. 

Mammal Ringtail Ringtails occupy low-elevation 
forests with large-diameter 
snags and logs for dens. They are 
typically associated with late-
successional forests. They may 
also use riparian and rocky 
areas. 

Collect information on data gaps.  

Mammal Sierra Nevada 
Red Fox 

Sierra Nevada red foxes inhabit 
high-elevation meadows and 
forests. This species is 
experiencing greater 
conservation threats at the 
southern edge of its range, so 
efforts to provide habitat in 
Oregon are especially beneficial. 

Maintain and/or recruit high-elevation 
conifer forest and meadow habitat. 
Continue monitoring programs. Support 
data collection efforts to distinguish 
between eastern red fox and Sierra Nevada 
red fox.  
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Mammal Silver-haired 
Bat 

Silver-haired bats inhabit late-
successional conifer forests. 
They use large snags and hollow 
trees for day, night, and 
maternity roosts. They may be 
found in other habitat types 
during migration. 

Maintain late-successional conifer habitat. 
Maintain and create large-diameter hollow 
trees and snags. Implement impact 
reduction strategies (e.g., operational 
minimization) at wind energy facilities to 
reduce fatalities. Investigate other best 
management practices for implementation 
at wind energy facilities. 

Mammal Spotted Bat Spotted bats use crevices in 
cliffs, caves, and canyon walls for 
day and night roosting. They also 
roost in trees adjacent to 
meadows at night. They typically 
forage in meadows, shrub-
steppe, or along riparian 
corridors and water sources. 

Maintain open-water sources in desert 
landscapes. Manage rock features, such as 
cliffs, to avoid conflict with recreational use 
and rock removal. Maintain and restore 
native shrub-steppe habitat. 

Plant Applegate's 
Milkvetch 

Applegate's milkvetch occurs in 
flat, open, seasonally-moist 
grasslands with alkaline soils. 
Historically, habitat included 
sparse, native bunch grasses and 
patches of bare soil. 

Continue to implement actions identified in 
the recovery plan, including managing and 
monitoring known sites. Evaluate the 
potential for establishing new populations 
in suitable habitat.  

Plant Arrow-leaf 
Thelypody 

Arrow-leaf thelypody occurs 
with western junipers along 
streambanks, seasonally-moist 
areas, seeps, and under isolated 
juniper trees away from obvious 
moisture.  

Minimize grazing at priority sites. Collect 
and store seeds. 

Plant Boggs Lake 
Hedge Hyssop 

Boggs Lake hedge hyssop is 
found in semi-aquatic habitat. 
This species typically occurs in 
mud or damp soils at lake 
edges, generally around 5360 
feet altitude. Occupied wetlands 
are often surrounded by 
sagebrush flats. 

The only known Oregon population occurs 
on Bureau of Land Management lands. 
Monitor the existing population. Survey for 
suitable habitat for establishment of new 
populations. 

Plant Coast Range 
Fawn Lily 

The Coast Range fawn lily is 
found in a variety of habitat 
types, including open meadows, 
brushland, rocky cliffs, open to 
closed coniferous forests, and at 
the edges of sphagnum bogs.  

Survey potential habitat for new 
populations. Continue efforts to protect 
known sites and monitor populations. 
Collect and store seeds. Consider 
reintroductions.  

Plant Cook's Desert 
Parsley 

Cook's desert parsley occurs in 
two major population centers. In 
Jackson County, this species is 
found in the Agate Desert in 
vernal pools. These pools usually 
range from 3-100 feet across 
and no more than 12 inches 
deep. In Josephine County, this 

Maintain current populations and restore 
vernal pool habitat at priority sites, 
including Denman Wildlife Management 
Area. Manage road construction and 
maintenance projects to avoid impacts to 
hydrology in and around known 
populations.    
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species is found in seasonally-
wet, grassy meadows on alluvial 
floodplains in the Illinois Valley, 
with underlying soil forming clay 
pan. 

Plant Dwarf 
Meadowfoam 

Dwarf meadowfoam typically 
grows along the edges of deep 
vernal pools. This species is 
associated with ancient basalt 
lava flows on Upper and Lower 
Table Rocks in Jackson County, 
above 1950 feet.  

Minimize impacts from trail construction 
and maintenance. Continue population 
monitoring. Note: this plant occurs only on 
federal land. 

Plant Gentner's 
Fritillary 

Gentner's fritillary occurs in a 
wide range of habitat types, 
including woodlands dominated 
by Oregon white oak, moist 
riparian areas, Douglas fir 
forests, and serpentine sites. 
This species generally prefers 
ecotones between meadows and 
open woodlands.  

Minimize impacts from road maintenance 
and construction on existing roadside 
populations. Continue monitoring existing 
populations. 

Plant Howell's 
Spectacular 
Thelypody 

Howell's spectacular thelypody 
occurs in low-elevation (3000-
3500 feet) river valleys and 
moist, alkaline plains. This 
species is often found at the 
intersection of black greasewood 
and riparian habitat. Howell's 
spectacular thelypody may be 
dependent on seasonal 
flooding. 

Locate protected sites in potential habitat. 
Create new populations. Minimize grazing 
and mowing during the growing season at 
priority locations. Control key invasive 
plants. Continue voluntary cooperative 
efforts with private landowners. Collect 
and store seeds. 

Plant Howellia Howellia is typically found at the 
edges of low-elevation vernal 
pools, generally in shaded areas. 

Maintain or restore seasonal wetland 
habitat. Control invasive plants at priority 
sites. Conduct surveys of potential habitat 
to locate additional populations. The draft 
recovery plan identifies additional 
conservation actions. 

Plant Kincaid's Lupine Kincaid's lupine occurs in 
seasonally-wet native prairies. 

Restore prairie habitat using site-
appropriate tools (e.g., burning, 
mechanical removal of encroaching 
vegetation).  Develop seed production 
fields for each recovery zone. Conduct 
long-term demographic monitoring. 
Conduct surveys of potential habitat to 
locate new populations. Limit impacts from 
road construction/maintenance at 
occupied sites. 
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Plant Large-flowered 
Rush Lily 

The large-flowered rush lily 
occurs in bogs, moist, open 
meadows, seeps, and wetland 
areas, generally at elevations of 
1150-2300 feet. This species is 
often associated with overlying 
serpentine or peridotite soils. It 
is commonly found in open 
areas, with gentle slope. 

Maintain California pitcher-plant bogs, 
which provide habitat for many rare 
species. Minimize water withdrawals from 
bog sites. Carefully manage or eliminate 
grazing at sites where this species occurs. 
Collect/store seeds, including seeds from 
both white and purple flowers. 

Plant Nelson's 
Checkermallow 

Nelson's checkermallow occurs 
in wet and dry prairies, 
wetlands, edges of woodlands, 
and riparian areas. Remnant 
populations occur in roadsides 
and ditches. 

Maintain or restore grass-dominated 
habitat. Maintain or restore hydrology. 
Control key invasive plants. Use mowing or 
prescribed fire to control brush and trees. 
Maintain populations in roadsides and 
ditches. 

Plant Oregon 
Semaphore 
Grass 

Oregon semaphore grass occurs 
in moist meadows and 
marshland, at around 3300-5600 
feet in elevation. This species is 
found on gravelly silt loam or 
clay soil inundated by slow-
moving water.  

Manage grazing at occupied sites. Collect 
and store seed. Monitor current 
introductions into suitable habitat on 
public land. 

Plant Rough 
Popcornflower 

Rough popcornflower occurs in 
shaded, seasonally-wet pools 
(vernal pools). 

Avoid herbicide spraying on roadside 
populations. Work cooperatively with 
private landowners to maintain rough 
popcornflower on private land. Acquire 
land with quality habitat for population 
creation projects. Continue monitoring of 
existing populations. Carefully manage 
grazing and fence priority sites, if 
necessary. 

Plant Western Lily The western lily occurs in bogs 
composed of damp, slightly 
acidic and organic soils. This 
species is generally associated 
with small shrubs with nearby 
sunlight, and may use shrubs for 
mechanical support. 

Continue current conservation efforts, such 
as grazing management, propagation, and 
experimental vegetation management 
(e.g., prescribed fire, mowing). Maintain 
and restore bog hydrology. Avoid 
herbicide application during the growing 
season for roadside populations and use 
“No Spray” signs for educational purposes. 

Plant White-topped 
Aster 

White-topped aster occurs in 
open grasslands, including 
seasonally-wet prairies and oak 
savannah. 

Maintain or restore grass-dominated 
habitat. Control key invasive plants. Use 
mowing or prescribed fire to control brush 
and trees. Maintain populations in 
roadsides and ditches. Collect and store 
seeds. 
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Taxa 

Species 
Common Name 

Special Needs Conservation Actions 

Plant Willamette 
Daisy 

The Willamette daisy is found in 
seasonally-wet prairies and 
drier upland prairie sites, where 
woody cover is nearly absent 
and herbaceous vegetation 
tends to be low in stature. 

Continue prairie management where 
extant populations occur to maintain and 
expand populations. Identify suitable 
protected sites for introductions. Maintain 
or restore hydrology. Control invasive and 
woody plants through use of well-timed 
mowing, prescribed fire, and selected 
herbicide use, as appropriate. Collect seeds 
for storage and grow out for outplanting. 

Reptile Western 
Painted Turtle 

Western painted turtles inhabit 
marshy ponds, small lakes, 
slow-moving streams, and quiet 
off-channel portions of rivers. 
They prefer waters with muddy 
bottoms and aquatic 
vegetation. Western painted 
turtles use open, sparsely-
vegetated and sunny ground for 
nesting. They require sunny 
logs/vegetation for basking and 
safe movement corridors 
between aquatic and terrestrial 
habitat. 

Provide basking structures and nesting 
habitat. Control invasive plants and 
animals. Protect important nesting sites 
from disturbance. Use wire cages to 
protect nests from raccoons at key sites in 
the short-term where this is a problem. 
Implement the Oregon Department of Fish 
and Wildlife's Turtle Best Management 
Practices. Prevent illegal collection. Prevent 
release of pet turtles. Reduce risk of 
mortality from roads. 

Reptile Western Pond 
Turtle 

Western pond turtles are found 
in marshes, streams, rivers, 
ponds, and lakes. They use 
sparsely-vegetated ground 
nearby for digging nests and 
moist, shrubby or forested areas 
for aestivation and over-
wintering. They require sunny 
logs/vegetation for basking and 
safe movement corridors 
between aquatic and terrestrial 
habitat. 

Identify population centers. Use 
distribution data to establish priority areas 
for protection and management. Provide 
basking structures and nesting habitat. 
Control invasive plants and animals. 
Minimize disturbance in nesting areas. 
Protect adjacent upland habitat. 
Implement the Oregon Department of Fish 
and Wildlife's Turtle Best Management 
Practices. Prevent illegal collection. Prevent 
release of pet turtles. Reduce risk of 
mortality from roads. 
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APPENDIX D-1 
 

A CASE STUDY IN PHOTOS SHOWING THE MAGNITUDE AND SPEED OF  
 

BEAVER-RELATED WATER AND HABITAT CHANGES ON BRIDGE CREEK 
 

WHEELER COUNTY, OREGON  
 

 

Bridge Creek (blue star) in central Oregon is a tributary to the John Day River. 
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Beavers in Bridge Creek after 1988* 
Bridge Creek is a low-gradient stream in the John Day River basin of eastern Oregon.  After 
decades of grazing, riparian vegetation along a 31.7 km reach was sparse and low in diversity, 
vegetated floodplains were typically narrow, and the stream was relatively wide and shallow.  
Cattle grazing within this reach was reduced in 1988, irrigation diversion ditches were replaced 
with culverts in 1989, and beaver (Castor canadensis) trapping was discontinued after 1991.  
Between 1988 and 2004 (17 yrs), beaver dams and ponds were surveyed twice a year to 
estimate their dimensions.   

 
Field notes and photographs were used to document habitat use and better understand the 
potential role of beaver with regard to channel morphology and riparian plant communities.  
The annual number of beaver dams present in the study reach ranged from 9 to 103.  On 
average, dams were nearly 8 m in length with ponds extending upstream 26 m.  Over time, 
beaver dams/ponds typically accumulated sediment, improved conditions for establishment 
and growth of riparian plants, and altered channels.  Dams that breached during periods of high 
flow often contributed to long-term increases in channel complexity through the formation of 
new meanders, pools, and riffles.  Exposed sediment deposits associated with breached dams 
provided fresh seedbeds for regeneration of willows (Salix spp.), black cottonwood (Populus 
balsamifera ssp. trichocarpa), and other riparian plants.  Although portions of the study reach 
were periodically abandoned by beaver following heavy utilization of streamside vegetation, 
within a few years dense stands of woody plants normally occupied a larger portion of the 
floodplain.  Observations indicated that beaver facilitated recovery of riparian vegetation, 
floodplain functions, and stream channels, as well as habitat for multiple aquatic and terrestrial 
wildlife species.   
 

*   Adapted from Demmer R, Beschta RL.  2008.  Recent history (1988-2004) of beaver dams 
along Bridge Creek in central Oregon.  Northwest Sci. 82: 309-318. 
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Representative reaches of Bridge Creek in September 1987; the top photo is at river mile 5.0 

and the bottom photo at river mile 9.25.  Note the general lack of streamside vegetation, 

eroding banks and over-widened channels, and a lack of pool habitat and cover for fish.  
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Chronosequence of photos for lower reaches of Bridge Creek.  Top photo is from 1993, about 

the time that grazing was being reduced and beaver trapping curtailed.  Bottom photo is from 

2009 showing extensive recovery of riparian vegetation along the stream has occurred.  
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Beaver dams/ponds along Bridge Creek in December 2000 (top) and November 2001 (bottom).  

Note the recovering riparian plant communities and large pools upstream of each dam. 
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Flood surge along Bridge Creek in August 5, 2003.  Top left photo is at 3:10 PM and top right 

photo is the same location six minutes later, showing the rapidity of change in flows.  The 

bottom photo is further downstream and was taken at 3:47 pm.  Healthy riparian plant 

communities help to stabilize banks during use events and beaver ponds can trap some of the 

sediment in transport. 
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Beaver dams/ponds along Bridge Creek in October 2003 (top photo) and June 2006 (bottom 

photo).  Note the dense riparian vegetation lining the banks of the stream as well as the pool 

habitat upstream of each dam.  
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Beaver dams/ponds along Bridge Creek in June 2004 (top four photos) and November 2004 

(bottom photo).  Again, dense riparian vegetation is present along the banks and floodplain of 

the stream and extensive pool habitat has been created upstream of each dam. 
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Portion of Bridge Creek Topographic Map showing “river miles” (RM) upstream from the John 

Day River (at top of map); the town of Mitchell occurs at the lower right and upstream of RM 

19.75.  Arrows point to location of aerial images on the following pages: (a) upper arrow is at 

~RM 9.3, (b) lower arrow is at ~RM 18. 
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Bridge Creek reach near River Mile 9.25 and within the Painted Hills National Monument.  

Aerial images for this reach are for July 2013 (top), August 2014 (center), and July 2017 

(bottom). The top two images have three beaver dams present (arrows) while the center dam 

no longer exists in the lower image.  Extensive riparian plant communities are supported, in 

part, by water spreading, sediment deposition, and higher water tables associated with beaver 

dams/ponds along this reach. Photo credit: Aerial images from Google Earth ©. 
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Bridge Creek reach near River Mile 18.  Aerial images for this reach are for August 2005 (top), 

and July 2014 (bottom). Although 2 beaver dams are present in the top image, in a few years, 

having built another 10 or so dams, the effects are much more noticeable in the bottom image.  

Again, the extensive riparian plant communities present along this reach are supported, in part, 

by water spreading, sediment deposition, and higher water tables associated with beaver 

dams/ponds.  Photo credit: upper from Google Earth ©; lower from Weber et al. 2017, DOI: 

10.1371/journal.pone.0176313. 

  

http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0176313
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0176313
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0176313
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0176313
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0176313
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0176313
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0176313
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0176313
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0176313
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0176313
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0176313
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0176313
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0176313
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0176313
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APPENDIX D-2 

 
A CASE STUDY IN PHOTOS SHOWING THE MAGNITUDE AND SPEED OF  

 
BEAVER-RELATED WATER AND HABITAT CHANGES ON SUSIE CREEK 

 
ELKO COUNTY, NEVADA  

 
 
These repeat photos of Susie Creek in Elko County, Nevada show changes over time to 
vegetation, fish and wildlife habitat and water abundance as a result of changes in livestock 
management and the arrival and establishment of beavers. The photos are of Bureau of Land 
Management ground. 
 
1991:  At this time, livestock grazing occurred throughout the growing season on an annual 
basis.  Growth of streamside vegetation was limited.   
 
1999:  Beginning in 1992, BLM in cooperation with Maggie Creek Ranch and other partners 
constructed a series of livestock management fences along Susie Creek.  By 1999, changes in 
grazing management, including replacing annual growing season grazing with spring and/or fall 
grazing, allowed for growth of riparian plants including sedges, rushes and willows. 
 
Pre-2007:  Beaver arrive in this part of the creek and begin to use the riparian vegetation to 
build their dams and expand their water-storing complexes.  Their arrive and establishment 
further alters the water abundance and vegetation conditions in Susie Creek.  
 
2007:  By 2007, the development of well-established willow communities resulted in extensive 
colonization of the area by beaver. In Northeastern Nevada, where willows become 
established, beaver are not far behind.   
 
2012:  The site has transitioned from a willow community to a cattail marsh as a result of 
willows being drowned out by water being impounded behind dams.   
 
 
 
Photos and text by Carol Evans, retired fisheries biologist, Elko District, Bureau of Land 
Management (1988- 2016).  Photos taken from photo point #3 
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 Susie Creek, Elko County, NV 
 
In 1991, livestock grazing is season long and 
beavers are absent.  This changes in 1992 with the 
initiation of Spring and Fall grazing and the later 
arrival of beavers.  There is a strong vegetation 
response to the grazing management change and 
beaver arrive sometime prior to 2007 in response 
to improved vegetation conditions.  In 2007, Elko 
County in Nevada is in a SEVERE drought for most 
of the summer.  Yet Susie Creek provides abundant 
water for fish, wildlife, people, and livestock all 
summer long because of beaver activity and 
continued good livestock management.   
 

Photo by Carol Evans 

September 23, 2007 
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Susie Creek 
 
In 1991, livestock grazing is season long and beavers 
are absent.  This changes in 1992 with the initiation 
of a grazing management change to Spring and Fall 
grazing and the later arrival of beavers.  As in 2007, 
the benefits of those changes are experienced again 
in 2012 when Elko County, Nevada is in a MODERATE 
to SEVERE drought.  Again, Susie Creek provides 
abundant water for fish, wildlife, people, and 
livestock because of long-term and continued beaver 
activity and continued good livestock management.  
Drought continues through the summer increasing to 
EXTREME in some parts of the county.  
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Maggie Creek, Elko County, Nevada.  In 2012 SEVERE drought yet 28 miles of water-abundant landscape due to abundant 

beavers and continued good livestock management. 

 

 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Photo by Carol Evans 

April 16, 2012 
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APPENDIX E-1 
 

MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF BEAVER-RELATED STUDIES IN OREGON 

 

and REFERENCES 
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Table E-1:  Studies shown in Map E-1.  The full citations are found in Appendix E-2. 

Map # First Author Title Year Stream/Area 
1 Bailey North American Fauna: The mammal and life zones of Oregon: 218-222 1936 Little Summit 

Creek 

2 Bruner, K.L. Effects of beaver on streams, streamside habitat, and coho salmon fry populations in 
two coastal Oregon streams 

1989 Cape Creek 

3 Bruner, K.L. Effects of beaver on streams, streamside habitat, and coho salmon fry populations in 
two coastal Oregon streams 

1989 Cummins 
Creek 

4 Buckley, G.L. Desertification of the Camp Creek Drainage in Central Oregon 1993 Camp Creek 

5 Demmer, R. Recent History (1988-2004) of Beaver Dams along Bridge Creek in central Oregon 2008 Bridge Creek 

6 Dent, F.E. Influence of hillslope and instream processes on channel morphology on Esmond 
Creek in Oregon Coast Range 

1993 Esmond Creek 

7 Fairfax, E. Building Climate Resiliency in a Warming World:  From Beaver Dams to 
Undergraduate Education 

2019 Burns, OR 

8 Finley, W.L. Beaver - conserver of soil and water 1937 Silver Creek 

9 Fouty, S. C. Euro-American beaver trapping and its long-term impact on drainage network form 
and function, water abundance, delivery, and system stability 

2018 Camp Creek 

10 Grant, J. The Grande Ronde Subbasin:  Stream habitat and fisheries conditions, restoration and 
the North American Beaver. Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla In 

2011 Grande Ronde 

11 Kindschy, R.R. Response of red willow to beaver use in southeastern Oregon 1985 Coast Range 

12 Lawson, P. W, et 
al. 

 Identification of historical populations of coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch) in the 
Oregon Coast Evolutionarily Significant Unit 

2007 Coast Range 

13 Leidholt Bruner, K. Beaver dam locations and their effects on distribution and abundance of coho salmon 
fry in two coastal Oregon streams 

1992 Cape Creek 

14 Lowry Groundwater elevations and temperature adjacent to a beaver pond in central 
Oregon 

1993 Bridge Creek 

15 Maenhout, J. L. Beaver ecology in Bridge Creek, a tributary to the John Day River 2013 Bridge Creek 

16 McComb, W. Dam-site selection by beavers in an eastern Oregon basin. Great Basin 1990 Long Creek 

17 Miller, B. A. and S. 
Sadro 

Residence time and seasonal movements of juvenile coho salmon in the ecotone and 
lower estuary of Winchester Creek, South Slough, Oregon 

2003 Winchester 
Creek, South 
Slough 

18 Morgan-Hayes, A. Laws, regulations, and management plans to improve streamflow and stream 
temperature: a case study in the North Fork Burnt River Watershed 

2018 North Fork 
Burnt River 
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Map # First Author Title Year Stream/Area 
19 Nickelson, T. E A habitat-based assessment of coho salmon production potential and spawner 

escapement needs for Oregon coastal streams 
1998 Multiple 

Streams 

20 Oregon 
Department of 
Fish and Wildlife 

The importance of beaver (Castor Canadensis) to coho habitat and trend in beaver 
abundance in the Oregon Coast coho ESU 

2005 Regional 
study 

21 Ott, J. ruining the rivers in the snake country: the Hudson's Bay company's fur desert policy 2003 Grand Ronde 
River 

22 Perkins, T.E.  The spatial distribution of beaver (Castor canadensis): Impoundments and effects on 
plant community structure in the lower Alsea drainage of the Oreg 

2000 Lower Alsea 
Drainage 

23 Petro, V. M. Evaluating" nuisance" beaver relocation as a tool to increase coho salmon habitat in 
the Alsea Basin of the central Oregon Coast Range 

2013 Alsea River 

24 Pollock, M. Geomorphic changes upstream of beaver dams in Bridge Creek, an incised stream 
channel in the interior Columbia River basin, eastern Oregon 

2007 Bridge Creek 

25 Ringer, G. O Sedimentation of beaver ponds in an Oregon Coast Range stream 1994 Flynn Creek 

26 Roemhildt, M. H A food utilization study of Pacific Coast Beaver (Castor canadensis pacificus - Rhoads 1940 Oak Creek 

27 Romer, J Status of Winter Rearing Habitat in Four Coho Population Units, 2007 2008 Coast Range 

28 Schaffer, P.W. Beaver on trial 1941 Crane Creek 

29 Sharps, D. E. Spatial and temporal characteristics of groundwater levels adjacent to beaver ponds 
in Oregon 

1996 Beaver Creek 

30 Suzuki, N  Habitat classification and characteristics of small mammal and amphibian 
communities in beaver-pond habitats of the Oregon Coast Range 

1992 Drift Creek 

31 Suzuki, N.  Habitat classification models for beaver (Castor canadensis) in the streams of the 
central Oregon Coast Range 

1998 Drift Creek 

32 Talabere, A. G. Influence of water temperature and beaver ponds on Lahontan cutthroat trout in a 
high-desert stream 

2002 Willow Creek 

33 Weber, N. et al Alteration of stream temperature by natural and artificial beaver dams 2017 Bridge Creek 

33 Bouwes, N et al  Ecosystem experiment reveals benefits of natural and simulated beaver dams to a 
threatened population of steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss).  

2016 Bridge Creek 

34 Winegar, H.H Camp Creek channel fencing – Plant, Wildlife, Soil, and Water response 1997 Camp Creek 
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APPENDIX E-2 
 

STUDIES RELATED TO BEAVERS and BEAVER-GENERATED BENEFITS 
Studies from 1924 to 2020 

 

This bibliography is a subset of a much larger document.  These citations were selected to 

show the diversity and magnitude of beaver influences on systems and organisms, the value 

of those benefits, and the longevity of that interest 

 

Apple, L. L., B. H. Smith, J. D. Dunder, and B. W. Baker. 1984. The use of beavers for 

riparian/aquatic habitat restoration of cold desert, gully-cut stream systems in southwestern 

Wyoming. Pages 123-130 in American Fisheries Society/Wildlife Society joint chapter meeting, 

February 8-10, Logan, Utah, USA. 

 

Aznar, J.  and A. Desrochers. 2008.  Building for the future:  Abandoned beaver ponds promote 

bird diversity. Ecoscience.  Vol. 15, no. 2: pp. 250-257. 

 

Baker, B. 1995. Restoring healthy riparian ecosystems on western rangelands: beaver as a 

keystone species. Supplement to the Bulletin of the Ecological Society of America 76:10 

 

Bailey, V. 1936.  North American Fauna:  The mammal and life zones of Oregon:  218-222 

 

Beaver State Wildlife Solutions (Oregon) http://www.beaverstatewildlifesolutions.com/ 

 

Beaver Deceivers (Vermont) https://www.beaverdeceivers.com/ 

 

Beaver Solutions (Massachusetts) https://www.beaversolutions.com/ 

 

Benner, P. A. and J. R. Sedell. 1997.  Upper Willamette River Landscape:  A Historic Perspective.  

In River Quality:  Dynamics and Restoration. (D.A. Dunnette and A. Laenen, eds.). Chapter 2, 

pp.23-47.   

 

Beschta, R. L. 1997. Restoration of riparian and aquatic systems for improved aquatic habitats 

in the upper Columbia River basin. Pages 475-491. Pacific Salmon & their Ecosystems. Springer. 

 

Beschta, R. L. and W. J. Ripple. 2019. Can large carnivores change streams via a trophic 

cascade? Ecohydrology. 2019; 12:e2048. https://doi.org/10.1002/eco.2048 

 

Bilby, R.E. and G.E. Likens.  1980.  Importance of organic debris dams in the structure and 

function of stream ecosystems.  Ecology 61(5): 1107-1113.   

http://www.beaverstatewildlifesolutions.com/
https://www.beaverdeceivers.com/
https://www.beaversolutions.com/
https://doi.org/10.1002/eco.2048


A-60 
 

 

Bouwes, N., N. Weber, C.E. Jordan, W. C. Saunders, I.A. Tatttam, C. Volk, J. M. Wheaton, and 

M.M. Pollock. 2016.  Ecosystem experiment reveals benefits of natural and simulated beaver 

dams to a threatened population of steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss).  Scientific Reports: 

6:28581: doi: 10:1038/srep28581. pp. 1-13 

 

Boyles, S. L. and Savitzky, B. A. (2008). An Analysis of the Efficacy and Comparative Costs of 

Using Flow Devices to Resolve Conflicts with North American Beavers Along Roadways in the 

Coastal Plain of Virginia.  Proceedings – Vertebrate Pest Conference 

 

Brophy, L. 2020.  Little-known forests of the tidelands:  Oregon’s magnificent tidal swamps, past 

and present.  Slideshow.  Hatfield Marine Science Center’s “Science on Tap”.  South Beach, OR. 

February 18, 2020. 

 

Brown, M. K. and G. R. Parsons. 1979. Waterfowl production on beaver flowages in a part of 

northern New York. New York Fish and Game Journal 26:142-153. 

 

Bruner, K. L. 1989. Effects of beaver on streams, streamside habitat, and coho salmon fry 

populations in two coastal Oregon streams. MS Thesis.  Oregon State University. 81 p. 

 

Bryant, M. D. 1983b. The role of beaver dams as coho salmon habitat in southeast Alaska 

streams. Pages 183-192 in J. M. Walton and D. B. Houston, editors. Proceedings of the Olympic 

Wild Fish Conference. Olympic Wild Fish Conference, Port Angeles, Washington, USA. 

 

Buech, R. R. 1985. Beaver in water impoundments: Understanding a problem of water level 

management. Pages 95–10 5in M. D. Knighton (ed.), Proceedings, water impoundments for 

wildlife: A habitat management workshop. USDA Forest Service, North Central Forest 

Experiment Station, St. Paul, General Technical Report NC-100. 

 

Callahan, M. 2003. Beaver management study. Association of Massachusetts Wetland Scientists 

Newsletter 44:12-15. 

 

Callahan, M. 2005. Best management practices for beaver problems. Association of 

Massachusetts Wetland Scientists Newsletter 53:12-14. 

 

Campbell, K. L, Kumar, S. and Johnson, H. P. (1972). Stream straightening effects on flood-

runoff characteristics. Transactions of the American Society of Agricultural Engineers (ASAE), 15 

(1), pp. 94-98.  

 

Castro, J., M. Pollock, C. Jordan, G. Lewallen, and K. Woodruff.  2015.  The Beaver Restoration 

Guidebook.  Working with Beaver to Restore Streams, Wetlands, and Floodplains.  Version 1.0, 

199 p.  
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Charnley, Susan. 2019. If you build it, they will come: ranching, riparian revegetation, and 

beaver colonization in Elko County, Nevada. Res. Pap. PNW-RP-614. Portland, OR: U.S. 

Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Research Station. 39 p. 

 

Clements, C. 1991. Beavers and riparian ecosystems. Rangelands. Denver, Colo.: Society for 

Range Management. Dec:277-279. 

 

Close, T. L. 2003. Modifications to the Clemson pond leveler to facilitate brook trout passage. 

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, Division of Fisheries. 

 

Collins, T.C. 1993.  The role of the beaver in riparian habitat management.  Habitat Extension 

Bulletin No. 38, Wyoming Game and Fish Department, Cheyenne. 

 

Cooke, H. A. and S. Zack. 2008. Influence of beaver dam density on riparian areas and riparian 

birds in shrubsteppe of Wyoming. Western North American Naturalist 68:365-373. 

 

Cunningham, J.M., A.J. Calhoun, and W.E. Glanz.  2002.  The effect of beaver on the spatial and 

temporal distribution of pond-breeding amphibian species.  Society for Conservation Biology, 

2002 Annual Meeting: 3-4. 

 

Dahm, C. N. and J. R. Sedell. 1986. The role of beaver on nutrient cycling in streams. Journal of 

the Colorado-Wyoming Academy of Science 18:32. 

 

Dean Runyan Associates. 2009.  Fishing, Hunting, Wildlife Viewing, and Shellfishing in Oregon: 

2008 State and County Expenditures Estimates.  Prepared for the Oregon Department of Fish 

and Wildlife and Travel Oregon. 72p.  

 

Demmer, R. and Beschta, R. L. 2008.  Recent History (1988 – 2004) of Beaver Dams along Bridge 

Creek in Central Oregon.  Northwest Science, Vol. 82.  No. 4, pp. 309 – 318. 

 

Dent, E. F. 1993.  Infuence of hillslope and instream processes on channel morphology on 
Esmond Creek in Oregon Coast Range. Thesis.  Oregon State University. 148 p. 
 
Dudley, T. and N.H. Anderson.  1982.  A survey of invertebrates associated with wood debris in 

aquatic habitats.  Melanderia No. 39: 1-21. 

 

Duke SD.  1982.  Distribution of fisheries and their relationship to environments in selected 

coastal streams, Douglas and Coos Counties, Oregon.  MS Thesis, Oregon State University, 

Corvallis, OR, 103 pp. 
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Dybala, K.E., K. Steger, R.G. Walsh, D.R. Smart, T. Gardali, and N.E. Seavy. 2018.  Optimizing 
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APPENDIX F 

 
REQUESTS FROM NATIONAL FORESTS FOR A CLOSURE OR CONTINUED CLOSURE 
OF COMMERCIAL AND RECREATIONAL BEAVER TRAPPING AND HUNTING   
 

OCHOCO NATIONAL FOREST (1997, 2020) 
 

SIUSLAW NATIONAL FOREST (2019) 
 

WALLOWA WHITMAN NATIONAL FOREST (1994, 1997) 
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Logo Department Name Agency Organization Organization Address Information 
United States 
Department of 
Agriculture 

Forest 
Service 

Ochoco National Forest 3160 NE 3rd Street 
Prineville, OR 97754 
541-416-6500

File Code: 2620 
Date: May 15, 2020 

Dr. Doug Cottam 
Wildlife Division Administrator 
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 
4034 Fairview Industrial Drive SE  
Salem, OR  97302 

Dear Dr. Cottam: 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide ODFW with information on the existing beaver 
trapping ban associated with the Ochoco National Forest (NF) and portions of the Crooked River 
National Grassland (CRNG). We appreciate the summary and history of the existing closures 
that you provided.  Although the Forest was aware of the closure that has been in place since 
1986, we were unaware of the trapping ban put in place in 1975 associated with the eastern 
portion of the Crooked River National Grassland.  

We know that ODFW is aware of the importance this keystone species plays in the health and 
function of our watersheds.  In addition, with our climate getting warmer and drier, beavers play 
and important role in keeping water on the land year-round, and specifically important in 
hydrologically connecting these complex wet meadow and stream networks that cover the 
Ochoco NF and CRNG.   

ODFW is also aware that beavers, beaver habitat, riparian and aquatic function has been a very 
popular topic in Oregon for several years now.  Organized events such as the “State of the 
Beaver” conference have developed to showcase ongoing restoration and research efforts being 
conducted to improve beaver habitat and stream/riparian health.  With that being said, there’s an 
increasing awareness of the role beavers play in the hydrologic function and maintenance of 
riparian habitat across the NF and CRNG, thanks to the length of time these trapping bans have 
been in place.   

With the amount of stream/riparian restoration work that is occurring on the NF and CRNG, and 
the use and maintenance of these areas by beavers, adjacent private land owners have also 
become more informed about the importance of beavers and their potential to help improve the 
highly degraded streams associated with their properties.  A great example of private land 
restoration efforts surrounded by National Forest is the work being implemented along Marks 
Creek.  Marks Creek is a major drainage that parallels US Highway 26.  If you travel this route 
today you will see where the private landowner is actively placing logs in the stream, and has 
logs stockpiled and staged all along the stream.  As you travel the route upstream you will also 
see beaver activity in and around the work that has already been accomplished.  This 
landowner’s objectives are similar to those of the Ochoco NF; they are raising their down cut 
degraded stream channel, restoring and recruiting hardwoods, and encouraging beaver 
occupancy throughout the stream reaches associated with their private land. 
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To provide some context to the history of the trapping ban between the Ochoco NF and ODFW 
State office, attached is a letter drafted in 1997 that the Ochoco NF provided ODFW, 
summarizing the past decade of benefits and the need to maintain the closure.  The letter outlines 
the objectives of the closure, examples of success, quantifiable measures to determine success, 
and reasons to continue the closure. 

Below is a summary addressing the questions submitted to the Ochoco NF:    In addition, 
attached are two spreadsheets that describe and summarize restoration work that has been 
accomplished in the recent past, is ongoing, or is planned in the near future, along with stream 
survey/monitoring data that identifies beaver occupancy. 

Objectives of the closures?  The objectives of the closures have not changed since the last 
official correspondence with ODFW in 1997 - Restore degraded riparian habitat by creating 
more pool habitat, slowing surface runoff and storing more water for late season release and 
decreasing sediment transport.  

Have objectives been achieved?  The attached spreadsheet (Ochoco Aquatic Restoration) 
summarizes the most recent restoration projects and associated improvements.  Although many 
streams have been restored there are many needing varying degrees of restoration, as well as 
adaptive management changes.  Specifically, from a hardwood recovery perspective, due to the 
number of conifers that have encroached these riparian areas, over-shading and outcompeting of 
riparian vegetation continues in many areas. 

What ongoing empirical monitoring data has been collected and how is it used to evaluate 
these closures? Data is collected through stream inventory monitoring, some of which is 
conducted in partnership with ODFW.  This information is kept in a stream inventory database to 
monitor biological and physical changes over-time.  For restoration projects specifically, pre and 
post monitoring data is collected.  Data is collected by stream reach and information includes but 
is not limited to; number of pools, width/depth ratios, degree of stream entrenchment, conifer to 
hardwood ratios, changes in sediment regime, amphibian numbers (i.e. Columbia Spotted Frogs), 
redband trout and other native fish species presence/abundance, and beaver occupancy.  

Change in policies and practices to accommodate and/or accompany closures?  Policy has 
remained relatively unchanged, whereas practices surrounding aquatic and riparian restoration 
has changed greatly since 1997 and our last official correspondence with ODFW on this topic.  
Historically, riparian areas and specifically Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas have had very 
strict limitations on what kind of restoration activities and related short-term disturbance were 
permitted.  Most restoration actions were limited in their scope of in-stream restoration work and 
therefore primarily focused on channel stabilization through coarse wood placement and riparian 
planting along streams that were historically altered and channelized when the Ochoco’s were 
settled, to improve utilization and forage production for domestic livestock use.  In recent years, 
a significant new riparian restoration methodology has emerged with the implementation of the 
“Stage Zero” restoration process, better supporting beaver and related ecosystem benefits than 
solely traditional restoration methods.  This process has allowed the FS to “lift and fill” down cut 
stream channels and redefine the historic braids associated with these systems to redistribute the 
flow of water into its historic path.  This restoration method involves a large amount of in-stream 
work in depositional areas often preferred by beaver, reestablishing the historic condition of 
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stream channels and floodplains, providing the best opportunity for beaver to be successful and 
help maintain the function of these systems (see enclosed photo).  Additionally, the NF has 
increased the use of Beaver Dam Analogues to further complement these traditional and new 
restoration techniques, recognizing this as an important “stop gap” measure while the NF 
continues to treat conifer overstocking, until riparian hardwood densities increase and provide 
adequate forage for beaver re-establishment.  

Beaver populations increasing and empirical data supporting this determination?  It is very 
rare that the USFS conducts a population census for wildlife species that fall under management 
by ODFW. With that said, the FS does often support efforts to assist ODFW with population 
census efforts that would benefit specific habitat work or focus our management where it is 
needed.  Although no population estimates have been developed for beavers on the Ochoco NF 
and CRNG, our stream inventory data documents beaver occupancy by stream and reach.  
Stream surveys are replicated over time and data is entered into our corporate database. This data 
can be referenced to display changes in beaver occupancy over time, based on the numbers of 
surveys completed.  This data can be queried and provided to ODFW upon request.  The 
enclosed spreadsheet, Stream Inventory Database, displays our stream survey/monitoring data, as 
well as beaver occupancy information. 

As mentioned before, beaver occupancy is important to the health and function of the 
stream/wetland systems on the Ochoco NF and CRNG.  We look forward to continuing our work 
collaboratively with ODFW.  Based on our monitoring efforts and the successes we share with 
ODFW, we welcome input on improving our data collection methods, and assisting ODFW with 
population densities/ beaver occupancy over time.  In addition, as we continue with our 
restoration efforts, we know that it is also important to continue the trapping closure, to allow us 
to fully restore these systems, and reestablish all native species. 

Sincerely, 

Forest Supervisor 

Enclosures (4) 

cc:  Derek Broman 
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APPENDIX G 

 
ECONOMICS OF AND TRENDS IN COMMERCIAL AND RECREATIONAL 

BEAVER TRAPPING AND HUNTING 
 

 
Commercial and recreational beaver hunting and trapping under Oregon’s Furbearer Trapping and 

Hunting Regulations occurs on both public and private land.  However, locations are reported to 

ODFW only by County and therefore the number of beavers taken from the various types of public 

lands (federal, state, county, city) versus private lands is unknown.   Several tables and figures are 

provided to give an idea of the value of commercial and recreational beaver trapping and hunting 

statewide compared to the value of an abundant and widely distributed beaver populations. 

 

Table 1 estimates the maximum dollar return on beaver pelts if all beaver take reported to ODFW 

were sold.   Table 2 indicates that the values found in the last column of Table 1 overstate the 

economic return of beaver trapping and hunting because beaver take was much greater than beaver 

pelts sold.   Table 3 shows beaver sales (pelts and castor) at the Oregon Territorial Council on Furs 

sales.   Economic return between 2015 to 2019 ranged from $ 6,899 to $11,669.  During these same 

years, OWEB dollars spent from $8.79 million to $27.28 million dollars on coastal wetland and stream 

and riparian restoration. 
 

It is important to note that the dollars listed in Table 1, 2 and 3 reflect the economic return of beaver 

trapping and hunting on a statewide basis (includes both private and public lands).  The request for an 

amendment to OAR 635-050-0070 only applies to federally managed public lands.  Therefore, the 

economic losses from the approving the amendment is much less than presented in these tables.   

 
Table 1:  Data related to commercial and recreational trapping, beaver take, pelt prices, and statewide 
economic return if all pelts sold.  
 

Year 
Oregon's 

population  

Furtaker 
Licenses sold 

(all) 1 

Furtakers 
reporting a 

beaver take1 

Beaver take 
reported to 

ODFW 1 

Pelt 
price1 

Maximum $ state-
wide if all sold at 

pelt price 
2000   1,580 250 3,385 $13 $44,005 

2001 3,470,000 1,615 256 3,900 $10 $39,000 

2002   1,815 256 3,178 $11 $34,958 

2003   2,102 236 2,581 $14 $36,134 

2004   2,238 257 2,771 $17 $47,107 

2005 3,617,000 2,254 211 2,880 $21 $60,480 

2006   2,556 276 3,251 $18 $58,518 

2007   2,616 239 2,497 $20 $49,940 

2008   2,782 284 2,501 $17 $42,517 

2009   2,491 281 2,814 $19 $53,466 

2010 3,856,000 2,353 268 3,246 $17 $55,182 
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Year 
Oregon's 

population  

Furtaker 
Licenses sold 

(all) 1 

Furtakers 
reporting a 

beaver take1 

Beaver take 
reported to 

ODFW 1 

Pelt 
price1 

Maximum $ state-
wide if all sold at 

pelt price 
2011   2,477 251 2,731 $21 $57,351 

2012   2,491 278 2,869 $17 $48,773 

2013   2,635 310 3,293 $20 $65,860 

2014   2,339 214 1,945 $14 $27,230 
2015 4,017,000 2,073 171 1,326 $11 $14,586 

2016   1,851 161 1,231 $12 $14,772 
1Oregon Furtaker License and Harvest Data:  Appendices are from the Staff Summary at the ODFW Commission Meeting; 
June 7 2018, Baker City, OR.  Appendix 1, p. 3 (licenses sold); Appendix 10, p. 12 (take and furtakers); Appendix 5, p. 7 (pelt 
prices).  NOTE: Take numbers in the Staff Summary vary slightly between appendices in the document.  The Staff Summary 
data differ from data obtained from ODFW and so differ slightly from those found in Table 2.  
 
Table 2:  Comparison of beaver take reported to ODFW compared to the number of beaver pelts 
offered for sale at the annual OTC auctions corresponding to the beaver trapping and hunting season.  
The number of pelts, if any, sold outside of OTC auctions is unknown. 
 

Season 
ODFW Reported 

Take1 
Pelts Offered at 

OTC2 
Pelts Sold at OTC2 

ODFW Reported 
Take Sold (%) 

2013-2014 3320 570 557 17% 

2014-2015 1981 355 334 18% 

2015-2016 1312 381 334 29% 

2016-2017 1290 501 499 39% 

2017-2018 1022 274 267 26% 
1ODFW Harvest data provided by ODFW.   
2Oregon Territorial Council on Furs, Inc. (http://www.otcfursales.com/sale-prices.html) 

 
Table 3:  Published sales figures of the Oregon Territorial Council on Furs, Inc. from the annual fur 
auctions from 2015 to present and the portion of those sales related to beavers (pelts and castor). The 
total fur sales do not include antler sales.  Data for earlier years is not publicly available. 
 

    Year Total Fur Sales1 

Beaver Sales1 

Including  
Castor 

% of Total 
Fur Sales 

Beaver Pelt 
Value1 

Castor Value1 

2015 $341,684 $11,669 3.4% $14 $41/oz 

2016 $206,021 $ 8,871 4.3% $11 $39/oz 

2017 $549,501 $ 9,880 1.8% $12 $44/oz 

2018 $459,538 $ 6,899 1.5% $14 $52/oz 

2019 $532,153 $ 7,489 1.4% $13 $63/oz 

20202 $157,024 $ 3,788 2.4% $ 8 $83/oz 
1Oregon Territorial Council on Furs, Inc. (http://www.otcfursales.com/sale-prices.html), 

2 In 2020, 1 of 2 sales canceled due to the coronavirus 

http://www.otcfursales.com/sale-prices.html
http://www.otcfursales.com/sale-prices.html
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In addition to the decline in the economic return on beaver take, there has also been a decline in 
numbers of harvested beavers reported to ODFW under the Furbearer regulations since 2015 (Figure 
1).  The total statewide take reported in Fiscal Year (FY) 2017-2018 was 1022 beavers.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1.  Annual beaver take reported to ODFW from FY 2000-2001 to FY 2017-2018.  Source:  ODFW 
Harvest data.   
 

There has also been a drop in the number of beaver furtakers in 2014 to 2016, the most recent years 
with data available (Figure 2).   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2.  Annual number of beaver furtakers reported to ODFW 2000-2016.  Source:  ODFW Staff 
Summary, 2018, Appendix 10, p. 12. 
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There has also been corresponding drop in beaver trapping and hunting effort in 2014 to 2016, the 
most recent years with data available, as measured by the number of trap nights. (Figure 3). 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3.  Annual beaver trapping and hunting effort reported to ODFW 2000-2016 based on number 
of Trap nights. Source:  ODFW Staff Summary, 2018, Appendix 10, p. 12. 
  
 
There has also been a drop in beaver trapping and hunting success since 2010 (Figure 4).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.  Average beaver take success reported to ODFW 2000-2016. Source:  ODFW Staff Summary, 
2018, Appendix 10, p. 12. 
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Finally, a comparison between beaver trapping and hunting effort (trap nights) and pelt price were 
compared (Figure 5).  There is no relationship between the beaver trapping and hunting effort and 
pelt price suggesting that trapping in Oregon is not driven by economics.   
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5.  Comparison of pelt price and beaver trapping effort from 1997-2016.  Source:  ODFW Staff 
Summary, 2018, Appendix 10, p. 12. 
 
The above information related to commercial and recreational trapping and hunting of beaver was 
compared to information found in the Ruynan report (2009), in the Responsive Management report 
(2016), and with the amount of OWEB dollars spent on coastal wetland and stream/riparian 
restoration from 2015 to 2019.  This information helps underscore the economic, ecological and 
cultural value to Oregonians of live beavers.   
 
The Ruynan report (2009), commissioned by ODFW and Travel Oregon, found that the economic 
returns of fishing, hunting, wildlife viewing, and shellfishing were $2.8 billion.  Of this, wildlife viewers 
spent just over $1 billion and people who fish $783 million.  Beavers directly influence the abundance, 
distribution and quality of many of the habitat types needed by fish and wildlife.  
 

...nearly 2.8 million Oregon residents and nonresidents participated in fishing, hunting, wildlife 
viewing, and shellfish harvesting in Oregon. Of the total number of participants, 631 thousand 
fished, 282 thousand hunted, 175 thousand harvested shellfish, and 1.7 million participated in 
outdoor recreation where wildlife viewing was a planned activity. 
 
When all three categories [travel generated, local recreation, equipment purchases] are 
combined, fish and wildlife recreation resulted in expenditures of $2.5 billion in 2008. Oregon 
residents and nonresidents who traveled overnight and on day trips of 50 or more miles (one-
way) from homemade travel-generated expenditures of $862 million. Local recreation 
expenditures of $147 million were made by Oregon residents while participating in these 
activities less than 50 miles from home. State residents and nonresidents also spent an 
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additional $1.5 billion on specialty equipment and other activity-related purchases from retail 
establishments and suppliers based in Oregon. (p. 1) 

 
The Responsive Management report (2016), commissioned by the Oregon State Legislature, found the 
following:  

 

An open-ended question asked about the most important fish, wildlife, or habitat issue in 
Oregon (there was no answer set; residents could say anything that came to mind). The top 
issues are habitat loss, lack of water, low/declining fish populations, urban sprawl, and 
conservation/management of resources in general. 
 
The survey asked respondents about the importance of eight fish/wildlife values. For each 
item, residents rated the importance they placed on it, using a 0 to 10 scale where 0 is not at 
all important and 10 is extremely important.  
 
“That healthy fish and wildlife populations exist in Oregon” was the top-ranked value, 
closely followed by “that Oregon’s water resources are safe and well protected.” Note 
that these top two values are purely ecological rather than utilitarian. The values that are 
more utilitarian are lower (but still rated quite high in absolute terms), such as the 
provision of opportunities for viewing wildlife, for hunting, or for fishing. (p. ii) 

 

 
Finally, millions of OWEB dollars have been spent on coastal wetland and stream and riparian 
restoration (Table 4). These are taxpayer dollars that could have been spent elsewhere rather than on 
restoration efforts that beaver do better, faster, cheaper, and at a statewide, landscape scale.   
 
Table 4.  OWEB dollars spent on coastal wetland and stream and riparian restoration.  Source:  OWEB 
(2020) 
 

Year 
OWEB dollars spent on Coastal Wetland and 

Stream/Riparian Restoration 

2015 $17,228,386  

2016 $27,283,683  

2017 $10,845,697  

2018 $22,392,388  

2019 $8,797,343  

Source:  OWEB 2020 
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APPENDIX I 
 

REQUESTED AMENDED RULE LANGUAGE AND MAPS 
 

 
Requested new language is underlined, deleted language is struck through 

 
OAR 635-050-0070 (Beaver Harvest Seasons) 
 

Open Season: November 15, 2018 through March 15, 2019 and November 15, 2019 
through March 15, 2020 in the following described areas: 

 
(1)  Clackamas County. All open except waters within the exterior boundaries of on federally 
managed lands designated as National Forest, Bureau of Land Management land, National 
Monument, Federal Wildlife Refuge, National Park, and National Grassland.  Mt. Hood National 
Forest. 
 
(2)  Crook County. All open except Prineville Reservoir below high water line and on federally 
managed lands designated as National Forest, Bureau of Land Management land, National 
Monument, Federal Wildlife Refuge, National Park, and National Grassland. the Ochoco 
National Forest. 
 
(3)  Curry County. All open except on federally managed lands designated as National Forest, 
Bureau of Land Management land, National Monument, Federal Wildlife Refuge, National Park, 
and National Grassland and the portion of the Rogue River that exists on private lands. from the 
east county line to the mouth. 
 
(4)  Grant County. All open except within the exterior boundaries of the on federally managed 
lands designated as National Forest, Bureau of Land Management land, National Monument, 
Federal Wildlife Refuge, National Park, and National Grassland Ochoco National Forest; 
Murderers Creek and Deer Creek, tributaries of the South Fork John Day River, within the 
exterior boundaries of the Malheur National Forest; 
 
(5)  Jefferson County. All open except on federally managed lands designated as National 
Forest, Bureau of Land Management land, National Monument, Federal Wildlife Refuge, 
National Park, and National Grassland that portion of Willow Creek and its tributaries on the 
National Grasslands,  
 
(6)  Josephine County. All open except on federally managed lands designated as National 
Forest, Bureau of Land Management land, National Monument, Federal Wildlife Refuge, 
National Park, and National Grassland Rogue River from the confluence of Grave Creek 
downstream to the county line. 



 

A-100 
 

 
(7)  Union County. All open except: 
 

(a) Waters inside exterior boundaries of National Forests.  However, private inholdings 
within the National Forest remain open. on federally managed lands designated as 
National Forest, Bureau of Land Management land, National Monument, Federal 
Wildlife Refuge, National Park, and National Grassland. 

 
(b) Grande Ronde River above Beaver Creek. 
 
(c) All tributaries of the Grande Ronde River above the confluence of Five Points Creek. 

(Five Points Creek open to the National Forest boundary). 
 

(8)  Wallowa County. All open except  
 

(a) on federally managed lands designated as National Forest, Bureau of Land 
Management land, National Monument, Federal Wildlife Refuge, National Park, and 
National Grassland. 

 
(b) Wallowa River and tributaries above Wallowa Lake. 

 
(c) Lostine River, Hurricane Creek, Bear Creek and their tributaries above the Wallowa-

Whitman National Forest boundary. 
 
(d) Minam River and tributaries. 
 
(e) Peavine Creek, a tributary of Chesnimnus Creek 

 
(9)  Wheeler County. All open except within the exterior boundaries of the on federally 
managed lands designated as National Forest, Bureau of Land Management land, National 
Monument, Federal Wildlife Refuge, National Park, and National Grassland.  Ochoco National 
Forest and Bridge Creek at its tributaries within the exterior boundaries of Bureau of Land 
Management lands. 
 
(10)  Other counties: All of the following counties in their entirety except on federally managed 

lands designated as National Forest, Bureau of Land Management land, National Monument, 

Federal Wildlife Refuge, National Park, and National Grassland:  Baker, Benton, Clatsop, 

Columbia, Coos, Deschutes, Douglas, Gilliam, Hood River, Harney, Jackson, Klamath, Lake, Lane, 

Lincoln, Linn, Malheur, Marion, Morrow, Multnomah, Polk, Sherman, Tillamook, Umatilla, 

Wasco, Washington and Yamhill. 
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APPENDIX I cont. 

MAPS SHOWING AREAS OPEN AND CLOSED UNDER EXISTING RULE  

AND PROPOSED AMENDMENT 

 

Map 1a:  Areas open and closed to commercial and recreational beaver trapping and hunting in 

state of Oregon under existing OAR 635-050-0070  

Map 1b:  Areas open and closed to commercial and recreational beaver trapping and hunting in 

state of Oregon under amended OAR 635-050-0070  

Map 2a:  Areas open and closed to commercial and recreational beaver trapping and hunting in 

state of Oregon under existing OAR 635-050-0070 with counties shown. 

Map 2b:  Areas open and closed to commercial and recreational beaver trapping and hunting in 

state of Oregon under amended OAR 635-050-0070 with counties shown.  

Map 3a:  Areas open and closed to commercial and recreational beaver trapping and hunting in 

state of Oregon under existing OAR 635-050-0070 with requested federally managed public 

lands shown. 

Map 3b:  Areas open and closed to commercial and recreational beaver trapping and hunting in 

state of Oregon under amended OAR 635-050-0070 with requested federally managed public 

lands shown. 

Map 4:  Location of inset maps 4a-4f. 

Map 4a.  National Grasslands in Jefferson County.  

Map 4b.  Bridge Creek and tributaries in Wheeler County.   

Map 4c.  Sections of the Wallowa-Whitman National Forest, Grande Ronde and its tributaries in 

Union County.   

Map 4d.  Sections of the Wallowa Whitman National Forest in Union and Wallowa Counties.   

Map 4e.  Murderers Creek and Deer Creek on the Malheur National Forest in Grant County.   

Map 4f.  Rogue River in Curry and Josephine Counties.   
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Map 1a.  Are as ope n and close d to com m e rcial and re cre ational beave r trapping and hunting in the state  of Ore gon unde r e x isting OAR 635-050-
0070. S tre am  segm e nts lim ite d to le ngths greate r than 30,000 fe e t for clarity.

S tream  data from  Oregon De partm e nt of Fish and Wildlife , 2017, Oregon Hydrography – Whole
S tream  Route s, available  online :
https://nrim p.dfw.state .or.us/DataCle aringhouse /de fault.aspx ?p=202&XMLnam e=1124.x m l.

Be ave r trapping close d (rive rs and stream s)
Beaving trapping ope n (rive rs and stream s)
Tribal lands (tribal jurisdiction)

Map pre pared by Elk horn Custom  Maps, Bak e r City, Oregon (5/18/2020).
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Map 1b. Areas ope n and close d to com m e rcial and re cre ational beave r trapping and hunting in the state of Ore gon unde r am e nde d
OAR 635-050-0070. S tre am  segm e nts lim ite d to le ngths greate r than 30,000 fe e t for clarity.

S tream  data from  Oregon De partm e nt of Fish and Wildlife , 2017, Oregon Hydrography – Whole
S tream  Route s, available  online :
https://nrim p.dfw.state .or.us/DataCle aringhouse /de fault.aspx ?p=202&XMLnam e=1124.x m l.

Be ave r trapping close d (rive rs and stream s)
Beaving trapping ope n (rive rs and stream s)
Tribal lands (tribal jurisdiction)

Map pre pared by Elk horn Custom  Maps, Bak e r City, Oregon (5/18/2020).
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Map 2a. Areas ope n and close d to com m e rcial and re cre ational beave r trapping and hunting in the state of Oregon unde r e x isting OAR 635-050-0070
with countie s shown. S tre am  segm e nts lim ite d to le ngths greate r than 30,000 fe e t for clarity.

S tream  data from  Oregon De partm e nt of Fish and Wildlife , 2017, Oregon Hydrography – Whole
S tream  Route s, available  online :
https://nrim p.dfw.state .or.us/DataCle aringhouse /de fault.aspx ?p=202&XMLnam e=1124.x m l.

Be ave r trapping close d (rive rs and stream s)
Beaving trapping ope n (rive rs and stream s)
County boundary
Tribal lands (tribal jurisdiction)

Map pre pared by Elk horn Custom  Maps, Bak e r City, Oregon (5/18/2020).
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Map 2b. Are as ope n and close d to com m e rcial and re cre ational beave r trapping and hunting in the state  of Oregon unde r am e nded
OAR 635-050-0070 with countie s shown. S tre am  segm e nts lim ite d to le ngths greate r than 30,000 fe e t for clarity.

S tream  data from  Oregon De partm e nt of Fish and Wildlife , 2017, Oregon Hydrography – Whole
S tream  Route s, available  online :
https://nrim p.dfw.state .or.us/DataCle aringhouse /de fault.aspx ?p=202&XMLnam e=1124.x m l.

Be ave r trapping close d (rive rs and stream s)
Beaving trapping ope n (rive rs and stream s)
County boundary
Tribal lands (tribal jurisdiction)

Map pre pared by Elk horn Custom  Maps, Bak e r City, Oregon (5/18/2020).
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Ma p 3a. Are a s  ope n a nd clos e d to com m e rcia l a nd re cre a tiona l b e a ve r tra pping  a nd h unting  in th e  state  of O re g on unde r e xis ting  O AR 635-050-0070 with  re que s te d
fe de ra lly m a na g e d pub lic la nds a nd countie s  s h own. Stre a m  s e g m e nts lim ite d to le ng th s  g re a te r th a n 30,000 fe e t for cla rity.

Relevant Federally Managed Public Lands
Nationa l Fore s t
Bure au of La nd Ma na g e m e nt
Unite d State s  Fis h  a nd W ildlife  Se rvice
Nationa l Monum e nt
Nationa l Park
Nationa l Gra s s la nds

Stre a m  data from  O re g on De pa rtm e nt of Fis h  a nd W ildlife , 2017, O re g on Hydrog ra ph y – W h ole
Stre a m  Route s , a va ila b le  online :
h ttps://nrim p.dfw.state .or.us/DataCle a ring h ous e /de fault.a s px?p=202&XMLna m e =1124.xm l.Ma p pre pa re d by Elkh orn Custom  Ma ps , Ba ke r City, O re g on (5/18/2020)

Be a ve r tra pping  clos e d (rive rs a nd stre a m s )
Be a ving  tra pping  ope n (rive rs a nd stre a m s )
O th e r la nds
Trib a l la nds (trib a l jurisdiction)
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Ma p 3b.  Are a s  ope n a nd clos e d to com m e rcia l a nd re cre ationa l b e a ve r tra pping  a nd h unting  in sta te  of O re g on unde r a m e nde d O AR 635-050-0070 with  re que s te d
fe de ra lly m a na g e d pub lic la nds a nd countie s  s h own. Stre a m  s e g m e nts lim ite d to le ng th s  g re a te r th a n 30,000 fe e t for cla rity.

Relevant Federally Managed Public Lands
Nationa l Fore s t
Bure au of La nd Ma na g e m e nt
Unite d State s  Fis h  a nd W ildlife  Se rvice
Nationa l Monum e nt
Nationa l Park
Nationa l Gra s s la nds

Stre a m  data from  O re g on De pa rtm e nt of Fis h  a nd W ildlife , 2017, O re g on Hydrog ra ph y – W h ole
Stre a m  Route s , a va ila b le  online :
h ttps://nrim p.dfw.state .or.us/DataCle a ring h ous e /de fault.a s px?p=202&XMLna m e =1124.xm l.Ma p pre pa re d by Elkh orn Custom  Ma ps , Ba ke r City, O re g on 5/18/2020)

Be a ve r tra pping  clos e d (rive rs a nd stre a m s )
Be a ving  tra pping  ope n (rive rs a nd stre a m s )
O th e r la nds
Trib a l la nds (trib a l jurisdiction)
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Ma p 4.  Location of ins e t m a ps  4a-4f.  The s e  ins e t m a ps  s how com m e rcia l a nd  recre a tiona l be a ve r tra pping  status (ope n vs . clos e d ) for stre a m s  in the s e  a re a s  a s  d e s cribe d  in the
Ore g on Furbe a rer Tra pping  a nd  Hunting  Re g ula tions  (2018-2020) (OAR 635-050-0070).  N ote how stre a m s  cha ng e  be a ve r tra pping  status a s  they cros s  d iffe re nt owners hips ,
m a na g e m e nt, a nd /or countie s .  Stre a m  s e g m e nts s hown in Ma ps  4a to 4f are lim ite d  to GIS s e g m e nt le ng ths  g re a ter tha n 30,000 fe e t for m a p clarity.

Relevant Federally Managed Lands
N a tiona l Fore s t
Bure au of La nd  Ma na g e m e nt
Unite d  State s  Fis h a nd  Wild life  Service
N a tiona l Monum e nt
N a tiona l Park
N a tiona l Gra s s la nd s

Stre a m  d a ta from  Ore g on De pa rtm e nt of Fis h a nd  Wild life , 2017, Ore g on Hyd rog ra phy – Whole
Stre a m  Route s , a va ila ble  online :
https://nrim p.d fw.state.or.us/DataCle a ring hous e /d e fa ult.a s px?p=202&X MLna m e =1124.xm l.Ma p pre pa re d  by Elkhorn Custom  Ma ps , Ba ke r City, Ore g on (5/18/2020)

Be a ving  tra pping  ope n (rivers a nd  stre a m s )
Be a ve r tra pping  clos e d  (rivers a nd  stre a m s )
Other la nd s
Ins e ts
Triba l la nd s  (triba l juris d iction)
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Miles± Stream data from Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, 2017, Oregon Hydrography – Whole
Stream Routes, available online:
https://nrimp.dfw.state.or.us/DataClearinghouse/default.aspx?p=202&XMLname=1124.xml.Map prepared by Elkhorn Custom Maps, Baker City, Oregon (5/18/2020)

1

Map 4a.  National Grasslands in Jefferson County. NOTE: Under the existing OAR 635-050-0070 (2018-2020) Willow Creek
and its tributaries repeatedly change beaver trapping status as streams cross between private land and the National
Grasslands.
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Miles± Stream data from Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, 2017, Oregon Hydrography – Whole
Stream Routes, available online:
https://nrimp.dfw.state.or.us/DataClearinghouse/default.aspx?p=202&XMLname=1124.xml.Map prepared by Elkhorn Custom Maps, Baker City, Oregon (5/18/2020)

2

Map 4b.  Bridge Creek and tributaries in Wheeler County.  NOTE:  Under the existing OAR 635-050-0070 (2018-2020) Bridge Creek and its tributaries
repeatedly change beaver trapping status (open vs. closed) as streams cross private lands and different federally managed public land boundaries
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Miles± Stream data from Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, 2017, Oregon Hydrography – Whole
Stream Routes, available online:
https://nrimp.dfw.state.or.us/DataClearinghouse/default.aspx?p=202&XMLname=1124.xml.Map prepared by Elkhorn Custom Maps, Baker City, Oregon (5/18/2020)

3

Map 4c.  Sections of the Wallowa-Whitman National Forest, Grande Ronde and its tributaries in Union County.  NOTE:  Under the existing OAR 635-050-0070
(2018-2020) beaver trapping status (open vs. closed) changes as streams cross National Forest and private land boundaries.  All streams on the Forest in Union
County are closed to commercial and recreational trapping.  Some streams on private lands are closed, while others are not.

0

! City / Town

Beaver trapping open (rivers and streams)

Beavers trapping closed  (rivers and streams)

Beaver trapping closed (land areas)

Wallowa-Whitman NF

Umatilla NF

Bureau of Land Management

Other lands

Tribal Jurisdiction

Umatilla Reservation



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This page left intentionally blank 

 



!

!

!

!

!

Wallowa 
Lake

EVANS

JOSEPH

LOSTINE

WALLOWA

ENTERPRISE

Wallowa Co 

Union Co 

0 5 102.5

Miles± Stream data from Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, 2017, Oregon Hydrography – Whole
Stream Routes, available online:
https://nrimp.dfw.state.or.us/DataClearinghouse/default.aspx?p=202&XMLname=1124.xml.Map prepared by Elkhorn Custom Maps, Baker City, Oregon (5/18/2020)

4

Map 4d.  Sections of the Wallowa Whitman National Forest in Union and Wallowa Counties.  NOTE:  Under the existing OAR 635-050-0070 (2018-2020) beaver trapping status (open vs. closed) is
different for streams on the same National Forest.  In Union County all streams are closed to beaver trapping on the Forest, but in Wallowa County only some.  This example shows the beaver trapping
status difference at the county line and within Wallowa County.  Several streams and their tributaries are closed while the stream and its tributaries in the next drainage are open.
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Miles± Stream data from Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, 2017, Oregon Hydrography – Whole
Stream Routes, available online:
https://nrimp.dfw.state.or.us/DataClearinghouse/default.aspx?p=202&XMLname=1124.xml.Map prepared by Elkhorn Custom Maps, Baker City, Oregon (5/18/2020)

5

Map 4e.  Murderers Creek and Deer Creek on the Malheur National Forest in Grant County.  NOTE:  Under the existing OAR 635-050-0070 (2018-
2020) only the main stems of these two creeks are closed to commercial and recreational beaver trapping.  All of their tributaries remain open.
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Miles± Stream  data from  O reg on Departm ent of Fish  and Wildlife, 2017, O reg on Hydrog raph y – Wh ole

Stream  Routes, availab le online:
h ttps://nrim p.dfw.state.or.us/DataClearing h ouse/default.aspx?p=202&XMLnam e=1124.xm l.Map prepared b y Elkh orn Custom  Maps, Baker City, O reg on (5/18/2020)

6

Map 4f.  Rogue Riv er in Curry and Joseph ine Counties.  NO TE:  Under th e existing  O AR 635-050-0070 (2018-2020) only
th e m ain stem  of th e Rogue Riv er is c losed to com m erc ial and recreational beaver trapping .  All of its trib utaries rem ain
open.
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OREGON DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE PUBLICATIONS  
 

RELEVANT TO THE REQUEST TO AMEND OAR 635-050-0070 AS IT RELATES TO  
COMMERCIAL AND RECREATIONAL BEAVER TRAPPING AND HUNTING 

 
Publications have been uploaded as part of the request packet 

 
 
Pub. H-1: Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife/US Fish and Wildlife Service.  2018.  Joint 
memo on “Beaver Management in Oregon”.  Signed memo dated June 25, 2018. 
 
Pub. H-2: Dean Runyan Associates. 2009.  Fishing, Hunting, Wildlife Viewing, and Shellfishing in 
Oregon: 2008 State and County Expenditures Estimates.  Prepared for the Oregon Department 
of Fish and Wildlife and Travel Oregon. 72p.  
 
Pub. H-3:  Needham, M. D. and Morzillo, A. T. 2011.  Landowner incentives and tolerances for 
managing beaver impacts in Oregon.  Conducted for and in cooperation with:  Oregon 
Department of Fish and Wildlife, Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board, and Bonneville Power 
Administration. 139p.  
 
Pub. H-4:  Oregon Conservation Strategy. 2016.  https://www.oregonconservationstrategy.org/ 
 
Pub. H-5: Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. 2005.  The importance of beaver (Castor 
Canadensis) to coho habitat and trend in beaver abundance in the Oregon Coast coho ESU. 11p. 
 
Pub. H-6:  Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. 2010.  ODFW Guidelines for Relocation of 
Beaver in Western Oregon. 9p. 
 
Pub. H-7:  Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. 2011.  Oregon furbearer program report, 
2010–2011. Compiled by T. Hiller.  42 p. 
 
Pub.  H-8:  Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. 2018.  Oregon Furbearer Trapping and 
Hunting Regulations. July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2020. 
 
Pub.H-9:  Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. 2018. Oregon Furtaker License and Harvest 
Data.  20p. 
 
Pub. H-10:  Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. 2020.  Living with Wildlife:  American 
Beaver. 12 p. https://www.dfw.state.or.us/wildlife/living_with/docs/beaver.pdf 
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Pub. H-11:  Responsive Management. 2016.  Oregon Residents’ opinions on and values related 
to Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife.  Conducted for the Orgon Legislative Task Force on 
Funding for fish, wildlife and related outdoor recreation and education. 200p.  
 
Pub. H-12:  Romer, J., K. Anlauf, and K. Jones. 2008. Status of Winter Rearing Habitat in Four 
Coho Population Units, 2007. Monitoring Program Report Number OPSW-ODFW-2008-7, 
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, Salem, OR. 
 
Pub. H-13:  Strickland, M.J., K. Anlauf-Dunn, K. Jones, and C. Stein.  2018.  Winter habitat 
condition of Oregon coast coho salmon populations, 2007-2014. Aquatics Inventories Project, 
Conservation and Recovery Program.  Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, ODFW 
Information Report Series: 2018-1. 37p.  
 
 



JUN 252018

Agency Staff and Other Interested Parties

From: Paul Henson, Oregon State Supervisor, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Servic .

Curt Melcher, Director, Oregon Department ofFish and Wildlife

Subject: Beaver Management in Oregon

The purpose ofthisjoint memo is to convey management direction forNorth American beaver (Castor
canadensis) (beaver) that is supported and encouraged by the Oregon Fish and Wildlife Office ofthe U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the Oregon Department ofFish and Wildlife (ODFW). Given their
ecological importance to a wide variety ofother species and habitat (including Federal ESA-listed species
such as coho salmon [Oncorhynchus kisutch] and steelhead [0. mykiss]), as well as their iconic status within
Oregon, both agencies support the conservation and ecological recovery ofheaver within their native range
in Oregon, as vell as the reduction o/conflicis with humans and land managers. As a native furbearer,
beaver conservation and management is the purview ofODFW. However, in order to ensure conservation,
ecological recovery, and reduced conflicts of beaver, agency staff should work with each other and our
Federal, state, and local government partners, tribes, non-profits. private landowners, licensed furtakers,
wildlife control officers, and others to conduct the following actions. These actions should be considered
and integrated into current work responsibilities of staffto the extent practicable, as well as directly into any
beaver management initiatives that are attained with new resources or partnerships.

Science and Guidance
. support the collection of monitoring information across Oregon that indicates beaver presence/absence at

fine scales
. support identification ofsignificant, truly unoccupied, suitable, and “landowner-friendly” habitat for

beaver to be considered for reintroduction efforts
. develop techniques for improving beaver habitat conditions in areas ofvital fish habitat with beaver

presence. but lacking habitat structures (i.e. dams)
. research, develop, and test fish- and wildlife-friendly and effective beaver darn control devices that will

reduce property damage and help landowners tolerate beavers on their property
I develop fish passage guidelines or criteria for beaver dam control devices and beaver dam analogues

(BDAs)

Habitat
. work with landowners to re-establish habitat and vegetative cover conducive to beaver
. educate agency staff on beaver habitats, including, but not limited to. dietary needs and land use

practices and history

Outreach, Education. and Technical Assistance
. provide education and outreach to landowners on the role of beavers in restoring waterways and diverse

ecosystems, the potential benefit of beavers for land and water management, and options for beaver
management (e.g., http://oregonforests.org/sites/defau It/fl les/publications/pdf/Wild life-Book-American
Beaver-Proof pdf)

• for landowners concerned about beaver damage, continue to provide tools and assistance to work
through the following progressive, general beaver management options:

To:

1



— acceptance, with or without incentives (e.g., Riparian Lands Tax Incentive Program. The
Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program, USFWS Partners for Fish and Wildlife and Coastal
Program [which provides technical, financial, and regulatory compliance])

—+ property protection (e.g., “pond levelers,” “beaver deceivers,” fencing, other exclusion methods)
— dam breaching
—* relocation, per current ODFW requirements
—* lethal removal, per Oregon Revised Statutes and Oregon Administrative Rules

. for landowners interested in promoting beaver presence or activity on their property, provide tools and
assistance to identify current beaver presence, potential property impacts (to the landowner or
neighbors), habitat suitability for beaver, current scientific methodologies tojumpstart dam building, and
reintroduction needs if warranted

. educate agency staff on beaver identification (e.g. sign). ecology, and habitat to ensure suitable
professional guidance

. identify, develop, or promote Federal or state incentives for living with beaver

. identify, develop, or promote projects and outreach material that demonstrate positive ecological and
landowner outcomes of beaver

. support the formation by partners ofa coordinated network ofbeaver problem-solvers to respond to
‘nuisance calls,” who could assess beaver problems and recommend nonlethal solutions

Reintroduction
. utilize ODFW’s Requirementsfbr Relocation ofBeuver in Oregon, and contact ODFW wildlife

veterinarians ifthere are health issues for beaver intended for relocation
. reintroductions, and relocations of nuisance beaver, should occur oniy where there are suitable,

unoccupied habitats and willing landowners
. as a means to maximize the survival and success ofreintroduced beavers, utilize the best available

science to identify suitable sites for the reintroduction of beaver, including tools such as eDNA
techniques. the Beaver Restoration Assessment Tool (BRAT), and score cards

. beavers held in facilities and given the opportunity to form pair bonds or reunite family groups seem to
have a greater chance ofsuccessful establishment upon release, so explore the feasibility of establishing
a temporary holding facility for beavers following ODFW wildlife holding requirements

. utilize The Beaver Restoration Guidebook to guide beaver restoration efforts

Coordination
. build collaborative relationships between both agencies to support and promote mutual partnering in the

conservation and management ofbeaver in Oregon
. build on and expand communication, coordination, and collaboration with other partners to expand the

capacity to implement meaningful conservation actions (e.g.. Oregon’s Beaver Work Group, National
Marine Fisheries Service, Federal land managers, tribes. The Wetland Conservancy, universities. non-
profits. landowners, and other interested individuals or parties)

Thank you for all of the work you do to conserve and manage Oregon’s natural resources. These actions will
help ensure the long-term sustainability of this iconic and widely important species for Oregon. If you have
questions, please call Tom Stahl (ODFW, 503-947-6219), Derek Broman (ODFW, 503-947-6095), or Chris
Allen (USFWS, 503-23-6 179).
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Executive Summary

This study, the result of a comprehensive effort by the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 

(ODFW) and Travel Oregon, describes hunting, fishing, wildlife viewing, and shellfish harvest 

participation and related expenditures made throughout Oregon and the state’s travel regions and 

counties. 

Participation and Expenditures in Oregon

In 2008, nearly 2.8 million Oregon residents and nonresidents participated in fishing, hunting, 

wildlife viewing, and shellfish harvesting in Oregon.  Of the total number of participants, 631 

thousand fished, 282 thousand hunted, 175 thousand harvested shellfish, and 1.7 million 

participated in outdoor recreation where wildlife viewing was a planned activity. 
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(Total: $2.5 billion)

In 2008, state residents and nonresidents made three distinct types of fish and wildlife recreation 

expenditures: 

· Travel-Generated 

· Local Recreation (less than 50 miles from home)

· Equipment Purchases (includes boats and recreation vehicles)

When all three categories are combined, fish and wildlife recreation resulted in expenditures of 

$2.5 billion in 2008.  Oregon residents and nonresidents who traveled overnight and on day trips 

of 50 or more miles (one-way) from home made travel-generated expenditures of $862 million.  

Local recreation expenditures of $147 million were made by Oregon residents while participating 

in these activities less than 50 miles from home.  State residents and nonresidents also spent an 

additional $1.5 billion on specialty equipment and other activity-related purchases from retail 

establishments and suppliers based in Oregon.

Dean Runyan Associates



Fish and Wildlife Activities Benefit All Regions of Oregon

During 2008, travel-generated expenditures accounted for over $100 million in four of Oregon's 

travel regions (North Coast, Central Coast, Central, and Eastern).  In all nine travel regions, 

travel-generated expenditures for wildlife viewing and fishing were particularly notable.  While 

travel-generated expenditures for hunting occurred in each of the nine travel regions of the state, 

spending made in the Eastern, Southern, and Willamette Valley travel regions accounted for nearly 

two-thirds of the total. 

Local recreation expenditures occurred most notably in travel regions with large urban-centered 

populations (Willamette Valley, Portland Metro/Columbia, and Southern), with fishing, hunting, and 

wildlife viewing representing the bulk of all local recreation expenditures made throughout the 

state.
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Preface 
 

This study, the result of a comprehensive effort by the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 

(ODFW) and Travel Oregon, documents the economic significance of fishing, hunting, wildlife 

viewing and shellfish harvest in Oregon and its 36 counties in 2008.  The report is intended to 

assist ODFW watershed and regional managers, state and local officials, as well as local 

chapters of sports groups or other organizations interested in fish and wildlife. 

 

Dean Runyan Associates and The Pulse Group prepared this study for ODFW and Travel 

Oregon.  Dean Runyan Associates has specialized in research and planning services for the 

travel, tourism, and recreation industry since 1984.  Dean Runyan Associates also has 

extensive experience in project feasibility analysis, market evaluation, survey research, and 

travel and recreation planning.  The Pulse Group is a market research and strategic planning 

firm specializing in large-scale study design and implementation.  

 

In preparing this report, we have received essential guidance and assistance from numerous 

ODFW staff, whom we thankfully acknowledge.  Stephen Williams, Deputy Administrator Fish 
Division, Larry Cooper, Deputy Administrator Wildlife Division, Dave Fox, Marine Resource 
Program Assessment and Management Section Leader, Tom Thornton, Game Program 
Manager, Dave Budeau, Upland Game Bird Coordinator, Christine Broniak, Economist, 
Christopher Carter, Ph.D., Natural Resource Economist, as well as many others who provided 

information and advice for this report. 

 

In addition, we want to express our thanks for the cooperation of over 11,000 individuals who 

voluntarily provided detailed information about their hunting, fishing, wildlife viewing or shellfish 

harvest activity in Oregon. 

 

Finally, special thanks are due to Roger Fuhrman, Administrator, Information and Education 

Division, ODFW, and Todd Davidson, CEO, Travel Oregon for their project support and 

assistance. 
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I. Introduction 
 

In Oregon, fishing, hunting, wildlife viewing, and shellfish harvesting generates economic activity 

for regions and counties throughout the state.  Many locations within Oregon serve as appealing 

overnight and day destinations for both Oregon residents and out-of-state visitors (nonresidents) 

who participate in fishing, hunting, wildlife viewing, and shellfish harvesting activities while 

traveling away from home.  In addition, many Oregon residents participate in these same fish 

and wildlife recreation activities close to home, supporting local businesses by spending dollars 

within their region and county of residence.   

 

Based on results reported from detailed questionnaires and phone interviews, this study 

describes detailed expenditures made by Oregon residents and nonresidents for fishing, 

hunting, wildlife viewing and shellfish harvesting in Oregon during 2008.  This study also 

estimates the retail expenditures for fish and wildlife activity-related equipment purchased in 

Oregon during 2008.   

 

Detailed statewide information on trip characteristics and demographics for each recreation 

activity type is also included, providing details such as the purpose and length of the trips, the 

distance traveled, the type of fish or wildlife pursued or viewed, travel party size, as well as 

other associated trip-related characteristics (shown in Appendix A). 

 

Objectives 
 

This study represents a comprehensive effort by Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 

(ODFW) and Travel Oregon to document the economic significance of fishing, hunting, wildlife 

viewing, and shellfish harvest in Oregon.  Other previous research, including the U.S. 

Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service 2006 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting 

and Wildlife-Associated Recreation, provide economic information at the statewide level.  While 

this information is helpful, many of the decisions that directly affect fish and wildlife, habitat and 

recreation are made at the local level – by ODFW watershed or regional managers, by state and 

local officials, by local chapters of sports groups, or by other organizations interested in fish and 

wildlife. 

 

The information contained in this help will help further the following objectives: 

 

• Highlight the economic impact of decisions that may affect fishing, hunting or wildlife 

viewing opportunities.  This information will help local decision makers more accurately 

evaluate the impact of changes in regulations, habitat, invasive species, land use, fish 

passage and other activities that could affect recreation and fish and wildlife.   

 

• Provide additional information to help secure grants and other funding to improve fishing, 

hunting and wildlife viewing opportunities such as handicap access, boat launches, 

fishing piers, viewing blinds, and public access.  The information may also be used for 
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grants for habitat improvement projects and other efforts to improve fish and wildlife 

habitat. 

 

• Increase understanding of who is involved in fishing, hunting, shellfish harvest, and 

wildlife viewing. This will help ODFW prioritize efforts to meet public demand for fishing, 

hunting, shellfish, and wildlife viewing activities.   

 

• Increase understanding of where individuals fish, hunt, harvest shellfish, and view 

wildlife.  This will help ODFW prioritize funding for restoration, enhancement, and 

development of fishing, hunting, shellfish, and wildlife viewing opportunities.  

 

• Provide communities, industry, groups and others information on the economic value of 

fish and wildlife recreation and how they may benefit from these activities.  

 

• Help ODFW more effectively target outreach efforts to contact hunters, anglers and 

wildlife viewers in their home communities and where they recreate. 

   

Survey Method 
  

Four separate surveys were conducted in 2008 in order to accurately assess the economic 

significance of fishing, hunting, wildlife viewing, and shellfish harvesting in Oregon.  For fishing, 

hunting and shellfishing, survey participants were selected at random from license sales records 

– more than 50,000 questionnaires were mailed to ODFW resident and non-resident license 

holders (see Appendix D for self-administered questionnaires).  For wildlife viewing, participants 

were identified through random digit dialing of Oregon telephone numbers.  Those agreeing to 

participate were asked questions similar to those in the written questionnaires.  Samples were 

stratified by certain portions of the state (groups of counties) and by collection period (quarterly).  

Overall, nearly 12,000 individuals provided information about their fishing, hunting, shellfishing, 

and wildlife viewing trips.   

 

Survey Sample and Respondents 

 

  Hunting Fishing Shellfish Wildlife 

Survey Method Mail Mail Mail Telephone

Collection Period Annual Bi-Annual Annual Quarterly 

Number of Contacts 19,833 24,911 3,224 1,624 

Completed Questionnaires 5,200 4,533 1,122 1,000 

Response Rate 26% 18% 35% 62% 

Note: Number of contacts does not include mailed questionnaires that were undeliverable. 
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In order to test for nonresponse bias, a telephone interview was conducted for a random sample 

of nonrespondents (those who did not return a questionnaire) for each of the segments 

contacted with mailed self-administered questionnaires.  The responses of these groups were 

similar to those of the initial respondents.  Through these telephone interviews, additional detail 

was gathered with regard to where to the allocation of expenditures -- before, during, or in the 

community closest to where the recreation activity occurred.  The additional information was 

used to allocate expenditures at the county-level.  

 

Generally, representative samples of 1,000 or more provide very reliable results.  Confidence 

levels for respondent segments are shown in the table below.  Appendix E describes the 

sampling design for the study and describes the approach taken to produce findings from the 

completed questionnaires. 

 
Segment Sample Size Confidence Level (%) 
  90% Level (+/-) 95% Level (+/-) 
Hunters 5,200 1.2 1.4 
Fishers 4,533 1.3 1.5 
Shellfishers 1,122 2.6 3.0 
Oregon Households 1,000 2.6 3.1 

 

Types of Expenditures Included 
 

All of the expenditures associated with overnight and day trips where fishing, hunting, and 

shellfish harvest occurred in Oregon are included in the scope of this analysis.  Expenditures 

made by both Oregon residents and nonresidents are included.  For wildlife viewing, all of the 

expenditures associated with trips where wildlife viewing was a planned activity - the primary 
reason or one of several reasons for the trip – are included.  Wildlife viewing expenditures made 

by nonresidents were estimated based on the data provided by survey participants and the U.S. 

Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service 2006 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, 

and Wildlife-Associated Recreation. 

 

The analysis distinguishes between travel-generated expenditures – defined as those 

expenditures associated with overnight trips and day trips 50 + miles (one-way) – and local 
recreation expenditures, associated with activities occurring in locations under 50 miles from the 

participant’s home.  In addition, expenditures made for equipment used while participating in the 

above activities, if the equipment was purchased from a retailer or supplier located in Oregon 

during 2008 – such as gear, clothing, campers, recreational vehicles, boats etc. – are reported 

as equipment expenditures.  Expenditures made by Oregon residents associated with trips, 

recreation, or equipment purchases that occurred or were made in locations outside of Oregon 

are not included. 
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The specific categories of expenditures included in this analysis are as follows: 

 
Expenditure Categories Description 

  

 

Travel-Generated Travel-generated expenditures associated with all overnight trips 

and all day trips 50
+
 miles (one-way) from a participant’s home. 

 

Local Recreation Local Recreation expenditures associated with all day recreation 

less than 50 miles (one-way) from a participant’s home. 

 

Equipment purchases Equipment expenditures made for specific activity-related 

equipment, as well as special clothing, tents, boats, campers, 

recreational vehicles and other, additional assorted purchases. 

 

 
 
Report Contents 
 

Following this introductory section, Section II provides a statewide review.  Section III provides 

detailed expenditures by region (based on Travel Oregon regions).  Section IV provides detailed 

expenditures for each of Oregon’s 36 counties.  Appendices A through C shows detailed trip 

characteristics, demographics, and number of trips by type of fish and wildlife.  Copies of the 

survey questionnaires are shown in Appendix D.  Appendix E describes the sampling design in 

more detail and highlights the steps taken to produce estimates from the completed 

questionnaires. 

 

 



II.  Oregon Statewide Summary
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Participation  and Expenditures in Oregon

In 2008, 2.8 million Oregon residents and nonresidents participated in fishing, hunting, wildlife 

viewing, and shellfish harvesting in Oregon.  Of the total number of participants, 631 thousand 

fished, 282 thousand hunted, 175 thousand harvested shellfish, and 1.7 million participated in 

outdoor recreation where wildlife viewing was a planned activity, which includes observing, 

feeding, and photographing any kind of wildlife (not including visits to zoos or aquariums).  

In 2008, state residents and nonresidents made three distinct types of wildlife recreation 

expenditures: travel-generated, local recreation, and equipment purchases.  Oregon residents 

and nonresidents who traveled overnight and on day trips of 50+ miles (one-way) from home 

made travel-generated expenditures of $862 million.  Local recreation expenditures of $147 

million were made by Oregon residents while participating in these activities less than 50 miles 

from home.  State residents and nonresidents also spent an additional $1.5 billion on equipment 

and activity-related purchases from retail establishments and suppliers based in Oregon.

Statewide Participants, Trips and Expenditures in Oregon, 2008

Total (in thousands)

Participants in Oregon  2,788
Trips in Oregon  21,163
Travel-Generated Expenditures $862,188
Local Recreation Expenditures $146,908
Equipment Expenditures $1,486,932

   Notes: Resident and nonresident expenditures associated with all reported

   activities in Oregon.  Travel-Generated expenditures associated with overnight

   and day trips 50+ miles (one-way).

   Source: Dean Runyan Associates.
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Participants, Trips and Expenditures in Oregon by Activity, 2008

Fishing (in thousands) (in thousands)Shellfishing

Anglers in Oregon  631 Shellfishers in Oregon  175

Angler Trips in Oregon  5,241 Shellfisher Trips in Oregon  471

Travel-Generated Expenditures $264,605 Travel-Generated Expenditures $31,039

Local Recreation Expenditures $76,905 Local Recreation Expenditures $5,256

Equipment Expenditures $441,356 Equipment Expenditures $135,688

Hunting Wildlife Viewing*

Hunters in Oregon  282 Wildlife-Viewing Participants in Oregon  1,700

Hunter Trips in Oregon  1,754 Wildlife Viewing Trips in Oregon  13,697

Travel-Generated Expenditures $104,458 Travel-Generated Expenditures $462,087

Local Recreation Expenditures $31,574 Local Recreation Expenditures $33,173

Equipment Expenditures $381,908 Equipment Expenditures $527,980

* Trips and Expenditures where wildlife viewing was a planned activity -- the primary reason or one of several 

   reasons for the trip. Does not include expenditures associated with trip where incidental wildlife viewing 

   occured. 

   Notes: Resident and nonresident expenditures associated with all reported activities in Oregon. 

   Travel-Generated expenditures associated with overnight and day trips 50+ miles (one-way).

   Source: Dean Runyan Associates.

Expenditures in Oregon by Type and Activity, 2008

30.7%

Fishing

12.1%
Hunting

3.6%
Shellfishing

53.6%

Wildlife
Viewing

Travel-Generated Expenditures

(Total: $862 Million)

Local Recreation Expenditures

(Total: $147 Million)

Equipment Expenditures

(Total: $1.5 Billion)

Note: Wildlife viewing expenditures on trips where wildlife viewing was a planned activity.

Source: Dean Runyan Associates.
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Table 1. Expenditures for Fishing in Oregon, 2008

Freshwater Fishing (Thousands)

Travel-Generated Expenditures*

Accommodations $31,378
Food & Beverage Services $31,059
Food Stores $42,032
Ground Transportation $43,876
Retail $17,871
Outfitter/Guide/Charter Fees $20,680
Other Recreation & Entertainment $8,692

Total Travel Expenditures $195,587

Local Recreation Expenditures** $74,293

Saltwater Fishing (Thousands)

Travel-Generated Expenditures*

Accommodations $12,217
Food & Beverage Services $13,394
Food Stores $9,842
Ground Transportation $13,646
Retail $6,981
Outfitter/Guide/Charter Fees $8,074
Other Recreation & Entertainment $4,864

Total Travel Expenditures $69,018

Local Recreation Expenditures** $2,612

Total, All Fishing (Thousands)

Travel-Generated Expenditures*

Accommodations $43,595
Food & Beverage Services $44,453
Food Stores $51,873
Ground Transportation $57,522
Retail $24,852
Outfitter/Guide/Charter Fees $28,754
Other Recreation & Entertainment $13,556

Total Travel Expenditures $264,605

Local Recreation Expenditures** $76,905

Note: Resident and nonresident expenditures associated with fishing in Oregon.

Additionally, an estimated $5.3 million was made in airfares (round-trip) by those visitors who 

traveled to Oregon by air.

Source: Dean Runyan Associates.  

*   Travel-generated expenditures associated with overnight and day trips 50+ miles (one-way).

**  Recreation expenditures associated with local trips under 50 miles.
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Table 2. Expenditures for Shellfishing in Oregon, 2008

Shellfishing (Thousands)

Travel-Generated Expenditures*

Accommodations $6,848
Food & Beverage Services $7,570
Food Stores $6,496
Ground Transportation $4,975
Retail $2,996
Outfitter/Guide/Charter Fees $580
Other Recreation & Entertainment $1,574

Total Travel Expenditures $31,039

Local Recreation Expenditures** $5,256

Note: Resident and nonresident expenditures associated with shellfishing in Oregon.

Source: Dean Runyan Associates.

*   Travel-generated expenditures associated with overnight and day trips 50+ miles (one-way).

**  Recreation expenditures associated with local trips under 50 miles.

Table 3. Expenditures for Hunting in Oregon, 2008

Hunting (Thousands)

Travel-Generated Expenditures*

Accommodations $10,664
Food & Beverage Services $16,579
Food Stores $33,381
Ground Transportation $17,212
Retail $21,199
Outfitter/Guide/Charter Fees $2,435
Other Recreation & Entertainment $2,989

Total Travel Expenditures $104,458

Local Recreation Expenditures** $31,574

Note: Resident and nonresident expenditures associated with hunting in Oregon.

Source: Dean Runyan Associates.

*   Travel-generated expenditures associated with overnight and day trips 50+ miles (one-way).

**  Recreation expenditures associated with local trips under 50 miles.

Dean Runyan Associates Page 9



Table 4. Expenditures for Wildlife Viewing in Oregon, 2008

Wildlife Viewing (Thousands)

Travel-Generated Expenditures*

Accommodations $129,033
Food & Beverage Services $102,369
Food Stores $88,780
Ground Transportation $71,905
Retail $44,542
Outfitter/Guide/Charter Fees ...
Other Recreation & Entertainment $25,459

Total Travel Expenditures $462,087

Local Recreation Expenditures** $33,173

Note: Expenditures where wildlife viewing was a planned activity -- the primary reason or 

one of several reasons for the trip. Resident and nonresident expenditures associated 

with wildlife viewing in Oregon.

Source: Dean Runyan Associates.

*   Travel-generated expenditures associated with overnight and day trips 50+ miles (one-way).

**  Recreation expenditures associated with local trips under 50 miles.

... Sample size too small to report data reliably.

Table 5. Equipment Expenditures in Oregon, 2008 ($Millions)

Combined

Activities

Wildlife

ViewingShellfishingHuntingFishing

$41.2 $73.7 $4.9 $37.6 $157.4Equipment (hunting, fishing, etc.)
$17.8 $26.7 $4.4 $31.6 $80.6Clothing
$32.8 $22.7 $4.3 $36.8 $96.6Related Equipment

$342.7 $234.3 $117.8 $349.4 $1,044.1Specialized Equipment
$6.8 $24.6 $4.3 $38.3 $74.0Other Expenditures
$0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $34.2 $34.2Plants/Shrubs

Note: Special Equipment includes boats, campers, ATVs and other recreation vehicles.

          For Hunting, Other Expenditures may include meat processing, and taxidermy. 

          Plants/Shrubs include plants and materials purchased for wildlife habitat areas. 

Source: Dean Runyan Associates.
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Counties by Oregon Travel Region

Eastern

  Baker

  Gilliam

  Grant

  Harney

  Malheur

  Morrow

  Sherman

  Umatilla

  Union

  Wallowa

  Wheeler

Southern

  Douglas (East)

  Jackson

  Josephine

  Klamath

  Lake

Central

  Crook

  Deschutes

  Jefferson

  Wasco (South)

Mt.Hood/Gorge

  Clackamas (East)

  Multnomah (East)

  Hood River

  Wasco (North)

Willamette Valley

  Benton

  Clackamas (South)

  Lane (East)

  Linn

  Marion

  Polk

  Yamhill

Portland Metro

  Clackamas (West)

  Columbia

  Multnomah (West)

  Washington

North Coast

  Clatsop

  Tillamook

Central Coast

  Douglas (West)

  Lincoln

  Lane (West)

South Coast

  Coos

  Curry

III.  Oregon Travel Regions

The tables in this section provide detailed estimates for the regions of Oregon for 2008. 
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(%)
Combined

Activities

Wildlife

ViewingHunting

Shell-

fishing Fishing

Combined 

Activities**
All Oregon 

Travel*

Table 6.  Travel-Generated Expenditures by Activity for Oregon Travel Regions, 2008 

                                                                      ($Million)

Region

Willamette Valley $1,337.9$26.7  $17.3 $52.1 $96.1  7.2%

North Coast $551.0$44.4 $13.3 $4.7 $74.1 $136.5  24.8%

Central Coast $624.5$50.1 $12.2 $2.9 $61.0 $126.2  20.2%

South Coast $283.0$21.7 $5.5 $3.3 $24.1 $54.6  19.3%

Portland Metro/Columbia $3,567.3$18.1  $12.3 $56.6 $87.0  2.4%

Southern $831.3$28.3  $17.9 $52.8 $99.0  11.9%

Central $581.4$35.4  $11.4 $63.6 $110.4  19.0%

Eastern $361.1$27.6  $32.8 $46.3 $106.7  29.5%

Mt. Hood/Gorge $279.2$12.3  $1.8 $31.6 $45.7  16.4%

State

*    Expenditures associated with overnight and day trips where wildlife viewing was 

       primary or one of several reasons for the trip.

**  All Oregon Travel expenditures based on Oregon Travel Impacts, 1991-2008p (statewide preliminary estimates).

Note: Travel-generated expenditures associated with overnight and day trips 50+ miles 

(one-way). Resident and nonresident expenditures associated with all reported activities in 

Oregon.

The estimates of travel-generated expenditures by county in this report will necessarily differ 

somewhat from estimates generated from different models, methodologies, and data sources, 

including Oregon Travel Impacts. 

Source: Dean Runyan Associates.

$8,416.7$264.6$31.0 $104.4 $462.2 $862.2  10.2%
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Combined

Activites

Wildlife

ViewingHunting

Shell-

fishing Fishing *

Table 7.  Local Recreation Expenditures by Activity for Oregon Travel Regions, 2008

($Million)

 

Region

Willamette Valley $17.6  $9.7 $4.6 $31.9

North Coast $3.6 $2.0 $1.2 $4.3 $11.1

Central Coast $5.0 $1.7 $0.9 $4.9 $12.5

South Coast $3.5 $1.6 $1.3 $1.9 $8.3

Portland Metro/Columbia $16.6  $4.8 $3.0 $24.4

Southern $11.3  $5.6 $4.2 $21.1

Central $7.3  $2.9 $1.9 $12.1

Eastern $6.1  $3.9 $1.8 $11.8

Mt. Hood/Gorge $6.0  $1.3 $6.6 $13.9

State

*   Expenditures associated with local trips where wildlife  viewing was primary or 

     one of several reasons for the trip.

$77.0$5.3 $31.6 $33.2 $147.1

Note: Any Nonresidents, who reported less than 50 miles, are included in 

Travel-Generated Expenditures. Local Recreation expenditures associated with trips 

under 50 miles.

Source: Dean Runyan Associates.
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Table 8.  Expenditures for Freshwater Fishing by Trip Type for 

                Oregon Travel Regions, 2008 

**

Travel-Generated Expenditures*

($Million)

Local 

Recreation

Expenditures

($Million)TotalDayOvernightRegion

Willamette Valley $14.4 $12.3 $26.7 $17.6
North Coast $9.1 $8.9 $18.0 $3.0
Central Coast $12.0 $8.1 $20.1 $3.9
South Coast $6.3 $2.7 $9.0 $2.6
Portland Metro/Columbia $8.9 $9.2 $18.1 $16.6
Southern $16.8 $11.5 $28.3 $11.3
Central $25.8 $9.6 $35.4 $7.3
Eastern $20.6 $7.0 $27.6 $6.1
Mt. Hood/Gorge $6.9 $5.4 $12.3 $6.0

State $120.8 $74.8 $195.6 $74.3

*   Travel-generated expenditures associated with overnight and day trips 50+ miles (one-way).

**  Local Recreation expenditures associated with trips under 50 miles.

Note: Resident and nonresident expenditures associated with freshwater fishing in Oregon.

Source: Dean Runyan Associates.

Table 9.  Expenditures for Saltwater Fishing by Trip Type for 

               Oregon Travel Regions, 2008 

**

Travel-Generated Expenditures*

($Million)

Local 

Recreation

Expenditures

($Million)TotalDayOvernightRegion

North Coast $18.3 $8.1 $26.4 $0.6
Central Coast $19.9 $10.1 $30.0 $1.1
South Coast $7.6 $5.0 $12.6 $0.9

$45.8 $23.2 $69.0 $2.6State

*   Travel-generated expenditures associated with overnight and day trips 50+ miles (one-way).

**  Local Recreation expenditures associated with trips under 50 miles.

Note: Resident and nonresident expenditures associated with saltwater fishing in Oregon.

Source: Dean Runyan Associates.
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Table 10.  Expenditures for Shellfishing by Trip Type for

                 Oregon Travel Regions, 2008 

**

Travel-Generated Expenditures*

($Million)

Local 

Recreation

Expenditures

($Million)TotalDayOvernightRegion

North Coast $10.1 $3.2 $13.3 $2.0
Central Coast $9.3 $2.9 $12.2 $1.7
South Coast $4.7 $0.8 $5.5 $1.6

$24.1 $6.9 $5.3State

*   Travel-generated expenditures associated with overnight and day trips 50+ miles (one-way).

**  Local Recreation expenditures associated with trips under 50 miles.

Note: Resident and nonresident expenditures associated with shellfishing in Oregon.

Source: Dean Runyan Associates.

 31.0

Table 11.  Expenditures for Hunting by Trip Type for 

                 Oregon Travel Regions, 2008 

**

Travel-Generated Expenditures*

($Million)

Local

Recreation

Expenditures

($Million)TotalDayOvernightRegion

Willamette Valley $11.9 $5.4 $17.3 $9.7
North Coast $3.4 $1.3 $4.7 $1.2
Central Coast $2.2 $0.7 $2.9 $0.9
South Coast $2.4 $0.9 $3.3 $1.3
Portland Metro/Columbia $8.5 $3.8 $12.3 $4.8
Southern $13.5 $4.4 $17.9 $5.6
Central $9.0 $2.4 $11.4 $2.9
Eastern $29.0 $3.8 $32.8 $3.9
Mt. Hood/Gorge $1.4 $0.4 $1.8 $1.3

State $81.3 $23.1 $104.4 $31.6

*   Travel-generated expenditures associated with overnight and day trips 50+ miles (one-way).

**  Local Recreation expenditures associated with trips under 50 miles.

Note: Resident and nonresident expenditures associated with hunting in Oregon.

Source: Dean Runyan Associates.
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Table 12.  Expenditures for Wildlife Viewing by Trip Type for

                 Oregon Travel Regions, 2008 

**

Travel-Generated Expenditures*

($Million)

Local

Recreation

Expenditures

($Million)TotalDayOvernightRegion

Willamette Valley $40.7 $11.4 $52.1 $4.6
North Coast $67.5 $6.6 $74.1 $4.3
Central Coast $53.7 $7.3 $61.0 $4.9
South Coast $20.8 $3.3 $24.1 $1.9
Portland Metro/Columbia $44.2 $12.4 $56.6 $3.0
Southern $44.2 $8.6 $52.8 $4.2
Central $59.6 $4.0 $63.6 $1.9
Eastern $42.8 $3.5 $46.3 $1.8
Mt. Hood/Gorge $22.0 $9.6 $31.6 $6.6

State $395.5 $66.7 $462.2 $33.2

*   Travel-generated expenditures associated with overnight and day trips 50+ miles (one-way).

**  Local Recreation expenditures associated with trips under 50 miles.

Note: Resident and nonresident expenditures associated with wildlife viewing in Oregon.

Source: Dean Runyan Associates.
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IV.  Oregon Counties

Lincoln

Tillamook

Columbia
Sherman

Multnomah

YamhillYamhillYamhillYamhillYamhillYamhillYamhillYamhillYamhill

WashingtonWashingtonWashingtonWashingtonWashingtonWashingtonWashingtonWashingtonWashington

MarionMarionMarionMarionMarionMarionMarionMarionMarion

DeschutesDeschutesDeschutesDeschutesDeschutesDeschutesDeschutesDeschutesDeschutes

UnionUnionUnionUnionUnionUnionUnionUnionUnion

ClatsopClatsopClatsopClatsopClatsopClatsopClatsopClatsopClatsop

Hood Hood Hood Hood Hood Hood Hood Hood Hood 
RiverRiverRiverRiverRiverRiverRiverRiverRiver

UmatillaUmatillaUmatillaUmatillaUmatillaUmatillaUmatillaUmatillaUmatilla

GilliamGilliamGilliamGilliamGilliamGilliamGilliamGilliamGilliam
WascoWascoWascoWascoWascoWascoWascoWascoWasco

LaneLaneLaneLaneLaneLaneLaneLaneLane

CurryCurryCurryCurryCurryCurryCurryCurryCurry

DouglasDouglasDouglasDouglasDouglasDouglasDouglasDouglasDouglas

KlamathKlamathKlamathKlamathKlamathKlamathKlamathKlamathKlamath

JeffersonJeffersonJeffersonJeffersonJeffersonJeffersonJeffersonJeffersonJefferson

WallowaWallowaWallowaWallowaWallowaWallowaWallowaWallowaWallowa

JosephineJosephineJosephineJosephineJosephineJosephineJosephineJosephineJosephine

BentonBentonBentonBentonBentonBentonBentonBentonBenton

ClackamasClackamasClackamasClackamasClackamasClackamasClackamasClackamasClackamas

CoosCoosCoosCoosCoosCoosCoosCoosCoos

CrookCrookCrookCrookCrookCrookCrookCrookCrook

GrantGrantGrantGrantGrantGrantGrantGrantGrant

HarneyHarneyHarneyHarneyHarneyHarneyHarneyHarneyHarney

JacksonJacksonJacksonJacksonJacksonJacksonJacksonJacksonJackson

LakeLakeLakeLakeLakeLakeLakeLakeLake

LinnLinnLinnLinnLinnLinnLinnLinnLinn

MalheurMalheurMalheurMalheurMalheurMalheurMalheurMalheurMalheur

MorrowMorrowMorrowMorrowMorrowMorrowMorrowMorrowMorrow

PolkPolkPolkPolkPolkPolkPolkPolkPolk

WheelerWheelerWheelerWheelerWheelerWheelerWheelerWheelerWheeler BakerBakerBakerBakerBakerBakerBakerBakerBaker

A description of the expenditure impact categories used in the detailed county tables 

follows:

Travel-Generated Expenditures by Activity includes the total travel spending made by 

Oregon residents and nonresidents in the county of destination, plus other specific 

trip-related purchases such as gasoline, food and beverages, and other retail purchases 

made before or while traveling to the destination.  Expenditures for gasoline, food, and 

retail items made before the trip are allocated to the participant’s home county.  All other 

expenditures are allocated to the county in which the recreation activity occurred. 

Local Recreation Expenditures by Activity includes the total recreation-related 

expenditures made by Oregon residents for day recreation activities less than 50 miles 

(one-way) from a participant’s home.  

The next five tables show detailed Expenditures by Trip Type by County for each of the 

five activities: freshwater fishing, saltwater fishing, shellfishing, hunting, and wildlife 

viewing.  Trip types include overnight, day, and local recreation (less than 50 miles from 

participant’s home). 
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(%)

Combined

Activites**

All Oregon

Travel

Wildlife

Viewing*Fishing Hunting

Table 13.  Travel-Generated Expenditures by Activity for Counties, 2008

($000s) 

Shellfishing

Combined

ActivitiesCounty

Baker $18,452 $4,524$5,670 $8,259 38.6%$47,851
Benton $7,572 $953$1,677 $4,941 8.3%$91,532
Clackamas $33,211 $4,421$7,158 $21,632 7.6%$435,661
Clatsop $73,147$5,661 $2,313$9,693 $55,481 18.8%$389,494
Columbia $5,333 $1,177$790 $3,367 17.1%$31,220
Coos $33,452$4,552 $2,535$12,253 $14,111 18.3%$183,020
Crook $12,363 $2,584$3,010 $6,769 41.7%$29,663
Curry $21,145$1,020 $728$9,374 $10,022 21.1%$100,025
Deschutes $69,844 $6,663$20,410 $42,771 14.7%$475,684
Douglas $37,658$2,616 $6,233$19,112 $9,698 15.2%$247,649
Gilliam $548 ...... ... 14.4%$3,812
Grant $11,564 $5,138$3,279 $3,147 ***$9,107
Harney $15,329 $4,564$2,812 $7,953 78.0%$19,645
Hood River $17,910 $789$4,117 $13,005 26.5%$67,622
Jackson $32,280 $5,096$8,520 $18,664 8.5%$380,721
Jefferson $14,336 $730$4,010 $9,596 26.1%$55,014
Josephine $11,685 $1,558$3,432 $6,695 9.6%$121,530
Klamath $22,913 $3,179$5,741 $13,993 17.5%$130,820
Lake $9,991 $2,490$2,560 $4,940 88.6%$11,272
Lane $54,959$1,840 $7,907$17,642 $27,570 9.5%$580,771
Lincoln $94,974$7,660 $1,607$32,478 $53,229 21.0%$453,023
Linn $9,959 $2,776$3,070 $4,114 8.4%$117,906
Malheur $7,498 $2,157$3,996 $1,345 15.9%$47,102
Marion $28,679 $3,718$8,601 $16,360 8.0%$357,095
Morrow $8,514 $2,652$921 $4,942 64.3%$13,251
Multnomah $42,853 $3,387$7,955 $31,511 1.5%$2,803,647
Polk $4,256 $957$925 $2,375 3.0%$139,551
Sherman $3,970 $746$2,032 $1,193 37.5%$10,582
Tillamook $63,446$7,689 $2,477$34,710 $18,569 39.3%$161,523
Umatilla $15,821 $3,543$2,576 $9,703 10.8%$146,254
Union $11,481 $5,435$1,729 $4,318 34.6%$33,194
Wallowa $10,765 $2,771$2,821 $5,172 40.2%$26,778
Wasco $23,506 $2,099$13,607 $7,800 27.5%$85,449
Washington $23,769 $3,727$4,816 $15,226 4.6%$514,450
Wheeler $2,776 $1,168$1,462 ... 78.4%$3,539
Yamhill $6,229 $1,580$1,341 $3,308 6.8%$91,252

State

*    Expenditures associated with overnight and day trips where wildlife viewing was 

       primary or one of several reasons for the trip.

**  All Oregon Travel expenditures based on Oregon Travel Impacts, 1991-2008p (statewide preliminary estimates).

*** Percent FHW exceeds 100 due to dispersed camping related activity not included in Oregon Travel Impacts. 

....  Sample size too small to report data reliably.

Note: Travel-generated expenditures associated with overnight and day trips 50+ miles (one-way). Resident 

and nonresident expenditures associated with all reported activities in Oregon. The estimates of 

travel-generated expenditures by county in this report will necessarily differ somewhat from estimates 

generated from different models, methodologies, and data sources, including Oregon Travel Impacts. 

Source: Dean Runyan Associates.

$264,605 $104,458$31,039 $462,087 $862,188  10.2%$8,416,710
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Wildlife

Viewing*Fishing Hunting

Table 14.  Local Recreation Expenditures by Activity for Counties, 2008 

($000s)

Shellfishing

Combined

ActivitiesCounty

Baker $1,448 $491$640 $317

Benton $2,428 $1,075$1,353 ...

Clackamas $11,820 $2,496$8,704 $621

Clatsop $5,912$1,016 $666$1,515 $2,715

Columbia $133 ...... $134

Coos $6,175$1,081 $905$2,551 $1,637

Crook $1,900 $683$999 $218

Curry $2,140$483 $413$935 $309

Deschutes $8,657 $1,817$5,321 $1,520

Douglas $6,373$175 $1,785$3,577 $835

Gilliam $106 ...... $106

Grant $768 $391$377 ...

Harney $654 $262$330 ...

Hood River $5,492 $282$1,960 $3,249

Jackson $8,443 $2,025$4,512 $1,906

Jefferson $1,280 $288$822 $170

Josephine $2,993 $745$1,600 $648

Klamath $4,108 $1,035$2,134 $938

Lake $660 $283$339 ...

Lane $13,774$324 $3,047$7,689 $2,714

Lincoln $7,631$1,185 $482$2,408 $3,557

Linn $5,482 $1,392$3,699 $391

Malheur $1,689 $460$1,062 $167

Marion $6,654 $1,660$3,586 $1,408

Morrow $857 $185$593 ...

Multnomah $14,712 $2,662$8,215 $3,835

Polk $2,220 $830$507 $883

Sherman $420 $223$198 ...

Tillamook $5,221$992 $541$2,080 $1,607

Umatilla $3,271 $990$1,541 $741

Union $1,465 $596$700 $170

Wallowa $898 $217$567 $115

Wasco $1,868 $278$645 $945

Washington $5,868 $1,489$3,584 $796

Wheeler $255 $103$139 ...

Yamhill $3,133 $778$2,025 $330

State $31,574$76,905.23$5,256.33 $33,172.99 $146,908.27

*  Expenditures associated with local trips where wildlife 

     viewing was primary or one of several reasons for the trip.

.... Sample size too small to report data reliably.

Note: Any Nonresidents, who reported less than 50 miles, are included in 

Travel-Generated Expenditures. Local Recreation expenditures associated with 

trips under 50 miles.

Source: Dean Runyan Associates.
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Table 15.  Expenditures for Freshwater Fishing by Trip Type for Counties, 2008 

**

Travel-Generated Expenditures*

($000s)

Local 

Recreation

Expenditures

($000s)TotalDayOvernightCounty

Baker $4,773 $896 $5,670 $640
Benton $395 $1,282 $1,677 $1,353
Clackamas $3,997 $3,161 $7,158 $8,704
Clatsop $2,080 $1,989 $4,069 $1,363
Columbia $423 $367 $790 ...
Coos $2,714 $1,842 $4,555 $1,885
Crook $2,300 $710 $3,010 $999
Curry $3,545 $907 $4,452 $673
Deschutes $15,854 $4,557 $20,410 $5,321
Douglas $7,247 $5,187 $12,434 $3,258
Gilliam ... ... ... ...
Grant $2,934 $346 $3,279 $377
Harney $2,362 $450 $2,812 $330
Hood River $1,238 $2,879 $4,117 $1,960
Jackson $4,720 $3,801 $8,520 $4,512
Jefferson $2,558 $1,452 $4,010 $822
Josephine $1,926 $1,507 $3,432 $1,600
Klamath $3,853 $1,889 $5,741 $2,134
Lake $1,938 $623 $2,560 $339
Lane $8,957 $6,331 $15,288 $7,415
Lincoln $6,516 $4,992 $11,508 $1,932
Linn $1,581 $1,489 $3,070 $3,699
Malheur $2,811 $1,185 $3,996 $1,062
Marion $4,923 $3,678 $8,601 $3,586
Morrow $685 $236 $921 $593
Multnomah $4,079 $3,876 $7,955 $8,215
Polk $505 $420 $925 $507
Sherman $1,785 $247 $2,032 $198
Tillamook $7,026 $6,913 $13,939 $1,618
Umatilla $1,054 $1,522 $2,576 $1,541
Union $872 $857 $1,729 $700
Wallowa $2,082 $740 $2,821 $567
Wasco $9,056 $4,551 $13,607 $645
Washington $2,207 $2,609 $4,816 $3,584
Wheeler $948 $514 $1,462 $139
Yamhill $573 $768 $1,341 $2,025

State $120,798 $74,789 $195,587 $74,293

*   Travel-generated expenditures associated with overnight and day trips 50+ miles (one-way).

**  Local Recreation expenditures associated with trips under 50 miles.

.... Sample size too small to report data reliably.

Note: Resident and nonresident expenditures associated with freshwater fishing in Oregon.

Source: Dean Runyan Associates.
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Table 16.  Expenditures for Saltwater Fishing by Trip Type for Counties, 2008 

**

Travel-Generated Expenditures*

($000s)

Local 

Recreation

Expenditures

($000s)TotalDayOvernightCounty

Clatsop $3,991 $1,633 $5,624 $152
Coos $3,587 $4,111 $7,698 $667
Curry $4,019 $902 $4,921 $262
Douglas $4,643 $2,036 $6,679 $319
Lane $909 $1,445 $2,354 $274
Lincoln $14,355 $6,615 $20,970 $476
Tillamook $14,344 $6,428 $20,772 $463

$45,848 $23,170 $69,018 $2,612State

*   Travel-generated expenditures associated with overnight and day trips 50+ miles (one-way).

**  Local Recreation expenditures associated with trips under 50 miles.

Note: Resident and nonresident expenditures associated with saltwater fishing in Oregon.

Source: Dean Runyan Associates.

Table 17.  Expenditures for Shellfishing by Trip Type for Counties, 2008 

**

Travel-Generated Expenditures*

($000s)

Local 

Recreation

Expenditures

($000s)TotalDayOvernightCounty

Clatsop $3,999 $1,662 $5,661 $1,016
Coos $3,770 $782 $4,552 $1,081
Curry $972 $48 $1,020 $483
Douglas $1,894 $721 $2,616 $175
Lane $1,487 $353 $1,840 $324
Lincoln $5,876 $1,784 $7,659 $1,185
Tillamook $6,145 $1,545 $7,689 $992

$24,143 $6,896 $31,039 $5,256State

*   Travel-generated expenditures associated with overnight and day trips 50+ miles (one-way).

**  Local Recreation expenditures associated with trips under 50 miles.

Note: Resident and nonresident expenditures associated with shellfishing in Oregon.

Source: Dean Runyan Associates.
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Table 18.  Expenditures for Hunting by Trip Type for Counties, 2008 

**

Travel-Generated Expenditures*

($000s)

Local

Recreation

Expenditures

($000s)TotalDayOvernightCounty

Baker $4,010 $514 $4,524 $491
Benton $612 $341 $953 $1,075
Clackamas $3,112 $1,309 $4,421 $2,496
Clatsop $1,661 $652 $2,313 $666
Columbia $840 $337 $1,177 ...
Coos $1,834 $701 $2,535 $905
Crook $2,060 $524 $2,584 $683
Curry $519 $209 $728 $413
Deschutes $5,495 $1,167 $6,663 $1,817
Douglas $4,758 $1,475 $6,233 $1,785
Gilliam ... ... ... ...
Grant $4,748 $390 $5,138 $391
Harney $4,215 $349 $4,564 $262
Hood River $632 $157 $789 $282
Jackson $3,879 $1,217 $5,096 $2,025
Jefferson $512 $217 $730 $288
Josephine $1,032 $526 $1,558 $745
Klamath $2,321 $858 $3,179 $1,035
Lake $2,114 $377 $2,490 $283
Lane $5,687 $2,220 $7,907 $3,047
Lincoln $1,167 $441 $1,607 $482
Linn $1,879 $897 $2,776 $1,392
Malheur $1,704 $453 $2,157 $460
Marion $2,473 $1,245 $3,718 $1,660
Morrow $2,377 $275 $2,652 $185
Multnomah $2,320 $1,067 $3,387 $2,662
Polk $647 $310 $957 $830
Sherman $448 $298 $746 $223
Tillamook $1,789 $688 $2,477 $541
Umatilla $2,851 $692 $3,543 $990
Union $4,896 $539 $5,435 $596
Wallowa $2,553 $217 $2,771 $217
Wasco $1,459 $640 $2,099 $278
Washington $2,516 $1,211 $3,727 $1,489
Wheeler $1,101 ... $1,168 $103
Yamhill $1,051 $529 $1,580 $778

State $81,326 $23,132 $104,458 $31,574

*   Travel-generated expenditures associated with overnight and day trips 50+ miles (one-way).

**  Local Recreation expenditures associated with trips under 50 miles.

.... Sample size too small to report data reliably.

Note: Resident and nonresident expenditures associated with hunting in Oregon.

Source: Dean Runyan Associates.
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Table 19.  Expenditures for Wildlife Viewing by Trip Type for Counties, 2008 

**

Travel-Generated Expenditures*

($000s)

Local

Recreation

Expenditures

($000s)TotalDayOvernightCounty

Baker $7,709 $550 $8,259 $317
Benton $4,556 $385 $4,941 ...
Clackamas $19,013 $2,619 $21,632 $621
Clatsop $51,349 $4,132 $55,481 $2,715
Columbia $2,914 $453 $3,367 $134
Coos $11,376 $2,735 $14,111 $1,637
Crook $6,331 $439 $6,769 $218
Curry $9,438 $585 $10,022 $309
Deschutes $39,719 $3,052 $42,771 $1,520
Douglas $7,909 $1,788 $9,698 $835
Gilliam ... $163 $163 $106
Grant $3,107 ... $3,147 ...
Harney $7,825 $128 $7,953 ...
Hood River $8,214 $4,791 $13,005 $3,249
Jackson $14,803 $3,861 $18,664 $1,906
Jefferson $9,247 $349 $9,596 $170
Josephine $5,292 $1,403 $6,695 $648
Klamath $12,269 $1,725 $13,993 $938
Lake $4,842 ... $4,940 ...
Lane $21,961 $5,609 $27,570 $2,714
Lincoln $47,820 $5,409 $53,229 $3,557
Linn $3,010 $1,104 $4,114 $391
Malheur $961 $384 $1,345 $167
Marion $12,949 $3,412 $16,360 $1,408
Morrow $4,774 $168 $4,942 ...
Multnomah $22,487 $9,025 $31,511 $3,835
Polk $762 $1,613 $2,375 $883
Sherman $1,183 ... $1,193 ...
Tillamook $16,104 $2,465 $18,569 $1,607
Umatilla $8,264 $1,439 $9,703 $741
Union $3,934 $384 $4,318 $170
Wallowa $4,967 $205 $5,172 $115
Wasco $6,305 $1,495 $7,800 $945
Washington $11,535 $3,691 $15,226 $796
Wheeler $117 ... $146 ...
Yamhill $2,389 $919 $3,308 $330

State $395,430 $66,657 $462,087 $33,173

*   Travel-generated expenditures associated with overnight and day trips 50+ miles (one-way).

**  Local Recreation expenditures associated with trips under 50 miles.

.... Sample size too small to report data reliably.

Note: Resident and nonresident expenditures associated with wildlife viewing in Oregon.

Source: Dean Runyan Associates.
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 Table A-1.  Travel Characteristics of Oregon Freshwater Anglers: 2008

Travel CharacteristicsTravel Characteristics

TotalTotal Day

Local 

RecreationDay

NonresidentsOregon Residents

OvernightOvernight

Purpose of Trip

 63.7%  72.5%Primary Reason 87.4% 93.1% 85.4% 74.9%  78.2%

 33.3%  24.8%One Of Several Reasons 11.3% 5.9% 8.6% 22.9%  17.7%

 2.9%  2.7%Incidental Activity 1.3% 1.1% 6.0% 2.1%  4.1%

Total  100.0%  100.0% 100.0%  100.0%  100.0% 100.0%  100.0%

Type of Accommodation

 72.3%  51.4%Hotel, Motel, Rented Cabin NA NA NA 72.3%  51.4%

 20.4%  39.4%Campground/Camping NA NA NA 20.4%  39.4%

 11.3%  19.0%Friends/Relatives NA NA NA 11.3%  19.0%

 7.4%  2.9%Second Home NA NA NA 7.4%  2.9%

Total  111.4%  112.7% 111.4%  112.7%*

Number of Nights

 9.6%  7.4%1 Night NA NA NA 9.6%  7.4%

 28.8%  16.9%2 Nights NA NA NA 28.8%  16.9%

 32.3%  32.7%3-4 Nights NA NA NA 32.3%  32.7%

 13.1%  23.0%5-6 Nights NA NA NA 13.1%  23.0%

 11.7%  13.4%7-13 Nights NA NA NA 11.7%  13.4%

 4.5%  6.5%14+ Nights NA NA NA 4.5%  6.5%

Total  100.0%  100.0% 100.0%  100.0%

Miles Traveled

 10.3%  4.2%less than 50 NA 100.0% 20.5% 5.4%  11.2%

 28.7%  11.3%50-99 72.5% NA 44.7% 49.5%  25.6%

 41.8%  21.5%100-199 22.8% NA 16.9% 32.8%  19.5%

 12.1%  12.9%200-299 4.3% NA 4.0% 8.4%  9.1%

 7.1%  50.1%300+ 0.3% NA 13.9% 3.9%  34.5%

Total  100.0%  100.0% 100.0%  100.0%  100.0% 100.0%  100.0%

Average Party Size

 2.6  2.6Number of Adults 2.2 2.0 2.0 2.4  2.3

 2.3  2.2   with Oregon License 2.0 1.7 1.7 2.2  2.0

 0.8  0.2Number of Children 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.7  0.2

Travel Companions

 5.0%  7.8%Just Myself 6.7% 12.8% 5.5% 5.8%  6.8%

 46.2%  37.2%Immediate Family Only 38.0% 36.1% 30.3% 42.4%  34.1%

 22.0%  25.0%Multiple Families 20.3% 14.8% 27.0% 21.2%  25.9%

 23.6%  26.2%Other Adult Friends 29.6% 30.2% 32.2% 26.4%  29.0%

 3.3%  3.7%Other 5.5% 6.0% 4.9% 4.3%  4.2%

Total  100.0%  100.0% 100.0%  100.0%  100.0% 100.0%  100.0%

Freshwater Species Fished

 66.6%  46.9%Trout 54.8% 54.9% 53.6% 61.0%  49.9%

 21.2%  24.4%Salmon 35.4% 34.1% 26.9% 27.9%  25.5%

 23.3%  35.8%Steelhead 34.3% 35.9% 29.5% 28.5%  33.0%

 22.6%  17.9%Bass 18.0% 23.3% 24.0% 20.4%  20.6%

 7.1%  6.2%Sturgeon 10.4% 10.5% 6.7% 8.6%  6.4%

 13.6%  14.9%Other 10.4% 7.8% 13.7% 12.1%  14.3%

Total  154.4%  146.1% 163.3%  166.5%  154.4% 158.5%  149.7%*

* Detail may total more than 100% due to multiple response. 

  Note: Local Recreation represents local trips of less than 50 miles (one-way).  

  Source: Dean Runyan Associates.
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 Table A-2.  Travel Characteristics of Oregon Saltwater Anglers: 2008

Travel Characteristics

Total

Travel Characteristics

Total Day

Local

RecreationDay

NonresidentsOregon Residents

OvernightOvernight

Purpose of Trip

 80.5%  69.8%Primary Reason 87.1% 94.2% 85.1% 83.4%  75.2%

 19.5%  30.2%One Of Several Reasons 12.9% 5.8% 10.6% 16.6%  23.3%

 0.0%  0.0%Incidental Activity 0.0% 0.0% 4.3% 0.0%  1.5%

Total  100.0%  100.0% 100.0%  100.0%  100.0% 100.0%  100.0%

Type of Accommodation

 36.2%  39.2%Hotel, Motel, Rented Cabin NA NA NA 36.2%  39.2%

 50.1%  24.3%Campground/Camping NA NA NA 50.1%  24.3%

 17.5%  32.4%Friends/Relatives NA NA NA 17.5%  32.4%

 13.7%  18.9%Second Home NA NA NA 13.7%  18.9%

Total  117.5%  114.8% 117.5%  114.8%*

Number of Nights

 12.8%  7.1%1 Night NA NA NA 12.8%  7.1%

 31.9%  21.2%2 Nights NA NA NA 31.9%  21.2%

 27.6%  30.6%3-4 Nights NA NA NA 27.6%  30.6%

 6.0%  9.4%5-6 Nights NA NA NA 6.0%  9.4%

 15.6%  5.9%7-13 Nights NA NA NA 15.6%  5.9%

 6.2%  25.9%14+ Nights NA NA NA 6.2%  25.9%

Total  100.0%  100.0% 100.0%  100.0%

Miles Traveled

 1.5%  2.4%less than 50 NA 100.0% 18.4% 0.8%  8.2%

 43.9%  25.9%50-99 63.1% NA 6.1% 52.7%  18.7%

 44.7%  20.0%100-199 34.9% NA 20.4% 40.2%  20.1%

 7.0%  22.4%200-299 1.7% NA 42.9% 4.6%  29.9%

 3.0%  29.4%300+ 0.2% NA 12.2% 1.7%  23.1%

Total  100.0%  100.0% 100.0%  100.0%  100.0% 100.0%  100.0%

Average Party Size

 2.8  2.6Number of Adults 2.6 2.1 1.3 2.7  1.3

 2.5  2.6   with Oregon License 2.4 2.0 1.1 2.4  1.1

 0.6  0.1Number of Children 0.5 0.3 0.4 0.6  0.4

Travel Companions

 2.1%  1.4%Just Myself 0.8% 6.3% 2.0% 1.6%  1.7%

 47.3%  39.4%Immediate Family Only 38.9% 22.5% 22.4% 43.7%  32.5%

 26.2%  32.4%Multiple Families 17.5% 16.2% 28.6% 22.4%  30.8%

 19.8%  26.8%Other Adult Friends 38.0% 51.5% 46.9% 27.6%  35.0%

 4.6%  0.0%Other 4.8% 3.5% 0.0% 4.7%  0.0%

Total  100.0%  100.0% 100.0%  100.0%  100.0% 100.0%  100.0%

Saltwater Species Fished

 65.0%  69.8%Salmon 63.8% 62.6% 67.5% 43.5%  70.4%

 22.8%  26.7%Halibut 35.2% 22.2% 57.5% 19.2%  34.1%

 17.5%  27.9%Tuna 21.9% 17.4% 55.0% 13.2%  39.3%

 49.2%  45.3%Rock/Bottom 55.1% 69.5% 75.0% 35.0%  57.8%

 12.8%  4.7%Perch 13.7% 11.9% 7.5% 8.9%  5.2%

 18.7%  9.3%Other 17.0% 13.7% 5.0% 12.1%  7.4%

Total  186.0%  183.7% 206.7%  197.3%  267.5% 131.8%  214.1%*

* Detail may total more than 100% due to multiple response. 

  Note: Local Recreation represents local trips of less than 50 miles (one-way).  

  Source: Dean Runyan Associates.
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 Table A-3.  Travel Characteristics of Oregon Shellfishers: 2008

Travel CharacteristicsTravel Characteristics

TotalDayOvernight

Local

RecreationTotalDayOvernight

NonresidentsOregon Residents

Purpose of Trip

 39.6%  25.4%Primary Reason 74.3% 89.5% 40.8% 56.0%  28.9%

 54.5%  60.2%One Of Several Reasons 21.5% 10.0% 45.1% 38.9%  56.8%

 5.9%  14.3%Incidental Activity 4.3% 0.6% 14.1% 5.1%  14.3%

Total  100.0%  100.0% 100.0%  100.0%  100.0% 100.0%  100.0%

Type of Accommodation

 22.8%  30.7%Hotel, Motel, Rented Cabin NA NA NA 22.8%  30.7%

 50.4%  58.2%Campground/Camping NA NA NA 50.4%  58.2%

 15.2%  19.3%Friends/Relatives NA NA NA 15.2%  19.3%

 20.3%  9.4%Second Home NA NA NA 20.3%  9.4%

Total  108.7%  117.6% 108.7%  117.6%*

Number of Nights

 13.5%  1.7%1 Night NA NA NA 13.5%  1.7%

 30.7%  9.4%2 Nights NA NA NA 30.7%  9.4%

 24.5%  17.1%3-4 Nights NA NA NA 24.5%  17.1%

 10.4%  15.4%5-6 Nights NA NA NA 10.4%  15.4%

 9.8%  25.2%7-13 Nights NA NA NA 9.8%  25.2%

 11.2%  31.2%14+ Nights NA NA NA 11.2%  31.2%

Total  100.0%  100.0% 100.0%  100.0%

Miles Traveled

 3.4%  0.4%less than 50 NA 100.0% 50.0% 1.8%  12.3%

 49.5%  2.1%50-99 69.9% NA 9.2% 59.2%  3.8%

 35.6%  16.7%100-199 28.4% NA 35.5% 32.2%  21.2%

 8.6%  8.8%200-299 1.2% NA 0.0% 5.1%  6.6%

 2.9%  72.1%300+ 0.5% NA 5.3% 1.8%  56.0%

Total  100.0%  100.0% 100.0%  100.0%  100.0% 100.0%  100.0%

Average Party Size

 3.0  2.9Number of Adults 2.7 2.5 3.3 2.8  3.0

 2.7  2.4   with Oregon License 2.5 2.5 2.9 2.6  2.5

 0.7  0.6Number of Children 0.5 0.5 0.3 0.6  0.5

Travel Companions

 1.9%  4.3%Just Myself 4.1% 15.3% 3.5% 3.0%  4.2%

 39.6%  59.7%Immediate Family Only 40.6% 41.7% 31.6% 40.1%  54.2%

 22.0%  20.3%Multiple Families 8.6% 7.6% 7.0% 15.6%  17.7%

 33.4%  15.6%Other Adult Friends 44.8% 34.8% 57.9% 38.8%  24.0%

 3.1%  0.0%Other Travel Party 1.8% 0.7% 0.0% 2.5%  0.0%

Total  100.0%  100.0% 100.0%  100.0%  100.0% 100.0%  100.0%

Shellfish Harvested

 79.8%  91.8%Crabs 71.4% 70.0% 92.4% 75.9%  91.9%

 26.9%  13.5%Razor Clams 28.7% 30.1% 22.7% 27.8%  15.5%

 25.5%  27.0%Bay Clams 12.8% 28.5% 34.8% 19.6%  28.7%

 5.4%  0.4%Mussels 2.1% 3.4% 1.5% 3.9%  0.6%

 0.7%  0.0%Rock Scallops 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.9%  0.0%

 6.1%  0.0%Sand/Mud Shrimps 6.2% 10.6% 0.0% 6.1%  0.0%

 0.9%  0.4%Other 2.8% 2.4% 7.6% 1.8%  1.9%

Total  145.3%  133.1% 125.1%  145.0%  159.0% 135.9%  138.7%*

* Detail may total more than 100% due to multiple response. 

  Note: Local Recreation represents local trips of less than 50 miles (one-way).  

  Source: Dean Runyan Associates.
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Table A-4.  Travel Characteristics of Oregon Hunters: 2008

Travel CharacteristicsTravel Characteristics

TotalTotal Day

Local

RecreationDay

NonresidentsOregon Residents

OvernightOvernight

Purpose of Trip

 91.5%  93.6%Primary Reason 90.4% 93.3% 88.5% 91.1%  91.6%
 8.1%  6.3%One Of Several Reasons 9.1% 6.1% 9.3% 8.5%  7.4%
 0.4%  0.1%Incidental Activity 0.6% 0.6% 2.2% 0.5%  0.9%

Total  100.0%  100.0% 100.0%  100.0%  100.0% 100.0%  100.0%

Type of Accommodation

 13.3%  30.1%Hotel, Motel, Rented Cabin NA NA NA 13.3%  30.1%
 80.3%  54.3%Campground/Camping NA NA NA 80.3%  54.3%

 9.5%  29.7%Friends/Relatives NA NA NA 9.5%  29.7%
 6.8%  6.1%Second Home NA NA NA 6.8%  6.1%

Total  109.9%  120.2% 109.9%  120.2%*

Number of Nights

 3.5%  3.7%1 Night NA NA NA 3.5%  3.7%
 13.9%  13.6%2 Nights NA NA NA 13.9%  13.6%
 20.3%  19.8%3-4 Nights NA NA NA 20.3%  19.8%
 20.3%  19.7%5-6 Nights NA NA NA 20.3%  19.7%
 33.2%  31.3%7-13 Nights NA NA NA 33.2%  31.3%

 8.8%  11.9%14+ Nights NA NA NA 8.8%  11.9%
Total  100.0%  100.0% 100.0%  100.0%

Miles Traveled

 11.5%  4.0%less than 50 NA 100.0% 17.6% 7.4%  9.3%
 22.4%  9.0%50-99 69.4% NA 43.6% 39.0%  22.4%
 25.4%  15.0%100-199 24.3% NA 20.0% 25.0%  16.9%
 20.5%  14.0%200-299 3.3% NA 5.6% 14.4%  10.7%
 20.1%  58.1%300+ 3.1% NA 13.3% 14.1%  40.7%

Total  100.0%  100.0% 100.0%  100.0%  100.0% 100.0%  100.0%

Average Party Size

 2.8  2.5Number of Adults 2.2 2.0 2.3 2.5  2.4
 2.7  2.3   with Oregon License 2.1 1.9 2.3 2.2  2.4
 0.5  0.2Number of Children 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.4  0.2

Travel Companions

 16.2%  10.2%Just Myself 6.5% 3.2% 2.2% 12.8%  7.1%
 29.5%  25.5%Immediate Family Only 41.7% 36.1% 24.3% 33.9%  25.0%
 44.9%  55.1%Multiple Families 38.1% 38.1% 58.3% 42.5%  56.3%

 3.8%  2.6%Other Adult Friends 2.4% 2.2% 3.2% 3.3%  2.8%
 5.6%  6.6%Other Travel Party 11.3% 20.4% 12.1% 7.6%  8.7%

Total  100.0%  100.0% 100.0%  100.0%  100.0% 100.0%  100.0%

Game Hunted During Trip

 54.0%  41.2%Deer 54.2% 68.0% 20.8% 54.1%  33.4%
 58.3%  39.3%Elk 35.3% 36.2% 20.4% 50.3%  32.1%

 5.0%  3.2%Wild Turkey 5.8% 5.9% 2.2% 5.3%  2.8%
 9.1%  2.5%Other Big Game 10.2% 9.1% 1.5% 9.5%  2.1%

 15.8%  25.7%Upland Game Birds 23.7% 18.2% 48.0% 18.6%  34.2%
 6.3%  16.9%Waterfowl 11.0% 18.3% 22.2% 7.9%  18.9%
 5.4%  4.5%Other 7.9% 4.2% 6.0% 6.3%  5.1%

Total  153.9%  133.3% 148.1%  159.9%  121.1% 151.8%  128.7%*

* Detail may total more than 100% due to multiple response. 

  Note: Local Recreation represents local trips of less than 50 miles (one-way).  

  Source: Dean Runyan Associates.
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 Table A-5. Travel Characteristics of Oregon  Wildlife Viewers: 2008

                   (where wildlife viewing activity occurred)

Travel Characteristics Local

RecreationTotalDayOvernight

Oregon Residents

Purpose of Trip

 15.7%Primary Reason 20.5% 22.5% 17.4%

 38.3%One Of Several Reasons 38.6% 47.9% 38.4%

 46.0%Incidental Activity 40.9% 29.6% 44.2%

Total  100.0%  100.0%  100.0% 100.0%

Type of Accommodation

 36.6%Hotel, Motel, Rented Cabin NA NA 36.6%

 35.7%Campground/Camping NA NA 35.7%

 13.7%Friends/Relatives NA NA 13.7%

 4.8%Second Home NA NA 4.8%

 15.2%Other NA NA 15.2%

Total  106.0%  106.0%*

Number of Nights

 24.3%1 Night NA NA 24.3%

 37.3%2 Nights NA NA 37.3%

 21.3%3-4 Nights NA NA 21.3%

 8.2%5-6 Nights NA NA 8.2%

 5.9%7-13 Nights NA NA 5.9%

 3.0%14+ Nights NA NA 3.0%

Total  100.0%  100.0%

Miles Traveled

 10.4%less than 50 NA 100.0% 6.7%

 29.7%50-99 76.2% NA 46.1%

 30.6%100-199 17.8% NA 26.0%

 17.2%200-299 2.8% NA 12.1%

 12.2%300+ 3.2% NA 9.0%

Total  100.0%  100.0%  100.0% 100.0%

Average Party Size

 2.8Number of Adults 2.6 2.4 2.7

 1.2Number of Children 0.5 0.8 0.9

Travel Companions

 7.4%Just Myself 9.9% 15.1% 8.3%

 52.6%Immediate Family Only 58.3% 56.8% 54.6%

 15.7%Multiple Families 5.7% 7.6% 12.1%

 20.6%Other Adult Friends 25.6% 18.2% 22.4%

 3.7%Other Travel Party 0.6% 2.3% 2.6%

Total  100.0%  100.0%  100.0% 100.0%

Wildlife Viewed

 90.6%Birds 88.4% 85.4% 89.8%

 83.5%Land Animals 76.9% 71.4% 81.1%

 18.4%Marine Mammals 17.1% 10.5% 17.9%

 16.9%Marine Life/Tidepools 14.4% 9.0% 16.0%

 29.2%Fish 23.3% 27.2% 27.1%

 17.3%Amphibians/Reptiles 8.7% 11.9% 14.2%

 4.4%Other 2.7% 4.8% 3.8%

Total  260.3%  231.5%  220.2% 250.0%*

* Detail may total more than 100% due to multiple response. 

  Note: Local Recreation represents local trips of less than 50 miles (one-way).  

  Source: Dean Runyan Associates.
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 Table A-6. Travel Characteristics of Oregon  Wildlife Viewers : 2008

                    (where wildlife viewing was the primary reason of trip)

Travel Characteristics Local

RecreationTotalDayOvernight

Oregon Residents

Purpose of Trip

 100.0%Primary Reason 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

 0.0%One Of Several Reasons 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

 0.0%Incidental Activity 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Total  100.0%  100.0%  100.0% 100.0%

Type of Accommodation

 16.4%Hotel, Motel, Rented Cabin NA NA 16.4%

 48.0%Campground/Camping NA NA 48.0%

 7.5%Friends/Relatives NA NA 7.5%

 0.0%Second Home NA NA 0.0%

 30.1%Other NA NA 30.1%

Total  102.0%  102.0%*

Number of Nights

 8.9%1 Night NA NA 8.9%

 34.2%2 Nights NA NA 34.2%

 26.0%3-4 Nights NA NA 26.0%

 14.4%5-6 Nights NA NA 14.4%

 6.8%7-13 Nights NA NA 6.8%

 9.6%14+ Nights NA NA 9.6%

Total  100.0%  100.0%

Miles Traveled

 10.6%less than 50 NA 100.0% 6.5%

 36.2%50-99 91.1% NA 57.6%

 23.4%100-199 4.4% NA 16.0%

 16.3%200-299 1.1% NA 10.4%

 13.5%300+ 3.3% NA 9.5%

Total  100.0%  100.0%  100.0% 100.0%

Average Party Size

 2.6Number of Adults 2.8 2.1 2.7

 1.1Number of Children 0.6 1.0 0.9

Travel Companions

 7.5%Just Myself 16.8% 31.3% 11.5%

 45.9%Immediate Family Only 52.3% 42.2% 48.6%

 13.7%Multiple Families 9.3% 7.8% 11.9%

 24.7%Other Adult Friends 21.5% 3.1% 23.3%

 8.2%Other Travel Party 0.0% 15.6% 4.7%

Total  100.0%  100.0%  100.0% 100.0%

Wildlife Viewed

 82.9%Birds 83.2% 57.8% 83.0%

 80.8%Land Animals 57.0% 95.3% 70.8%

 12.3%Marine Mammals 15.9% 0.0% 13.8%

 9.6%Marine Life/Tidepools 11.2% 0.0% 10.3%

 29.5%Fish 29.9% 15.6% 29.6%

 19.2%Amphibians/Reptiles 2.8% 0.0% 12.3%

 9.6%Other 5.6% 0.0% 7.9%

Total  243.9%  205.6%  168.7% 227.7%*

* Detail may total more than 100% due to multiple response. 

  Note: Local Recreation represents local trips of less than 50 miles (one-way).  

  Source: Dean Runyan Associates.
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Table B-1.  Demographic Characteristics and Preferred Communication: 

                   Residents versus Nonresidents

*

Res.Nonres.Res.Nonres.Res.Nonres.Res.

Wildlife

ViewersAnglersShellfishersHunters

Household Income

UNDER $25,000  10.7%  9.0%  13.4%  4.4% 8.3%  2.3%  16.2%
$25,000-$49,999  26.0%  16.0%  27.6%  15.8% 25.0%  11.3%  30.5%
$50,000-$74,999  29.1%  34.0%  25.5%  24.2% 28.2%  23.2%  21.9%
$75,000-$99,999  15.2%  23.0%  16.8%  20.5% 18.5%  19.5%  13.1%
$100,000 OR MORE  19.0%  18.0%  16.7%  35.1% 20.0%  43.6%  18.2%

Total  100.0%  100.0%  100.0% 100.0%  100.0% 100.0%  100.0%

Education

Some High School Or H.S. Diploma  28.5%  23.1%  29.6%  20.1% 32.3%  20.7%  23.1%
Some College Or 2-Year Degree  40.0%  43.3%  39.6%  31.2% 40.3%  33.9%  36.5%
Bachelors Degree  18.9%  20.2%  18.1%  24.9% 18.5%  27.7%  23.6%
Advanced Degree  12.6%  13.5%  12.6%  23.7% 8.9%  17.7%  16.8%

Total  100.0%  100.0%  100.0% 100.0%  100.0% 100.0%  100.0%

Preferred Communication with 

ODFW

Email  14.7%  16.7%  13.0%  17.7% 14.4%  18.0%  24.3%
ODFW Printed Brochures  19.8%  23.5%  21.9%  14.8% 22.9%  16.9%  6.2%
Information At License Vendors  14.2%  14.7%  15.6%  14.0% 14.3%  6.0%  3.4%
ODFW Website  23.9%  19.6%  24.3%  26.4% 20.8%  30.5%  64.2%
Direct Mail  24.0%  23.5%  21.6%  24.1% 25.2%  26.1%  0.6%
Other  3.4%  2.0%  3.7%  3.0% 2.4%  2.5%  1.2%

Total  100.0%  100.0%  100.0% 100.0%  100.0% 100.0%  100.0%

* Oregon Residents who reported either planned or unplanned wildlife viewing activity in 2008.

   Note: Detail may total more than 100% due to multiple response.    

 

  Source: Dean Runyan Associates.
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Table C-1. Freshwater Fishing Trips in Oregon by Type of Fish (in Thousands), 2008

TotalOtherSturgeonBassSteelheadSalmonTrout

Willamette Valley

Overnight  47  4  5  4  0  7  67

Day (50+ miles)  101  20  31  9  0  11  173

Local (under 50 miles)  280  81  103  101  13  19  597

North Coast

Overnight  15  28  13  6  5  4  72

Day (50+ miles)  34  81  71  8  10  12  216

Local (under 50 miles)  39  28  18  5  11  0  101

Central Coast

Overnight  29  26  17  13  6  7  97

Day (50+ miles)  40  61  45  26  12  11  194

Local (under 50 miles)  38  35  33  13  5  6  132

South Coast

Overnight  8  20  12  4  0  1  46

Day (50+ miles)  9  14  10  15  0  2  52

Local (under 50 miles)  20  23  28  16  0  0  87

Portland Metro/Columbia

Overnight  2  5  4  2  5  0  18

Day (50+ miles)  15  26  20  7  14  1  83

Local (under 50 miles)  82  194  135  35  109  9  564

Southern

Overnight  72  3  10  15  2  7  109

Day (50+ miles)  107  24  38  25  0  13  207

Local (under 50 miles)  125  67  109  63  5  14  382

Central

Overnight  126  5  26  22  0  16  195

Day (50+ miles)  114  16  35  15  0  11  191

Local (under 50 miles)  161  9  21  33  0  25  248

Eastern

Overnight  52  8  17  50  3  26  156

Day (50+ miles)  49  5  12  42  4  26  139

Local (under 50 miles)  55  23  47  56  7  21  209

Mt. Hood/Gorge

Overnight  15  9  16  8  3  4  56

Day (50+ miles)  35  35  32  9  18  3  131

Local (under 50 miles)  43  55  46  21  24  14  204

Statewide Total

Overnight  367  107  119  125  25  74  817

Day (50+ miles)  505  283  294  156  60  90  1,386

Local (under 50 miles)  842  516  540  343  173  109  2,523

Total Trips  1,713  906  953  624  258  272  4,726

        .... Sample size too small to report data reliably.  

   Note: Trip estimates are for Oregon residents and nonresidents. Detail may not add to total due to rounding.  

Source: Dean Runyan Associates.
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Table C-2.  Saltwater Fishing Trips in Oregon by Type of Fish (in Thousands), 2008

TotalOther Marine/SaltwaterSalmon

North Coast

Overnight  64  11  76

Day (50+ miles)  68  35  103

Local (under 50 miles)  4  3  7

Central Coast

Overnight  49  33  82

Day (50+ miles)  89  40  128

Local (under 50 miles)  11  1  12

South Coast

Overnight  13  19  31

Day (50+ miles)  26  38  64

Local (under 50 miles)  4  7  11

Statewide Total

Overnight  126  63  189

Day (50+ miles)  182  113  295

Local (under 50 miles)  20  11  31

Total Trips  328  186  514
        .... Sample size too small to report data reliably.  

   Note: Trip estimates are for Oregon residents and nonresidents. Detail may not add to total due to rounding.  

Source: Dean Runyan Associates.

Table C-3. Shellishing Trips in Oregon by Type of Harvest (in Thousands), 2008

TotalOther
Sand/Mud 

Shrimps

Rock

 ScallopsMussels
Bay 

Clams

Razor

 ClamsCrabs

North Coast

Overnight  30  19  10  1  1  1  1  63

Day (50+ miles)  26  28  7  1  0  7  4  72

Local (under 50 miles)  27  20  11  0  0  6  0  64

Central Coast

Overnight  38  6  9  3  0  1  0  57

Day (50+ miles)  49  3  4  5  1  1  1  64

Local (under 50 miles)  34  6  7  3  0  3  0  54

South Coast

Overnight  17  4  6  1  0  2  0  29

Day (50+ miles)  11  1  5  0  0  1  1  19

Local (under 50 miles)  28  6  12  2  0  2  0  50

Statewide Total

Overnight  84  30  26  5  1  4  1  149

Day (50+ miles)  86  32  16  5  1  9  6  155

Local (under 50 miles)  89  32  30  5  0  11  0  167

Total Trips  259  93  72  15  2  24  7  471

        .... Sample size too small to report data reliably.  

   Note: Trip estimates are for Oregon residents and nonresidents. Detail may not add to total due to rounding.  

Source: Dean Runyan Associates.
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Table C-4. Hunting Trips in Oregon by Type of Game (in Thousands), 2008

Wild 

Turkey TotalOtherWaterfowl

Game

Birds
Other Big

GameElkDeer

Willamette Valley

Overnight  7  8  2  1  0  1  18 0

Day (50+ miles)  39  14  5  8  10  3  85 6

Local (under 50 miles)  136  51  18  23  46  7  294 14

North Coast

Overnight  4  10  0  2  2  0  18 0

Day (50+ miles)  22  17  3  3  2  0  50 1

Local (under 50 miles)  15  13  2  4  2  0  37 0

Central Coast

Overnight  3  6  2  0  0  0  12 1

Day (50+ miles)  6  7  1  4  5  0  23 0

Local (under 50 miles)  9  10  3  2  2  1  27 0

South Coast

Overnight  1  4  1  0  0  1  7 0

Day (50+ miles)  8  5  3  2  0  0  19 0

Local (under 50 miles)  17  8  5  4  2  1  40 2

Portland Metro/Columbia

Overnight  1  1  0  0  0  0  3 0

Day (50+ miles)  12  13  0  0  2  0  28 0

Local (under 50 miles)  58  42  5  12  26  2  144 0

Southern

Overnight  20  15  2  6  2  2  49 2

Day (50+ miles)  39  19  9  16  6  2  92 2

Local (under 50 miles)  78  32  11  24  15  4  170 6

Central

Overnight  18  12  2  2  1  2  38 1

Day (50+ miles)  19  14  1  7  5  4  52 2

Local (under 50 miles)  36  24  1  7  9  6  87 4

Eastern

Overnight  53  66  10  20  6  7  169 7

Day (50+ miles)  30  30  7  28  6  5  111 5

Local (under 50 miles)  37  26  5  23  13  5  119 10

Mt. Hood/Gorge

Overnight  4  1  0  1  0  1  9 1

Day (50+ miles)  5  3  2  3  0  2  15 1

Local (under 50 miles)  19  10  5  3  0  3  41 1

Statewide Total

Overnight  110  123  19  32  12  13  322 12

Day (50+ miles)  181  121  32  71  37  15  475 17

Local (under 50 miles)  404  216  55  101  115  28  958 39

Total Trips  695  460  107  204  164  57  1,754 68

        .... Sample size too small to report data reliably.  

   Note: Trip estimates are for Oregon residents and nonresidents. Detail may not add to total due to rounding.  

Source: Dean Runyan Associates.
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Table C-5. Wildlife Viewing Trips in Oregon by Type of Wildlife Viewed (in Thousands), 2008

* TotalOtherReptilesFishTidepools 

Marine 

Mammals

Land 

AnimalsBirds

Willamette Valley

Overnight  123  114 ... ...  42  18  6  316

Day (50+ miles)  163  141 ... ...  27  5  5  364

Local (under 50 miles)  738  495 ... ...  149  112  19  1,615

North Coast

Overnight  259  192 87 139  86  34  0  797

Day (50+ miles)  120  104 28 28  40  16  8  344

Local (under 50 miles)  49  46 17 17  16  3  4  153

Central Coast

Overnight  194  162 117 81  64  11  4  632

Day (50+ miles)  139  82 67 67  29  5  0  388

Local (under 50 miles)  111  63 44 40  36  4  4  301

South Coast

Overnight  76  65 34 10  28  14  10  237

Day (50+ miles)  50  45 30 10  20  0  0  155

Local (under 50 miles)  69  46 33 25  25  10  5  214

Portland Metro/Columbia

Overnight  85  63 ... ...  6  0  0  154

Day (50+ miles)  119  96 ... ...  16  8  0  239

Local (under 50 miles)  1,085  757 ... ...  303  101  50  2,347

Southern

Overnight  176  159 ... ...  56  30  13  450

Day (50+ miles)  132  151 ... ...  25  19  0  334

Local (under 50 miles)  451  419 ... ...  63  73  31  1,048

Central

Overnight  274  252 ... ...  86  54  16  687

Day (50+ miles)  55  59 ... ...  25  8  0  152

Local (under 50 miles)  167  202 ... ...  63  35  0  480

Eastern

Overnight  183  210 ... ...  39  31  16  494

Day (50+ miles)  68  62 ... ...  8  3  0  141

Local (under 50 miles)  170  188 ... ...  23  6  6  393

Mt. Hood/Gorge

Overnight  89  84 ... ...  42  28  0  262

Day (50+ miles)  217  166 ... ...  77  26  13  524

Local (under 50 miles)  192  156 ... ...  82  18  18  476

Statewide Total

Overnight  1,459  1,302 278 259  448  219  64  4,029

Day (50+ miles)  1,063  906 159 129  267  90  26  2,641

Local (under 50 miles)  3,032  2,372 208 154  761  362  138  7,027

Total Trips  5,554  4,580  645  541  1,477  671  229  13,697

  * Land Animals include deer, elk, bear, squirrels, chipmunks.        

... Sample size too small to report data reliably.  

    Note: Trip estimates are for Oregon residents and nonresidents. Detail may not add to total due to rounding.  

    Source: Dean Runyan Associates.
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Table C-6.  Days of Participation in Oregon by Type of Activitiy (in Thousands), 2008

Fishing

TotalWildlifeHuntingShellfish Saltwater Freshwater

Willamette Valley

Overnight  277  104  947  1,327

Day (50+ miles)  173  85  364  621

Local (under 50 miles)  597  294  1,615  2,506

North Coast

Overnight  295 319 282  103  2,392  3,391

Day (50+ miles)  216 103 72  50  344  784

Local (under 50 miles)  101 7 64  37  153  361

Central Coast

Overnight  398 343 257  68  1,896  2,962

Day (50+ miles)  194 128 64  23  388  799

Local (under 50 miles)  132 12 54  27  301  526

South Coast

Overnight  189 132 132  40  712  1,205

Day (50+ miles)  52 64 19  19  155  308

Local (under 50 miles)  87 11 50  40  214  401

Portland Metro/Columbia

Overnight  74  15  463  552

Day (50+ miles)  83  28  239  350

Local (under 50 miles)  564  144  2,347  3,055

Southern

Overnight  447  286  1,350  2,083

Day (50+ miles)  207  92  334  634

Local (under 50 miles)  382  170  1,048  1,600

Central

Overnight  801  218  2,060  3,079

Day (50+ miles)  191  52  152  395

Local (under 50 miles)  248  87  480  815

Eastern

Overnight  641  981  1,481  3,103

Day (50+ miles)  139  111  141  391

Local (under 50 miles)  209  119  393  721

Mt. Hood/Gorge

Overnight  230  51  787  1,067

Day (50+ miles)  131  15  524  670

Local (under 50 miles)  204  41  476  721

Statewide Total

Overnight  3,351 794 672  1,865  12,088  17,304

Day (50+ miles)  1,386 295 155  475  2,641  4,502

Local (under 50 miles)  2,523 31 167  958  7,027  10,508

Total Days  7,260 1,119 994  3,298  21,756  32,313

   Note: Days of participation are for Oregon residents and nonresidents. Detail may not add to total due to rounding.  

   Source: Dean Runyan Associates.
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Dear Angler License Holder: 
 
The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife and the Oregon Tourism Commission are sponsoring an 
economic survey on the importance of wildlife related recreation to Oregon’s economy.  Information gathered 
from this survey will help increase the understanding of the economic impact anglers have on Oregon’s 
economy.  The results will also help ODFW, the Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission and local 
governments to more accurately identify the potential economic impacts of changes in wildlife management 
activities and will help ensure continued hunting, fishing and wildlife viewing opportunities in Oregon.  
 
As a 2008 Oregon angler license holder, we ask that you help us by providing information about your fishing 
experience(s) in Oregon.  The answers you supply will be used for statistical purposes only and will be kept 
strictly confidential. 
 
Your thoughtful responses to the survey questions are important and even if you have not yet fished in 2008, 
please complete the applicable question(s) and return the survey in the prepaid envelope provided.  Deadline 
for returning the questionnaire is October 31, 2008. 
 
Thank you in advance for taking the time to thoughtfully complete this survey.  

 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 

      Roy Elicker 
Director of ODFW 

 
 
For the purposes of answering the following questions, “Fishing Trip” is defined as:  

  
You left your house and during the time you were away, spent at least some time  

fishing before returning home; include both day and overnight trips. 
 

 
1.   Did you fish in Oregon during the six months from April 2008 through September 2008? 

 

 No (If your answer is no, please go to question #16) 

 Yes                       

 
2.   Did you take any saltwater fishing trips in Oregon between April 2008 and September 2008? 
 

 No  (If your answer is no, please go to question #3) 

 Yes   Number of Overnight saltwater fishing trips         # overnight trips-saltwater 

 Number of day trips —50 or more miles from residence               # 50+mile day trips-saltwater 

 Number of local trips — less than 50 miles from residence           # local trips-saltwater 

 Number of Total Saltwater Fishing Days                                   # total saltwater fishing days 

 Number Days using a paid guide or outfitter 
-saltwater trips only                             

       # days using guide-saltwater trips 

1



 

 
3. Did you take any freshwater fishing trips in Oregon between April 2008 and September 2008? (P lease do not  
    include any trips mentioned in Question #2) 
 

 No   

 Yes   Number of Overnight freshwater fishing trips         # overnight trips-freshwater 

 Number of day trips —50 or more miles from residence               # 50+mile day trips-freshwater 

 Number of local trips — less than 50 miles from residence           # local trips-freshwater 

 Number of Total Freshwater Fishing Days                                 # total freshwater fishing days 

 Number Days using a paid guide or outfitter 
-freshwater trips only                              

       # days using guide-freshwater trips 

 
Please tell us about a single specific overnight fishing trip that is most typical of any overnight trips that you may 
have taken from April 2008 through September 2008.  

 

     
    

No Overnight Trips – (If your answer is no, please go to question #10a) 

   4a. How many nights did you stay overnight in Oregon on this particular trip?                       # number of nights 

  4b. Using the community list on the back page (pg. 4), please write the number of the community (or nearest community)  
where you stayed overnight (if you stayed in more than one place please indicate your PRIMARY location):  

                          # of community 

  4c. Approximately how many miles, (one way) from your residence did you travel on this overnight trip? 
                         # miles one way 

  4d. What type of accommodations in Oregon did you use while on this particular trip?  (Check  a l l  that  app l y ) 

  Hotel, motel, lodge, bed and breakfast, rented home/cabin    Home of friends/relatives 
   Your own second home  Campground/camping 

 
5. For this overnight trip, was fishing:  (Check  the  one  that  b e s t  app l i e s )  

 
  Primary reason for trip  One of several reasons for this trip  An incidental activity while on this trip 

 
6. Which of the following best describes the people that accompanied you on this trip: (Check  the  one  that  b e s t  app l i e s )  

 

    My immediate family only           Other adult friend(s)           Multiple families             Just myself  
   Other (specify) 

 
7. How many people were in your travel group on this overnight fishing trip?   

(Count yourself but do not include other families or fishing partners/buddies who paid their own expenses.) 
 

               # of adults (age 18 years or older)                # adults with fishing license         
             # of children (age 17 or younger) 

 
 8. Please indicate the species fished for during this overnight trip. (Check  a l l  that  app l y ) 

 

                                  Freshwater                                                               Marine/Saltwater 
  Bass/Warm water  Sturgeon  Halibut              Salmon             
  Salmon  Trout  Perch                  Tuna                  
  Steelhead  Other  Rock/Bottom   Other  

 
 
 
 

2



 

 
 

9. Please estimate the dollar amount spent by the group you traveled with that shared expenses for an average day            
(total # of people in your answer to Q.7.)  Please check  “No Expenses” if you had no expenses for an item. 

 Single Specific Overnight Fishing Trip Expenses No 
Expenses  

Average Expenses 
per travel group 

 Accommodations (hotel, motel room rentals, campground fees)   $                per day 
 Restaurants/Bars/Lounges (food/drink in restaurants and nightclubs, bars)   $                per day 

 Groceries, snacks (groceries, liquor and snacks/food from a store)   $                per day 

 Fuel/Gas/Transportation/Parking (car rental, fuel/gas for auto/boat/truck)   $                per day 
 Other Retail (bait, lures, gifts, clothing, souvenirs, etc.)   $                per day 
 Other Recreation & Entertainment (access fees, boat rental, admission fees, golf, etc.)   $                per day 
 Airfare (please provide total roundtrip airfare paid)   $                total amount 
 Paid Guide, Charter or Outfitter Fees (total paid on this trip)   $                total amount 

 
Please tell us about a single specific day fishing trip that is most typical of any day trips that you may have taken 
from April 2008 through September 2008.  

 

   No Day Trips – (Please go to Question #16) 

 10a. Using the community list on the back page  (page 4), please write the number of the community (or closest community)    
to where you made the most  trip-related purchases (e.g., restaurants, food stores, gasoline, etc).                    # of community 

 10b. Approximately how many miles, (one way) from your residence did you travel on this day trip?                  # miles one way 

 
11. For this day trip, was fishing:  (Check  the  one  that  b es t  app l i e s )  

 
  Primary reason for trip  One of several reasons for this trip  An incidental activity while on this trip 

 
    12. Which of the following best describes the people that accompanied you on this day trip: (Check  the  one  that  b es t  app l i e s ) 

 

    My immediate family only           Other adult friend(s)           Multiple families       Just myself           
   Other (specify)        

 
13. How many people were in your travel group on this day trip?  

(Count yourself but do not include other families or fishing partners/buddies who paid their own expenses.) 

           # of adults (age 18 years or older)                 # adults with fishing license       
          # of children (age 17 or younger) 

 
  14. Please indicate the species fished for during this day trip. (Check   a l l  that  app l y ) 

 

                           Freshwater                                                                Marine/Saltwater 
  Bass/Warm water  Sturgeon   Halibut  Salmon 
  Salmon  Trout  Perch  Tuna 
  Steelhead  Other  Rock/Bottom Fish  Other 
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  15. 
 

Please estimate the dollar amount spent by the group you traveled with that shared expenses for the day. 
(total # of people in your answer to Q. 13)  Please check  “No Expenses” if you had no expenses for an item.    

 Single Specific Day Fishing Trip Expenses No  
Expenses  

Average Expenses 
per travel group 

 Restaurants/Bars/Lounges (food/drink in restaurants and nightclubs, bars)   $             for the day 
 Groceries, snacks (groceries, liquor and snacks/food from a store)   $             for the day 

 Fuel/Gas/Transportation/Parking (car rental, fuel/gas for auto/boat/truck)   $             for the day 
 Other Retail (bait, lures, gifts, clothing, souvenirs, etc.)   $             for the day 
 Other Recreation & Entertainment (access fees, boat rental, admission fees, golf, etc.)   $             for the day 
 Paid Guide, Charter or Outfitter Fees    $             for the day 

 
  16. During the six months from April 2008 through September 2008, how much did your household spend in total in 

Oregon for the following items?  
(Please estimate the dollar amount as closely as possible.) Please check   “No Expenses” if you had no expenses for an item. 

 Total Household Expenditures No  
Expenses  

Expenses 
per household 

 Fishing Equipment (rods, reels, poles, lines, tackle, lures, electronics, etc.)   $                total 
 Clothing (waders, boots, vests, raingear, hats, gloves, etc.)   $                total 

 Related Equipment (camping equipment, safety gear, etc.)   $                total 
 Specialized Equipment (boats, campers, ATV, etc.)   $                total 
 Other Retail (processing, taxidermy costs, etc.)   $                total 

 

17. Which of the following includes your total family income (before taxes) in 2007?  (Check  one  answe r  onl y) 

  Under $25,000  $25,000-$49,999  $50,000-$74,999  $75,000-$99,999  $100,000 or more 
 

  18. Please check your highest education level.  (Check  one  answer  onl y ) 

  Some high school or high school diploma  Bachelors degree 
  Some college or 2-year degree  Advanced degree 

 

  19. What is your preferred way of communication with ODFW for information on fishing?  (Check  one  answe r  only ) 

  Email (please provide)    ODFW  Website 
  ODFW printed brochures or publications   Direct Mail 
  Information at license vendors   Other (specify) 

Community List   Use For Questions #4b and #10a 

North Coast Willamette Valley/Cascades Southern Eastern
2 Cannon Beach 16 Corvallis/Philomath 33 Grants Pass/Cave Junction 48 Baker City
3 Manzanita/Nehalem 17 Dallas/Monmounth 34 Klamath Falls 49 Boardman/Heppner
4 Seaside/Gearhart 18 Detroit 35 Lakeview/Paisley 50 Burns/Hines
5 Tillamook/Bay City 19 Eugene/Springfield/Cottage Grv. 36 Medford/Ashland 51 Enterprise/Joseph
6 Pacific City 20 McMinnville/Newberg 37 Roseburg/Canyonville 52 Fossil/Mitchell

Central Coast 21 Molalla Central 53 John Day/Prairie City
7 Florence/Dunes City 22 Oakridge/Westfir 38 Bend/Redmond 54 La Grande/Elgin
8 Lincoln City/Depoe Bay 23 Salem/Keizer 39 Madras/Metolius 55 Ontario/Vale
9 Newport/Waldport 24 Silverton/Mt. Angel 40 Maupin 56 Pendleton/Hermiston

10 Reedsport 25 Sweet Home/Mill City 41 Prineville 57 Wasco/Moro/Grass Valley
South Coast Portland Metro/Columbia 42 Sisters

11 Bandon 26 Beaverton/Hillsboro/Tigard Mt. Hood/Gorge  
12 Brookings 27 Forest Grove/Banks 43 Hood River/Cascade Locks
13 Coos Bay/North Bend 28 Oregon City/Wilsonvillle 44 Sandy/Estacada/Welches
14 Gold Beach/Port Orford 29 Portland/Gresham 45 The Dalles

30 St. Helens/Rainier/Scappoose 46 Troutdale
31 Sauvie Island
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Dear Hunting License Holder: 
 
The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife and the Oregon Tourism Commission are sponsoring an 
economic survey on the importance of wildlife related recreation to Oregon’s economy.  Information gathered 
from this survey will help increase the understanding of the economic impact hunters have on Oregon’s 
economy.  The results will also help ODFW, the Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission and local 
governments to more accurately identify the potential economic impacts of changes in wildlife management 
activities and will help ensure continued hunting, fishing and wildlife viewing opportunities in Oregon.  
 

As a 2007 and/or 2008 Oregon hunting license holder, we ask that you help us by providing information 
about your hunting experience(s) in Oregon.  The answers you supply will be used for statistical purposes only 
and will be kept strictly confidential. 
 
Your thoughtful responses to the survey questions are important and even if you have not hunted in 2007 or 
2008, please complete the applicable question(s) and return the survey in the prepaid envelope provided.  
Deadline for returning the questionnaire is May 19, 2008. 
 
Thank you in advance for taking the time to thoughtfully complete this survey.  

 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 

      Roy Elicker 
Director of ODFW 

 
 
 
For the purposes of answering the following questions, “Hunting Trip” is defined as:  

  
You left your house and during the time you were away, spent at least some time  

hunting before returning home; include both day and overnight trips. 
 

 
 

 
1.   Did you hunt in Oregon during the twelve months from March 2007 through February 2008? 

 
 No  (If your answer is no, please go to question # 14) 

 Yes  Number of Overnight Trips                      # overnight trips 

 Number of Day Trips —50 or more miles from residence                            # 50+mile day trips 

 Number of Local Trips — less than 50 miles from residence                        # local trips 

 Number of Total Hunting Days                                                                    # total days hunting 

 Number Days using a paid guide or outfitter                                                  # days using guide 

 
 

 



 

 
 
Please tell us about a single specific overnight hunting trip that is most typical of any overnight trips that you may 
have taken from March 2007 through February 2008.  

 

     
    

No Overnight Trips – (If your answer is no, please go to question # 8) 

   2a. How many nights did you stay overnight in Oregon on this particular trip?                       # number of nights 

  2b. Using the community list on the back page (pg. 4), please write the number of the community (or nearest community)  
where you stayed overnight (if you stayed in more than one place please indicate your PRIMARY location):  

                          # of community 

  2c. Approximately how many miles, (one way) from your residence did you travel on this overnight trip? 
                         # miles one way 

  2d. What type of accommodations in Oregon did you use while on this particular trip?  (Check  a l l  that  app l y ) 

  Hotel, motel, lodge, bed and breakfast, rented home/cabin    Home of friends/relatives 
   Your own second home  Campground/camping 

 
3. For this overnight trip, was hunting:  (Check  the  one  that  b e s t  app l i e s )  

 
  Primary reason for trip  One of several reasons for this trip  An incidental activity while on this trip 

 
4. Which of the following best describes the people that accompanied you on this trip: (Check  the  one  that  b e s t  app l i e s )  

 

    My immediate family only           Other adult friend(s)           Multiple families             Just myself  
   Other (specify) 

 
5. How many people were in your travel group on this overnight hunting trip?   

(Count yourself but do not include other families or hunting partners/buddies who paid their own expenses.) 
 

               # of adults (age 18 years or older)                # adults with hunting license         
             # of children (age 17 or younger) 

 
 6. Please indicate the species hunted during this overnight trip. (Check  a l l  that  app l y ) 

 

  Deer  Elk  Other big game (specify)  
  Waterfowl  Upland game birds  Wild turkey            Other (specify)  

 
   7. Please estimate the dollar amount spent by the group you traveled with that shared expenses for an average day            

(total # of people in your answer to Q. 5.)  Please check  “No Expenses” if you had no expenses for an item. 

 Single Specific Overnight Hunting Trip Expenses No 
Expenses  

Average Expenses 
per travel group 

 Accommodations (hotel, motel room rentals, campground fees)   $                per day 
 Restaurants/Bars/Lounges (food/drink in restaurants and nightclubs, bars)   $                per day 

 Groceries, snacks (groceries, liquor, and snacks/food from a store)   $                per day 

 Fuel/Gas/Transportation/Parking (car rental, fuel/gas for auto/boat/truck)   $                per day 
 Other Retail (ammunition, game bags, gifts, clothing, souvenirs, etc.)   $                per day 
 Other Recreation & Entertainment (access fees, boat rental, admission fees, golf, etc.)   $                per day 
 Airfare (please provide total roundtrip airfare paid)   $                total amount 
 Paid Guide, Charter or Outfitter Fees (total paid on this trip)   $                total amount 
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Please tell us about a single specific day hunting trip that is most typical of any day trips that you may have taken 
from March 2007 through February 2008.  
 

   No Day Trips – (Please go to Question # 14) 

   8a. Using the community list on the back page  (page 4), please write the number of the community (or closest community)    
to where you made the most  trip-related purchases (e.g., restaurants, food stores, gasoline, etc).                    # of community 

  8b. Approximately how many miles, (one way) from your residence did you travel on this day trip?                  # miles one way 

 
9. For this day trip, was hunting:  (Check  the  one  that  b es t  app l i e s )  

 
  Primary reason for trip  One of several reasons for this trip  An incidental activity while on this trip 

 
10. Which of the following best describes the people that accompanied you on this day trip: (Check  the  one  that  b es t  app l i e s ) 

 

    My immediate family only           Other adult friend(s)           Multiple families       Just myself           
   Other (specify)        

 
11. How many people were in your travel group on this day trip?  

(Count yourself but do not include other families or hunting partners/buddies who paid their own expenses.) 

           # of adults (age 18 years or older)                 # adults with hunting license       
          # of children (age 17 or younger) 

 
  12. Please indicate the species hunted during this day trip. (Check   a l l  that  app l y ) 

 

  Deer  Elk  Other big game (specify)  
  Waterfowl  Upland game birds  Wild turkey              Other (specify)  

 
  13. 

 
Please estimate the dollar amount spent by the group you traveled with that shared expenses for the day. 
(total # of people in your answer to Q. 11)  Please check  “No Expenses” if you had no expenses for an item.    

 Single Specific Day Hunting Trip Expenses No  
Expenses  

Average Expenses 
per travel group 

 
Restaurants/Bars/Lounges (food/drink in restaurants and nightclubs, bars)   

 
$             for the day 

 
Groceries, snacks (groceries, liquor, and snacks/food from a store)   

 
$             for the day 

 
Fuel/Gas/Transportation/Parking (car rental, fuel/gas for auto/boat/truck)   

 
$             for the day 

 
Other Retail (ammunition, game bags, gifts, clothing, souvenirs, etc.)   

 
$             for the day 

 
Other Recreation & Entertainment (access fees, boat rental, admission fees, golf, etc.)   

 
$             for the day 

 
Paid Guide, Charter or Outfitter Fees    

 
$             for the day 
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  14. During the twelve months from March 2007 through February 2008, how much did your household spend in total 
in Oregon for the following items?  
(Please estimate the dollar amount as closely as possible.) Please check   “No Expenses” if you had no expenses for an item. 

 Total Household Expenditures No  
Expenses  

Expenses 
per household 

 Hunting Equipment (firearms, bows/arrows, telescopic sights, decoys, etc.)   $                total 
 Clothing (waders, boots, vests, raingear, hats, gloves, etc.)   $                total 

 Related Equipment (camping equipment, safety gear, etc.)   $                total 
 Specialized Equipment (boats, campers, ATV, etc.)   $                total 
 Other Retail (meat processing, taxidermy costs, etc.)   $                total 

 
15. Which of the following includes your total family income (before taxes) in 2007?  (Check  one  answe r  onl y) 

  Under $25,000  $25,000-$49,999  $50,000-$74,999  $75,000-$99,999  $100,000 or more 
 

  16. Please check your highest education level.  (Check  one  answer  onl y ) 

  Some high school or high school diploma  Bachelors degree 
  Some college or 2-year degree  Advanced degree 

 
  17. What is your preferred way of communication with ODFW for information on hunting?  (Check  one  answer  onl y ) 

  Email (please provide)    ODFW  Website 
  ODFW printed brochures or publications   Direct Mail 
  Information at license vendors   Other (specify) 

 

Community List   Use For Questions # 2b and # 8a 
 

 
 

North Coast Willamette Valley/Cascades Southern Eastern
2 Cannon Beach 16 Corvallis/Philomath 33 Grants Pass/Cave Juncti 48 Baker City
3 Manzanita/Nehalem 17 Dallas/Monmounth 34 Klamath Falls 49 Boardman/Heppner
4 Seaside/Gearhart 18 Detroit 35 Lakeview/Paisley 50 Burns/Hines
5 Tillamook/Bay City 19 Eugene/Springfield/Cottage Grv. 36 Medford/Ashland 51 Enterprise/Joseph
6 Pacific City 20 McMinnville/Newberg 37 Roseburg/Canyonville 52 Fossil/Mitchell

Central Coast 21 Molalla Central 53 John Day/Prairie City
7 Florence/Dunes City 22 Oakridge/Westfir 38 Bend/Redmond 54 La Grande/Elgin
8 Lincoln City/Depoe Bay 23 Salem/Keizer 39 Madras/Metolius 55 Ontario/Vale
9 Newport/Waldport 24 Silverton/Mt. Angel 40 Maupin 56 Pendleton/Hermiston

10 Reedsport 25 Sweet Home/Mill City 41 Prineville 57 Wasco/Moro/Grass Valley
South Coast Portland Metro/Columbia 42 Sisters

11 Bandon 26 Beaverton/Hillsboro/Tigard Mt. Hood/Gorge  
12 Brookings 27 Forest Grove/Banks 43 Hood River/Cascade Locks
13 Coos Bay/North Bend 28 Oregon City/Wilsonvillle 44 Sandy/Estacada/Welches
14 Gold Beach/Port Orford 29 Portland/Gresham 45 The Dalles

30 St. Helens/Rainier/Scappoose 46 Troutdale
31 Sauvie Island
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If there is anything else that you would like to share with ODFW, please use the space below:



 

 

 

 
 

Dear Shellfish License Holder: 
 
The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife and the Oregon Tourism Commission are sponsoring an 
economic survey on the importance of wildlife related recreation to Oregon’s economy.  Information gathered 
from this survey will help increase the understanding of the economic impact that crabbing, clamming and 
other shellfishing have on Oregon’s economy.  The results will also help ODFW, the Oregon Fish and 
Wildlife Commission and local governments to more accurately identify the potential economic impacts of 
changes in wildlife management activities and will help ensure continued hunting, fishing, shellfishing, and 
wildlife viewing opportunities in Oregon.  
 

As a 2007 and/or 2008 Oregon shellfish license holder, we ask that you help us by providing information 
about your shellfishing experience(s) in Oregon.  The answers you supply will be used for statistical purposes 
only and will be kept strictly confidential. 
 
Your thoughtful responses to the survey questions are important and even if you have not taken a crab, clam 
or other shellfish trip in 2007 or 2008, please complete the applicable question(s) and return the survey 
in the prepaid envelope provided.  Deadline for returning the questionnaire is October 20, 2008. 
 
Thank you in advance for taking the time to thoughtfully complete this survey.  

 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 

      Roy Elicker 
Director of ODFW 

 
For the purposes of answering the following questions, “Crab, Clam or Other Shellfish Trip” is defined as:  

  

You left your house and during the time you were away, spent at least some time  
shellfishing before returning home; include both day and overnight trips. 

 
1. Did you participate in crabbing, clamming or other shellfish harvesting in Oregon during the twelve months from 
September 1, 2007 through September 1, 2008? 

 

! No   (If your answer is no, please go to question # 14) 
! Yes "  Number of Overnight Trips                      # overnight trips 

 Number of Day Trips —50 or more miles from residence                                                               # 50+mile day trips 

 Number of Local Trips — less than 50 miles from residence                        # local trips 

 Number of Total Shellfish Days                                                                        # total days shellfishing 

 Number Days using a paid guide or outfitter                                                  # days using guide 
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Please tell us about a single specific overnight crab, clam or other shellfish trip in Oregon that is most typical of 
any overnight trips that you may have taken from September 1, 2007 through September 1, 2008.  

 

    ! 
    

No Overnight Trips – (If your answer is no, please go to question # 8) 

   2a. How many nights did you stay overnight in Oregon on this particular trip?                       # number of nights 

  2b. Using the community list on the back page (page 4), please write the number of the community (or closest community)  
where you stayed overnight: (if you stayed in more than one place please indicate your PRIMARY location)  

                          # of community 

  2c. Approximately how many miles, (one way) from your residence did you travel on this overnight trip? 
                         # miles one way 

  2d. What type of accommodations in Oregon did you use while on this particular trip?  (Check ! all that apply) 

 # Hotel, motel, lodge, bed and breakfast, rented home/cabin #   Home of friends/relatives 
 #  Your own second home # Campground/camping 

 

3. For this overnight trip, was shellfishing?  (Check ! the one that best applies)  
 ! Primary reason for trip ! One of several reasons for this trip ! An incidental activity while on this trip 

 

4. Which of the following best describes the people that accompanied you on this trip? (Check ! the one that best applies) 
  !  My immediate family only          ! Other adult friend(s)          ! Multiple families           !  Just myself  

 !  Other (specify) 
 

5. How many people were in your travel group on this overnight shellfishing trip?   
(Count yourself but do not include other families or partners/buddies who paid their own expenses.) 

               # of adults (age 18 years or older) "               # adults with shellfish license         
             # of children (age 17 or younger) 

 

 6. Please indicate the species harvested during this overnight trip: (Check ! all that apply) 
 ! Crabs ! Bay clams ! Razor clams !  Sand/mud shrimp 

 ! Mussels ! Abalone ! Rock scallops !  Other (specify) 
 

   7. Please estimate the dollar amount spent by the group you traveled with that shared expenses for an average day.            
(total # of people in your answer to Q. 5)  Please check ! “No Expenses” if you had no expenses for an item. 

 Single Specific Overnight Shellfishing Trip Expenses No 
Expenses  

Average Expenses 
per travel group 

 Accommodations (hotel, motel room rentals, campground fees) #  $                per day 
 Restaurants/Bars/Lounges (food/drink in restaurants and nightclubs, bars) #  $                per day 

 Groceries, snacks (groceries, liquor, and snacks/food from a store) #  $                per day 

 Fuel/Gas/Transportation/Parking (car rental, fuel/gas for auto/boat/truck) #  $                per day 

 Other Retail (bait, traps, gifts, clothing, souvenirs, dive shop, etc.) #  $                per day 

 Other Recreational & Entertainment (access fees, boat rental, admission fees, golf, 
etc.) #  $                per day 

 Airfare (please provide total roundtrip airfare paid) #  $                total amount 

 Paid Guide, Charter or Outfitter Fees (total paid on this trip) #  $                total amount 
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Please tell us about a single specific crab, clam or other shellfish day trip that is most typical of any day trips that 
you may have taken from September 1, 2007 through September 1, 2008.  

 
  ! No Day Trips – (Please go to Question # 14) 

   8a. Using the community list on the back page  (page 4), please write the number of the community (or closest community)    
to where you made the most trip-related purchases (e.g., restaurants, food stores, gasoline, etc.)                    # of community 

  8b. Approximately how many miles, (one way) from your residence did you travel on this day trip?                  # miles one way 
 

9. For this day trip, was shellfishing?  (Check ! the one that best applies)  
 

 ! Primary reason for trip ! One of several reasons for this trip ! An incidental activity while on this trip 

 
10. Which of the following best describes the people that accompanied you on this day trip? (Check ! the one that best applies) 

 

  !  My immediate family only          ! Other adult friend(s)          ! Multiple families     !  Just myself           
 !  Other (specify)        

 
11. How many people were in your travel group on this day trip?  

(Count yourself but do not include other families or partners/buddies who paid their own expenses.) 

           # of adults (age 18 years or older) "                # adults with shellfish license       
          # of children (age 17 or younger) 

 
  12. Please indicate the species harvested during this day trip: (Check !  all that apply) 

 

 ! Crabs ! Bay clams ! Razor clams ! Sand/mud shrimp 

 ! Mussels ! Abalone ! Rock scallops ! Other (specify) 
 

  13. 
 

Please estimate the dollar amount spent by the group you traveled with that shared expenses for the day. 
(total # of people in your answer to Q. 11)  Please check ! “No Expenses” if you had no expenses for an item.    

 
 

Single Specific Day Shellfishing Trip Expenses 
 

No  
Expenses  

Average Expenses 
per travel group 

 Restaurants/Bars/Lounges (food/drink in restaurants and nightclubs, bars) 
 #  

 

$             for the day 
 Groceries, snacks (groceries, liquor, and snacks/food from a store) 

 #  

 

$             for the day 
 Fuel/Gas/Transportation/Parking (car rental, fuel/gas for auto/boat/truck) 

 #  

 

$             for the day 
 Other Retail (traps, bait, gifts, clothing, souvenirs, dive shop, etc.) 

 #  

 

$             for the day 
 Other Recreational & Entertainment (access fees, boat rental, admission fees, golf, 

etc.) #  

 

$             for the day 
 

Paid Guide, Charter or Outfitter Fees  #  

 

$             for the day 
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  14. During the twelve months from September 1, 2007 through September 1, 2008, how much did your household 
spend in total in Oregon for the following items?  
(Please estimate the dollar amount as closely as possible.) Please check !  “No Expenses” if you had no expenses for an item. 

 Total Household Expenditures No  
Expenses  

Expenses 
per household 

 Shellfish Equipment (traps, buoys, shovel, rakes, nets, clam bags, rings, etc.) #  $                total 

 Clothing (waders, boots, vests, raingear, hats, gloves, etc.) #  $                total 

 Related Equipment (camping equipment, safety gear, etc.) #  $                total 

 Specialized Equipment (boats, campers, ATV, SCUBA, etc.) #  $                total 

 Other Retail (meat processing, propane, etc.) #  $                total 
 
15.  Which of the following includes your total family income (before taxes) in 2007?  (Check ! one answer only) 

 
 
 
 

 # Under $25,000 # $25,000-$49,999 # $50,000-$74,999 # $75,000-$99,999 # $100,000 or more 
 

  16. Please check your highest education level:  (Check ! one answer only) 
 
 
 

 # Some high school or high school diploma # Bachelors degree 
 
 
 

# Some college or 2-year degree # Advanced degree 
 

  17. What is your preferred way of communication with ODFW for information on shellfishing?  (Check ! one answer only) 

 # Email (please provide)  #  ODFW  Website 
 
 
 

# ODFW printed brochures or publications #  Direct Mail 
 # Information at license vendors #  Other (specify)  

Community List  " Use For Questions # 2b and # 8a 
 

 
 

North Coast Willamette Valley/Cascades Southern Eastern

1 Astoria/Warrenton 15 Albany/Lebanon 32 Gold Hill/Rogue River 47 Arlington/Condon

2 Cannon Beach 16 Corvallis/Philomath 33 Grants Pass/Cave Junction 48 Baker City

3 Manzanita/Nehalem 17 Dallas/Monmounth 34 Klamath Falls 49 Boardman/Heppner

4 Seaside/Gearhart 18 Detroit 35 Lakeview/Paisley 50 Burns/Hines

5 Tillamook/Netarts/Bay City 19 Eugene/Springfield/Cottage Grv. 36 Medford/Ashland 51 Enterprise/Joseph

6 Pacific City 20 McMinnville/Newberg 37 Roseburg/Canyonville 52 Fossil/Mitchell

Central Coast 21 Molalla Central 53 John Day/Prairie City

7 Florence/Dunes City 22 Oakridge/Westfir 38 Bend/Redmond 54 La Grande/Elgin

8 Lincoln City/Depoe Bay 23 Salem/Keizer 39 Madras/Metolius 55 Ontario/Vale

9 Newport/Waldport/Yachats 24 Silverton/Mt. Angel 40 Maupin 56 Pendleton/Hermiston

10 Reedsport 25 Sweet Home/Mill City 41 Prineville 57 Wasco/Moro/Grass Valley

South Coast Portland Metro/Columbia 42 Sisters

11 Bandon 26 Beaverton/Hillsboro/Tigard Mt. Hood/Gorge  

12 Brookings 27 Forest Grove/Banks 43 Hood River/Cascade Locks

13 Coos Bay/North Bend 28 Oregon City/Wilsonvillle 44 Sandy/Estacada/Welches

14 Gold Beach/Port Orford 29 Portland/Gresham 45 The Dalles

30 St. Helens/Rainer/Scappoose 46 Troutdale

31 Sauvie Island
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Sample Design

Appendix E describes the sampling design for the study and describes the approach taken to 
produce findings from the completed questionnaires.  For each recreation activity, the sample 
design and timing of the questionnaire mailings and telephone interviews (in the case of wildlife 
viewing participants) was designed to provide the seasonal data most appropriate to represent 
each recreation activity, which was then reported as findings for calendar year 2008. 

Fishing

The sample of self-administered 
questionnaires for fishing was mailed in two 
waves in order to collect detailed data for a 
twelve-month period October, 2007 through 
September, 2008: First, in May, 2008 for 
activity that occurred from October, 2007 - 
March, 2008  (fall/winter season), and next in 
November, 2008 for activity that occurred 
from April - September, 2008 
(spring/summer season).  The sample was 
randomly selected from the ODFW fishing 
license database after adjusting in order to 
eliminate duplicate mailing addresses.  A 
sample of 24,911 questionnaires was 
received (via mail) by Oregon residents and 
nonresidents from the ODFW fishing license 
database.  The sample was stratified in order 
to obtain a reliable sample of both Oregon 
residents and nonresidents.  Approximately 
4,533 questionnaires were returned for a 
response rate of 18 percent.  

Wildlife Viewing

The sample was selected through a random 
digit-dial telephone survey (to include non-listed 
and unpublished telephone numbers) of 
Oregon resident 18 years and older.  The 
sample of telephone interview was conducted in 
four waves to coincide with each season with 
the first wave conducted in March, 2008 to 
capture wildlife viewing activity during the winter 
months of the year (Dec.-Feb.), the second 
wave conducted in June, 2008 to capture 
spring activity (Mar.-May), the third wave 
conducted in September, 2008 to capture 
summer activity (Jun.-Aug.), and the final wave 
conducted in December, 2008 to capture fall 
activity (Sep.-Nov.).  A sample of 1,624 Oregon 
residents agreed to be interviewed and 1,000 
interviews were completed for a response rate 
of 62%.  In addition, the sample was stratified 
geographically in order to obtain a 
representative sample of residents throughout 
the state.  

Hunting

The sample of self-administered 
questionnaires for hunting was mailed in one 
wave (in March, 2008) to collect detailed data 
for hunting activity that occurred during the 
twelve-month period from March 2007 
through February 2008.  The sample was 
randomly selected from the ODFW hunting 
license database after adjusting in order to 
eliminate duplicate mailing addresses.  A 
sample of 19,833 questionnaires was 
received (via mail) by Oregon residents and 
nonresidents from the ODFW hunting license 
database.  The sample was stratified in order 
to obtain a reliable sample of both Oregon 
residents and nonresidents.  Approximately 
5,200 questionnaires were returned for a 
response rate of 26 percent. 

Shellfishing

The sample of self-administered questionnaires 
for shellfish harvesting was mailed in one wave 
(in September, 2008) to collect detailed data for 
shellfish harvest activity that occurred during 
the twelve-month period from September 2007 
through August 2008.  The sample was 
randomly selected from the ODFW shellfish 
license database after adjusting in order to 
eliminate duplicate mailing addresses.  A 
sample of 3,224 questionnaires was received 
(via mail) by Oregon residents and 
nonresidents from the ODFW hunting license 
database.  The sample was stratified in order to 
obtain a reliable sample of both Oregon 
residents and nonresidents.  Approximately 
1,000 questionnaires were returned for a 

response rate of 35 percent.  
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Geographic Allocation

Detailed findings for number of trips, days of 
participation, and expenditures are based on an 
allocation of the total number of trips taken 
during twelve-month period, as reported by the 
participants.  Trip expenditure data was applied 
to locations throughout the state (regions and 
counties) based on the community (or nearest 
community) reported for as the primary location 
where participant spent the night overnight stay 
or in the case of day trip, the community where 
the most trip-related purchases were made.

Nonresponse Bias

The effect of nonresponse error was 
measured directly through the use of 
telephone interviews for each of the 
three recreation activities that were 
reported through use the self 
administered questionaires (fishing, 
hunting, and shellfishing).   Telephone 
interviews were conducted for a random 
sample of nonrespondents (those who 
did not return a questionnaire) for each 
of the three segments.  The sample of 
nonrespondents was 200 for fishing and 
hunting, and 100 for shellfish 
harvesting.  Overall, responses for each 
of these groups were similar, in terms of 
trip characteristics and expenditures, to 
those reported by the initial 
respondents.  Through these telephone 
interviews, additional detail was 
gathered with regard to where to the 
allocation of expenditures -- before, 
during, or in the community closest to 
where the recreation activity occurred.  
The additional information was used to 
allocate expenditures at the regional 
and county-level.

Confidence levels

Generally, representative samples of 1,000 or 

more provide very reliable results.  Confidence 

levels for respondent segments are shown in the 

table below.

Confidence Level (%) 
Segment 

Sample 
Size 

90% Level 
(+/-) 

95% Level 
(+/-) 

Hunters 5,200 1.2 1.4 
Fishers 4,533 1.3 1.5 
Shellfishers 1,122 2.6 3.0 
OR Households 1,000 2.6 3.1 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Objectives 

Many fish and wildlife biologists and land managers understand the critical role that beavers play 
in improving aquatic and floodplain functions, and have initiated reintroduction efforts to restore 
beavers to many areas in Oregon. Beavers are beneficial because their dams help to create 
wetlands and habitat for fisheries recovery, and some people enjoy the aesthetic value of seeing 
beavers. To realize these benefits of beavers, there is an urgent need to address current and 
potential future conflicts between landowners and this species. This is important if measures are 
sought to reintroduce beavers into unoccupied areas, especially on private lands. 

This project, therefore, collected data in Oregon to reveal: (a) landowner attitudes and tolerance 
limits toward beavers and their habitat, and (b) the extent that incentives (e.g., reimbursements, 
expert site visits, technical assistance, equipment and labor, information and education) could be 
used in the future to encourage coexistence between beavers and humans. Understanding how 
humans can coexist with beavers and the role of possible incentives in this process are crucial 
from a monitoring and technical assistance perspective if restoration measures are taken to 
reintroduce beavers into areas with the goal of improving aquatic systems, watersheds, and fish 
populations. Specific objectives of this project were to assess private landowner: 

 Attitudes toward (i.e., like, dislike, favor, disfavor), interests in, and experiences related to 
beavers (e.g., impacts, complained to agency). 

 Knowledge of ecosystem and social benefits of beavers and their habitat, information needs 
about how to deal with beavers, and preferred sources for receiving this information. 

 Perceptions of safety and emotional reactions to beavers and their impacts. 

 Acceptance of management actions to address beavers and their impacts (e.g., do nothing, 
educate landowners, water control, capture and relocate, lethal control), and situational 
conditions where each of these actions would be either acceptable or unacceptable (e.g., if 
beavers are seen on property, chew trees, cause major property flooding). 

 Likelihood of using financial (e.g., reimbursement for impacts) and non-financial (e.g., 
expert visits, technical assistance, equipment and labor, education) incentives to minimize 
beaver impacts, promote habitat enhancement, and maintain beavers on private property. 

 Attributions of responsibility for beaver impacts (i.e., who they feel is responsible). 

 Perceptions of similarity and trust in state wildlife agencies to manage beavers. 

 Residential and sociodemographic characteristics (e.g., property size, value orientations, 
participation in trapping or hunting, gender, age). 

Methods 

This project began with a literature review of studies examining human dimensions of beavers, 
and holding focus group meetings. Two focus groups were held in Portland and Newport, with 
participants representing a range of agencies and interest groups (e.g., Wildlife Services [USDA-
APHIS], City of Portland, Midcoast Watersheds Council, Plum Creek Timber, Beaver Advocacy 
Committee, Partnership for the Umpqua Rivers). Information collected from the literature review 
and focus groups was used to inform the development and design of a survey to be distributed to 
landowners across the state of Oregon. 

Data for this project were then obtained from questionnaires administered by mail to random 
samples of private landowners living in one of four regions of Oregon: (a) East (e.g., Baker City, 
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Sumpter Valley / Phillips Lake, Haines, Keating, Richland, Halfway); (b) Coast (e.g., Lincoln 
City / Devils Lake, Otis, Seal Rock, Waldport, Tidewater); (c) Portland (e.g., Johnson Creek, 
Oaks Bottom, Sellwood, Reed College area); and (d) Southwest (e.g., Medford, Jacksonville, 
Central Point, White City, Selma, Kerby, Cave Junction). These regions were selected based on 
discussions during the focus group meetings; input from agency representatives; proximity to 
water bodies, riparian lowlands, and wetlands known to contain beavers or offer intrinsic habitat 
for beavers; and maps of known distributions of beavers and dam locations. Three separate 
mailings were implemented between January and March 2011 to collect the data (full mailing, 
postcard reminder, final full mailing). Questionnaires were mailed to 5,200 households (1,300 in 
each region) and n = 1,512 completed questionnaires were returned, yielding a 32% overall 
response rate. Among the four regions, sample sizes ranged from n = 302 (Portland; 25% 
response rate) to n = 432 (Eastern Oregon; 37% response rate). This total sample size allows 
generalizations about the population of Oregon landowners across these four regions at a margin 
of error of ± 2.5% at the 95% confidence level. To check for potential nonresponse bias, 
landowners who completed a mail questionnaire were compared against those who did not (i.e., 
nonrespondents). A sample of n = 142 nonrespondents was telephoned in May 2011 and asked 
eight questions from the questionnaire. Results showed that nonresponse bias was not a major 
problem, so the data were not weighted in response to this bias check. 

Results 

Landowner Experiences with Beavers 

 In total, 20% of landowners surveyed have previously experienced impacts caused by 
beavers and 80% have not experienced impacts. Landowners in the East and Coast were 
more likely than those in Portland and the Southwest to have experienced impacts. 

 Most respondents (85%) have seen beavers in the wild, 26% have seen them on their 
property or neighboring properties, and 16% have beavers currently living on their property 
or neighboring properties. Those living in the East and Coast were more likely to have seen 
beavers in the wild and on their property, and currently have beavers on their property or a 
neighboring property. 

 The majority of respondents were interested in seeing (65%) and having (57%) beavers live 
on their property or neighboring properties. Interest was greatest on the Coast, but lowest in 
the East and for those who have previously experienced beaver impacts. 

 Damage to trees (25%) and culverts (14%) and the overflow of water bodies (e.g., pond, 
stream; 13%) were the most frequently reported incidents caused by beavers, and these 
impacts were more frequent and considered to be bigger problems in the East and Coast. 

 Landowners who have experienced impacts caused by beavers were much more likely 
(77%) than those who have not experienced impacts (6%) to consider the presence of 
beavers on private property to be a problem. 

 Few landowners (10% or less) have taken actions to deal with beavers (e.g., wrapped trees, 
removed beaver dams or lodges, contacted agencies, frightened away beavers, installed 
exclusion devices). Landowners in the East region and those who have experienced beaver 
impacts were the most likely to have taken these actions than other respondents. 

Landowner Knowledge, Attitudes, and Beliefs about Beavers 

 Landowners were knowledgeable about beavers, with an average score of 8.69 out of 10 
questions answered correctly. They were most likely to know that beavers build dams and 
lodges (99% correct), live in water bodies (98%), and create wetlands that are important for 
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living things other than fish (97%). Landowners were least likely to know that beavers do 
not eat fish (62%) and that beaver dams create ponds that are important for fish such as 
salmon (75%). Knowledge about beavers was lowest in the Southwest, but did not differ 
much between those who have and have not experienced beaver impacts. 

 Respondents had generally positive attitudes about beavers (e.g., like, favor, beneficial). 
Attitudes were most negative in the East region and most positive in the Portland region. 
Landowners who have experienced beaver impacts had less positive attitudes about beavers 
than those who have not experienced impacts from this species. 

 Most respondents believed that beavers create wetlands that benefit other living things 
(87%), are important to exist (86%), they would enjoy seeing beavers (83%), beavers are a 
sign of a healthy environment (82%), some beaver damage should be tolerated (75%), and 
beavers have a right to exist regardless of any impacts they cause (61%). Less than half of 
landowners believed that beavers should be controlled (47%), create damage that is 
problematic (24%), and are a nuisance (21%). Those in the East and who have experienced 
beaver impacts were more likely than those in other regions to disagree with statements 
that reflected beavers in a positive manner and more likely to agree that there is a need to 
control beavers, damage caused by beavers is a major problem, and beavers are a nuisance. 

 Damage to property by beavers was a concern of most respondents (71%), but relatively 
considerable proportions were also concerned about the spread of diseases by beavers 
(48%) and the health or safety of pets (44%), children (42%), and themselves due to 
beavers (30%). Landowners in the East and those who have experienced beaver impacts 
were most concerned about property impacts, whereas those living in the Portland area 
were most concerned about beaver impacts on health and safety. 

Landowner Responses to Increasing Beaver Impacts 

 Seeing a beaver on private property triggers a positive emotional response from most 
landowners (e.g., happy, excited, curious, not angry, not frightened), but some negative 
emotions (e.g., anger, not excited) are likely to be instigated if impacts from beavers occur. 
Some emotions, however, do not change much as the severity of beaver impacts increases, 
as landowners are likely to remain curious and not frightened even if impacts are more 
severe (e.g., flooding building). Those who have experienced beaver impacts were more 
likely to express negative emotions than those who have not had impacts. 

 Across all levels of severity of impacts caused by beavers, landowners believed that most 
of the responsibility for these impacts was attributed to the beavers. Equal amounts of some 
responsibility, however, were attributed to wildlife agencies, the landowners themselves, 
and neighbors, and this increased as the severity of impacts increased. 

 Across all levels of severity of impacts caused by beavers, educating landowners about 
how to coexist with beavers was the most acceptable management response, and capturing 
and relocating beavers was also acceptable. Doing nothing and leaving the beaver alone 
were acceptable in cases of seeing a beaver and a beaver chewing trees, but not acceptable 
for more substantial impacts such as flooding of private property. No matter how severe the 
impact caused by beavers, lethal control (i.e., destroying beavers) and attempting to 
frighten beavers away were perceived as unacceptable responses. 

 The majority of landowners believed that wrapping trees, installing control devices, and 
installing fences or screens were acceptable strategies for addressing beaver impacts.  
Removing beaver dams and lodges was unacceptable when seeing a beaver or if beavers 
chewed trees, but was more acceptable as the severity of impacts increased. 
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 Lethal control, capturing and relocating beavers, frightening beavers away, and removing 
beaver dams were most acceptable among landowners in the East and those who have 
experienced beaver impacts, and least acceptable among those in Portland, on the Coast, 
and who have not experienced impacts. Wrapping trees, installing fences / screens and 
other control devices, educating landowners, and doing nothing were least acceptable 
among respondents living in the East and those who have experienced beaver impacts, and 
most acceptable among those in Portland and who have not experienced impacts. 

 Irrespective of the severity of impacts caused by beavers, results suggest that it is unlikely 
that most respondents would choose to not allow beavers to reside on their property or a 
neighboring property. Instead, landowners may be likely to take advantage of information 
sent to them about how to coexist with beavers, financial compensation to fix or prevent 
impacts, and have experts visit to provide information, plant trees, and provide equipment 
or labor to enable them to retain beavers on their land. Results also suggest, however, that 
landowners in the East and those who have experienced beaver impacts may be least likely 
to take advantage of these incentives and most likely to not maintain beavers on their 
property. Those in the Portland region and who have not experienced beaver impacts may 
be most likely to take advantage of these incentives to retain beavers on their property. 

Landowner Beliefs about Management and Information 

 Landowners were most likely to think that state agencies should be responsible for 
addressing beaver impacts on private property (84%), followed by residents experiencing 
the problems themselves (60%). This trend was consistent across regions and for those who 
have and have not experienced impacts caused by beavers. Less than the majority believed 
that federal agencies (49%), local or county agencies (48%), animal control personnel 
(34%), regulated trappers (26%), and citizen groups (13%) were responsible. 

 The majority of landowners perceived that they shared similar values (56%), opinions 
(52%), and goals (52%) as ODFW. Less than half, however, perceived that they think in a 
similar way (45%) and would take similar actions (43%) as ODFW. Landowners in the East 
and those who experienced beaver impacts perceived the lowest similarity with ODFW, 
whereas those on the Coast and who have not had impacts reported the greatest similarity. 

 The largest proportions of landowners trusted ODFW to provide the best information (70%), 
truthful information (67%), and enough information to decide what actions to take regarding 
wildlife (66%), and use the best available science to inform management (65%). The fewest 
landowners agreed that they trusted ODFW to use public input to inform wildlife 
management (57%). Landowners in the East and those who have previously experienced 
impacts caused by beavers had the lowest trust in ODFW. 

 Pamphlets or brochures (49%) and newspapers (41%) were the most preferred sources for 
receiving information about beavers, but 29% of landowners said that they did not need 
information about beavers. Those living in the East were more likely than those in other 
regions to say that they did not need information and were least likely to want information 
from various sources. Respondents in Portland, on the other hand, were least likely to not 
want information and were most likely to prefer information from various sources. 

Landowner Sociodemographic Characteristics 

 The largest proportions of respondents had biocentric (nature-oriented) value orientations 
toward the environment in general (42%), and protectionist (38%) or mixed protection – 
use value orientations toward wildlife in particular (44%). Fewer landowners had 
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anthropocentric (human-oriented) environmental value orientations (18%) or use related 
wildlife orientations (19%). Those in the East and who have experienced impacts caused by 
beavers, however, were more likely to have anthropocentric and use orientations. 

 Most respondents owned their current property (86%), the average length of residence at 
this property was 16 years, 63% lived on property that was smaller than five acres in size, 
the average household size was between two and three residents, and 78% of households 
contained nobody under the age of 18. Those living in the East had the largest property, 
whereas those in Portland had the smallest, and households in Portland were more likely to 
have people under the age of 18 living in the household. Those who have experienced 
beaver impacts were more likely than those who have not had impacts to have spent more 
years living at their current property and reside on larger properties. 

 Most landowners currently use their land for residential purposes (86%) and plan to 
continue to do so in the future (82%). Those living in the East and who have experienced 
beaver impacts were much more likely to use their land currently and in the future for 
livestock grazing, agriculture, timber, hunting, all-terrain vehicle recreation, and trapping. 

 Respondents were more likely to be male (57%) than female (43%), had an average age of 
57 years, have lived in Oregon for an average of 38 years, and grew up in relatively small 
towns or rural areas (60% in towns with fewer than 25,000 people). Education achievement 
was bimodal with 43% having completed at least a 4-year college degree and 34% having a 
high school diploma or less. In total, 20% of respondents belonged to an environmental or 
wildlife related organization and most participated in activities related to wildlife. Those 
living in the East were more likely than those in other regions to be male, have lived longer 
in Oregon, grown up in rural areas or smaller towns, and participated in hunting, fishing, or 
trapping. Those living in the Portland region were more likely than those in other regions to 
be female, more highly educated, and visit zoos and aquariums. 

 Landowners who have experienced impacts from beavers in the past were more likely than 
those who have not experienced impacts to be male, older, residents of Oregon for a longer 
period of time, participants in consumptive wildlife oriented recreation activities (e.g., 
fishing, hunting), and from smaller towns or rural areas. 

Recommendations 

 In total, 20% of landowners surveyed have experienced impacts caused by beavers with 
those living in the East (27%) and Coast (30%) even more likely than those in other regions 
to have experienced impacts. Likewise, 26% of landowners have previously had beavers on 
their property and 16% currently have beavers living on their property (20% in the East, 
28% on the Coast). These percentages are not trivial and a large number of landowners in 
Oregon are actively dealing with beavers and their impacts. 

 Most landowners have seen beavers in the wild (85%) and were highly knowledgeable of 
factual information about beavers and their habitat (e.g., 8.7 / 10 knowledge questions 
answered correctly). Many respondents, however, said that they need more information 
about how to coexist with beavers, and preferred sources for obtaining information 
included pamphlets, brochures, and direct mailings. From an outreach and education 
perspective, therefore, information on facts about beavers and their habitat may not be the 
best use of resources given that the public already seems to be knowledgeable about the 
species. Instead, an effective use of resources may be to disseminate information about how 
landowners can coexist with beavers, mechanisms for preventing beaver impacts, and any 
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current resources available to landowners for mitigating beaver impacts. This information 
may be most useful to people living in proximity to beavers and their habitat. 

 The majority of landowners surveyed were interested in both seeing (65%) and having 
(57%) beavers on their property or neighboring properties, especially in the Coast region. 
In addition, landowners had more positive than negative attitudes and beliefs about 
beavers. Currently, state agencies are exploring the possibility of relocating beavers and 
restoring this species in various areas. Beaver relocation guidelines have been drafted and 
research has been conducted exploring the viability and success of beaver relocation. 
Results from this survey suggest that a large proportion of landowners may be amenable to 
having beavers on their property, but it remains a question of managers to ensure that the 
properties provide suitable habitat for successful beaver relocation and restoration. 

 Damage to trees was the most frequently reported incident (25%) and most substantial 
perceived problem (77%) associated with beavers on private property, especially in the 
East and Coast regions. Fewer than 10% of landowners, however, had taken actions such as 
wrapping trees to mitigate or prevent these types of beaver impacts. An effective approach 
for managers may be to work with landowners to fix impacts and prevent future incidents 
such as tree damage caused by beavers. Providing information to landowners about how to 
coexist with beavers, wrapping trees, and providing equipment or labor to install things 
such as tree wrapping materials were all supported, on average, by landowners. 

 Landowners were least aware that beavers do not eat fish (65%) and beavers can create 
wetlands and ponds that are important for fish such as salmon (73%). Respondents were 
also least likely to believe that beavers are beneficial (58%). Beavers play an important role 
in maintaining aquatic and floodplain functions, and reintroduction efforts have begun to 
restore beavers to many areas in Oregon because they have been identified as tools for 
fisheries recovery, watershed health, and habitat restoration (e.g., Oregon Plan for Salmon 
and Watersheds, Oregon Conservation Strategy, Mid-Columbia Recovery Plan). For these 
efforts to succeed, however, it will be imperative for agencies to have the understanding 
and support of landowners and other constituents. Increasing outreach and communication 
campaigns to aggressively target landowners and inform them about the fisheries and 
ecosystem benefits of beavers may assist in enhancing the cognitive linkages between 
beavers and indirect ecosystem benefits created by this species. 

 Although landowners were most concerned about potential impacts from beavers on their 
own property (71%) and neighboring properties (71%), relatively large proportions of 
respondents were also concerned about the spread of disease by beavers (48%) and health 
or safety of pets (44%), children (42%), and themselves due to beavers (30%). These health 
and safety concerns were most pronounced in the Portland area. Including clear and 
straightforward messages about health and safety risks associated with beavers and how to 
minimize these risks should be critical components of any public outreach information to 
minimize the probability that people are basing concerns on inaccurate information. 

 If beavers cause impacts on their own property or neighboring properties, landowners 
believed that doing nothing and leaving beavers alone were unacceptable. Educating 
landowners about how to coexist with beavers was the most acceptable management 
response. Wrapping trees, installing control devices and fences or screens, and capturing 
and relocating beavers were also acceptable. Removing beaver dams or lodges was even 
acceptable if the impact was severe (e.g., floods buildings). No matter how severe the 
impacts caused by beavers, however, lethal control (i.e., destroying beavers) and trying to 
frighten beavers away were perceived as unacceptable responses across all regions and 
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even among landowners who have already experienced impacts from beavers. It is clear 
that a “kill first” approach is likely not acceptable for most landowners, so it is suggested 
that managers encourage and work with landowners to implement a variety of management 
techniques to mitigate current impacts and prevent future incidents associated with beavers. 

 Understanding how humans can coexist with beavers and the role of possible incentives in 
this process are crucial from a monitoring and technical assistance perspective if restoration 
measures are taken to reintroduce beavers into areas with the goal of improving aquatic 
systems, watersheds, and fish populations. Results from this project suggest that 
irrespective of the severity of impacts caused by beavers, it is unlikely that most 
respondents would avoid incentives and choose to not keep beavers on their property or a 
neighboring property. Instead, landowners may be likely to take advantage of information 
sent to them about how to coexist with beavers, financial compensation to fix or prevent 
impacts, and in-person visits by experts and agency personnel to provide information, plant 
trees, and provide equipment or labor to enable them to retain beavers on their land. No 
single incentive was preferred over another, so managers could offer one incentive or a 
suite of incentives, as long as they were efficient and effective for addressing the impacts. 
It remains an issue for managers to identify on a case by case basis what management 
strategies and possible incentives would work best for a given property and then work 
alongside landowners to address current impacts and prevent future incidents. Regardless, 
most landowners surveyed believed that lethal control is largely unacceptable. Results 
suggest that landowners are willing to try any alternative management approaches and 
incentives, which is important because constituent support for retaining beavers on private 
land is necessary for helping to achieve the ecosystem (e.g., aquatic, fish, watershed) 
benefits associated with restoring beavers and their habitats. 

 The greatest proportion of landowners (84%) believed that state agencies should be 
responsible for addressing problems with wildlife such as beavers on private property. The 
majority of respondents (60%), however, also believed that residents experiencing the 
problem themselves were also responsible. These results suggest that state agencies might 
work together collaboratively with private landowners to empower them to address beaver 
impacts. Collaboration may be possible given that the majority of landowners surveyed 
trusted agencies such as ODFW. Managers might also create a plan for communicating 
with landowners and implementing collaborative strategies for managing beavers and their 
habitat. This plan may be most effective if it is transparent, has clear lines of accountability 
and identifiable lines of communication, is created collaboratively with landowners and 
other stakeholders (e.g., watershed councils), and outlines measurable goals and objectives 
for managing beavers and their impacts. Managers should work with experts in the fields of 
outreach and agency – public communications to help develop and disseminate this 
communication and management plan. 

 The largest proportions of landowners had biocentric (i.e., nature-oriented; 42%) value 
orientations toward the environment in general and protectionist orientations toward 
wildlife in particular (38%), suggesting that strategies that have deleterious effects on 
beavers and their habitat are unlikely to be supported by a large number of landowners.  
Research has shown that individuals’ value orientations influence their attitudes, intentions, 
and behaviors, so knowing landowner orientations can be useful for estimating possible 
reactions to potentially controversial management actions (e.g., relocation, lethal control). 
In addition, value orientations are stable and resistant to change, so attempts to inform 
individuals with biocentric or protectionist value orientations to consider adopting a 
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favorable attitude and vote in support of actions that may be harmful to beavers and their 
habitat are unlikely to be successful. 

 There were some regional differences in landowner responses. Those living in the East and 
on the Coast, for example, had more experience with beavers on their property and dealing 
with impacts from beavers. Landowners in the East were also more likely than those in the 
other regions to: (a) be concerned about property impacts caused by beavers and have taken 
actions to deal with these impacts, (b) hold less positive attitudes toward beavers, (c) be 
less interested in having beavers on their land, (d) have the least trust in state wildlife 
agencies, (e) not want information about beavers, and (f) be least accepting of strategies 
and incentives designed to keep beavers on their land, and most accepting of lethal control 
and not retaining beavers on their property. On average, however, those in the East and all 
three other regions still had positive attitudes toward beavers, trusted state agencies, wanted 
information, and felt that non-lethal strategies were acceptable and preferred over lethal 
control, which they viewed as unacceptable irrespective of the severity of impacts caused 
by beavers. Regional-specific management might not be necessary, but agency awareness 
is needed regarding these regional differences, and that landowners in one region may be 
more amenable than those in other areas to certain tactics for managing beavers. 

 Landowners provided a number of open-ended comments about information needs and 
other comments related to beavers and their management in the state. Many of these 
comments may provide insights for future planning and management. The most common 
comments, in no particular order, focused on the: (a) need for information and strategies 
about how to coexist with beavers instead of destroying them, (b) wanting more 
information about beaver location / distribution and population size, (c) concerns about 
impacts that beavers cause, (d) broader ecosystem benefits provided by beavers, (e) desire 
for beavers to be on their land or nearby, (f) concerns about human encroachment and 
damage to beaver habitat, (g) concerns about balancing the needs of beavers with those of 
humans, and (h) possible health and safety risks associated with beavers. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Background and Rationale 

Historically, beavers have played a critical role in shaping and maintaining ecosystem functions 

for aquatic habitats. This species, however, was nearly extirpated from Oregon in the 19th 

century, primarily because of the economic value of beaver pelts. Concurrently, since the arrival 

of Euro-Americans, many aquatic systems have experienced substantial changes from other 

anthropogenic (i.e., human) activities. Conversion of floodplain habitats to farmlands and other 

uses, reduction of side channel habitats, and imposition of flood control features such as 

revetments and dams have resulted in significant alterations to water quality and quantity 

including changes in water temperatures and flows. Riparian habitats historically influenced by 

periodic floods and sedimentation were also impacted by changes in the dynamics and functions 

of river systems, particularly loss of connectivity between terrestrial and aquatic systems. 

Many fish and wildlife biologists and land managers understand the critical role that beavers play 

in aquatic and floodplain functions, and have initiated reintroduction efforts to restore beavers to 

many areas in Oregon. These efforts reflect the broad mission of the Oregon Plan for Salmon and 

Watersheds, which is to restore native fish populations and aquatic systems supporting them to 

productive and sustainable levels that will provide substantial environmental, social, cultural, and 

economic benefits (OCSRI, 1997). In an effort to achieve this mission, agencies such as Oregon 

Watershed Enhancement Board (OWEB) have spent over $130 million on habitat restoration 

projects in the state during the last decade. These restoration dollars have funded various projects 

including placing large logs in stream channels, increasing in-stream habitat complexity, and 

thinning junipers along riparian areas to improve groundwater supplies and in-stream flows. 

One important aspect of improving watershed health and stream and riparian habitat that has 

received relatively little attention is the benefits that may be obtained from beavers and the dams 

that they construct. In fact, beavers have been identified as a strategy monitoring species in the 

Oregon Conservation Strategy (OCS) because of their critical ecological role in maintaining and 

creating riparian habitats statewide. Beavers can be beneficial because their dams help to create 

wetlands and habitat for fisheries recovery and some people enjoy the aesthetic value of seeing 

beavers (Enck, Connelly, & Brown, 1997; McKinstry & Anderson, 1999). Ecosystem functions 

provided by beavers, such as maintaining wetlands and recharging local water tables, have also 
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been shown to be important for helping to mitigate any effects of climate change on stream 

ecosystems (Hood & Bayley, 2008). 

To realize these important benefits of beavers, there is an urgent need to address current and 

potential future conflicts between landowners and this species. This is important if measures are 

taken to reintroduce beaver into unoccupied areas, especially on private lands. Wetland and 

fishery benefits created by beavers may be unacceptable to some landowners because of flooding 

and resulting impacts to roads and crops, and associated costs of repair or restoration (Loker, 

Decker, & Schwager, 1999). The presence of wildlife such as beavers in both rural and urban 

areas poses significant challenges for state and federal agencies, and other stakeholder groups 

(Knuth, Siemer, Duda, Bissell, & Decker, 2001). Increases in wildlife populations and human-

wildlife interactions, for example, have resulted in wildlife-related vehicular accidents, 

vegetation impacts, and transmission of diseases (e.g., Deblinger, Rimmer, Vaske, Vecellio, & 

Donnelly, 1993; McCullough, Jennings, Gates, Elliott, & DiDonato, 1997; Wittmann, Vaske, 

Manfredo, & Zinn, 1998). Beavers are one species that cause destruction of trees and shrubs, and 

dams that they construct sometimes flood residences, roads, and fields (e.g., Enck, Connelly, & 

Brown, 1996; Ermer, 1988; Harbrecht, 1991; Jonker, Muth, Organ, Zwick, & Siemer, 2006). 

Although traditional methods for managing beavers and other wildlife (e.g., lethal trapping, 

relocation) can effectively reduce problem wildlife, these approaches are often controversial, 

may not be acceptable to some people, may not be feasible in relatively dense human population 

areas, and may not help to achieve the ecosystem (e.g., aquatic, fish, watershed) benefits 

associated with restoring beavers and their habitats (Zinn, Manfredo, Vaske, & Wittmann, 1998). 

This project, therefore, addressed two critical needs. First, it collected data to reveal: (a) 

landowner attitudes and tolerance limits toward beavers and their habitat in Oregon, and (b) the 

extent that incentives (e.g., financial reimbursements, expert / agency site visits, technical 

assistance, equipment and labor, information and education) could possibly be used in the future 

to encourage coexistence between beavers and humans, and attempt to optimize ecological 

benefits and minimize social and economic costs. Understanding how humans can coexist with 

beavers and the role of possible incentives in this process are crucial from a monitoring and 

technical assistance perspective if restoration measures are sought to reintroduce beaver into 

areas with the goal of improving aquatic systems, watersheds, and native fish populations. 
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Second, this project improved communication and outreach with landowners, the general public, 

and other constituents affected by beavers and their habitat. This is important because recent 

demographic shifts (i.e., more urban, more educated; Cordell, Bergstrom, Betz, & Green, 2004; 

Manfredo & Zinn, 1996), changes in public attitudes and values (i.e., more environmental or 

nature-oriented; Manfredo, Teel, & Bright, 2003; Vaske & Needham, 2007), and the increased 

effectiveness of interest groups and other stakeholders (Decker, Brown, & Siemer, 2001; 

Needham, Rollins, & Wood, 2004) have influenced a broader spectrum of the public who now 

demand and expect involvement in decision making about wildlife. When some groups feel that 

their concerns are not being addressed, they may resort to administrative appeals, court cases, 

and ballot initiatives (Burnett, 2007; Manfredo, Fulton, & Pierce, 1997, Williamson, 1998). In 

addition, management actions not supported by the public may be ineffective. Just as fisheries 

and wildlife managers are reluctant to make decisions without biological and ecological data, it 

is suggested that they be equally reluctant to make decisions without rigorous information about 

the public and other stakeholders. Effective wildlife management, therefore, requires proactive 

acknowledgement of and consultation with potentially affected constituents (Manfredo, Vaske, 

Brown, Decker, & Duke, 2009). Studies on the human dimensions, or social science, aspects of 

wildlife such as this project can provide this input and information throughout the data collection 

and decision making processes. Simply defined, the field of human dimensions of wildlife 

describes, predicts, and affects human thought and action toward wildlife (Decker et al., 2001). 

Synthesis of Literature on Human Dimensions of Beavers 

There have only been a small number of empirical studies examining the human dimensions of 

beavers and their management (Deblinger, Field, Finn, & Loomis, 2004; Enck et al., 1996, 1997; 

Enck & Brown, 1996; Jonker et al., 2006; Loker et al., 1999; McKinstry & Anderson, 1999; 

Organ & Ellingwood, 2000; Purdy, Decker, Malecki, & Proud, 1985; Siemer, Brown, Jonker, & 

Muth, 2003; Siemer, Jonker, & Brown, 2004; Wittmann et al., 1998; Wittmann & Vaske, 1995; 

Zinn et al., 1998). Most of these studies have obtained data using mail surveys of the general 

public in Colorado, Massachusetts, New York, and Wyoming. Although beavers are a flagship 

species in Oregon (e.g., state animal, team mascot), little is known about the human dimensions 

of beavers and the management of this species in this state. 

The main areas of investigation across most of these studies involve public attitudes toward 

beavers (i.e., whether people like or dislike beavers), tolerances for potential impacts caused by 
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this species (e.g., flood property, spread disease), and acceptance of management actions such as 

wrapping trees, educating the public, live trapping and relocation, and lethal control. Jonker et al. 

(2006), for example, found that Massachusetts residents generally had favorable attitudes toward 

beavers. Wittmann and Vaske (1995), Wittmann et al. (1998), and Zinn et al. (1998) found that 

most residents of the South Suburban area near Denver, Colorado: (a) had favorable attitudes 

toward beavers; (b) agreed that people should learn to coexist with beavers and that actions such 

as controlling the beaver population, wrapping trees to prevent vegetation impacts, and live 

trapping and relocating beavers were usually acceptable; and (c) believed that lethal trapping was 

unacceptable under all circumstances except in cases when beavers cause extensive flooding on 

private property and could potentially spread diseases to humans and domestic pets. 

Other human dimensions research has examined residents’ interest in seeing beavers, frequency 

of encountering this species, and the extent that they experienced any impacts from beavers (e.g., 

vegetation damage, flooding). Siemer et al. (2003, 2004) and Jonker et al. (2006), for example, 

reported that residents who experienced beaver related problems had less favorable or negative 

attitudes toward beavers than people who did not experience impacts. Attitudes toward beavers 

became increasingly negative as the severity of impacts experienced by people increased. In the 

Colorado study, few respondents had actually seen beavers in their residential area, but almost all 

were interested in seeing more beavers despite having experienced problems from impacts 

caused by this species (e.g., vegetation damage, flooding; Wittman & Vaske, 1995). In most of 

these studies, the majority of respondents were unsure whether there were too many, too few, or 

about the right number of beavers in their residential area or region (i.e., acceptance capacity). 

Despite these studies, there are several gaps in scientific understanding of the human dimensions 

of beavers and their management. First, most studies have focused on the general public; few 

have targeted specific constituent groups or individuals impacted directly by beavers such as 

landowners living near beaver habitat or other ecologically significant areas. Second, little is 

known about public awareness and knowledge of benefits provided by beavers and their habitat 

(e.g., wetlands, fisheries), information needs about how to coexist with beavers and mitigate 

associated impacts, and preferred sources of obtaining information about this species (i.e., 

information, education). Third, there has been limited research examining who landowners feel 

is responsible for mitigating and managing beaver impacts. It is possible, for example, that some 

people attribute responsibility to state or federal fish and wildlife agencies, whereas others feel 

that landowners are responsible for addressing beaver impacts on their own lands. Fourth, little is 



 
 

 
 Landowner Incentives and Tolerances for Managing Beaver Impacts 

 

 

5

known about the extent that landowners would tolerate beaver impacts on their property and 

what incentives (e.g., financial reimbursements, expert / agency site visits, technical assistance, 

equipment and labor, information and education), if any, might encourage landowners to take 

non-lethal actions to maintain beavers and habitat on their property. Encouraging landowners to 

coexist with beavers is critical to watershed health and fish conservation and recovery, which can 

in turn mitigate potential impacts of climate change through increasing water storage capacities 

and maintaining seasonal flows. This project helped to address all of these knowledge gaps. 

Project Goals and Objectives 

Beavers and their habitat have been identified as tools for fisheries recovery, watershed health, 

and habitat restoration (e.g., Oregon Plan for Salmon and Watersheds, Oregon Conservation 

Strategy, Mid-Columbia Recovery Plan). Although beavers provide many ecosystem benefits, 

vegetation impacts and property flooding associated with their habitat can be destructive, 

expensive to repair, and cause animosity among constituents. It is important, therefore, to 

understand the human dimensions of beavers, their habitat, and their management. Broad goals 

of this project, therefore, were to: (a) understand private landowner attitudes and tolerance limits 

toward beavers and their habitat in Oregon, and (b) examine possible landowner incentives and 

management needs to optimize ecological benefits and minimize social and economic costs 

associated with beavers. Specific objectives of this project were to examine landowner: 

 Attitudes toward (i.e., like, dislike, favor, disfavor) and interest in beavers. 

 Experiences related to beavers (e.g., experienced any impacts, complained to agency). 

 Intentions and capacity to engage in behaviors to mitigate beaver impacts, and when they 

would seek agency assistance (e.g., live trap / relocate, frighten away). 

 Acceptance of agency management actions to address beavers and their impacts (e.g., do 

nothing, educate, water control, capture and relocate, lethal control), and situational 

conditions where each of these actions would be either acceptable or unacceptable (e.g., 

if beavers are seen on property, chew trees, cause major property flooding). 

 Awareness and knowledge of ecosystem and social benefits of beavers and their habitat. 

 Perceptions of safety related to beavers. 

 Emotional reactions to beavers and their impacts. 

 Information needs about how to deal with beavers and preferred sources of information. 



 
 

 
 Landowner Incentives and Tolerances for Managing Beaver Impacts 

 

 

6

 Current approaches used for managing beavers on their land and acceptance of possible 

alternative approaches that may provide ecosystem benefits (e.g., fish, watersheds). 

 Acceptance and likelihood of using financial (e.g., reimbursement for impacts) and non-

financial (e.g., expert / agency site visits, technical assistance, equipment and labor, 

information / education) incentives to minimize beaver impacts, promote habitat 

enhancement, and maintain beavers on private property. 

 Attributions of responsibility for beaver impacts (i.e., who they feel is responsible). 

 Perceptions of similarity and trust in government agencies to manage wildlife in general 

and beavers in particular. 

 Residential and sociodemographic characteristics (e.g., property size, value orientations, 

participation in trapping or hunting, gender, age). 

This final project report addresses these objectives by summarizing responses from a large mail 

survey conducted with private landowners in multiple regions across Oregon. It is hoped that 

results of this project will not only be used for understanding landowners and their perceptions of 

beavers and management of this species, but also for informing future planning, decision 

making, and management regarding wildlife in this state. 

METHODS 

This project began with a literature review of previous studies examining human dimensions of 

beavers, and holding focus group meetings to identify issues (e.g., possible incentives, current 

impacts, management actions, locations of beavers and impacts) that would then be used for 

informing development and design of a survey of landowners across the state of Oregon. Two 

onsite in-person focus group meetings were held in May and June 2010 in Portland and Newport, 

respectively, with participants representing a range of agencies and interest groups, including: 

Multnomah County Drainage District; Wildlife Services (USDA-APHIS); City of Portland, 

Environmental Services; City of Portland, Willamette Watershed Team; City of Portland, 

Johnson Creek Watershed Team; City of Portland Bureau of Parks and Recreation; Midcoast 

Watersheds Council; Plum Creek Timber Company; Beaver Advocacy Committee; South 

Umpqua Rural Community Partnership; and the Partnership for the Umpqua Rivers. Main goals 

of these focus groups were to identify financial and nonfinancial incentives that may encourage 

landowners to take non-lethal actions to maintain and manage beavers on private property, and 
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issues that could differentially affect tradeoffs in these decisions and incentives (e.g., type and 

extent of beaver impacts, opportunity costs). These focus group meetings also identified specific 

experiences and impacts associated with beavers, possible types of agency assistance to help 

landowners manage beavers, groups that individuals feel may be responsible for mitigating and 

managing beaver impacts, information needs and sources of information about beavers, and 

locations where beavers and their impacts are prevalent. Findings from both the literature review 

and these focus groups were used for informing development and design of a landowner survey. 

Primary data for this project were obtained from questionnaires (see Appendix C) administered 

by mail to random samples of private landowners 18 years of age and older living in one of four 

regions of Oregon – East, Coast, Portland, and Southwest. The East sampling region included 

areas around Baker City, Sumpter Valley / Phillips Lake, Haines, North Powder, Keating, 

Richland, and Halfway. The Coast sampling region included areas around Lincoln City / Devils 

Lake, Otis, Rose Lodge, Seal Rock, Waldport, and Tidewater. The Portland region focused on 

areas along Johnson Creek, Oaks Bottom, Sellwood, and Reed College area. The Southwest 

included areas around Medford, Jacksonville, Central Point, White City, Selma, Kerby, and Cave 

Junction. Maps of these regions are in Appendix B. These regions were selected based on 

discussion in the focus groups; extensive input from representatives of state agencies and other 

organizations; agency maps of known distributions of beavers, dam locations, and pool sites; and 

proximity to water bodies, wetlands, and riparian lowlands known to contain beavers or offer 

intrinsic habitat for beavers (e.g., streams, ponds, floodplains, watersheds). This cross section of 

regions geographically represents most of Oregon (e.g., urban, rural; east, coast, north, south) 

and permits statistical comparisons of landowners across multiple areas of the state. Prior to data 

collection, these sampling areas and questionnaire instruments were extensively reviewed and 

approved by a subcommittee of the Beaver Working Group and other agency representatives. 

Proportionate random samples of private landowners in each of these four regions were selected 

for inclusion in the sample to ensure adequate representation of and ability to generalize to 

landowners potentially affected by beavers across the state. The sample was not targeted toward 

just people with a vested interest in beavers or their impacts (e.g., only residents who have seen 

or experienced problems with beavers, representatives of watershed councils) because that would 

bias the sample and not be representative of all landowners. Instead, questionnaires were sent to 

large random samples of all residents in proximity of this species and its habitat in these regions 
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across the state. These samples were obtained from Marketing Systems Group (MSG) in 

Pennsylvania, which uses US Postal Service delivery sequence files to compile sampling lists. 

Three separate questionnaire mailings were implemented between January and March 2011 to 

collect data. Multiple mailings are standard for social science studies and are necessary for 

increasing response rates, the ability to generalize, and representativeness of samples (Dillman, 

2000, 2007; Vaske, 2008). Landowners were first sent a mail packet in late January 2011 

containing a questionnaire booklet (see Appendix C), postage paid business reply envelope, and 

cover letter requesting their participation. Three weeks after this first mailing (mid February 

2011), a postcard reminder was sent to those who had not yet completed the questionnaire 

requesting their participation. Three weeks after this postcard reminder (early March 2011), a 

final full mailing (i.e., letter, questionnaire, reply envelope) was sent to those who had still not 

completed and mailed back the questionnaire. No further mailings were sent, so landowners were 

considered a nonresponse if they did not complete the questionnaire following these three 

contacts (i.e., first mailing, postcard, final mailing). To ensure that respondents did not complete 

the questionnaire more than once, each residence randomly selected was given a unique 

identification (ID) code that was listed on the questionnaire. This is a standard approach for 

avoiding duplicate responses (i.e., people completing the questionnaire more than once), which 

would make the sample nonrandom and bias the representativeness and generalizability of results 

(Vaske, 2008). This ID code also allowed the researchers to identify who completed the 

questionnaire so that respondents were not contacted again in follow up correspondence and 

mailings, and to separate responses from those who provided them. 

Table 1. Sample sizes and response rates for each region 

 Mailed Undeliverable Completed surveys (n) Response rate (%) Margin of error 

East 1,300 126    432 37 ± 4.6 

Coast 1,300 138    411 35 ± 4.7 

Portland 1,300   79    302 25 ± 5.6 

Southwest 1,300   77    367 30 ± 5.0 

Total 5,200 420 1,512 32 ± 2.5 

Questionnaires were mailed to 5,200 households in total (1,300 in each region). Across all four 

regions, 420 questionnaires were undeliverable (e.g., incorrect addresses, vacant household, 

moved) and n = 1,512 completed questionnaires were returned, yielding a 32% overall response 

rate (1,512 / 5,200 – 420; Table 1). This response rate is relatively consistent with many other 
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recent mail surveys asking about public responses to wildlife issues (see Connelly, Brown, & 

Decker, 2003; Vaske, 2008 for reviews). Among the four regions, sample sizes ranged from n = 

302 (Portland; 25% response rate) to n = 432 (Eastern Oregon; 37% response rate). The 

combined sample size of n = 1,512 allows generalizations about the population of Oregon 

landowners across these four regions at a margin of error of ± 2.5% at the 95% confidence level, 

which is far better than the conventional standard of ± 5% that has been widely accepted and 

adopted in human dimensions of wildlife research (Mitra & Lankford, 1995; Vaske, 2008). 

Margins of error for each region ranged from ± 4.6% at the 95% confidence level for the East 

sampling region to ± 5.6% at the 95% confidence level for the Portland sampling region. 

To check for potential nonresponse bias, landowners who completed a mail questionnaire were 

compared against those who did not (i.e., nonrespondents). A sample of n = 142 nonrespondents 

(East n = 42, Coast n = 38, Portland n = 28, Southwest n = 34) was telephoned in May 2011 and 

asked eight questions from the questionnaire (see Appendix D). Responses were examined for 

differences between respondents and nonrespondents in each of the four regions. In total, only 7 

of 32 tests (4 regions * 8 questions = 32) for differences were significant at p < .05, but statistical 

significance is inflated by large sample sizes and differences in sample size (Vaske, 2008). Effect 

size statistics (V, , rpb) that are influenced less by large sample sizes and sample size disparities 

ranged from only .01 to .15 and averaged .07. Using guidelines from Cohen (1988) and Vaske 

(2008), these effect sizes suggest that the strength of any differences between respondents and 

nonrespondents was ‘‘weak’’ or ‘‘minimal.” Taken together, findings suggest that nonresponse 

bias was not a major problem, so the data were not weighted in response to this bias check. 

Previous research has shown that issues such as acceptance of strategies for managing wildlife 

impacts and attributions of responsibility for addressing these impacts can differ depending on 

the severity of impacts. Don Carlos, Bright, Teel, and Vaske (2009), for example, reported that 

leaving an animal such as a bear alone was acceptable if impacts were relatively minimal (e.g., 

seen in neighborhood, eats garbage), but this strategy was unacceptable if impacts became more 

severe (e.g., bear breaks into homes or is aggressive to humans). Similarly, Zinn et al. (1998) 

found that destroying mountain lions, coyotes, or beavers (i.e., lethal control) was publically 

unacceptable if members of these species were simply seen on private property and caused no 

impacts, but this management strategy became much more acceptable as the severity of impacts 

increased to a point where human health was at risk (e.g., transmits disease, injures humans). 

Given that public responses to wildlife impacts can be specific to situations, questionnaires used 
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in this project contained six hypothetical scenarios of impacts caused by beavers intended to 

represent a continuum of impact severity: (a) “a beaver is seen on your property or neighboring 

properties, but has not caused any impacts or damage;” (b) “a beaver chews down some trees on 

your property or neighboring properties;” (c) “a beaver plugs culverts on your property or 

neighboring properties causing damage to pipes, erosion, and ponds or streams to overflow;” (d) 

“a beaver floods a road or driveway on your property or neighboring properties;” (e) “a beaver 

floods crops or fields on your property or neighboring properties;” and (f) “a beaver floods a 

basement, building, or other structure on your property or neighboring properties.” Following 

each scenario, respondents were asked to answer four sets of questions about their likely 

emotional responses to the situation described in each scenario (5 questions), attribution of who 

or what they felt should be responsible for the situation (4 questions), acceptance of possible 

management actions for addressing the situation (9 questions), and potential likelihood of taking 

advantage of possible incentives in return for keeping the beaver living on the property (7 

questions). These scenarios and questions are presented in Appendix C. 

The questionnaire also included questions on a range of other topics such as landowners’ past 

experiences with beavers and beaver impacts; knowledge, attitudes, and beliefs about beavers; 

opinions about management and information needs related to beavers; and sociodemographic 

characteristics. Results in this report are grouped into subsections according to these questions. 

Within each subsection, analysis is conducted to reveal total responses across regions, compare 

responses among each of these four regions, and compare responses between those who have 

previously experienced impacts caused by beavers and those who have not experienced any 

impacts. Percentages, crosstabulations, and bivariate and multivariate inferential statistical tests 

were used to analyze and present results. Many of these tests produce p-values and when a p-

value associated with any test (i.e., 2, F) presented in this report is p < .05, a statistically 

significant relationship or difference was observed between regions or groups. In addition to 

these tests of statistical significance, effect size statistics (e.g., Cramer’s V, eta η) were used to 

compare the strength of relationships. As described earlier, an effect size of .10 suggests a 

“minimal” (Vaske, 2008) or “weak” (Cohen, 1988) relationship or difference. An effect size of 

.30 is considered “medium” or “typical,” and .50 or greater is a “large” or “substantial” 

relationship or difference; larger effect sizes imply stronger relationships or differences. To 

highlight findings, data were recoded into major response categories (e.g., agree, disagree), but 

descriptive results of all questions uncollapsed (i.e., strongly, slightly agree) are in Appendix E. 
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RESULTS 

Landowner Experiences with Beavers 

Landowners were asked how often beavers have caused damage to their property or neighboring 

properties. In total, 80% of landowners surveyed have never had beaver impacts and 20% have 

experienced impacts (Table 2). Landowners in the East (27%) and Coast (30%) were more likely 

than those in Portland (6%) and the Southwest (9%) to have experienced beaver impacts. 

Table 2.  Beaver damage experienced by landowners in each region a 

Experienced beaver damage to 
property or neighboring properties 

 
East 

 
Coast 

 
Portland 

 
Southwest 

 
Total 

Never 73 70 94 91 80 

Once or twice   9 15   1   4   8 

Sometimes 10   9   4   3   7 

Many times   8   6   1   2   5 
a  Cell entries are percentages (%). In total, 20% have experienced damage caused by beavers. 
   2(9, N = 1464) = 132.43, p < .001, V = .16. 

The questionnaire also asked landowners how often they have seen beavers in the wild and on 

their property or neighboring properties, and if there were any beavers currently living on their 

property or neighboring properties. Most respondents have seen beavers in the wild (85%), and 

the majority have seen beavers multiple times in the wild (73%; Table 3). Fewer respondents 

have seen beavers on their property or neighboring properties (26%) and 16% indicated that 

beavers are currently living on their property or a neighboring property. A number of 

respondents (17%), however, were unsure whether beavers were living on their property or a 

neighboring property. These results differed among the four regions. Respondents in the East 

were most likely to have seen beavers in the wild (92%), whereas those in Portland were least 

likely to have seen beavers in the wild (77%). Landowners in the East (34%) and Coast (41%) 

were more likely than those in the other areas (11% to 13%) to have seen beavers on their 

property or neighboring properties. In addition, those in the East (20%) and Coast (28%) were 

more likely than those in the other regions (5% to 9%) to have beavers currently on their land. 

Those who have experienced impacts caused by beavers reported greater frequency of seeing 

beavers in the wild (96%; Table 4). Similarly, those who have experienced impacts (79%) were 

much more likely than those who have not experienced impacts (14%) to have seen beavers on 

their property or neighboring properties. In addition, 53% of respondents who have experienced 
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impacts currently have beavers living on their property or neighboring properties, whereas only 

7% of those without impacts have beavers on their property or neighboring properties.    

Table 3.  Frequency of beaver sightings in each region a 

 East Coast Portland Southwest Total 2 value p value V 

Actually seen beavers in the wild      104.68 < .001 .15 
     Never   8 13 23 19 15    
     Once   8 11 18 14 12    
     2 – 5 times 28 31 35 32 31    
     6 – 10 times 13 10   9 12 11    
     More than 10 times 43 35 16 23 31    

Actually seen beavers on property 
or neighboring properties 

      
149.91 

 
< .001 

 
.18 

     Never 66 59 89 87 74    
     Once   7 10   4   3   6    
     2 – 5 times 13 14   5   6 10    
     6 – 10 times   4   4   0   2   3    
     More than 10 times 10 13   2   2   7    

Have beavers currently living on 
property or neighboring properties 

      
114.48 

 
< .001 

 
.19 

     No 68 49 74 78 67    
     Unsure 12 23 17 17 17    
     Yes 20 28   9   5 16    
a  Cell entries are percentages (%). In total, 85% have seen beavers in the wild, 26% have seen beavers on their property or  
   neighboring properties, and 16% currently have beavers living on their property or neighboring properties. 

Table 4.  Frequency of beaver sightings for those who have and have not experienced beaver damage a 

 Never any 
beaver damage  

Beaver damage 
at least once 

 
Total 

 
2 value 

 
p value 

 
V 

Actually seen beavers in the wild    121.49 < .001 .29 
     Never 18   4 15    
     Once 14   5 12    
     2 – 5 times 32 25 31    
     6 – 10 times 11 11 11    
     More than 10 times 25 55 31    

Actually seen beavers on property 
or neighboring properties 

    
495.07 

 
< .001 

 
.63 

     Never 86 21 74    
     Once   6   9   6    
     2 – 5 times   5 32 10    
     6 – 10 times   1   9   3    
     More than 10 times   2 28   7    

Have beavers currently living on 
property or neighboring properties 

    
310.56 

 
< .001 

 
.51 

     No 76 28 67    
     Unsure 16 19 17    
     Yes   7 53 16    
a  Cell entries are percentages (%). 
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Landowners were asked how interested they would be in both seeing and having beavers on their 

property or neighboring properties. Across all respondents, the majority were interested in both 

seeing (65%) and having beavers live on their property or neighboring properties (57%; Table 5).  

A greater proportion of respondents in the Coast sampling region were interested in seeing (74%) 

and having (67%) beavers on their property or neighboring properties, whereas those living in 

the East region were least interested (59% and 50%, respectively). 

Table 5.  Interest in having beavers in each region a 

 East Coast Portland Southwest Total 2 value p value V 

Interest in seeing beavers on  
   property or neighboring properties 

59 74 65 63 65 22.06 < .001 .12 

Interest in having beavers living on  
   property or neighboring properties 

50 67 54 54 57 28.11 < .001 .14 

a  Cell entries are percentages (%) that are interested (slightly, moderately, or extremely). 

Those who have experienced impacts caused by beavers were less interested (55%) than those 

who have not experienced impacts (67%) in seeing beavers on their property or neighboring 

properties (Table 6). Interest in having beavers living on their property or neighboring properties 

was higher for those who have never experienced impacts caused by beavers (58%) compared to 

those who have experienced impacts (51%), but this difference was not statistically significant. 

Table 6.  Interest in having beavers for those who have and have not experienced beaver damage a 

 Never any 
beaver damage  

Beaver damage 
at least once 

 
Total 

 
2 value 

 
p value 

 
 

Interest in seeing beavers on  
   property or neighboring properties 

67 55 65 13.72 < .001 .10 

Interest in having beavers living on  
   property or neighboring properties 

58 51 57   3.62    .057 .05 

a  Cell entries are percentages (%). 

In total, only 24% of landowners did not want beavers living on their property or neighboring 

properties (Table 7) and even fewer agreed that beavers were common on their property or 

neighboring properties (15%), beavers were destroying trees or other vegetation on their property 

or neighboring properties (15%), the number of beavers and beaver damage on their property or 

neighboring properties has increased over time (8% to 9%), beavers have damaged other items 

on their property or neighboring properties (6%), and that there are too many beavers on their 

property or neighboring properties (5%). Agreement differed statistically among the four regions 

for all of these issues, as landowners on the Coast were most likely to agree that beavers were 
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common on their property or neighboring properties (26%). Those living in the East, however, 

were most likely to agree with the other issues. 

Table 7.  Experiences with beavers in each region a 

 East Coast Portland Southwest Total 2 value p value V 

I do not want beavers on my property 
or neighboring properties. 

28 20 23 24 24   8.23    .042 .08 

Beavers are common on my property 
or neighboring properties. 

17 26   7   8 15 70.86 < .001 .22 

Beavers are destroying trees or other 
vegetation on my property or 
neighboring properties. 

22 18   8   7 15 48.12 < .001 .18 

The number of beavers on my 
property or neighboring properties 
has increased over time. 

13 12   5   4   9 31.91 < .001 .14 

Beaver damage on my property or 
neighboring properties has increased 
over time. 

14   7   2   5   8 40.94 < .001 .17 

Beavers are damaging other items on 
my property or neighboring properties 
(for example: driveway, flooding). 

10   8   1   4   6 31.56 < .001 .14 

There are too many beavers on my 
property or neighboring properties. 

  9   5   1   4   5 32.82 < .001 .14 

a  Cell entries are percentages (%) that agreed (slightly or strongly) with each statement. 

Table 8.  Experiences with beavers for those who have and have not experienced beaver damage a 

 Never any 
beaver damage 

Beaver damage 
at least once 

 
Total 

 
2 value 

 
p value 

 
 

I do not want beavers on my property 
or neighboring properties. 

21 36 24 26.76 < .001 .14 

Beavers are common on my property or 
neighboring properties. 

  6 51 15 287.49 < .001 .50 

Beavers are destroying trees or other 
vegetation on my property or 
neighboring properties. 

  4 60 15 460.68 < .001 .64 

The number of beavers on my 
property or neighboring properties 
has increased over time. 

  3 34   9 192.27 < .001 .42 

Beaver damage on my property or 
neighboring properties has increased 
over time. 

  2 32   8 216.97 < .001 .45 

Beavers are damaging other items on 
my property or neighboring properties 
(for example: driveway, flooding). 

  1 26   6 202.84 < .001 .44 

There are too many beavers on my 
property or neighboring properties. 

  1 20   5 135.00 < .001 .36 

a  Cell entries are percentages (%) that agreed (slightly or strongly) with each statement. 
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Agreement on these issues also differed statistically between landowners who have and have not 

experienced impacts caused by beavers, as those who have experienced impacts were more likely 

to agree with all of the issues (Table 8). For example, 60% of respondents who have experienced 

beaver impacts agreed that beavers were destroying trees or other vegetation on their property or 

neighboring properties, whereas almost none of those who have not experienced impacts agreed 

with this issue. Effect sizes suggested substantial differences among groups. A weak relationship 

existed only for “I do not want beavers on my property or neighboring properties” where 36% of 

those who experienced impacts agreed with this statement and 21% of those who have not 

experienced impacts associated with beavers agreed with this statement. 

Landowners were also asked how often beavers have caused specific types of impacts on their 

property or neighboring properties. Damage to trees was the most frequently reported incident 

(25%; Table 9) followed by damage to culverts (14%); overflow of a pond, lake, or stream 

(13%); and damage to flowers or bushes (10%). Less than 10% of respondents reported flooding 

of a road or driveway, crops or fields, a well or septic system, or basements or other buildings. 

Landowners on the Coast reported the greatest frequency of impacts to flowers and bushes (15%) 

and flooding of a well or septic system (9%), whereas those living in the East reported the 

greatest frequency of impacts among all other incident categories. 

Table 9.  Damage caused by beavers in each region a 

 East Coast Portland Southwest Total 2 value p value V 

Damage to trees 38 29 14 13 25 90.83 < .001 .25 

Damage to culverts (for example:  
   plugged pipes, bank erosion) 

22 17   4   7 14 64.97 < .001 .21 

Overflow of a pond, lake, or stream 20 19   3   7 13 75.86 < .001 .22 

Damage to flowers or bushes 13 15   4   6 10 37.94 < .001 .16 

Flooding of a road or driveway 13 11   2   4   8 41.20 < .001 .16 

Flooding of crops or fields 15   5   1   5   7 62.21 < .001 .21 

Flooding of a well or septic system   4   9   2   3   5 23.69 < .001 .13 

Flooding of a basement or other building   3   1   0   2   2   8.04    .045 .07 
a  Cell entries are percentages (%) that reported event occurred on their property or neighboring properties at least once (once or  
   twice, sometimes, or many times). 

Respondents were then asked to what extent it would be a problem if beavers caused each of 

these impacts on their property or neighboring properties. The majority of respondents believed 

that damage to trees (77%), damage to culverts (76%), flooding of a road or driveway (72%), 

flooding of a well or septic system (71%), flooding of a basement or other building (69%), 

damage to flowers or bushes (67%), overflow of a pond, lake, or stream (66%), and flooding of 
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crops or fields (61%) would be problematic (Table 10). Only 20% of respondents, however, felt 

that the presence of beavers on their property or a neighboring property would be a problem.  

This finding suggests that for many respondents, beaver presence alone would not be a problem, 

but issues arise when beavers start causing impacts. Perceived impacts to culverts and flooding 

of a well or septic system did not differ across the four regions. There were, however, significant 

differences among the four regions for the remaining incidents. Those living on the Coast were 

almost consistently less likely to perceive a problem, whereas those living in the East were most 

likely to report each incident as problematic. The only exception to this pattern was those living 

both on the Coast and in the East who perceived the presence of beavers on their property or 

neighboring properties to be a much greater problem compared to those in the other regions. 

Table 10.  Perceived problems of particular damages if caused by beavers in each region a 

 East Coast Portland Southwest Total 2 value p value V 

Damage to trees 83 75 79 72 77 16.14    .001 .11 

Damage to culverts (for example: plugged 
   pipes, bank erosion) 

79 74 75 74 76   4.39    .222 .06 

Flooding of a road or driveway 78 68 70 70 72 11.94    .008 .09 

Flooding of a well or septic system 74 67 71 69 71   4.93    .177 .06 

Flooding of a basement or other building 75 58 76 67 69 33.34 < .001 .15 

Damage to flowers or bushes 71 58 72 66 67 19.11 < .001 .12 

Overflow of a pond, lake, or stream 74 59 61 67 66 22.31 < .001 .12 

Flooding of crops or fields 70 50 62 63 61 34.95 < .001 .16 

Beavers on my or my neighbor’s property 30 28   8 10 20 95.37 < .001 .25 
a  Cell entries are percentages (%) that reported event would be a problem if it occurred on their property or neighboring properties   
   (slight, moderate, or extreme problem). 

Respondents who have previously experienced impacts caused by beavers were more likely to 

perceive each of these incidents as problematic (Table 11). For example, 77% of landowners 

who have experienced beaver impacts believed that the mere presence of a beaver on their 

property or neighboring properties was a problem, whereas only 6% of those who have never 

experienced impacts perceived the presence of beavers to be problematic. Likewise, 81% of 

those who have experienced impacts caused by beavers believed that the overflow of a pond, 

lake, or stream would be problematic, whereas 62% of those who have not experienced impacts 

from beavers believed that this incident would be a problem. This pattern in differences between 

these two groups was evident and statistically significant for seven of the nine incidents. 
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Table 11.  Perceived problems of particular damages if caused by beavers for those who have and have not had 
beaver damage a 

 Never any 
beaver damage 

Beaver damage 
at least once 

 
Total 

 
2 value 

 
p value

 
 

Damage to trees 74 92 77   53.13 < .001 .18 

Damage to culverts (for example: plugged 
    pipes, bank erosion) 

74 84 76   14.09 < .001 .10 

Flooding of a road or driveway 70 79 72   10.55    .001 .08 

Flooding of a well or septic system 70 74 71     2.35    .125 .04 

Flooding of a basement or other building 68 71 69     0.60    .441 .02 

Damage to flowers or bushes 65 74 67     7.93    .005 .07 

Overflow of a pond, lake, or stream 62 81 66   36.51 < .001 .16 

Flooding of crops or fields 59 70 61   11.32    .001 .09 

Beavers on my or my neighbor’s property   6 77 20 608.47 < .001 .70 
a  Cell entries are percentages (%) that reported event would be a problem if it occurred on their property or neighboring properties   
   (slight, moderate, or extreme problem). 

Respondents were also asked how often they have taken actions to deal with beavers on their 

property or neighboring properties. Few landowners surveyed, however, have taken actions to 

deal with beavers (Table 12). Only 10% of landowners, for example, have wrapped trees, 7% 

have removed beaver dams or lodges, and 6% have contacted wildlife agencies, frightened away 

beavers, and / or installed exclusion devices (e.g., fences, screens). In most cases, landowners in 

the East region were slightly more likely than those living elsewhere to have taken these actions.   

Table 12.  Actions taken to deal with beavers in each region a 

 East Coast Portland Southwest Total 2 value p value V 

Wrapped trees with materials to prevent 
beavers from chewing them 

14 15 4 3 10 54.02 < .001 .18 

Removed beaver dams / lodges myself 14   7 1 4   7 48.22 < .001 .18 

Contacted wildlife agencies about how to 
deal with beavers 

13   7 1 2   6 51.56 < .001 .18 

Frightened beavers away myself 11   7 2 4   6 32.24 < .001 .15 

Installed other exclusion devices such as 
fences or screens 

  9 10 2 2   6 36.61 < .001 .15 

Asked regulated trapper to remove beavers 10   5 1 2   5 41.22 < .001 .17 

Destroyed beavers myself (lethal control)   8   4 1 1   4 34.43 < .001 .15 

Contacted other groups about how to deal 
with beavers 

  7   4 1 3   4 15.91    .001 .11 

Installed control devices such as water 
control pipes 

  3   2 1 1   2   7.08    .069 .07 

Hired animal control personnel to remove 
beavers 

  5   1 1 1   2 19.94 < .001 .13 

Captured and relocated beavers myself   3   1 1 1   1   6.65    .084 .07 
a  Cell entries are percentages (%) that reported taking the action at least once to deal with beavers on their property or neighboring  
   properties (once or twice, sometimes, or many times). 
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Those who have experienced impacts caused by beavers were significantly more likely than 

those who have not experienced impacts to participate in all of these actions to deal with beavers 

(Table 13). Actions such as wrapping trees, removing beaver dams or lodges, contacting wildlife 

agencies about how to deal with beavers, frightening beavers away, and installing exclusion 

devices were initiated by a range of 25% to 37% of landowners who have experienced beaver 

impacts. A small number of landowners who have never experienced impacts also participated in 

some of these actions, likely as preventative measures to possibly deal with beavers in the future. 

Table 13.  Actions taken to deal with beavers for those who have and have not had beaver damage a 

 Never any 
beaver damage 

Beaver damage 
at least once 

 
Total 

 
2 value 

 
p value

 
 

Wrapped trees with materials to prevent 
beavers from chewing them 

3 37 10 239.90 < .001 .47 

Removed beaver dams / lodges myself 2 29   7 189.50 < .001 .42 

Contacted wildlife agencies about how to 
deal with beavers 

1 28   6 213.88 < .001 .45 

Frightened beavers away myself 1 28   6 209.34 < .001 .44 

Installed other exclusion devices such as 
fences or screens 

2 25   6 164.55 < .001 .39 

Asked regulated trapper to remove beavers 1 20   5 147.08 < .001 .37 

Destroyed beavers myself (lethal control) 1 16   4 108.78 < .001 .32 

Contacted other groups about how to deal 
with beavers 

1 16   4 101.49 < .001 .31 

Installed control devices such as water 
control pipes 

1   7   2   31.08 < .001 .17 

Hired animal control personnel to remove 
beavers 

1   9   2   47.37 < .001 .21 

Captured and relocated beavers myself 0   5   1   29.39 < .001 .17 
a  Cell entries are percentages (%) that reported taking the action at least once to deal with beavers on their property or neighboring  
   properties (once or twice, sometimes, or many times). 

Section Summary 

 In total, 20% of landowners surveyed have previously experienced impacts caused by 

beavers and 80% have not experienced impacts. Landowners in the East and Coast were 

more likely than those in Portland and the Southwest to have experienced impacts. 

 Most respondents (85%) have seen beavers in the wild, 26% have seen them on their 

property or neighboring properties, and 16% have beavers currently living on their 

property or neighboring properties. Those living in the East and Coast were more likely 

to have seen beavers in the wild and on their property, and currently have beavers on 

their property or a neighboring property. 
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 The majority of respondents were interested in seeing (65%) and having (57%) beavers 

live on their property or neighboring properties. Interest was greatest on the Coast, but 

lowest in the East and for those who have previously experienced beaver impacts. 

 Damage to trees (25%) and culverts (14%) and the overflow of water bodies (e.g., pond, 

stream; 13%) were the most frequently reported incidents caused by beavers, and these 

impacts were more frequent and considered to be bigger problems in the East and Coast. 

 Landowners who have experienced impacts caused by beavers were much more likely 

(77%) than those who have not experienced impacts (6%) to consider the presence of 

beavers on private property to be a problem. 

 Few landowners (10% or less) have taken actions to deal with beavers (e.g., wrapped 

trees, removed dams or lodges, contacted agencies, frightened away beavers, installed 

exclusion devices). Landowners in the East region and those who have experienced 

beaver impacts were the most likely to have taken these actions than other respondents. 

Landowner Knowledge, Attitudes, and Beliefs about Beavers 

Knowledge about Beavers. The questionnaires contained 10 statements about beavers and asked 

respondents if they believed each was true or false. Landowners were highly knowledgeable 

about beavers because, on average, they correctly answered 8.69 out of 10 questions (Table 14). 

In total, 99% of respondents knew that beavers build both dams and lodges, 98% were aware that 

beavers typically live in water, and 97% knew that beaver dams create wetlands that are 

important for living things besides fish. “Beavers do not eat fish” (62%) and “beaver dams can 

create ponds that are important for fish such as salmon” (75%) were the items that the fewest 

landowners knew were true. Average scores were slightly but statistically different among the 

four regions, with landowners in the Southwest earning slightly lower scores (M = 8.35 / 10) 

than those in the other three regions (M = 8.68 to 8.88 / 10). There were statistically significant 

differences among the regions for five statements: “historically, Oregon generally has had a large 

beaver population,” “historically, beavers were almost eliminated in Oregon because the value of 

their furs / pelts,” “beavers have webbed feet,” “beaver dams can create ponds that are important 

for fish such as salmon,” and “beavers do not eat fish.” Again, landowners living in the 

Southwest region of the state were least likely to answer these statements correctly. 
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Table 14.  Knowledge about beavers in each region 1 

  
East

 
Coast

 
Portland

 
Southwest 

 
Total 

2 or F
value

 
p value 

V 
or η 

Beavers build both dams and lodges (T) 99 98 100 98 99   5.13    .162 .06 

Beavers typically live in waters such as ponds, 
marshes, or streams (T) 

99 98 97 98 98   2.52    .471 .04 

Beaver dams can create wetlands that are important 
for other living things besides fish (T) 

97 97 98 97 97   1.05    .789 .03 

Historically, Oregon generally has had a large 
beaver population (T) 

89 94 95 88 91 17.09    .001 .11 

Beaver dams can create ponds that help replenish 
groundwater supplies (T) 

93 91 91 87 90   6.35    .096 .07 

Historically, beavers were almost eliminated in 
Oregon because the value of their furs / pelts (T)

88 92 90 85 89   9.23    .026 .08 

Beavers have webbed feet (T) 92 86 79 84 86 24.90 < .001 .13 

Beavers must chew on wood because their teeth 
do not stop growing (T) 

85 84 86 82 84   1.86    .602 .04 

Beaver dams can create ponds that are important 
for fish such as salmon (T) 

70 80 84 68 75 31.98 < .001 .15 

Beavers do not eat fish (T) 69 66 52 58 62 23.93 < .001 .14 

Average (mean) total knowledge score / 10 8.82a 8.88a 8.68a 8.35b 8.69   9.16 < .001 .15 
1  Cell entries are percentages (%) that responded correctly, unless averages (means). Means with different letter superscripts differ at p <  
  .05 using Tamhane’s T2 post-hoc tests for unequal variances. In total, 97% of respondents knew that there are beavers living in Oregon. 

Table 15.  Knowledge about beavers for those who have and have not experienced beaver damage a 

 Never any 
beaver damage 

Beaver damage 
at least once 

 
Total 

2 or t 
value 

 
p value 

 or 
rpb 

Beavers build both dams and lodges (T) 98 99 99   0.19    .667 .01 

Beavers typically live in waters such as ponds, 
marshes, or streams (T) 

98 97 98   0.26    .611 .01 

Beaver dams can create wetlands that are important 
for other living things besides fish (T) 

97 96 97   1.87    .172 .04 

Historically, Oregon generally has had a large 
beaver population (T) 

91 92 91   0.59    .444 .02 

Beaver dams can create ponds that help replenish 
groundwater supplies (T) 

91 88 90   1.88    .170 .04 

Historically, beavers were almost eliminated in 
Oregon because the value of their furs / pelts (T)

90 83 89 10.27    .001 .09 

Beavers have webbed feet (T) 85 90 86   5.88    .015 .06 

Beavers must chew on wood because their teeth 
do not stop growing (T) 

83 88 84   4.04    .045 .05 

Beaver dams can create ponds that are important 
for fish such as salmon (T) 

76 71 75   3.15    .076 .05 

Beavers do not eat fish (T) 59 75 62 22.80 < .001 .13 

Average (mean) total knowledge score / 10 8.66 8.80 8.69   1.41    .159 .04 
a  Cell entries are percentages (%) that responded correctly, unless averages (means). 

Average knowledge about beavers did not statistically differ between those who have and have 

not experienced impacts caused by beavers (Table 15). Frequency of correct responses differed 
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between those who have experienced impacts and those who have not experienced impacts for 

four of the 10 statements, but the effect sizes were minimal or weak.   

Attitudes toward Beavers. The questionnaires contained five pairs of words each on 5-point 

semantic differential scales (e.g., dislike – like, negative – positive) to measure landowner 

attitudes about beavers. Across all respondents, attitudes about beavers were generally positive 

(M = 3.99 / 5; Table 16). The majority of respondents like (75%) and favor (70%) beavers, and 

think they are good (70%), positive (69%), and beneficial (58%). Among the four regions, those 

living in the East (M = 3.79) had significantly less positive average attitudes than those in the 

other three regions (M = 4.02 to 4.16). Landowners in the East were also more likely than those 

in the other regions to respond more negatively to each of the five attitude items about beavers, 

whereas those living in Portland were likely to respond most positively for all of the items. 

Table 16.  Attitudes toward beavers in each region 1 

  
East 

 
Coast 

 
Portland 

 
Southwest 

 
Total 

2 or F 
value 

 
p value 

V 
or η 

I like beavers 69 74 81 76 75 12.18    .007 .09 

Beavers are good 63 71 76 71 70 12.35    .006 .10 

I favor beavers 63 70 77 72 70 16.33    .001 .11 

Beavers are positive 61 71 76 69 69 18.18 < .001 .12 

Beavers are beneficial 50 63 63 59 58 16.31    .001 .11 

Average (mean) attitude 2 3.79a 4.02b 4.16b 4.02b 3.99   7.82 < .001 .13 
1  Items were asked on 5-point semantic differential scales (e.g., 1 “dislike” to 5 “like;” 1 “harmful” to 5 “beneficial”). Cell entries  
   are percentages (%) that circled 4 or 5 for each pair unless specified as averages (means). 
2  Represents the overall average (mean) on 5-point scale for all 5 items combined where 1 represents the most negative attitude 

and 5 represents the most positive attitude. Means with different letter superscripts differ at p < .05 using Tamhane’s T2 post-
hoc tests for unequal variances. Cronbach alpha reliability = 0.96. 

Table 17.  Attitudes toward beavers for those who have and have not experienced beaver damage a 

 Never any 
beaver damage 

Beaver damage 
at least once 

 
Total 

2 or t 
value 

 
p value 

 or 
rpb 

I like beavers 78 60 75 34.51 < .001 .17 

Beavers are good 74 54 70 37.72 < .001 .17 

I favor beavers 74 55 70 32.64 < .001 .16 

Beavers are positive 73 51 69 45.09 < .001 .19 

Beavers are beneficial 62 43 58 28.64 < .001 .15 

Average (mean) attitude b 4.11 3.48 3.99   7.61 < .001 .24 
a  Items were asked on 5-point semantic differential scales (e.g., 1 “dislike” to 5 “like;” 1 “harmful” to 5 “beneficial”). Cell entries  
   are percentages (%) that circled 4 or 5 for each pair unless specified as averages (means). 
b  Represents the overall average (mean) on 5-point scale for all 5 items combined where 1 represents the most negative attitude 

and 5 represents the most positive attitude. Cronbach alpha reliability = 0.96. 
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Not surprisingly, landowners who have never experienced beaver impacts were more likely (M = 

4.11) than those who have experienced impacts (M = 3.48) to have a positive overall attitude 

about beavers (Table 17). Those who have experienced beaver impacts were also more likely 

than those who have not had impacts to respond less positively to each of the five attitude items. 

Beliefs about Beavers. Landowners were asked the extent that they disagreed or agreed with 12 

statements about beavers. Similar to their attitudes, landowners’ beliefs about beavers were also 

generally positive (Table 18). The majority of respondents agreed that beavers create wetlands 

that benefit other living things (87%), the existence of beavers is important (86%), they would 

get enjoyment from seeing beavers (83%), beavers are a sign of a healthy environment (82%), 

people should be willing to tolerate some conflicts with beavers (75%), beavers have a right to 

exist regardless of any impacts they cause (61%), and beaver populations should be left alone 

(58%). Less than half of respondents agreed that beaver populations should be controlled (47%), 

no beaver should be destroyed (46%), beaver impacts to roads or other property is a major 

problem (24%), beavers are a nuisance animal (21%), and they are afraid of beavers (4%). These 

beliefs, however, differed among the four regions. Landowners in the East were consistently 

more likely to disagree with statements that reflected beavers in a positive manner, and agree that 

there is a need to control beavers (even lethal control), beaver damage is a major problem, and 

beavers are nuisance animals. For example, between 61% and 70% of respondents in Portland, 

the Southwest, and the Coast agreed that beavers have a right to exist regardless of any impacts 

they cause, whereas 46% of those in the East agreed that beavers have a right to exist regardless 

of impacts. Conversely, 61% of landowners in the East agreed that beaver populations should be 

controlled, whereas 33% to 45% of those living in the other regions agreed with this statement. 

Those who have experienced impacts caused by beavers were less likely that those who have not 

had impacts to agree with statements that reflected beavers in a positive manner (Table 19). For 

example, 65% of those who have not experienced impacts agreed that beavers have a right to 

exist regardless of their impacts, whereas 46% of those who have experienced impacts agreed 

with this statement. In addition, those who have experienced impacts were more likely to believe 

that beavers should be controlled, beaver damage is a major problem, and that beavers are a 

nuisance. For example, 70% of landowners who have experienced impacts agreed that beavers 

should be controlled, whereas 41% of those who have not experienced impacts agreed with this 

statement. Responses to “I am afraid of beavers” did not differ between these two groups. 
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Table 18.  Beliefs about beavers in each region a 

 East Coast Portland Southwest Total 2 value p value V 

Beavers create wetlands that benefit other 
living things 

84 90 89 86 87   8.57    .036 .08 

I may never see a beaver, but it is important 
to me that they exist 

78 89 93 87 86 36.43 < .001 .16 

I would get enjoyment from seeing beavers 78 82 87 85 83 11.68    .009 .09 

Beavers are a sign of a healthy environment 75 85 86 82 82 18.97 < .001 .12 

People should be willing to tolerate some 
conflicts with beavers 

66 78 85 75 75 38.05 < .001 .16 

Beavers have a right to exist regardless of any 
damage they cause 

46 69 70 64 61 63.35 < .001 .21 

Beaver populations should be left alone 46 62 66 59 58 34.26 < .001 .15 

Beaver populations should be controlled 61 45 33 43 47 57.14 < .001 .20 

No beaver should be destroyed 30 50 58 49 46 65.00 < .001 .21 

Beaver damage to roads or other property is 
a major problem 

34 26 11 21 24 56.41 < .001 .19 

Beavers are a nuisance animal 30 20   9 22 21 48.37 < .001 .18 

I am afraid of beavers   2   3   7   5   4   8.97    .030 .08 
a  Cell entries are percentages (%) that agreed (slightly or strongly) with each statement. 

Table 19.  Beliefs about beavers for those who have and have not experienced beaver damage a 

 Never any 
beaver damage  

Beaver damage 
at least once 

 
Total 

 
2 value 

 
p value 

 
 

Beavers create wetlands that benefit other 
living things 

89 79 87 15.02 < .001 .11 

I may never see a beaver, but it is important 
to me that they exist 

88 76 86 23.89 < .001 .14 

I would get enjoyment from seeing beavers 85 71 83 29.06 < .001 .15 

Beavers are a sign of a healthy environment 83 75 82   9.78    .002 .09 

People should be willing to tolerate some 
conflicts with beavers 

78 64 75 21.65 < .001 .13 

Beavers have a right to exist regardless of any 
damage they cause 

65 46 61 32.67 < .001 .15 

Beaver populations should be left alone 62 37 58 58.16 < .001 .20 

Beaver populations should be controlled 41 70 47 78.24 < .001 .23 

No beaver should be destroyed 50 29 46 37.76 < .001 .16 

Beaver damage to roads or other property is 
a major problem 

18 47 24 91.85 < .001 .27 

Beavers are a nuisance animal 16 42 21 77.31 < .001 .25 

I am afraid of beavers   4   4   4   0.15    .701 .01 
a  Cell entries are percentages (%) that agreed (slightly or strongly) with each statement. 

Concerns about Beavers. Landowners were asked how concerned they would be about property 

damage and health and safety issues if beavers were on their property or neighboring properties. 

Damage to their property and neighboring properties by beavers were of greatest concern (71%; 
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Table 20). Relatively large proportions of respondents were also concerned about the spread of 

diseases by beavers (48%) and health or safety of pets (44%), children (42%), and themselves 

due to beavers (30%). Those in the East were most concerned about damage to their own (77%) 

or neighboring properties (77%), and those in Portland were most concerned about the spread of 

diseases (55%) and the health and safety of pets (55%), children (55%), and themselves (39%). 

Landowners in the East were least concerned about these health and safety risks (25% to 41%). 

Table 20.  Concerns about beavers in each region a 

Level of concern about: East Coast Portland Southwest Total 2 value p value V  

Potential damage to your own property 
by beavers 

77 67 72 69 71 10.22    .017 .08 

Potential damage to neighboring 
properties by beavers 

77 68 71 69 71 10.93    .012 .09 

Spread of diseases by beavers 41 49 55 50 48 15.05    .002 .10 

Health or safety of pets 35 44 55 46 44 28.10 < .001 .14 

Health or safety of children 33 43 55 40 42 37.17 < .001 .16 

Your own personal health or safety 25 33 39 27 30 20.54 < .001 .12 
a  Cell entries are percentages (%) that expressed some level of concern (slightly, moderately, or extremely) if beavers were ever  
   to be found on their property or neighboring properties. 

Those who have experienced impacts caused by beavers were significantly more likely to be 

concerned about potential damage to their own property (85%) or neighboring properties (83%) 

than those who have not experienced impacts (68%; Table 21). Concerns about potential spread 

of diseases by beavers and the health or safety of pets, children, and themselves due to beavers 

were not statistically different between those who have and have not experienced beaver impacts. 

Table 21.  Concerns about beavers for those who have and have not experienced beaver damage a 

 
Level of concern about: 

Never any 
beaver damage 

Beaver damage 
at least once 

 
Total 

 
2 value 

 
p value 

 
 

Potential damage to your own property 
by beavers 

68 85 71 34.48 < .001 .15 

Potential damage to neighboring 
properties by beavers 

68 83 71 25.67 < .001 .13 

Spread of diseases by beavers 49 46 48   0.83    .364 .02 

Health or safety of pets 45 41 44   1.42    .234 .03 

Health or safety of children 43 38 42   2.48    .115 .04 

Your own personal health or safety 31 29 30   0.32    .573 .02 
a  Cell entries are percentages (%) that expressed some level of concern (slightly, moderately, or extremely) if beavers were ever  
   to be found on their property or neighboring properties. 
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Section Summary 

 Landowners were knowledgeable about beavers, with an average score of 8.69 out of 10 

questions answered correctly. They were most likely to know that beavers build dams and 

lodges (99% correct), live in water bodies (98%), and create wetlands that are important 

for living things other than fish (97%). Landowners were least likely to know that 

beavers do not eat fish (62%) and that beaver dams create ponds that are important for 

fish such as salmon (75%). Knowledge about beavers was lowest in the Southwest, but 

did not differ much between those who have and have not experienced beaver impacts. 

 Respondents had generally positive attitudes about beavers (e.g., like, favor, beneficial). 

Attitudes were most negative in the East region and most positive in the Portland region. 

Landowners who have experienced beaver impacts had less positive attitudes about 

beavers than those who have not experienced impacts from this species. 

 Most respondents believed that beavers create wetlands that benefit other living things 

(87%), are important to exist (86%), they would enjoy seeing beavers (83%), beavers are 

a sign of a healthy environment (82%), some beaver damage should be tolerated (75%), 

and beavers have a right to exist regardless of any impacts they cause (61%). Less than 

half of landowners believed that beavers should be controlled (47%), create damage that 

is problematic (24%), and are a nuisance (21%). Those in the East and who experienced 

beaver impacts were more likely than those in other regions to disagree with statements 

that reflected beavers in a positive manner and more likely to agree that there is a need to 

control beavers, beavers impacts are a major problem, and beavers are a nuisance. 

 Damage to property by beavers was a concern of most respondents (71%), but relatively 

considerable proportions were also concerned about the spread of diseases by beavers 

(48%) and the health or safety of pets (44%), children (42%), and themselves due to 

beavers (30%). Landowners in the East and those who have experienced beaver impacts 

were most concerned about property impacts, whereas those living in the Portland area 

were most concerned about beaver impacts on health and safety. 

Landowner Responses to Increasing Beaver Impacts 

Using the approach described earlier in the methods, this section provides a comparative analysis 

of landowner responses to the six hypothetical scenarios describing increasing impacts caused by 

beavers on private property (e.g., chews down some trees, floods a road or driveway, floods a 
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basement or other structure). The purpose of these scenarios was to understand how increasing 

beaver impacts would influence landowner: (a) emotions (e.g., happy, angry), (b) attributions of 

who or what is responsible for the situation (e.g., beaver, landowner, agencies), (c) acceptance of 

managerial responses (e.g., do nothing and leave beaver alone, wrap trees, remove beaver dams, 

capture and relocate beaver, lethal control), and (d) likelihood of taking advantage of incentives 

for retaining beavers on their property and not destroying beavers because of these impacts (e.g., 

information sent about coexisting with beavers, expert visits, financial compensation). 

Most results in this section are presented as means on graphs called social norm curves or impact 

acceptability curves (see Manning 2007, 2010; Needham & Rollins, 2009 for reviews). These 

graphs represent the scenarios and amount of beaver impacts increasing from left to right along 

the horizontal axis. The vertical axis represents the evaluative responses with the most positive 

evaluation at the top of the axis, most negative on the bottom, and a neutral category in between. 

Emotional Responses. Emotional responses to the scenarios were measured in the questionnaire 

with five pairs of opposing words on 5-point sematic differential scales (e.g., unhappy – happy, 

frightened – not frightened, angry – not angry). A generally negative trend existed across the 

scenarios starting with simply seeing a beaver on their property or neighboring properties 

(scenario 1) to a beaver flooding a building (scenario 6; Figure 1). Consistently positive 

emotions were illustrated with seeing a beaver. Emotions changed, however, as scenarios began 

to depict beavers causing more severe impacts. Happiness showed the most drastic decline in 

emotional response, as respondents suggested unhappiness starting with scenario 2 (i.e., beaver 

chews trees) and continuing through scenario 6 (i.e., floods buildings). Excitement also declined 

from positive to negative between scenarios 1 and 2, but was fairly consistent across the 

remaining scenarios. Anger increased across all scenarios, but landowners would not be angry 

until scenario 3 (plugs culverts) and then anger increased as the severity of impacts increased.  

Although landowners became more frightened and less curious as impacts increased, neither of 

these emotions became negative. Although a few statistically significant differences were 

revealed among the four regions, no clear pattern emerged and the effect sizes were minimal. 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 
 Landowner Incentives and Tolerances for Managing Beaver Impacts 

 

 

27

Figure 1. Average emotions of total landowners in response to increased beaver damage a 

 

a  There were statistically significant (p < .05) differences between regions (east, coast, Portland, southwest) for only 
16 of 30 comparisons (53%), but there were no consistent patterns and the eta (η) effect sizes were all less than 
.19 and averaged .09, suggesting that these differences were “minimal” (Vaske, 2008) or “small” (Cohen, 1988). 

Across scenarios, there were differences in happiness, curiosity, and anger between those who 

have and have not previously experienced impacts caused by beavers (Figure 2). Those who 

have experienced impacts had consistently more negative emotions than those who have not had 

impacts. Most emotions dropped from positive to negative between scenarios 1 (beaver seen) and 

2 (beaver chews trees), but the change from positive to negative for curiosity and anger occurred 

between scenarios 2 and 3 (plugs culverts). Respondents had negative emotions for excitement 

(i.e., not excited) beginning with scenario 2, but limited differences in excitement existed 

between those who have and have not experienced beaver impacts as the severity of impacts 

increased. Irrespective of the scenario and amount of previous experience with beaver impacts, 

beavers did not provoke an emotion of fright among the landowners surveyed. 
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Figure 2. Average emotions for those who have and have not experienced beaver damage 

 
Happiness: Excitement:  
t = 2.29 to 5.06, p = .023 to < .001, rpb = .06 to .14 t = 0.55 to 6.78, p = .581 to < .001, rpb = .02 to .18 

 

 
Curiosity: Fright:  
t = 3.98 to 6.70, p < .001, rpb = .12 to .21 t = 0.27 to 1.25, p = .097 to .785, rpb = .01 to .05  

 

  
Anger:  
t = 2.58 to 3.90, p = .010 to < .001, rpb = .07 to .12  
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Attribution of Responsibility. Landowners were then asked who or what they would assume is 

responsible for the situations described in each of the six scenarios (e.g., beaver, wildlife 

agencies, landowner themselves) on 4-point scales from none of the responsibility to all of the 

responsibility. Across all respondents and scenarios, most of the responsibility for impacts 

caused by beavers was attributed to the beavers themselves (Figure 3). Respondents attributed 

some of the responsibility to wildlife agencies, themselves, and neighbors or others, and this 

increased slightly across the scenarios. It is also interesting to note that landowners attributed 

relatively equal amounts of responsibility to each of these three groups (i.e., themselves, 

agencies, neighbors). There were a few minor differences in attribution of responsibility among 

the four sampling regions and between those who have and have not experienced impacts caused 

by beavers, but there were no consistent patterns and the effect sizes were minimal. 

Figure 3. Average attribution of responsibility of total landowners in response to increased beaver damage a 

 

a  There were statistically significant (p < .05) differences between regions (east, coast, Portland, southwest) for only 
14 of 24 comparisons (58%), but there were no consistent patterns and the eta (η) effect sizes were all less than 
.12 and averaged .07, suggesting that these differences were “minimal” (Vaske, 2008) or “small” (Cohen, 1988). 

There were also statistically significant (p < .05) differences between those who have and have not experienced 
beaver damage for only 8 of 24 comparisons (33%), but there were no consistent patterns and the point-biserial 
correlation (rpb) effect sizes were all less than .11 and averaged .04, suggesting that these differences were also 
“minimal” (Vaske, 2008) or “small” (Cohen, 1988). 
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Acceptance of Management Responses. In response to each of the six scenarios, landowners 

were asked how unacceptable or acceptable it would be to take a number of possible non-

structural (e.g., educate landowners, capture and relocate the beaver, destroy the beaver) and 

structural management strategies (e.g., wrap trees, install control devices, remove dams or 

lodges) on 5-point scales from very unacceptable to very acceptable. For non-structural 

strategies, doing nothing and leaving the beaver alone was acceptable for the first scenario (i.e., 

beaver seen on property and no impacts), but acceptance declined rapidly as the severity of 

impact increased (Figure 4). However, average landowner acceptance of the other non-structural 

responses to increasing impacts did not vary much across scenarios. Educating landowners to 

coexist with beavers was the most acceptable option across all scenarios. Capturing and 

relocating the beaver was also acceptable and acceptance with this strategy increased slightly as 

the severity of impacts increased. Destroying the beaver was by far the most unacceptable option 

across all scenarios, and frightening the beaver away was also unacceptable for all scenarios. 

Figure 4. Average landowner acceptance of non-structural management responses to increased beaver damage 
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Figure 5. Average acceptance of non-structural management in each region 

 
Do Nothing / Leave Beaver Alone: Educate Landowners on How to Coexist with Beavers:  
F = 6.32 to 15.87, p < .001, η = .12 to .18 F = 16.02 to 20.05, p < .001, η = .18 to .21 

 

   
Capture and Relocate Beaver to Another Location: Frighten the Beaver Away:  
F = 4.75 to 8.60, p =.003 to < .001, η = .10 to .14 F = 4.94 to 8.94, p = .002 to < .001, η = .10 to .15  

 

  
Destroy the Beaver (Lethal Control):  
F = 23.21 to 31.30, p < .001, η = .22 to .25  
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Figure 6. Average acceptance of non-structural management for those who have and have not experienced beaver damage 

  
Do Nothing / Leave Beaver Alone: Educate Landowners on How to Coexist with Beavers:  
t = 3.40 to 5.55, p < .001, rpb = .10 to .16 t = 5.25 to 6.95, p < .001, rpb = .15 to .21 

 

  
Capture and Relocate Beaver to Another Location: Frighten the Beaver Away:  
t = 2.18 to 2.97, p = .029 to .003, rpb = .06 to .08 t = 4.33 to 5.50, p < .001, rpb = .12 to .16  

 

  
Destroy the Beaver (Lethal Control):  
t = 7.10 to 8.00, p < .001, rpb = .24 to .26  
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Landowner acceptance of non-structural management actions in response to increasing beaver 

impacts differed among the four sampling regions (Figure 5). Both educating landowners on how 

to coexist with beavers and capturing and relocating beavers to another location were acceptable 

across the six scenarios and four regions. Those in the East, however, considered education of 

landowners to be less acceptable, whereas those in the Portland and Coast regions felt that 

education was most acceptable. Conversely, those in the East felt that capturing and relocating 

the beaver was most acceptable, whereas this strategy was less acceptable among landowners in 

the other regions. Doing nothing and leaving the beaver alone was acceptable in all four regions 

only for the first scenario (i.e., beaver seen and no impacts), but became unacceptable as the 

severity of impacts increased, especially in the East where this strategy was least acceptable 

among regions and across scenarios. Frightening the beaver away and lethal control were 

unacceptable across all six scenarios and four regions. Compared to landowners in the other 

regions, however, those in the East were more likely to be amenable to these two strategies. 

Acceptance of these non-structural management strategies also differed between landowners who 

have and have not experienced impacts caused by beavers (Figure 6). Compared to landowners 

who have not experienced impacts from beavers, those who have experienced impacts believed 

that both doing nothing and educating landowners were less acceptable across all scenarios. On 

the other hand, landowners who have never experienced beaver impacts were less accepting of 

actions such as capturing and relocating beavers, frightening beavers away, and lethal control. 

For structural management strategies, the majority of landowners believed that wrapping trees, 

installing control devices (e.g., water control pipes), and installing fences or screens to prevent 

beaver impacts in the future were acceptable actions (Figure 7). Removing beaver dams and 

lodges, however, was considered to be unacceptable by landowners for the first two scenarios 

(i.e., beaver seen, chews trees), but acceptance of this strategy increased as the severity of 

impacts caused by beavers increased and this strategy was acceptable, on average, if beavers 

plugged culverts or flooded fields, driveways, or buildings on private property. 
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Figure 7. Average landowner acceptance of structural management responses to increased beaver damage 

 

Three of these four structural management strategies for addressing beaver related impacts were 

generally acceptable across all four of the sampling regions (i.e., wrapping trees, installing 

fences or screens, installing control devices such as pipes; Figure 8). Respondents in the Portland 

region were most likely to feel that these three management strategies would be acceptable, 

whereas those in the East reported that these management strategies would be less acceptable. In 

addition, landowners in the East considered the removal of beaver dams and lodges to be more 

acceptable across most scenarios, whereas those living in the other three sampling regions (i.e., 

Coast, Portland, Southwest) considered this strategy to be acceptable only once impacts caused 

by beavers were most severe (e.g., flooding of fields or buildings on private property). 
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Figure 8. Average acceptance of structural management in each region 

  
Wrap Trees to Prevent Beavers from Chewing Them: Install Fences / Screens to Prevent Beaver Damage:  
F = 10.48 to 14.68, p < .001, η = .16 to .18 F = 8.39 to 13.20, p < .001, η = .13 to .18 

 

   
Install Control Devices (e.g., Water Pipes): Remove any Beaver Dams / Lodges in the Area:  
F = 5.86 to 10.42, p < .001, η = .11 to .16 F = 1.44 to 10.35, p = .228 to < .001, η = .06 to .15  

Wrapping trees, installing fences or screens, and installing control devices (e.g., pipes) were 

acceptable among landowners across all six scenarios for both those who have and have not 

experienced impacts caused by beavers in the past (Figure 9). Those who have not experienced 

beaver impacts, however, reported stronger acceptance of these management strategies. 

Removing beaver dams and lodges was acceptable across all scenarios for respondents who have 

previously experienced beaver impacts, but this management strategy became acceptable for 

those landowners who have not experienced beaver impacts only once impacts were most severe 

(e.g., flooding of fields or buildings on private property). 
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Figure 9. Average acceptance of structural management for those who have and have not experienced beaver damage 

  
Wrap Trees to Prevent Beavers from Chewing Them: Install Fences / Screens to Prevent Beaver Damage:  
t = 1.45 to 3.43, p = .147 to .001, rpb = .04 to .11 t = 2.30 to 3.52, p = .022 to < .001, rpb = .07 to .11 

 

  
Install Control Devices (e.g., Water Pipes): Remove any Beaver Dams / Lodges in the Area:  
t = 2.82 to 3.77, p = .005 to < .001, rpb = .08 to .12 t = 3.57 to 5.91, p < .001, rpb = .10 to .17  

Potential Use of Incentives. Respondents were asked to report their likelihood of taking 

advantage of several possible incentives for keeping beavers living on their property or 

neighboring properties despite the various impacts described in the scenarios. Results suggest 

that landowners would be equally likely to take advantage of information sent to them about how 

to coexist with beavers, financial compensation to fix or prevent impacts caused by beavers, and 

having experts visit their property to provide information, plant trees, and provide equipment or 

labor (Figure 10). Conversely, results also suggest that landowners are unlikely to take advantage 

of none of these incentives and not keep beavers living on their property or neighboring 

properties. In other words, landowners would be likely to take advantage of any incentive instead 

of removing beavers from private property. 
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Figure 10. Average landowner likelihood of taking advantage of possible incentives to keep beavers living on their 
property or neighboring properties 

 

There were some statistically significant differences among the four regions in landowners’ 

likelihood of taking advantage of these incentives. Across scenarios, landowners in the Portland 

region were most likely to say that they would take advantage of information sent to them about 

how to coexist with beavers, financial compensation to fix or prevent damage, and having 

experts visit to provide information, plant trees, and provide equipment or labor (Figure 11). 

Conversely, landowners in the East were least likely say that they would take advantage of these 

incentives. Those living in the East were also more likely to take advantage of none of these 

incentives and simply not keep beavers living on their property or neighboring properties, 

whereas those living on the Coast were least likely to say that they would not take advantage of 

these incentives and not keep beavers on their property or neighboring properties. 
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Figure 11.  Average likelihood of taking advantage of possible incentives to keep beavers living on their property or 
neighboring properties in each region 

 
Information Sent on How to Coexist with Beavers: Experts Visit to Provide Technical Information:  
F = 10.76 to 17.42, p < .001, η = .16 to .20 F = 13.40 to 20.96, p < .001, η = .17 to .21 

 

   
Experts Plant Trees Near Your Home for Beavers: Experts Provide Equipment / Labor:  
F = 7.84 to 11.08, p < .001, η = .14 to .16 F = 8.37 to 13.63, p < .001, η = .13 to .18  

 

   
Financial Compensation for Fixing Beaver Damage:  Financial Compensation for Preventing Beaver Damage: 
F = 6.19 to 10.28, p < .001, η = .12 to .16 F = 6.07 to 10.56, p < .001, η = .12 to .16  
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No Incentives – Not Keep Beaver Living on Land:   
F = 5.14 to 7.80, p = .002 to < .001, η = .11 to .13 

Both respondents who have and have not experienced impacts caused by beavers would be likely 

to take advantage of information sent to them about how to coexist with beavers, financial 

compensation to fix or prevent damage, and having experts visit to provide information, plant 

trees, and provide equipment or labor (Figure 12). In all cases, however, those who have not 

experienced any previous beaver impacts would be significantly more likely to take advantage of 

these incentives across all scenarios. Both groups also reported that they were unlikely to not 

take advantage of these incentives and not keep beavers living on their property or neighboring 

properties, but those who have experienced previous beaver impacts would be more likely to not 

take advantage of incentives and simply not retain beavers on their property.  

Figure 12.  Average likelihood of taking advantage of possible incentives to keep beavers living on their property or 
neighboring properties for those who have and have not experienced beaver damage 

  
Information Sent on How to Coexist with Beavers: Experts Visit to Provide Technical Information: 
t = 4.97 to 6.01, p < .001, rpb = .15 to .18 t = 4.39 to 5.31, p < .001, rpb = .13 to .16 
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Experts Plant Trees Near Your Home for Beavers: Experts Provide Equipment / Labor: 
t = 4.44 to 6.42, p < .001, rpb = .14 to .18 t = 3.26 to 3.87, p < .001, rpb = .10 to .12  

  
Financial Compensation for Fixing Beaver Damage:  Financial Compensation for Preventing Beaver Damage: 
t = 1.77 to 2.53, p = .078 to .012, rpb = .05 to .08 t = 1.66 to 2.50, p = .098 to .013, rpb = .05 to .07 

 
No Incentives – Not Keep Beaver Living on Land:   
t = 2.24 to 3.50, p = .026 to .001, rpb = .07 to .10  
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Section Summary 

 Seeing a beaver on private property triggers a positive emotional response from most 

landowners (e.g., happy, excited, curious, not angry, not frightened), but some negative 

emotions (e.g., anger, not excited) are likely to be instigated if impacts from beavers 

occur. Some emotions, however, do not change much as the severity of beaver impacts 

increases, as landowners are likely to remain curious and not frightened even if impacts 

are more severe (e.g., flooding building). Those who have experienced beaver impacts 

were more likely to express negative emotions than those who have not had impacts. 

 Across all levels of severity of impacts caused by beavers, landowners believed that most 

of the responsibility for these impacts was attributed to the beavers. Equal amounts of 

some responsibility, however, were attributed to wildlife agencies, the landowners 

themselves, and neighbors, and this increased as the severity of impacts increased. 

 Across all levels of severity of impacts caused by beavers, educating landowners about 

how to coexist with beavers was the most acceptable management response, and 

capturing and relocating beavers was also acceptable. Doing nothing and leaving the 

beaver alone were acceptable in cases of seeing a beaver and a beaver chewing trees, but 

not acceptable for more substantial impacts such as flooding of private property. No 

matter how severe the impact caused by beavers, lethal control (i.e., destroying beavers) 

and attempting to frighten beavers away were perceived as unacceptable responses. 

 The majority of landowners believed that wrapping trees, installing control devices, and 

installing fences or screens were acceptable strategies for addressing beaver impacts.  

Removing beaver dams and lodges was unacceptable when seeing a beaver or if beavers 

chewed trees, but was more acceptable as the severity of impacts increased. 

 Lethal control, capturing and relocating beavers, frightening beavers away, and removing 

beaver dams were most acceptable among landowners in the East and those who have 

experienced beaver impacts, and least acceptable among those in Portland, on the Coast, 

and who have not experienced impacts. Wrapping trees, installing fences / screens and 

other control devices, educating landowners, and doing nothing were least acceptable 

among respondents living in the East and those who have experienced beaver impacts, 

and most acceptable among those in Portland and who have not experienced impacts. 
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 Irrespective of the severity of impacts caused by beavers, results suggest that it is 

unlikely that most respondents would choose to not allow beavers to reside on their 

property or a neighboring property. Instead, landowners may be likely to take advantage 

of information sent to them about how to coexist with beavers, financial compensation to 

fix or prevent impacts, and have experts visit to provide information, plant trees, and 

provide equipment or labor to enable them to retain beavers on their land. Results also 

suggest, however, that landowners in the East and those who have experienced beaver 

impacts may be least likely to take advantage of these incentives and most likely to not 

maintain beavers on their property. Those in the Portland region and who have not 

experienced beaver impacts may be most likely to take advantage of these incentives to 

retain beavers on their property. 

Landowner Beliefs about Management and Information 

Responsibility for Problems with Beavers. Landowners were asked who they thought should be 

responsible for addressing problems with wildlife such as beavers on their own property or 

neighboring properties. The highest proportion of respondents (84%) believed that state agencies 

should be responsible for addressing problems with wildlife such as beavers on private property 

(Table 22). The majority of respondents (60%) also believed that residents experiencing the 

problem themselves were responsible, whereas less than the majority believed that federal 

agencies (49%), local or county agencies (48%), animal control personnel (34%), regulated 

trappers (26%), and citizen groups (13%) were responsible. In each of the four regions, state 

agencies were selected most frequently as the organization that should have the greatest 

responsibility, although those in Portland were most likely to select state agencies as those 

responsible (90%), whereas those in the East were least likely (79%). Landowners in the East 

were more likely to think that residents experiencing the problem (66%) and regulated trappers 

(33%) should be responsible for addressing beaver impacts, whereas they were least likely to feel 

that federal agencies (43%), local or county agencies (41%), and citizen groups (9%) should be 

responsible. Respondents from Portland, on the other hand, were less likely to suggest that 

regulated trappers should be responsible for addressing beaver impacts (17%) and more likely to 

believe that local or county agencies (59%) and citizen groups (20%) should be responsible. 
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Table 22.  Landowner beliefs about who should be responsible for addressing problems with wildlife such as 
beavers on private property for each region a 

 East Coast Portland Southwest Total 2 value p value V 

State agencies (e.g., ODFW) 79 85 90 82 84 14.43    .002 .10 

Residents experiencing the problem 66 59 55 58 60   9.33    .025 .08 

Federal agencies (e.g., USFWS) 43 52 52 46 49   8.37    .039 .08 

Local or county agencies 41 49 59 45 48 21.92 < .001 .13 

Animal control personnel 30 35 40 34 34   6.85    .077 .07 

Regulated trappers 33 28 17 21 26 25.91 < .001 .14 

Citizen groups   9 15 20 12 13 15.78    .001 .11 

Other   3   5   4   4   4   2.14    .543 .04 
a  Cell entries are percentages (%) that do not sum to 100% because respondents could check more than one item from the list. 

Compared to landowners who have not experienced impacts caused by beavers, those who have 

experienced impacts were more likely to believe that residents experiencing the problem (68% 

vs. 58%) and regulated trappers (38% vs. 23%) should be responsible for addressing problems 

with wildlife on private property (Table 23). Beliefs about the level of responsibility of all other 

organizations were statistically equivalent between these two groups.   

Table 23.  Landowner beliefs about who should be responsible for addressing problems with wildlife such as 
beavers on private property for those who have and have not experienced beaver damage a 

 Never any 
beaver damage 

Beaver damage 
at least once 

 
Total 

 
2 value 

 
p value 

 
 

State agencies (e.g., ODFW) 84 80 84   2.84    .092 .05 

Residents experiencing the problem 58 68 60   9.74    .002 .08 

Federal agencies (e.g., USFWS) 50 45 49   1.91    .167 .04 

Local or county agencies 48 46 48   0.62    .432 .02 

Animal control personnel 33 39 34   2.81    .094 .05 

Regulated trappers 23 38 26 26.02 < .001 .14 

Citizen groups 14 11 13   1.33    .248 .03 

Other   4   3   4   0.02    .881 .01 
a  Cell entries are percentages (%) that do not sum to 100% because respondents could check more than one item from the list. 

Perceptions of Similarity and Trust in Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. Respondents 

were asked the extent that they disagreed or agreed with five statements measuring their 

perceptions of similarity with Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW). The majority of 

landowners perceived that this agency shared similar values (56%), opinions (52%), and goals 

(52%) as them. Less than half of respondents, however, perceived that ODFW thinks in a similar 

way (45%) and takes similar actions (43%) as them (Table 24). An overall average (i.e., mean) 

similarity score was computed from these five statements, which was 3.34 out of a maximum of 
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5 where 1 represents the least similar and 5 represents the most similar. Landowners in the East 

perceived the lowest mean similarity (M = 3.08), whereas those on the Coast (M = 3.52) reported 

the highest similarity. Respondents in the East and Portland regions were least likely to feel that 

ODFW shares similar values, opinions, and goals, and thinks similarly and takes similar actions. 

Those living on the Coast were more likely to report similar opinions, goals, and thoughts. 

Compared to landowners who have experienced beaver impacts before, respondents who have 

not had any impacts had higher mean similarity with ODFW and were more likely to agree that 

they shared similar values, opinions, goals, actions, and thoughts as this agency (Table 25). 

Table 24.  Landowner perceptions of similarity with ODFW for each region 1 

I feel that the Oregon Department of 
Fish and Wildlife: 

 
East 

 
Coast 

 
Portland 

 
Southwest 

 
Total 

2 or F 
value 

 
p value 

V 
or η 

Shares similar values as I do 53 62 53 57 56   7.41    .060 .08 

Shares similar opinions as I do 47 57 50 54 52   8.35    .039 .08 

Shares similar goals as I do 48 58 48 53 52   8.25    .041 .08 

Thinks in a similar way as I do 40 52 42 46 45 11.26    .010 .09 

Takes similar actions as I would 39 49 38 45 43 10.57    .014 .09 

Average (mean) similarity score 2 3.08a 3.52b 3.41b 3.38b 3.34 11.18 < .001 .16 
1  Cell entries are percentages (%) that agreed (slightly or strongly) with each statement. 
2  Represents the overall average (mean) on 5-point scale for all 5 items combined where 1 represents the least similarity with 

ODFW and 5 represents the most similarity. Means with different letter superscripts differ at p < .05 using Tamhane’s T2 post-
hoc tests for unequal variances. Cronbach alpha reliability = 0.96. 

Table 25.  Landowner perceptions of similarity with ODFW for those who have and have not experienced beaver damage a 

I feel that the Oregon Department of 
Fish and Wildlife: 

Never any 
beaver damage 

Beaver damage 
at least once 

 
Total 

2 or t 
value 

 
p value 

 or 
rpb 

Shares similar values as I do 57 50 56 4.25    .039 .06 

Shares similar opinions as I do 53 46 52 4.50    .034 .06 

Shares similar goals as I do 54 43 52 8.92    .003 .08 

Thinks in a similar way as I do 46 38 45 4.72    .030 .06 

Takes similar actions as I would 44 36 43 4.50    .034 .06 

Average (mean) similarity score b 3.39 3.07 3.34 3.90 < .001 .12 
a  Cell entries are percentages (%) that agreed (slightly or strongly) with each statement. 
b  Represents the overall average (mean) on 5-point scale for all 5 items combined where 1 represents the least similarity with ODFW 

and 5 represents the most similarity. Cronbach alpha reliability = 0.96. 

Landowners were then asked the extent that they disagreed or agreed with eight statements 

measuring their level of social trust in ODFW (e.g., trust to provide the best available information 

about wildlife issues, trust to properly address wildlife issues). The largest proportions of 

respondents agreed that they trusted ODFW to provide the best available information about 

wildlife issues (70%), provide truthful information (67%), provide enough information to decide 
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what actions to take regarding wildlife (66%), and use the best available science to inform 

wildlife management (65%; Table 26). The majority of landowners also agreed that they trusted 

ODFW to provide timely information about wildlife issues (64%), properly address wildlife 

issues (60%), and make good wildlife management decisions (59%). The fewest landowners 

agreed that they trusted ODFW to use public input to inform wildlife management (57%). An 

overall average (i.e., mean) trust score was computed from these eight statements, which was 3.66 

out of a maximum of 5 where 1 represents the least social trust and 5 represents the most trust. 

Landowners in the East had a significantly lower trust score (M = 3.35) than those in the other 

regions (M = 3.76 to 3.83), and were less likely than those in the other regions to agree with each 

of the eight trust statements. Respondents who have experienced impacts caused by beavers were 

also less likely (M = 3.37) than those who have not experienced impacts (M = 3.73) to trust this 

agency (Table 27). Those who have experienced beaver impacts were also less likely than those 

who have not experienced impacts to agree with each of the eight trust statements. 

Table 26.  Landowner trust in ODFW for each region 1 

Trust the Oregon Department of 
Fish and Wildlife to: 

 
East 

 
Coast 

 
Portland 

 
Southwest 

 
Total 

2 or F 
value 

 
p value 

V 
or η 

Provide the best available information 
about wildlife issues 

62 73 73 74 70 15.37   .002 .11 

Provide truthful information about 
wildlife issues 

56 72 73 70 67 30.14 < .001 .15 

Provide me with enough information 
to decide what actions I should take 
regarding wildlife 

58 70 68 71 66 15.18   .002 .11 

Use the best available science to 
inform management of wildlife 

56 71 68 67 65 22.81 < .001 .13 

Provide timely information about 
wildlife issues 

55 70 64 69 64 23.23 < .001 .13 

Properly address wildlife issues 50 65 66 61 60 22.61 < .001 .13 

Make good decisions regarding 
management of wildlife 

47 66 65 62 59 37.95 < .001 .17 

Use public input to inform 
management of wildlife 

47 61 59 61 57 20.40 < .001 .12 

Average (mean) trust score 2 3.35a 3.83b 3.77b 3.76b 3.66 15.57 < .001 .18 
1  Cell entries are percentages (%) that agreed (slightly or strongly) with each statement. 
2  Represents the overall average (mean) on 5-point scale for all 8 items combined where 1 represents the lowest trust in ODFW 

and 5 represents the highest trust. Means with different letter superscripts differ at p < .05 using Tamhane’s T2 post-hoc tests for 
unequal variances. Cronbach alpha reliability = 0.97. 
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Table 27.  Landowner trust in ODFW for those who have and have not experienced beaver damage a 

Trust the Oregon Department of 
Fish and Wildlife to: 

Never any 
beaver damage 

Beaver damage 
at least once 

 
Total 

2 or t 
value 

 
p value 

 or
rpb 

Provide the best available information 
about wildlife issues 

72 60 70 13.13 < .001 .10 

Provide truthful information about 
wildlife issues 

69 57 67 12.03    .001 .10 

Provide me with enough information 
to decide what actions I should take 
regarding wildlife 

68 57 66 12.06    .001 .10 

Use the best available science to 
inform management of wildlife 

68 54 65 15.35 < .001 .11 

Provide timely information about 
wildlife issues 

67 54 64 14.11 < .001 .11 

Properly address wildlife issues 62 49 60 14.11 < .001 .10 

Make good decisions regarding 
management of wildlife 

62 49 59 13.60 < .001 .10 

Use public input to inform 
management of wildlife 

59 48 57   8.85    .003 .08 

Average (mean) trust score b 3.73 3.37 3.66   4.36 < .001 .13 
a  Cell entries are percentages (%) that agreed (slightly or strongly) with each statement. 
b  Represents the overall average (mean) on 5-point scale for all 8 items combined where 1 represents the lowest trust in ODFW 

and 5 represents the highest trust. Cronbach alpha reliability = 0.97. 

Preferred Sources for Information about Beavers. Respondents were asked by what means, if 

any, they would prefer to receive information about beavers in Oregon. Across all landowners, a 

pamphlet or brochure was the most preferred media source for landowners to receive information 

about beavers (49%; Table 28). Newspapers (41%), government agency websites (34%), and 

television news (30%) were also preferred by at least 30% of respondents. However, 29% of 

landowners indicated that they did not need information about beavers. Landowners in the East 

were more likely than those in the other regions to say that they did not need information about 

beavers and were also least likely to want information from pamphlets, agency websites, 

television news, email, radio, other websites, or conservation / environmental groups. Conversely, 

respondents living in Portland were least likely to say that they did not want information and were 

also most likely to prefer information from these sources. Preferred sources of information about 

beavers did not differ between those who have versus have not experienced beaver impacts (Table 

29). Respondents were also asked what they would like to know about beavers, their impacts, and 

/ or how to coexist with them, and verbatim responses are listed in Appendix A. 
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Table 28.  Landowner preferred sources of any information about beavers for each region a 

 East Coast Portland Southwest Total 2 value p value V 

Pamphlet / brochure 42 52 51 50 49   8.48    .037 .08 

Newspapers 39 42 46 37 41   5.23    .156 .06 

Government agency internet website 29 34 46 27 34 29.15 < .001 .15 

Television news 22 33 36 30 30 18.96 < .001 .12 

Do not need information about beavers 36 25 23 31 29 17.40 < .001 .11 

Magazines 22 23 23 19 22   1.99    .573 .04 

Email 16 20 30 17 20 21.36 < .001 .13 

Public information meeting / session 23 17 20 18 20   5.82    .121 .07 

Other television program 16 22 19 18 19   4.96    .175 .06 

Radio 15 18 24 14 18 12.93    .005 .10 

Other internet website 14 19 27 14 18 21.95 < .001 .13 

Conservation / environmental groups 12 20 25 13 17 23.12 < .001 .13 

Compact disk or DVD 16 20 14 16 16   4.51    .211 .06 

VCR tape   4   4   3   3   4   0.90    .826 .03 

Other   2   2   2   3   2   1.20    .752 .03 
a  Cell entries are percentages (%) that do not sum to 100% because respondents could check more than one item from the list. 

Table 29.  Landowner preferred sources of any information about beavers for those who have and have not 
experienced beaver damage a 

 Never any 
beaver damage 

Beaver damage 
at least once 

 
Total 

 
2 value 

 
p value 

 
 

Pamphlet / brochure 49 48 49 0.13 .723 .01 

Newspapers 42 36 41 3.64 .057 .05 

Government agency internet website 34 30 34 1.62 .202 .04 

Television news 31 26 30 2.63 .105 .04 

Do not need information about beavers 29 27 29 0.39 .530 .02 

Magazines 22 21 22 0.03 .861 .01 

Email 20 21 20 0.06 .812 .01 

Public information meeting / session 20 18 20 0.43 .512 .02 

Other television program 19 18 19 0.06 .809 .01 

Radio 18 14 18 3.08 .079 .05 

Other internet website 18 19 18 0.08 .783 .01 

Conservation / environmental groups 18 14 17 2.96 .085 .05 

Compact disk or DVD 16 19 16 1.76 .185 .04 

VCR tape   3   6   4 4.13 .042 .06 

Other   3   2   2 0.38 .539 .02 
a  Cell entries are percentages (%) that do not sum to 100% because respondents could check more than one item from the list. 

Section Summary 

 Landowners were most likely to think that state agencies should be responsible for 

addressing beaver impacts on private property (84%), followed by residents experiencing 
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the problems themselves (60%). This trend was consistent across regions and for those 

who have and have not experienced impacts caused by beavers. Less than the majority 

believed that federal agencies (49%), local or county agencies (48%), animal control 

personnel (34%), regulated trappers (26%), and citizen groups (13%) were responsible. 

 The majority of landowners perceived that they shared similar values (56%), opinions 

(52%), and goals (52%) as ODFW. Less than half, however, perceived that they think in a 

similar way (45%) and would take similar actions (43%) as ODFW. Landowners in the 

East and those who experienced beaver impacts perceived the lowest similarity with 

ODFW. Those on the Coast and who have not had impacts reported the greatest similarity. 

 The largest proportions of landowners trusted ODFW to provide the best information 

(70%), truthful information (67%), and enough information to decide what actions to take 

regarding wildlife (66%), and use the best available science to inform management (65%). 

The fewest landowners agreed that they trusted ODFW to use public input to inform 

wildlife management (57%). Landowners in the East and those who have previously 

experienced impacts caused by beavers had the lowest trust in ODFW. 

 Pamphlets or brochures (49%) and newspapers (41%) were the most preferred sources for 

receiving information about beavers, but 29% of landowners said that they did not need 

information about beavers. Those living in the East were more likely than those in other 

regions to say that they did not need information and were least likely to want information 

from various sources. Respondents in Portland, on the other hand, were least likely to not 

want information and were most likely to prefer information from various sources. 

Landowner Sociodemographic Characteristics 

Environmental Value Orientations. The public is heterogeneous and often exhibits different 

preferences, attitudes, and behaviors in relation to natural resource issues such as wildlife. To 

understand various subgroups of the public, individuals have been grouped according to their 

value orientations toward general objects or natural resources (Bright, Manfredo, & Fulton, 

2000; Vaske & Needham, 2007). Value orientations refer to general classes of objects and are 

revealed through the pattern, direction, and intensity of basic beliefs (Fulton, Manfredo, & 

Lipscomb, 1996; Vaske & Donnelly, 1999). Value orientations toward wildlife, for example, 

have been reliably measured by asking individuals how strongly they identify with biocentric or 

protectionist belief statements (e.g., “wildlife should have equal rights as humans”) and 
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utilitarian or use beliefs about wildlife (e.g., “wildlife should be used by humans to add to the 

quality of human life;” Bright et al., 2000; Fulton et al., 1996). In most studies, these basic 

beliefs have reliably and consistently factored into value orientation continuums such as the 

biocentric – anthropocentric continuum for broader environmental value orientations (Steel, List, 

& Shindler, 1994; Vaske & Donnelly, 1999) and the protection – use continuum for value 

orientations related to more specific objects such as forests and wildlife (Bright et al., 2000; 

Fulton et al., 1996; Needham, 2010; Vaske & Needham, 2007). An anthropocentric or use 

orientation reflects human centered or utilitarian views of the nonhuman world (Eckersley, 

1992). This approach assumes that providing for human use and benefits are the primary goals of 

natural resource allocation and management regardless of whether uses are for commodity (e.g., 

timber), aesthetic, or physical (e.g., recreation) benefits. Natural resources are viewed as 

materials to be used by humans and there is little recognition that nonhuman aspects of nature are 

valuable in their own right or for their own sake (Scherer & Attig, 1983). A use orientation 

emphasizes the instrumental value of natural resources for humans rather than any inherent 

worth of these resources (Vaske, Donnelly, Williams, & Jonker, 2001). 

A biocentric or protectionist value orientation is a more nature centered approach. The value of 

ecosystems, species, and natural resources is elevated to a more prominent level (Eckersley, 

1992). Human needs and desires are still important, but are viewed within a larger perspective. 

This approach assumes that environmental and natural resource objects have instrumental and 

inherent worth, and that human uses and benefits are not always the most important uses of these 

resources. In a natural resource management context, these inherent values are to be respected 

and preserved even if they conflict with human centered values (Thompson & Barton, 1994; 

Vaske et al., 2001). Biocentric or protectionist orientations and anthropocentric or use 

orientations are not mutually exclusive; they can be arrayed along continuums with biocentric or 

protectionist orientations at one end and anthropocentric or use orientations at the other end; the 

midpoint represents a mix of these two extremes (Vaske & Donnelly, 1999). Users arranged 

along this value orientation continuum can then be grouped into more meaningful homogeneous 

subgroups (Bright et al., 2000; Vaske & Needham, 2007). These value orientations are important 

because they can be used to predict higher order cognitions such as attitudes, behavioral 

intentions, and actual behavior toward natural resource issues (Fulton et al., 1996; Vaske & 

Donnelly, 1999). Individuals with more biocentric or protectionist orientations, for example, may 
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be less inclined to engage in behavior such as trapping or hunting, and may be more likely to 

support policies such as wildlife reintroduction or protection. 

Table 30.  Reliability analyses of NEP variables measuring broad environmental value orientations 
 
 
Orientations and variables 

 
 

Mean a 

Percent 
Agree 
(%) 

 
Item total 
correlation 

Alpha 
(α) if 

deleted 

 
Cronbach
alpha (α) 

Anthropocentric orientation     .77 

Humans have the right to modify the natural environment 
to suit their needs 

-0.09 44 .50 .75  

Humans were meant to rule over the rest of nature -0.59 27 .64 .68  

The so-called ecological crisis facing humans has been 
greatly exaggerated 

-0.47 31 .58 .71  

The balance of nature is strong enough to cope with 
impacts of modern industrial nations 

-0.97 15 .59 .71  

Biocentric orientation     .87 

If things continue on their present course, we will soon 
experience a major ecological catastrophe 

0.42 55 .67 .85  

We are approaching the limit of the number of people the 
earth can support 

0.49 56 .64 .86  

The balance of nature is very delicate and easily upset 0.75 67 .67 .85  

When humans interfere with nature, it often produces 
disastrous consequences 

0.79 68 .68 .85  

Plants and animals have as much right as humans to exist 0.81 68 .63 .86  

Humans are severely abusing the environment 0.90 72 .74 .84  

Overall environmental value orientation index     .89 
a  Variables measured on 5-point recoded scales of -2 strongly disagree to +2 strongly agree. 

Broad environmental value orientations of landowners were measured using 10 variables from 

the popular New Environmental Paradigm scale (NEP, Dunlap & Van Liere, 1978) and its more 

recent version, the Revised New Ecological Paradigm scale (Dunlap, Van Liere, Mertig, & 

Jones, 2000). These variables are shown in Table 30. On average, landowners agreed with the six 

biocentric variables and disagreed with the four anthropocentric variables. For example, 

respondents agreed most strongly with the belief statement that “humans are severely abusing the 

environment” (72% agreed) and disagreed most strongly with the statement that “the balance of 

nature is strong enough to cope with impacts of modern industrial nations” (only 15% agreed). 

Measurement reliability of variables measuring these dimensions was examined using 

Cronbach’s alpha (α) reliability coefficients, which ranges from 0 (no reliability) to 1 (perfect 

reliability). An alpha coefficient of ≥ 0.65 is considered by most researchers to be acceptable and 

indicates that multiple items are measuring the same broad concept or dimension, and justifies 

combining individual variables into broad composite indices representing these dimensions 
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(Cortina, 1993; Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994; Vaske, 2008). The alpha reliability coefficients 

were 0.77 for the anthropocentric orientation and 0.87 for the biocentric orientation, suggesting 

that variables for each reliably measured their respective orientation (Table 30). Deletion of any 

variable from its respective orientation did not improve reliability and overall reliability of the 

final environmental value orientation scale was high at 0.89. 

K-means cluster analysis was then performed on these variables to group landowners. Cluster 

analysis classifies individuals into groups based on statistical patterns of responses across 

multiple variables or factors (Hair & Black, 2000). A series of two to six group cluster analyses 

showed that a three group solution provided the best fit for the data. To validate this solution, the 

data were randomly sorted and a cluster analysis was conducted after each of four random sorts. 

These analyses supported the solution identifying three distinct clusters of individuals, labeled: 

 Biocentric orientation – 42% 

 Mixed anthropocentric – biocentric orientation – 40% 

 Anthropocentric orientation – 18% 

These groups were compared in terms of their responses to the original value orientation belief 

statements. Respondents with an anthropocentric orientation reported agreement with all four of 

the anthropocentric statements and disagreement with all six biocentric variables. Those with a 

biocentric orientation reported agreement with all of the biocentric variables and disagreement 

with all anthropocentric variables. Responses from those with a mixed anthropocentric – 

biocentric orientation fell in between these two groups. 

Table 31.  Landowner environmental value orientations for each region a 

 East Coast Portland Southwest Total 

Biocentric orientation cluster 29 45 56 41 42 

Mixed orientation cluster 43 43 37 37 40 

Anthropocentric orientation cluster 28 12   8 22 18 

a  Cell entries are percentages (%). 2 = 78.80, p < .001, V = .17. 

In total, the largest proportion of landowners surveyed had a biocentric (i.e., nature-oriented) 

environmental value orientation (42%) and the smallest proportion had an anthropocentric 

orientation (i.e., human-oriented, 18%). There was, however, a statistically significant difference 

among the four regions. The East region contained the fewest landowners with a biocentric 
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orientation (29%) and the most with an anthropocentric orientation (28%), whereas the Portland 

region contained the fewest with an anthropocentric orientation (8%) and the most with a 

biocentric orientation (56%; Table 31). In addition, landowners who have never experienced any 

impacts caused by beavers were most likely to have a biocentric environmental orientation 

(43%), whereas those who have experienced impacts from beavers were relatively evenly split 

among the three value orientation groups (Table 32). 

Table 32.  Landowner environmental value orientations for those who have and have not experienced beaver damage a 

 Never any beaver 
damage  

Beaver damage at least 
once 

Total 

Biocentric orientation cluster 43 34 42 

Mixed orientation cluster 41 36 40 

Anthropocentric orientation cluster 16 30 18 

a  Cell entries are percentages (%). 2 = 23.78, p < .001, V = .15. 

Wildlife Value Orientations. Research has also measured value orientations toward specific 

objects such as forests and wildlife, as opposed to just broader environmental value orientations. 

This is especially important in the context of a wildlife species such as beavers, which is the 

focus of this project. An individual’s specific value orientation toward wildlife, therefore, was 

constructed from five survey variables designed to measure protectionist basic beliefs toward 

wildlife and four variables measuring use related beliefs about wildlife. These variables are 

shown in Table 33. On average, respondents disagreed with all of the use related variables and 

agreed with most of the protectionist variables (Table 33). For example, respondents agreed most 

strongly with the belief statement that “wildlife should be protected for their own sake rather 

than to simply meet the needs of humans” (71% agreed) and disagreed most strongly with the 

statement that “humans should manage wildlife so that only humans benefit” (only 6% agreed). 

Alpha reliability coefficients were 0.79 for the use orientation and 0.80 for the protectionist 

orientation, suggesting that variables for each reliably measured their respective orientation 

(Table 33). Deletion of any variable from its respective orientation did not improve reliability 

and reliability of the final scale measuring value orientations toward wildlife was high at 0.84. 
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Table 33.  Reliability analyses of variables measuring specific wildlife value orientations 
 
 
Orientations and variables 

 
 

Mean a

Percent 
Agree 
(%) 

 
Item total 
correlation 

Alpha 
(α) if 

deleted 

 
Cronbach
alpha (α)

Use orientation toward wildlife     .79 

Humans should manage wildlife so that only humans benefit -1.48   6 .46 .79  

The needs of humans are more important than the needs of wildlife -0.37 32 .56 .76  

The primary value of wildlife is to provide benefits for humans -0.84 19 .68 .69  

Wildlife exists primarily to be used by humans -1.15 12 .70 .68  

Protectionist orientation toward wildlife     .80 

The rights of wildlife are more important than human uses of wildlife -0.34 28 .48 .79  

Wildlife should be protected for their own sake rather than to simply 
meet the needs of humans 

0.90 71 .47 .79  

I care about wildlife as much as I do other people 0.24 48 .59 .75  

Wildlife are like family so they should be protected 0.06 43 .69 .72  

We should focus on doing what is best for wildlife instead of what 
is best for humans 

-0.35 26 .65 .73  

Overall wildlife value orientation index     .84 
a  Variables measured on 5-point recoded scales of -2 strongly disagree to +2 strongly agree. 

K-means cluster analysis was then performed on these variables to group respondents based on 

their wildlife value orientations. A series of two to six group cluster analyses showed that a three 

group solution provided the best fit for the data. To validate this solution, the data were randomly 

sorted and a cluster analysis was conducted after each of four random sorts. These additional 

analyses supported the solution identifying three distinct groups of individuals, labeled: 

 Protectionist orientation – 38% 

 Mixed protection – use orientation – 44% 

 Use orientation – 19% 

These groups were compared in terms of their responses to the original wildlife value orientation 

belief statements. Respondents with a use orientation toward wildlife reported agreement with all 

four of the use oriented statements and disagreement with all five protectionist variables. Those 

with a protectionist wildlife orientation reported agreement with all of the protectionist variables 

and disagreement with all use oriented variables. Responses from those with a mixed orientation 

fell in between these two groups. 
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Table 34.  Landowner wildlife value orientations for each region a 

 East Coast Portland Southwest Total 

Protectionist orientation cluster 26 45 46 36 38 

Mixed orientation cluster 43 43 47 42 44 

Use orientation cluster 31 12   7 21 19 

a  Cell entries are percentages (%). 2 = 84.28, p < .001, V = .18. 

In total, the largest proportion of landowners surveyed had a mixed protection – use value 

orientation toward wildlife (44%), the smallest proportion had a purely use orientation (i.e., 

human-oriented, 19%), and 38% had a protectionist orientation toward wildlife (Table 34). There 

was, however, a statistically significant difference among the four regions. The East region 

contained the fewest landowners with a protectionist wildlife orientation (26%) and the most 

with a use related orientation (31%), whereas the Portland region contained the fewest with use 

orientations (7%) and the most with protectionist orientations toward wildlife (46%; Table 34). 

In addition, landowners who have never experienced any impacts caused by beavers were more 

likely to have a protectionist orientation toward wildlife (40%), whereas those who have 

experienced impacts from beavers were more likely to have a use orientation (30%; Table 35). 

Table 35.  Landowner wildlife value orientations for those who have and have not experienced beaver damage a 

 Never any beaver 
damage  

Beaver damage at least 
once 

Total 

Protectionist orientation cluster 40 29 38 

Mixed orientation cluster 44 42 44 

Use orientation cluster 16 30 19 

a  Cell entries are percentages (%). 2 = 24.98, p < .001, V = .15. 

Property Characteristics. The majority of respondents surveyed owned their current property 

(86%), and the average length of residence at this property was 16 years (Table 36). In total, 63% 

of respondents resided in property that was less than five acres in size with 40% living on 

property less than one acre in size. The average household size was between two and three 

residents, and 78% of households contained no children or youth under the age of 18 years old.  

Neither the proportion of respondents who owned their current property nor the average length of 

living at this property differed among the four regions. Those living in the East were most likely 

to have the largest property (48% with 10 acres or more), whereas those in Portland were most 

likely to have the smallest (83% with less than one acre). Household sizes were slightly smaller 
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on the Coast (M = 2.2 individuals) and those in Portland (32%) were more likely than the other 

regions (16% to 23%) to have people under the age of 18 years old living in the household.  

Table 36.  Landowner property characteristics for each region a 

  
East 

 
Coast 

 
Portland 

 
Southwest 

 
Total

2 or F 
value 

 
p value 

V 
or η 

Own or rent current property        11.78    .067 .07 
     Own 87 85 82 89 86    
     Rent / Lease 11 14 16   9 12    
     Other   2   1   2   3   2    

Years at current property        27.61    .068 .08 
     Less than 5 years 15 22 26 20 20    
     5 – 9 years 20 21 23 23 22    
     10 – 14 years 18 13 13 16 15    
     15 – 19 years 12 14   8   9 11    
     20 – 29 years 14 16 13 16 15    
     30 – 39 years 10   8 10   9   9    
     40 or more years 11   7   8   8   8    
     Average (mean) years 17.3 15.3 14.6 15.7 15.8     2.42    .064 .07 

Size of property      476.64 < .001 .35 
     Less than 1.00 acre 24 42 83 25 40    
     1.00 to 4.99 acres 12 31 13 34 23    
     5.00 to 9.99 acres 17 11   2 21 14    
     10.00 to 19.99 acres   9   6   0   9   6    
     20.00 to 49.99 acres 11   5   1   7   6    
     50.00 to 99.99 acres   6   3   1   2   3    
     100.00 to 999.999 acres 14   2   1   2   5    
     1000.00 acres or more   8   1   0   0   3    

Number of people in household        45.84 < .001 .10 
     1 person 16 20 20 13 17    
     2 people 57 54 38 56 52    
     3 people 12 15 19 13 15    
     4 people   9   7 16 12 11    
     5 or more people   6   4   6   6   6    
     Average (mean) people 2.3ab 2.2a 2.5b 2.5b 2.4     5.30    .001 .11 

Number of people under 
18 years of age in household 

       27.95 < .001 .08 

     0 people 77 84 68 80 78    
     1 person 10   7 13   8   9    
     2 people   9   5 14   8   9    
     3 or more people   4   3   5   4   4    
a  Cell entries are percentages (%) unless specified as averages (means). 
   Means with different letter superscripts differ at p < .05 using Tamhane’s T2 post-hoc tests for unequal variances. 

Those who have experienced impacts caused by beavers did not differ from those who have not 

experienced impacts in terms of ownership of their current property, household size, or number 

of children in the household (Table 37). Those who have experienced impacts, however, were 

more likely (M = 19 years) than those who have not experienced impacts (M = 15 years) to have 
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spent more years living at their current property. Those who have experienced beaver impacts 

were also more likely to reside on larger properties than those who have not experienced beaver 

impacts. Almost half (45%) of those who have not experienced beaver impacts reside on 

property that is less than one acre in size, whereas 22% of respondents who have experienced 

impacts live on property less than one acre in size and 42% live on property of 10 acres or larger. 

Table 37.  Landowner property characteristics for those who have and have not experienced beaver damage a 

 Never any 
beaver damage 

Beaver damage 
at least once 

 
Total 

2 or t 
value 

 
p value 

 or 
rpb 

Own or rent current property       0.42    .809 .02 
     Own 86 87 86    
     Rent / Lease 12 11 12    
     Other   2   2   2    

Years at current property      24.95 < .001 .13 
     Less than 5 years 21 18 20    
     5 – 9 years 24 13 22    
     10 – 14 years 16 14 15    
     15 – 19 years 10 14 11    
     20 – 29 years 14 17 15    
     30 – 39 years   8 12   9    
     40 or more years   7 12   8    
     Average (mean) years 14.9 18.8 15.8    3.79 < .001 .11 

Size of property    107.38 < .001 .31 
     Less than 1.00 acre 45 22 40    
     1.00 to 4.99 acres 24 21 23    
     5.00 to 9.99 acres 13 14 14    
     10.00 to 19.99 acres   6   7   6    
     20.00 to 49.99 acres   6   9   6    
     50.00 to 99.99 acres   3   5   3    
     100.00 to 999.999 acres   3 13   5    
     1000.00 acres or more   1   8   3    

Number of people in household       3.32    .505 .05 
     1 person 18 14 17    
     2 people 51 54 52    
     3 people 14 16 15    
     4 people 11 11 11    
     5 or more people   6   5   6    
     Average (mean) people 2.4 2.4 2.4     0.11    .916 .01 

Number of people under 
18 years of age in household 

       2.47    .480 .04 

     0 people 77 81 78    
     1 person 10   8   9    
     2 people   9   8   9    
     3 or more people   4   3   4    
a  Cell entries are percentages (%) unless specified as averages (means). 
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Most respondents currently use their property for residential purposes (86%; Table 38) although 

other land uses reported by at least 10% of landowners include livestock grazing (24%), 

agriculture for annuals (16%), timber / forestry management (13%), orchards (11%), and hunting 

(11%). These land use activities differed among the four regions. Landowners in Portland 

reported the highest frequency of residential land use (95%), whereas those in the East reported 

the lowest (75%). Those in the East were most likely to use their land for livestock (53%), 

agriculture – annuals (28%), hunting (27%), timber / forestry management (18%), and all-terrain 

vehicle recreation (13%). Landowners on the Coast reported a similar frequency as those in the 

East for using their land for timber (17%). In addition, 13% of respondents in the East and 

Southwest and 10% living on the Coast used their land for orchards. Respondents who have 

experienced beaver impacts were less likely than those who have not experienced impacts to use 

their land for residential activity and were more likely to use their land for livestock, agriculture, 

timber, orchards, hunting, all-terrain vehicle recreation, beekeeping, and trapping (Table 39). 

Table 38.  Landowner current activities on their property for each region a 

 East Coast Portland Southwest Total 2 value p value V 

Residential 75 91 95 84 86   67.14 < .001 .22 

Livestock grazing 53 11   2 20 24 302.30 < .001 .47 

Agriculture – annuals 28   8   5 19 16   88.22 < .001 .25 

Timber / forestry management 18 17   2 11 13   59.26 < .001 .18 

Orchards 13 10   4 13 11   20.95 < .001 .12 

Hunting 27   8   1   5 11 144.97 < .001 .33 

Agriculture – perennials   9   5   5   5   6     5.78    .123 .07 

All-terrain vehicle recreation 13   5   0   3   5   60.59 < .001 .20 

Vineyard or hops production   3   0   3   5   3   27.46 < .001 .12 

Beekeeping   3   1   3   5   3     9.63    .022 .08 

Commercial / industrial   3   1   1   2   2     3.76    .288 .05 

Trapping   6   1   0   1   2   37.26 < .001 .17 
a  Cell entries are percentages (%) that do not sum to 100% because respondents could check more than one item from the list. 
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Table 39.  Landowner current activities on their property for those who have and have not experienced beaver damage a 

 Never any 
beaver damage 

Beaver damage 
at least once 

 
Total 

 
2 value 

 
p value 

 
 

Residential 88 78 86 14.32 < .001 .11 

Livestock grazing 19 42 24 58.12 < .001 .12 

Agriculture – annuals 13 25 16 20.76 < .001 .13 

Timber / forestry management   9 27 13 55.82 < .001 .22 

Orchards   9 16 11   9.58    .002 .09 

Hunting   7 27 11 68.88 < .001 .25 

Agriculture – perennials   5 10   6   8.68    .003 .09 

All-terrain vehicle recreation   4 12   5 20.77 < .001 .14 

Vineyard or hops production   2   5   3   3.18    .075 .05 

Beekeeping   3   6   3   6.93    .008 .08 

Commercial / industrial   2   3   2   2.33    .127 .05 

Trapping   1   8   2 40.57 < .001 .20 
a  Cell entries are percentages (%) that do not sum to 100% because respondents could check more than one item from the list. 

Table 40.  Landowner future activities on their property for each region a 

 East Coast Portland Southwest Total 2 value p value V 

Residential 72 87 94 79 82   63.01 < .001 .21 

Livestock grazing 56 14   2 22 25 288.09 < .001 .46 

Agriculture – annuals 26   9   5 16 15   68.34 < .001 .23 

Timber / forestry management 20 17   2 10 13   64.42 < .001 .20 

Orchards 17 12   4 12 12   28.94 < .001 .14 

Hunting 28   8   1   5 11 142.69 < .001 .33 

Agriculture – perennials 12   6   4   7   8   16.41    .001 .12 

Beekeeping   8   5   6   8   7     5.75    .124 .07 

All-terrain vehicle recreation 12   4   0   4   5   57.10 < .001 .20 

Vineyard or hops production   5   1   2   8   4   19.83 < .001 .12 

Subdivide / sell for development   5   3   3   6   4     6.30    .098 .07 

Commercial / industrial   4   1   2   4   3     5.46    .141 .06 

Trapping   8   1   0   1   3   50.96 < .001 .20 
a  Cell entries are percentages (%) that do not sum to 100% because respondents could check more than one item from the list. 

In the future, most respondents still want to use their land for residential purposes (82%; Table 

40). Livestock grazing (25%), agriculture – annuals (15%), timber / forestry management (13%), 
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orchards (12%), and hunting (11%) were other land use activities that many landowners hope to 

use their property for in the future. Landowners in Portland and on the Coast were more likely to 

want to use their land for residential purposes in the future, whereas respondents in the East were 

more likely to want to use their land for livestock grazing, agriculture – annuals, timber / forestry 

management, orchards, hunting, agriculture – perennials, and all-terrain vehicle recreation in the 

future. Those who have experienced impacts from beavers were less likely than those who have 

not experienced impacts to want to use their land for residential activities in the future, but were 

more likely to want to use their land for livestock, agriculture, timber, orchards, hunting, all-

terrain vehicle recreation, beekeeping, and trapping in the future (Table 41). 

Table 41.  Landowner future activities on their property for those who have and have not experienced beaver damage a 

 Never any 
beaver damage 

Beaver damage 
at least once 

 
Total 

 
2 value 

 
p value 

 
 

Residential 85 73 82 16.15 < .001 .12 

Livestock grazing 21  44 25 53.77 < .001 .21 

Agriculture – annuals 12 25 15 25.43 < .001 .15 

Timber / forestry management   9 28 13 56.87 < .001 .23 

Orchards 10 20 12 18.92 < .001 .13 

Hunting   8 26 11 60.85 < .001 .24 

Agriculture – perennials   6 12   8   9.37    .002 .09 

Beekeeping   6 10   7   5.14    .023 .07 

All-terrain vehicle recreation   4 12   5 20.26 < .001 .14 

Vineyard or hops production   4   4   4   0.01    .931 .00 

Subdivide / sell for development   4   6   4   2.50    .114 .05 

Commercial / industrial   3   3   3   0.08    .771 .01 

Trapping   1   9   3 41.40 < .001 .21 
a  Cell entries are percentages (%) that do not sum to 100% because respondents could check more than one item from the list. 

Demographic Characteristics. In total, 57% of respondents were male and 43% were female, the 

average age was 57 years old, and landowners surveyed have lived in Oregon for an average of 

38 years (Table 42). Most respondents participated in a number of activities related to wildlife; 

activities with the highest participation included watching wildlife related television shows or 

movies (84%), viewing wildlife (81%), reading books or magazines about wildlife (71%), and 

visiting zoos or aquariums (61%). Few respondents participate in trapping (5%). In total, 20% of 

respondents are members of an environmental or wildlife related organization (e.g., Ducks 

Unlimited, Audubon). The majority of respondents (60%) grew up in towns of less than 25,000 

people and education achievement was bimodal with 43% having completed at least a 4-year 

college degree and 34% having a high school diploma or less. 
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Table 42.  Landowner demographics for each region a 

 East Coast Portland Southwest Total 2 or F p value V or η 

Gender        42.16 < .001 .16 
     Male 69 53 45 59 57    
     Female 31 47 55 41 43    

Age        89.93 < .001 .15 
     20 – 29 years old   5   3   6   3   4    
     30 – 39 years old   7   5 16 10   9    
     40 – 49 years old 12 11 22 12 14    
     50 – 59 years old 26 27 26 27 26    
     60 – 69 years old 26 32 19 30 27    
     70 – 79 years old 19 16   4 13 14    
     80 or older   6   5   6   6   6    
     Average (mean) years 58.6a 59.0a 51.9b 57.9a 57.2   16.32 < .001 .19 

How long lived in Oregon        48.62    .001 .11 
     Less than 10 years   6 14 13 11 11    
     10 – 19 years 10 13 16 13 13    
     20 – 29 years 13 15 13 11 13    
     30 – 39 years 16 15 18 21 17    
     40 – 49 years 13 14 12 16 14    
     50 – 59 years 16 11 14 12 13    
     60 – 69 years 13 11 11 11 12    
     70 or more years 12   7   4   4   7    
     Average (mean) years 42.2a 36.0b 34.6b 36.1b 37.5     9.45 < .001 .14 

Wildlife related activities participated         
     Watch wildlife TV, video, movie 85 84 83 83 84     0.46    .928 .02 
     Wildlife viewing 87 80 75 80 81   18.03 < .001 .11 
     Read wildlife books, magazines 74 72 73 66 71     6.80    .079 .07 
     Visit zoos / aquariums 55 66 68 58 61   18.20 < .001 .11 
     Fishing 74 55 36 57 57   98.53 < .001 .26 
     Wildlife photography 54 43 35 40 44   28.50 < .001 .14 
     Hunting 64 29 17 39 39 177.35 < .001 .35 
     Trapping 10   4   1   2   5   35.04 < .001 .16 

Member of environmental / wildlife 
organization (Greenpeace, Audubon) 

     
    6.97    .073 .07 

     No 82 80 74 81 80    
     Yes 18 20 26 19 20    

Community where grew up      323.55 < .001 .28 
     Large city with 250,000 or more   8 18 42 14 19    
     City with 100,000 to 249,000   2   3 10   6   5    
     City with 50,000 to 99,999   5   6 12 14   9    
     Small city with 25,000 to 49,999   3   8   8 14   8    
     Town with 10,000 to 24,999 14   8 12 15 12    
     Town with 5,000 to 9,999 22 18   5   8 14    
     Small town with less than 5,000 11 18   4 13 12    
     Farm or rural area 37 22   9 18 22    

Highest education achieved        62.52 < .001 .12 
     Less than high school diploma   4   4   3   1   3    
     High school diploma or GED 31 36 17 35 31    
     2 year associates or trade school 24 25 20 26 24    
     4 year college degree (BS) 24 20 36 22 25    
     Advanced degree (PhD, MS, MD) 16 16 25 16 18    
a  Cell entries are percentages (%) unless specified as averages (means). 
   Means with different letter superscripts differ at p < .05 using Scheffe or Tamhane’s T2 post-hoc tests. 
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Table 43.  Landowner demographics for those who have and have not experienced beaver damage a 

 Never any 
beaver damage 

Beaver damage 
at least once 

 
Total 

2 or t 
value 

 
p value 

 or 
rpb 

Gender    31.44 < .001 .15 
     Male 53 72 57    
     Female 47 28 43    

Age    11.43    .046 .09 
     20 – 29 years old   5   3   4    
     30 – 39 years old 10   5   9    
     40 – 49 years old 14 13 14    
     50 – 59 years old 26 30 26    
     60 – 69 years old 27 29 27    
     70 – 79 years old 13 15 14    
     80 or older   6   6   6    
     Average (mean) years 56.6 58.8 57.2   2.41    .016 .06 

How long lived in Oregon    37.55 < .001 .16 
     Less than 10 years 12   7 11    
     10 – 19 years 15   5 13    
     20 – 29 years 13 12 13    
     30 – 39 years 17 17 17    
     40 – 49 years 13 17 14    
     50 – 59 years 13 17 13    
     60 – 69 years 12 13 12    
     70 or more years   6 12   7    
     Average (mean) years 35.9 43.5 37.5   5.32 < .001 .14 

Wildlife related activities participated       
     Watch wildlife TV, video, movie 84 82 84   0.61    .435 .02 
     Wildlife viewing 80 84 81   1.70    .193 .04 
     Read wildlife books, magazines 71 72 71   0.33    .566 .02 
     Visit zoos / aquariums 62 58 61   1.57    .210 .03 
     Fishing 54 69 57 18.57 < .001 .12 
     Wildlife photography 42 50 44   5.70    .017 .07 
     Hunting 35 57 39 42.25 < .001 .18 
     Trapping   3 13   5 33.93 < .001 .18 

Member of environmental / wildlife 
organization (Greenpeace, Audubon) 

   
  2.42    .120 .04 

     No 81 77 80    
     Yes 19 23 20    

Community where grew up    54.78 < .001 .20 
     Large city with 250,000 or more 21 11 19    
     City with 100,000 to 249,000   5   3   5    
     City with 50,000 to 99,999   9   5   9    
     Small city with 25,000 to 49,999   9   5   8    
     Town with 10,000 to 24,999 13   9 12    
     Town with 5,000 to 9,999 14 15 14    
     Small town with less than 5,000 12 15 12    
     Farm or rural area 19 37 22    

Highest education achieved      1.18    .882 .03 
     Less than high school diploma   3   2   3    
     High school diploma or GED 30 32 31    
     2 year associates or trade school 24 25 24    
     4 year college degree (BS) 25 25 25    
     Advanced degree (PhD, MS, MD) 18 17 18    
a  Cell entries are percentages (%) unless specified as averages (means). 
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These demographics, however, differed among the four regions. Those who responded from the 

East were most likely to be male (69%), whereas those who responded from Portland were most 

likely to be female (55%; Table 42). Respondents from Portland were, on average, slightly 

younger (M = 52 years) than those in the other regions (M = 58 to 59). Landowners in the East (M 

= 42 years) were more likely than those in the other regions (M = 35 to 36 years) to have resided in 

Oregon for a longer period of time. Those in the East were also more likely than those in the other 

regions to fish, photograph wildlife, hunt, and trap, whereas those in Portland were least likely to 

do these activities and most likely to visit zoos and aquariums. Landowners in Portland were more 

likely to have grown up in a larger city (i.e., population over 250,000; 42%), whereas those in the 

East and Coast regions were most likely to have grown up in a smaller town or rural area. 

Respondents from the Portland area were more likely to have a higher level of education 

completed, as 61% in this area had at least a 4-year college degree compared to 36% to 40% in the 

other regions. There was no statistical difference among these four regions in membership in 

environmental or wildlife related organizations. Landowners who have experienced impacts from 

beavers were statistically more likely than those who have not experienced impacts to be male, 

older, residents of Oregon for a longer period of time, participants in consumptive wildlife oriented 

recreation activities (e.g., fishing, hunting), and from smaller towns or rural areas (Table 43). 

Section Summary   

 The largest proportions of respondents had biocentric (nature-oriented) value orientations 

toward the environment in general (42%), and protectionist (38%) or mixed protection – 

use value orientations toward wildlife in particular (44%). Fewer landowners had 

anthropocentric (human-oriented) environmental value orientations (18%) or use related 

wildlife orientations (19%). Those in the East and who have experienced impacts caused 

by beavers, however, were more likely to have anthropocentric and use orientations. 

 Most respondents owned their current property (86%), the average length of residence at 

this property was 16 years, 63% lived on property that was smaller than five acres in size, 

the average household size was between two and three residents, and 78% of households 

contained nobody under the age of 18. Those living in the East had the largest property, 

whereas those in Portland had the smallest, and households in Portland were more likely 

to have people under the age of 18 living in the household. Those who have experienced 

beaver impacts were more likely than those who have not had impacts to have spent more 

years living at their current property and reside on larger properties. 
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 Most landowners currently use their land for residential purposes (86%) and plan to 

continue to do so in the future (82%). Those living in the East and who have experienced 

beaver impacts were much more likely to use their land currently and in the future for 

livestock grazing, agriculture, timber, hunting, all-terrain vehicle recreation, and trapping. 

 Respondents were more likely to be male (57%) than female (43%), had an average age 

of 57 years, have lived in Oregon for an average of 38 years, and grew up in small towns 

or rural areas (60% in towns with fewer than 25,000 people). Education achievement was 

bimodal with 43% having completed at least a 4-year college degree and 34% having a 

high school diploma or less. In total, 20% of respondents belonged to an environmental 

or wildlife related organization and most participated in activities related to wildlife. 

Those living in the East were more likely than those in other regions to be male, have 

lived longer in Oregon, grown up in rural areas or smaller towns, and participated in 

hunting, fishing, or trapping. Those living in the Portland region were more likely than 

those in other regions to be female, more highly educated, and visit zoos and aquariums. 

 Landowners who have experienced impacts from beavers in the past were more likely 

than those who have not experienced impacts to be male, older, residents of Oregon for a 

longer period of time, participants in consumptive wildlife oriented recreation activities 

(e.g., fishing, hunting), and from smaller towns or rural areas. 

MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on these results from this survey of landowners, the following broad recommendations, in 

no particular order, are proposed for management of beavers and their habitat in Oregon: 

 In total, 20% of landowners surveyed have experienced impacts caused by beavers with 

those living in the East (27%) and Coast (30%) even more likely than those in other 

regions to have experienced impacts. Likewise, 26% of landowners have previously had 

beavers on their property and 16% currently have beavers living on their property (20% 

in the East, 28% on the Coast). These percentages are not trivial and a large number of 

landowners in Oregon are actively dealing with beavers and their impacts. 

 Most landowners have seen beavers in the wild (85%) and were highly knowledgeable of 

factual information about beavers and their habitat (e.g., 8.7 / 10 knowledge questions 

answered correctly). Many respondents, however, said that they need more information 
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about how to coexist with beavers, and preferred sources for obtaining information 

included pamphlets, brochures, and direct mailings. From an outreach and education 

perspective, therefore, information on facts about beavers and their habitat may not be the 

best use of resources given that the public already seems to be knowledgeable about the 

species. Instead, an effective use of resources may be to disseminate information about 

how landowners can coexist with beavers, mechanisms for preventing beaver impacts, 

and any current resources available to landowners for mitigating beaver impacts. This 

information may be most useful to people living in proximity to beavers and their habitat. 

 The majority of landowners surveyed were interested in both seeing (65%) and having 

(57%) beavers on their property or neighboring properties, especially in the Coast region. 

In addition, landowners had more positive than negative attitudes and beliefs about 

beavers. Currently, state agencies are exploring the possibility of relocating beavers and 

restoring this species in various areas. Beaver relocation guidelines have been drafted and 

research has been conducted exploring the viability and success of beaver relocation. 

Results from this survey suggest that a large proportion of landowners may be amenable 

to having beavers on their property, but it remains a question of managers to ensure that 

the properties provide suitable habitat for successful beaver relocation and restoration. 

 Damage to trees was the most frequently reported incident (25%) and most substantial 

perceived problem (77%) associated with beavers on private property, especially in the 

East and Coast regions. Fewer than 10% of landowners, however, had taken actions such 

as wrapping trees to mitigate or prevent these types of impacts. An effective approach for 

managers may be to work with landowners to fix impacts and prevent future incidents 

such as tree damage caused by beavers. Providing information to landowners about how 

to coexist with beavers, wrapping trees, and providing equipment or labor to install things 

such as tree wrapping materials were all supported, on average, by landowners. 

 Landowners were least aware that beavers do not eat fish (65%) and beavers can create 

wetlands and ponds that are important for fish such as salmon (73%). Respondents were 

also least likely to believe that beavers are beneficial (58%). Beavers play an important 

role in maintaining aquatic and floodplain functions, and reintroduction efforts have 

begun to restore beavers to many areas in Oregon because they have been identified as 

tools for fisheries recovery, watershed health, and habitat restoration (e.g., Oregon Plan 

for Salmon and Watersheds, Oregon Conservation Strategy, Mid-Columbia Recovery 
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Plan). For these efforts to succeed, however, it will be imperative for agencies to have the 

understanding and support of landowners and other constituents. Increasing outreach and 

communication campaigns to aggressively target landowners and inform them about the 

fisheries and ecosystem benefits of beavers may assist in enhancing the cognitive 

linkages between beavers and indirect ecosystem benefits created by this species. 

 Although landowners were most concerned about potential impacts from beavers on their 

own property (71%) and neighboring properties (71%), relatively large proportions of 

respondents were also concerned about the spread of disease by beavers (48%) and health 

or safety of pets (44%), children (42%), and themselves due to beavers (30%). These 

health and safety concerns were most pronounced in the Portland area. Including clear 

and straightforward messages about health and safety risks associated with beavers and 

how to minimize these risks should be components of any public outreach information to 

minimize the probability that people are basing concerns on inaccurate information. 

 If beavers cause impacts on their own property or neighboring properties, landowners 

believed that doing nothing and leaving beavers alone were unacceptable. Educating 

landowners about how to coexist with beavers was the most acceptable management 

response. Wrapping trees, installing control devices and fences or screens, and capturing 

and relocating beavers were also acceptable. Removing beaver dams or lodges was even 

acceptable if the impact was severe (e.g., floods buildings). No matter how severe the 

impacts caused by beavers, however, lethal control (i.e., destroying beavers) and trying to 

frighten beavers away were perceived as unacceptable responses across all regions and 

even among landowners who have already experienced impacts from beavers. It is clear 

that a “kill first” approach is likely not acceptable for most landowners, so it is suggested 

that managers work with landowners to implement a variety of management techniques 

to mitigate current impacts and prevent future incidents associated with beavers. 

 Understanding how humans can coexist with beavers and the role of possible incentives 

in this process are crucial from a monitoring and technical assistance perspective if 

restoration measures are taken to reintroduce beavers into areas with the goal of 

improving aquatic systems, watersheds, and fish populations. Results from this project 

suggest that irrespective of the severity of impacts caused by beavers, it is unlikely that 

most respondents would avoid incentives and choose to not keep beavers on their 

property or a neighboring property. Instead, landowners may be likely to take advantage 
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of information sent to them about how to coexist with beavers, financial compensation to 

fix or prevent impacts, and in-person visits by experts and agency personnel to provide 

information, plant trees, and provide equipment or labor to enable them to retain beavers 

on their land. No single incentive was preferred over another, so managers could offer 

one incentive or a suite of incentives, as long as they were efficient and effective for 

addressing the impacts. It remains an issue for managers to identify on a case by case 

basis what management strategies and possible incentives would work best for a given 

property and then work alongside landowners to address current impacts and prevent 

future incidents. Regardless, most landowners surveyed believed that lethal control is 

largely unacceptable. Results suggest that landowners are willing to try any alternative 

management approaches and incentives, which is important because constituent support 

for retaining beavers on private land is necessary for helping to achieve the ecosystem 

(e.g., fish, watershed) benefits associated with restoring beavers and their habitats. 

 The greatest proportion of landowners (84%) believed that state agencies should be 

responsible for addressing problems with wildlife such as beavers on private property. 

The majority of respondents (60%), however, also believed that residents experiencing 

the problem themselves were also responsible. These results suggest that state agencies 

might work together collaboratively with private landowners to empower them to address 

beaver impacts. Collaboration may be possible given that the majority of landowners 

surveyed trusted agencies such as ODFW. Managers might also create a plan for 

communicating with landowners and implementing collaborative strategies for managing 

beavers and their habitat. This plan may be most effective if it is transparent, has clear 

lines of accountability and identifiable lines of communication, is created collaboratively 

with landowners and other stakeholders (e.g., watershed councils), and outlines 

measurable goals and objectives for managing beavers and their impacts. Managers 

should work with experts in the fields of outreach and agency – public communications 

to help develop and disseminate this communication and management plan. 

 The largest proportions of landowners had biocentric (i.e., nature-oriented; 42%) value 

orientations toward the environment in general and protectionist orientations toward 

wildlife in particular (38%), suggesting that strategies that have deleterious effects on 

beavers and their habitat are unlikely to be supported by a large number of landowners.  

Research has shown that individuals’ value orientations influence their attitudes, 
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intentions, and behaviors, so knowing landowner orientations can be useful for estimating 

possible reactions to potentially controversial management actions (e.g., relocation, lethal 

control). In addition, value orientations are stable and resistant to change, so attempts to 

inform individuals with biocentric or protectionist value orientations to consider adopting 

a favorable attitude and vote in support of actions that may be harmful to beavers and 

their habitat are unlikely to be successful. 

 There were some regional differences in landowner responses. Those living in the East 

and on the Coast, for example, had more experience with beavers on their property and 

dealing with impacts from beavers. Landowners in the East were also more likely than 

those in the other regions to: (a) be concerned about property impacts caused by beavers 

and have taken actions to deal with these impacts, (b) hold less positive attitudes toward 

beavers, (c) be less interested in having beavers on their land, (d) have the least trust in 

state wildlife agencies, (e) not want information about beavers, and (f) be least accepting 

of strategies and incentives designed to keep beavers on their land, and most accepting of 

lethal control and not retaining beavers on their property. On average, however, those in 

the East and all three other regions still had positive attitudes toward beavers, trusted 

state agencies, wanted information, and felt that non-lethal strategies were acceptable and 

preferred over lethal control, which they viewed as largely unacceptable irrespective of 

the severity of impacts caused by beavers. Regional-specific management might not be 

necessary, but agency awareness is needed regarding these regional differences, and that 

landowners in one region may be more amenable than those in other areas to certain 

tactics for managing beavers. 

 Appendix A is a listing of verbatim open-ended comments about information needs and 

other comments related to beavers and their management in the state. Many of these 

comments may provide insights for future planning and management. The most common 

comments, in no particular order, focused on the: (a) need for information and strategies 

about how to coexist with beavers instead of destroying them, (b) wanting more 

information about beaver location / distribution and population size, (c) concerns about 

impacts that beavers cause, (d) broader ecosystem benefits provided by beavers, (e) 

desire for beavers to be on their land or nearby, (f) concerns about human encroachment 

and damage to beaver habitat, (g) concerns about balancing the needs of beavers with 

those of humans, and (h) possible health and safety risks associated with beavers.
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APPENDIX A:  OPEN-ENDED COMMENTS 

Information Needs 

 I would like information on beavers and their habits. 
 Whatever information I need to protect my now chewed in half peach tree. Although, my grandchildren 

loved to see up close the marks the beaver left on each side of the tree. 
 Any and all information regarding beavers or any wildlife will be readily absorbed in this household. 
 I always thought beavers were helpful; I didn't think they were that destructive, so I would like to know 

more about them. 
 What help is available for landowners affected. 
 What health problems do beavers present to pets? 
 How long do beavers live? 
 How often do they reproduce? 
 How many young are birthed? 
 Why do beavers choose one area and stay there? 
 Natural history. 
 Historic populations and ranges. 
 Reintroduction programs back to historic ranges/sites. 
 Their range or territory spread. 
 Beavers existing in our neighboring property would likely have little impact on my property, but I would 

like information. 
 I already did research and know they are a positive impact to ecosystems. Can they harm humans? 
 What impact on water quality in public sources that could be a health issue. 
 I'm not real old but getting there, used to seem them 2-5 times a year but hardly see them anymore. Why? 
 Are Beavers causing a lot of statewide damage? This is the "Beaver" State, so where are all of them? 
 Usefulness of beaver impacts on streams and lands. 
 I would like to know more about the ecosystem created by beaver dams. 
 What the cost of Beaver damage is. 
 Health issues. 
 How to control if they create damage. 
 I want to know how to co-exist with them and perhaps enhance area for them. 
 Where are most of them, how can we help them and co-exist with them. 
 Do we have a healthy Beaver population in Oregon? 
 Do they pose any health threat to pets and children (when encountered in the wild)? 
 I would like to know how to coexist with them and their impacts. 
 What are the impacts of Beavers in this area? 
 How to coexist with them. How to be safe. 
 What to do if I have beavers on my land! 
 Could a beaver live in a ravine with a small stream running thru? 
 What diseases they can carry or transfer to pets and humans. 
 An occasional article in the newspaper or TV report 
 Co-existing with beavers should be a public education. Perhaps OPB? 
 All the information I could get. I would like one on my 20 acres. 
 Why nothing has been done about what damage they have caused. 
 What would keep beavers happy, out of trouble, and controlled on my property. 
 How to protect fruit trees in Baker City. 
 All I ever see is the negative impact they have on areas. 
 What trees will they eat? 
 Where are beavers currently causing problems? 
 What are current population levels? 
 If a beaver causes damage on my property, can I remove it? 
 I want to know if they are aggressive or dangerous. 
 I would mostly like information about damage mitigation. 
 How many are in Oregon now and where are they found? 



 
 

 
 Landowner Incentives and Tolerances for Managing Beaver Impacts 

 

 

74

 When I see one in my back yard at night, what do I do - they have been on my fence - first time last 
summer - they eat the neighbors garden food. 

 Is there a regulated hunting season for beavers? 
 How is the population being managed today? 
 Are beavers an issue in my area? 
 How much damage do they do to properties they live on? 
 To work with nature of beavers and impact of humans. How, what, "damage" do beaver dams cause to river 

flow and trees, and is there a positive impact? 
 Once they build dams, do they settle down for a while? 
 All available info. 
 Where beaver dams are located. 
 I know virtually nothing about beavers, so I need all the information I can get. 
 As much as possible. 
 How to keep them wild (as in not unknowingly cause them to look for food from me - skunks eating cat 

food in the garage comes to mind). 
 How to encourage better environments for beavers. 
 How Beaver families and communities are structured. 
 What causes beavers to enter, stay in, or leave an area. 
 How do we prevent beaver related bank erosion? 
 Blockage of areas where populations have existed for years should not happen. It's too late-there has to be a 

better answer. 
 I'd like to know if they can spread disease to pets or humans-bite or scratch. 
 Please send me a DVD. We live on the Alsea River. 
 Information about personal behavior and life. 
 Feel free to send whatever info you have. 
 Let people know where beavers should exist because I think most people are ignorant because beavers do 

not exist in the numbers or range that they have historically. 
 Is there any wild place to see beaver? 
 Are there urban beaver? 
 I live in the city of Portland and I have never seen a beaver, are they living in this area? 
 ODF&W does not evaluate individual circumstances. Every situation must fit within their set regulations. 

There should be more practical conversation. 
 Population numbers in specific areas, general info. 
 What to do if problems and who to contact. 
 I would like information about beavers based on the watershed I share with them. Johnson Creek Watershed. 
 How many properties are actually affected by over-flooding due to beavers? 
 I need basic information on beavers, impacts, and how to co-exist with them. 
 I would be interested in knowing their impact as I know virtually nothing about beavers. 
 I know very little about beavers and their habitats in general. Any information would be valuable. 
 How far do beavers wander from creeks and wetlands? 
 What human behaviors are impacting their existence? 
 Are they important for metropolitan areas? 
 What is the benefit in urban areas? 
 Is there a way to manage beavers in an urban environment. 
 How many really exist along the Springwater Corridor at the Willamette (I've only seen one in 10 years)? 
 How to protect growing trees while co-existing. 
 What concern should I have about my home being so close to Oaks Bottom and beavers that live there. 
 We live in the heart of  a residential neighborhood. We could, and do, co-exist with beavers in Oak's 

Bottom but could not live with beavers any closer. 
 Are there many beavers in Oaks Bottom? 
 Their distribution in Baker County. 
 How beavers and me and my family can co-exist? 
 What do beavers need to thrive in my area? 
 I would be interested in general information about beaver / human interaction. 
 How much problems are there with beavers here? 
 Impact on stream flow, water quality, and fish and other wildlife. 
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 I would like to know how beavers can thrive without impacting local residents. 
 Where can we find beavers in our area? 
 Their numbers, their effects on the human and natural environment, where they are found. 
 What makes a beaver leave its usual environment? 
 When would I most likely encounter a beaver (season, time of day)? 
 I know very little, being an urban dweller.  How do you maintain clear routes on salmon streams and allow 

beavers to build? 
 What impacts beavers have on the environment. 
 Good and bad aspects of having beavers on your land. 
 What would be the plan of action if we saw a beaver on our property.  
 I don't really understand how they help or hurt fish populations and spawning.  I understand the wetlands 

they create can benefit birds and other wildlife.  Would love to see beavers nearby. 
 I'd like to know about beavers, but not how to exist with them.  We have enough trouble with deer, 

opossum, and raccoons. 
 How best to co-exist, failing that, what i can do to protect my property. 
 I don't live in an area with beavers and have never experienced damage to property but would be interested 

to learn more about them. 
 Do beavers carry any diseases which might impact humans or livestock? 
 There has been no impact from beavers on my property- I can learn whatever I wish to know from many sources. 
 Everything 
 It would please me to know that are not around me. 
 I would like to know how the beavers are doing in Oregon and what impact they are making. 
 Do they eat fish? 
 Educate me as to what to do to coexist with them so we can save them and enjoy them in the wild or in 

some cases zoos. 
 What is the threat of beavers in my area? 
 I would like to know how to keep them off of my property and away from my gardens. 
 Lifespan, movement patterns, reproductive rate, impact on vegetation, incidents of damage to human 

habitat, impact on fish, population size. 
 Any information. I don’t really know much about coexisting with beavers. 
 I would like to know the outcome of this study. I like learning about any animals. 
 I would like to know more about potential impact to our property and neighborhood and how do we co-

exist with them yet protect property from damage. 
 Information on areas populated. 
 Beaver populations per region, policies and problems, future issues per community expansion. 
 What is their impact and numbers? 
 The best way to relocate them. 
 How to coexist with them. 
 How we can coexist with different land uses farm, recreation, urban, etc. 
 Do they live in groups and are they territorial? 
 What is the likelihood of having beavers relocated to my area? 
 How are beavers related to mtn beavers and what is there impact in Oregon today. 
 Send more information about them. 
 Send all info possible. 
 When are they most active and the current population and life span, food sources. 
 How to coexist with beavers and other wildlife - they were here first. 
 How to keep people from screwing up their habitat. 
 How to manage the environment so all species can coexist. 
 What can we do to coexist and what impacts are the beaver having on the land? 
 What is a water control pipe and how does it work? 
 Whatever you want to share. 
 How to control beavers. 
 What is their impact on crops like vineyards? 
 Do not know how to co-exist with beavers. 
 Would beavers survive in this area or is it too populated? 
 How to have them on my property and coexist while controlling damage. 
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 How much will you charge for a tag? 
 Do beavers self regulate populations and how many are there in Josephine and Jackson counties? 
 How to coexist and not kill them. 
 Is the beaver population declining or threatened? 
 I'm at risk of having beavers negatively impact my property.  Should I be scared of beavers? 
 I would like to know how we can have more in this area. 
 I am near Johnson Creek and 82nd. Do they live in town in Johnson Creek? Can you send info on how to coexist? 
 Where are they now? 
 I don't know much about beavers, so I suppose I'd be curious to know just about anything. 
 Is there is a concern for beaver population? 
 Beavers' spread of disease / safety threat to humans. 
 Is it reasonable to have beavers living in urban areas; is there really enough space and solitude? 
 Lifestyle of beavers, time of year most problems occur, why beavers move, and what water systems are 

impacted by beavers. 
 More about beavers in general (habitat, etc.). 
 How to better coexist and encourage more. 
 Are there concerns about beavers as disease vectors for humans and pets? 
 How to coexist. 
 I have seen beaver damage where I work SE 138 + Airport Way. Beavers have cut down a number of trees 

but they are small. Is that all they tend to go after, rather than mature trees? 
 Are they thriving? 
 How much damage do they cause? 
 It would be nice to know where they live currently. 
 Negative aspects such as pet dangers. 
 Can a person just kill them without contacting agencies for help? 
 Can they be relocated successfully without impacting them or the area negatively? 
 Can they be controlled by taste aversion? 
 Can they be controlled by birth control? 
 Know more about habitat, impact and beavers in general. 
 Where I can go and see more in the wild. 
 Past and present population extent, remaining habitat, population viability. 
 What to do when I see one, will they attack, should I try and remove dams or leave them alone? 
 I actually don/t know a lot about them. I think they are cute to watch in the wild but I don't think I'd like to have 

them on my property. I didn't think before about the problems, I didn't think they would stay by people. 
 Everything- life cycle, mating, eating, problems. They are really neat interesting animals. 
 Ways in which people can coexist with the wildlife around them. 
 I don't know much about the OR Department of Fish and Wildlife. 
 I could read about them on the internet. 
 Yes, I would like information about their ways and food. 
 Any information on coexisting with them. 
 Are they considered a problem in Oregon? 
 How to get rid of them if on my property -not on my property now though. 
 How could we increase the number of beavers and stop any trapping of beavers? 
 Coexisting with beavers within city limits is a challenge. Experts providing information and materials to 

secure trees and flooding is essential. 
 I would like to know everything about how to make a healthier more beautiful and productive world with them. 
 Which area in Oregon have the largest concentrations of beavers? 
 Result of any research to estimate populations. 
 How to keep neighbors from trapping them. 
 I know nothing about beavers. Did see evidence of their activity near our home. 
 Diseases that can hurt humans or pets. 
 Do you know the beaver population in Oregon? 
 I really don’t know that there's much beaver impact in this region. If so, I'd like to know. 
 Do you plan to do things to bring more beavers to our area? 
 Reproductive rates, area or amount of area they need to exist in an area. 
 Everything, they are in the pond in my backyard - 3 beaver dams. 
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 Where can I see them? 
 Number of incidents per watershed, estimated damage by watershed, specific methods to peacefully coexist. 
 Information specific to my watershed. 
 Do they have webbed feet? 
 Do they cause beaver fever? 
 How can landowners encourage beaver populations? 
 Are beavers edible, and if so why don't people eat them? 
 I would enjoy an online resource to locate and visit beaver populations near me. 
 Are beavers thriving in Oregon? 
 Are they considered endangered? 
 Are they a nuisance? 
 What are they capable of doing to property and would ODFW help with the problem. 
 I would like to know the degree of success of beaver relocations and reintroductions. 
 How has climate patterns affected perennial beaver pond persistence? 
 Information on co-existence would be valued. 
 Why is the beaver on our state flag? 
 How to repair damage to my watershed. 
 How to co-exist with them. 
 I know very little about beavers but willing to be educated. 
 Need to know how to coexist with them it’s part of a healthy and diverse ecosystem. 
 Proper ways to prevent flooding damage while maintaining beaver environmental habitat. 
 How long they live, are the populations increasing or decreasing. 
 I would like to know who will resolve a property damage situation. 
 I would like to know what county highway departments allow beaver ponds near roads. 
 Anything and everything. 
 What the beaver habit law is currently, and how that applies to landowners. 
 Best way to coexist. 
 How to exist without problems. 
 How adaptable are beavers in relocation efforts? 
 As much available info possible. 
 How to coexist. 
 Their habits. 
 Should I contact ODFW if I see any beavers? 
 What they eat. 
 Habitat for existence. 
 Impact where they currently live. 
 What is the beaver population in Oregon and how much of a problem are they? 
 If they are causing damage and if they are protected in all wilderness areas. 
 Educate the public on all aspects of beavers - benefits and dangers. 
 Anything that is able at this time. 
 Where can I get some to "drop" some trees that are blocking my view from my home? 
 Are they endangered in Lincoln County? 
 While i have not seen them, I'm told there is a dam on my property. Want to know how to protect them. 
 Is it possible to coexist with them given land use - a or near water table level? 
 All information about beavers. 
 Population in Oregon. 
 Negative impact they actually have vs. positive impacts. 
 Population estimate per county. 
 Population in our area. Is there a growing problem in my area? 
 I would like to know how to protect property and coexist with beavers. 
 How can we provide the best habitat for beavers? 
 Information on how to prevent beaver predation. 
 How to coexist with them if possible. 
 I would like to know about local populations and how to interact with them to benefit them. 
 Do they have a special reserve just for beavers where they can have a healthy environment? 
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 How to live together - people, animals, nature. They were here first and serve a purpose. 
 Beavers taking too many trees on rivers. Why do they cut and leave? 
 We love beavers - please tell us more about them and how to coexist with them. 
 What beneficial impacts they have on their environment and best ways to live in harmony with them. 
 Please let the public know how beneficial these animals are. 
 How threatened are they? 
 How to coexist? 
 Would like to know about tree wraps or fencing to protect trees near or on river bank. 
 Population trends. 
 How can inform or help educate friends and neighbors on how to coexist with beavers? 
 General beaver information like what to expect. 
 No thanks. I can use the web. Don’t spend more tax money please. 
 How to coexist with them. 
 Are there any plans in Oregon to increase beaver populations and to protect them as non-game animals? 
 A general brochure would be nice. 
 How to manage them on your property without killing them. 
 Can beavers be selectively bred so they would live at higher elevations in high gradient streams rather than 

agricultural lands? 
 Do beavers exist only in the valley floors at lower elevations? 
 I know nothing about beavers - any information would be good. 
 Plants to plant for beavers. 
 How citizens can encourage and protect native wildlife of area they live. 
 I like the beavers but not the destruction. Can you control the destruction and have beavers? 
 What is their population in this area, how that compares historically and what if anything is being done to 

reintroduce and / or control them? 
 Location of current beaver population in powder basin. 
 As much information as possible. 
 Tree size they commonly chew down and species. 
 Who is the predator of the beaver? 
 I would like to know more about how to coexist with them, and how to minimize their impacts. 
 I would like to know about any incentive program. 
 How to attract beavers to an area. 
 How to maintain populations and yet all harvesting of animals to maintain healthy population. 
 Population information, social structure animal mannerisms, habits, habitat, interaction policies and current 

legal restrictions. 
 Benefits and wisdom in coexisting with beavers. 
 When beavers like other wildlife start causing problems. 
 How fast they multiply. 
 How to move them. 
 Real population numbers and real financial amount of losses. 
 I would be interested in any information available. 
 Do you have a map identifying where beavers exist at the present time? 
 Besides allowing beavers to co-exist with humans, are there issues about beavers co-existing with other animals? 
 I used to see beavers on Devil's Lake often, but haven't for a while; what happened? 
 I do not have nor expected to have contact. Any information I need can be gotten elsewhere. 
 How to coexist, dangers, who to contact (telephone numbers). 
 Any information on how to coexist or move / relocate to more productive areas. 
 Who to contact if a beaver becomes a problem on or near my house / property. 
 Mainly how to coexist without harming the beaver and with no harm to my pets and property. 
 Where are they located? I live in Otis. 
 Everything. 
 Where are the beavers? 
 How often the water is contaminated by the beavers! 
 The Beaver Creek State Natural Area is just a few miles up South Beaver Creek Road from here. It is doing 

a great job educating about beavers. 
 More interested in nutria control and eradication. 
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 I would like to know whatever there is to know. 
 Everything. Would like all information emailed or mailed to me. Find it fascinating. 
 Are beaver populations healthy and stable? Seems I haven't seen as many or as often as I used to. 
 Biggest concern is fecal-"beaver fever" to my water systems. 
 I'm curious where they live, that's all. 
 I know nothing about them, except that they can cause damage. Any and all information on them would be helpful. 
 What they are good for or not. 
 Information on how to co-exist. 
 Do they carry disease or are they dangerous. 
 All you have to help us promote beaver-human coexistence. 
 I would like to know just how much of a problem and damage beavers really cause. 
 Does relocation work? 
 Beavers are important to our habitats and we need to see and incline in the population. What is the impact 

of nutria on the beaver population? 
 I don't know anything about beavers or ODFW. 
 I would be interested in knowing to what extent beavers historically occupied the Johnson Creek watershed. 
 How does the beaver population impact the salmon run? Are they, like the seals, depleting the salmon? 
 What diseases can beavers carry that infect humans? I understand that giardia is one such disease. 
 Their habits, needs, life patterns, humane control measures. 
 I am curious about their natural history: live patterns, competition, ecological niche, habitat needs, adaptation. 
 How to coexist. 
 How close are they to my house / neighborhood and any potential danger/damage to my property? 
 How are they doing overall? 
 I don't see them that often on the lake any more – why? 
 How do I coexist with them? 
 Nonlethal control / management. 
 I don't have any, but would like to know where I can see them. 
 How to let them live their environment, and how to protect our property without destroying the animal or 

their habitat, unless over population is an issue. 
 General pamphlet would be interesting. 
 How we can coexist. 
 Everything. 
 Everything about them. 
 Have not seen beavers in our area in 10 years - why? 
 Would like information on coexisting with any animals making impacts on humans. 
 If they exist on my property or a neighbor’s property. 
 What impact do they have on salmon or steelhead? 
 Is there an overpopulation or under-population? 
 Are beaver currently being trapped in Oregon? 
 Are beaver protected? 
 Is it desirable to wrap trees in beaver areas? 
 Although I live in a residential area, I would like to know if beavers live in nearby areas. 
 Is it true their fecal matter is dangerous to our water supply? 
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Other Comments 

 Problem is that we have allowed over development of riparian / wetland areas. We have channelized our 
rivers and have not invested in proper road / stream development crossings. I basically live in a subdivision 
that has allowed residential development on the stream. Of course, any flooding due to beaver dams we 
(society) need to allow land owner to protect investment. The mistake was first made by allowing 
development too close to rivers, now is the tough road to undo what has been allowed. 

 We had a beaver family on Salmon River (by the bridge) in 2004 - 6. Then something happened & they 
were gone. 

 I have no problem with beavers, I realize they can damage things, trees and they build dams. I think there 
cool creatures. 

 We live on a tidal river and are surprised to find beavers in salt water. 
 There is one or more in my back yard currently and it's pretty cool that they are there. They don't bother 

me, so I don't bother them. 
 I have supported two students that graduated from OSU. Does that count? 
 They deserve our respect, our protection, and our concern. 
 Stop trapping with leg hold and steel jawed traps. This is very unnecessary and non-selective. That is any living 

creature can be injured or killed with the leg hold and steel jawed traps including our pets, cats and dogs! 
 I wish there were enough beavers in Oregon to actually be a problem. 
 I know that beavers exist in the wetlands adjacent to our property (saw a dead one hit by car). I can't really 

observe them from my property but would like to. 
 This was there land, before it was ours. 
 When I first moved here, there was a beaver lodge and family in the creek behind my house. Over time it 

disappeared don't know why. I really would love to see beavers return. 
 I wish you would ask me about deer. Is there help available for me, deer damage my orchard about 50 fruit 

trees and 1100 blueberry bushes. 
 We have skunks - get rid of them. You already gave us skunks without asking. No beavers, just skunk.  
 It's good to see some information being gathered. What a shame that beaver, premier creator of wildlife and 

fish habitat, are managed as a "pest" by ODA. Shame on ODFW-fish division research demonstrates 
positive impacts of beaver in juvenile coho over winter survival. Politics, timber and agricultural interests 
prevail, ODFW is publicly silent. I hope this survey is part of an effort to end non-discriminate, unregulated 
killing of beaver. 

 I do not think I would be adverse to the introduction of beavers to the area "if" we had more knowledge as 
to how you are going to manage it and guarantee compatibility. 

 As we encroach upon their habitat, I would love it if we could find a way to co-exist. They need trees and 
water. So do we.  

 I hope that the beavers are thriving in Oregon; unfortunately, we rarely see them. 
 Will results be published? 
 What you environmentalists need to do is worry about the increase in the human population. 
 Live in the middle of neighborhood. No wetlands, so no habitat for beavers - don't really feel this area has 

much to do with beaver-control or enhancement of beaver habitat. 
 I kind of feel if you live by water you need to expect them, however because I live with mountain lions and 

bears you can run into problems.  
 The education about a beaver’s impact should begin in elementary school or even preschool, and also 

should be talked about in the public media. 
 I would not have a problem if there was a beaver on my property. I might even enjoy it. But I would not 

want a beaver on my property because ODFW does not manage their animals in a responsible way. 
Currently I deal with Elk damage because they put a feeding station .5 miles away from my property and 
all summer they are in my hay fields. Now they are introducing wolves what kind of help will I get if I lose 
livestock, none! Therefore if I see a beaver on my property I will kill it before I lose any more of my rights 
to manage my own property! 

 I think a Beaver would help my ponds. 
 Your questionnaire regarding beaver in Oregon opens much wider our concerns of where this once great 

nation is headed. I will remind you that neither the state of Oregon nor the U.S.A. will suffer any great loss 
for the lack of beaver or any other species of wildlife that may turn up missing. Human life must never be 
placed on a par with any other living creature. 

 It bothers me seeing all the trees they destroy, but they are an important part of the ecosystem. 
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 I think every animal has its place and roll. I think they should be managed properly, and not be for one 
animal at the costs of others. There has to be a balance, like with everything. 

 There is no potential for beavers to live on my property or the nearby neighbors. We are in upland sage 
grass habitat.  

 Due to increasing encroachment of man on wildlife habitat, both wildlife and man needs to be managed. A 
balance needs to be made so both will have a future. I wish I could believe ODFW could and would do the 
right thing. However my trust in their ability to manage wildlife to the mutual benefit of both is nonexistent. 

 Beaver chewing down trees in Wade William Bell Park. 
 Beaver management plans and state water need to be changed somewhat to allow for moderate increase in 

beaver numbers and improving habitat for them. 
 Beavers are OK! Don't put beavers where they aren't normally. 
 There are enough beavers living in Oregon right now. We do not need to increase their numbers. 
 Do a survey on elk! 
 I think all animals have the right to live and be respect. 
 I would consider sharing them with my property if I'm given the information and tools to help us co-exist. 
 I like beavers, but I don't want them on my property. There is a place for them and we need them. (80 acres 

pond and stream). We have too many people and we are pushing animals of all kinds into smaller areas. 
Don't overpopulate and save what we have left - as silly as this sounds we are running out of water and 
wilderness areas. 

 They are fun to watch. 
 We live close to Johnson Creek and the woods. Please do all you can to help us understand more. 
 Will the beaver population get to a level that would allow recreational hunting? I want a beaver skin hat. 
 I enjoy seeing beavers in the wild, but our area here is more residential and small farms. I would think 

beavers would do quite a bit of damage here. 
 No comments about beavers, but we have a major raccoon problem in the Rogue Valley (Southern 

Oregon). This problem should be addressed. 
 I think putting beavers on Kane Creek would be a death sentence for them. Poor location. 
 If you want beavers, then keep them on your place and pay for any damage caused by them to other property! 
 I am an outdoor enthusiast, commercial fisherman, prospector, and hunter/fisherman. I see the benefits of a 

healthy ecosystem. The beaver in the wild is wonderful. The beaver in Portland in harmful. 
 I do not want beaver around river. They eat a lot of fish and destroy fruit trees. 
 Beavers do a tremendous amount of damage and need to be controlled by lethal means. 
 We learned more about our neighbors (the beavers) and the ODFW because of this survey. 
 Most beavers I have seen are road kill. Too slow crossing the roads. Whatever happens, in 20,000 years, the 

earth will still be here, the environment will survive. 
 Beavers are great to see, but are very destructive, so should not be allowed to stay in neighborhoods, even 

out of town neighborhoods, like ours. 
 I discovered a beaver den by falling into a den up to my armpits on the Alsea bank. Beaver are the most curious 

animals I have ever seen and have had them close as 6" from my face when I was prone on a river bank. 
 I think beavers are great! Otters are great too. 
 There are some at Johnson Creek Park and Crystal Springs Rhode Gardens. These are good places for them 

and I am glad they are there. 
 On our walks to Johnson Creek we see evidence of beavers and enjoy seeing their progress on several trees. 

We've never seen them, but someone pointed out their dam to me. We prefer no interference with their habitat. 
Keep it natural. Destroying them would disrupt nature in unknown ways. Of course if a beaver dam causes 
flooding in a neighbor’s property, I'd want it moved, but I think this beaver dam is far enough away from homes. 

 Save the beavers, but control them so trees along Johnson Creek don't disappear. 
 We like and value beavers. Their habitat should be protected. 
 Will you be doing something like this about skunks, raccoons, coyotes which are in my urban 

environment? How about non-natives like opossums? 
 We live near an animal and bird sanctuary and beavers have damaged trees there. We didn't consider that 

wildlife refuge a neighboring property. 
 I think beavers are needed in our environment, unless they become destructive then they should be removed 

either by relocating or trapping. 
 Beavers can be destructive. They should stay out in the mountains.  Spend time dealing with the white tail 

deer invasion in eastern Oregon. 
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 Beavers, like all wildlife, need to be managed and controlled.  Society has advanced and we can never 
return to the good old days. Environmentalists suing to get what they want is not the proper way to protect 
wildlife. A good example is the shape our forests are in. 

 Beavers just do what they know how, I kind of admire their abilities. 
 Truth based on actual facts is a direct road to good solutions!  Common sense over rules clouds logic.  

Good intentions can cause bad consequences. 
 I enjoy seeing beavers and other wildlife in my community.  I find them interesting animals and not likely 

to interfere with me and my life in a negative way.  They keep busy living their lives and don't intentionally 
impact humans.  Their fur is soft, they make nice warm coats. 

 The ODFW should get off their butts and do something. 
 There is a strong need to increase the habitat and numbers of beavers, especially east of the Cascades, north 

east Oregon really needs them! 
 Don't get the idea of threatening beaver population.  They're surviving very well in Baker County. 

Evidently someone on your end is dreaming up something that isn't needed.  Spend time and money on 
what to do with the killer wolves/ pattern it after Wyoming. 

 There is no room for beavers on my property.  I don't believe in killing all the creatures, but they have no 
room on cropland. 

 We see the chewed trees at the parks, but we don't see the beavers themselves. 
 Even though I don't have land that could ever attract beavers, we do live with numerous raccoons and 

skunks which can be a nuisance, but we adapt to them.  We live across from oaks bottom wildlife refuge 
and see bald eagles and osprey daily.  Beavers should be like rain: something we tolerate and adapt to 
because we're Oregonians. 

 We live near oaks bottom and have seen beavers there, but not on our property. 
 Please let public know about your results and conclusions. 
 I would love to see beavers near me, but my neighborhood is residential.  I hope they are at oak's bottom, 

but I have not seen them. 
 For years we had a cabin at Diamond Lake and loved to watch beaver activity at Silent Creek. 
 Beavers are interesting animals. It played an important role in the exploration and early settlement of our 

state.  I would be very disappointed to hear that they were being destroyed for no reason. Oregon is known 
as the beaver state; education is very important. 

 Beavers were here before humans.  We are living on their homeland! 
 Being our state animal and portrayed on our state flag, I feel it is our responsibility as Oregonians to lead 

the understanding and conservation of the beaver, throughout our state and the country. I have run across 
beavers both in my trips into the mountains and a few times nuisance beavers, but I stick by the belief that 
beavers are an important part of our area and our responsibility to protect and understand and enjoy. 

 People should live in towns. Only people who are farmers should live in the country. Preserve habitat! 
Continue good land-use laws and urban growth boundaries.  We who live in towns should subsidize beaver 
damage to farms and edges of towns.  If a type of farming does not coexist with beavers, transplant them to 
another area.  If ODFW feels that carrying capacity is at its limit, trapping is fine. 

 Beavers need space, they are not good suburban or semi-rural neighbors, unfortunately. 
 I like to watch beavers working in the wild, but think they should be controlled on private property. 
 They make great fishing ponds. 
 They are amazing. 
 The beavers are just fine in this area.  Leave them alone and provide jobs with our tax money. 
 Balance is the key. We don't want beaver populations out of balance- too large or too small. We should leave 

them alone for the most part. I'm not against hunting/trapping in a purpose such as for food or fur.  I'm 
against sport killing.  We can coexist with nature instead of constantly destroying it or trying to damage it. 

 I used to love the idea of having beavers on my property. Now, I understand why people don't like beavers. 
Maybe I don't want them. 

 I appreciate the opportunity to be involved. I do hope that despite my differing views (I don't feel we 
should manage or take responsibility for wildlife) you still count my comments. 

 Even though they cause some damage to human's property they build their dams and that stores water for 
wildlife and keeps our residents land from flooding when we have storms. Beavers in their own way protect 
our environment. Save our beavers. 

 They have done much damage here. Ruined our pond, downed and destroyed 20-30 fruit trees and vines. 
You can have them all for free. 
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 Feeding habits, impacts on vegetation (diseases introduced to plants), common diseases within population, 
reproductive rate / population trends, heavy metal loads found in Portland specimens, health impacts from 
increased sewage effluent, blood composition, vision accuracy, occurrences of attacks on humans, 
territorial range of individuals, current market value for pelts. I want to know it all. 

 Have seen beaver dams in many places in national forests, etc. 
 I assume that because you are surveying the beaver issues must be controversial. I never even considered 

that beavers could do so much damage and enjoyed our one beaver sighting without even thinking that the 
beaver could harm anything. Hopefully we can preserve these amazing animals. 

 Would like to see a documentary on TV on beavers on Oregon Field Guide on OPB. 
 Beaver sighting experience while fly fishing on the Snake River 40 years ago. A beautiful animal and a 

wonderful experience to share with others. 
 There is evidence of beavers on Devil’s Lake and across the street on neighbors land. Residents enjoy beavers. 
 Thanks for the opportunity for the input about beavers, which have caused damage and flooding on 

property. It has been exciting to have beavers on our creek. 
 They have a place. 
 Save them and their environment. 
 I feel beavers are very important and we need to coexist with them. 
 Let the beavers live and let live. 
 In this area I do not believe there is suitable habitat. 
 Beavers should not be in populated areas in the wild they should be left alone. 
 I do not know enough about beavers to understand the damage or benefits of them. 
 Would love to see more beavers my other property was better suited to them. 
 There is enough federal land to relocate beavers from any issue caused by man’s encroachment into their habitat. 
 We need to preserve and maintain wildlife areas. 
 We should not make decision without fully understanding how it will affect others. 
 A beaver living on my property would be misplaced - too many people and dogs live here. 
 Results will be interesting to see. 
 ODFW must protect animals, however if they damage property they must favor the landowner before animals. 
 We love them! Bring them to Johnson Creek. We look every day! 
 I do not live in beaver habitat. My sympathy for urban property owners who live in beaver habitat is slim. 
 Although occasionally dealing with beaver damage, it has never been severe enough to merit a response 

beyond protecting some plants. If it became severe or potentially damaging in a major way (flooding 
buildings or property) then it would merit some preferably non-lethal control. 

 I'm always pleasantly surprised to see wildlife in the city. I would like to see more and help encourage steps 
to give them a home. 

 The public should know where beavers are living so that the communities can come together and support them. 
 I always enjoy seeing beavers. 
 We don't have beavers, but are willing to do anything to help beavers coexist with human development. 
 People should get to do what they want. Government is evil. 
 I live on a class 1 stream that has been heavily impacted by many mean of clearcutting above. In the 20+ 

years I have lived there, I have not seen even one fish. Maybe relocating problem beavers to creeks like 
mine (in a non-agricultural area) would be of benefit to the impacted streams and beavers as well as to 
ranchers and farmers who are suffering financial losses from flood and crop damage. 

 We could use a whole lot more beavers a whole lot less of the current knuckleheads that live in Oregon. 
They are absolutely vital to the health of our ecosystems with repercussions extending far beyond visible 
riparian alterations. 

 I would love for the beaver population to rise in Oregon. My children have never seen one in the wild and to 
hear a beaver slap his tail on the water is amazing! I believe humans should do everything possible to keep 
from damaging any more wildlife habitat. There are definitely too many humans and not enough wildlife! 

 I wouldn't want to have beavers on my property causing problems but as I stated I didn't think beavers would 
stay around people. Where they live I've only seen them in the wild building dams and playing in the waters. 

 Common sense should prevail concerning beavers as well as all other wildlife. As humans, we have 
dominion over the rest of creation and should take responsibility seriously. Human needs should be first 
priority, but we should not neglect the needs of the rest of creation. 

 As a young girl I had the pleasure of observing beavers and their activities in Canada while visiting my 
paternal grandparents who were avid hunters and very active in fishing. I watched them take down trees, 
swim, eat, and build lodges.  
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 Would love to have them down at the creek at the back of our property. 
 I think it's a shame the I've lived in the "Beaver State" for over 20 years and have spent hundreds of hours 

in the woods along creeks and rivers and have only caught a glimpse of a beaver two times. 
 I am eager to learn more and to know how the results of this survey are used. I am curious and always 

interested in wildlife and how I can be a good steward. 
 I like beavers. 
 Ironically, one of my first jobs out of undergrad was to help trap and relocate problem beavers for the forest 

service in Montana. 
 Too much diverted irrigation- just to keep grass green! Beaver dams on our creek destroyed twice due to 

summer time irrigation and lack of downstream water. Only one house is dependent on irrigation for their 
livelihood- what a waste for wildlife- beaver and salmon. Owners need to be better educated as to use of 
available water and effects on wildlife. 

 I feel beavers are an interesting animal and good little builders, but I know they can cause damage in some 
areas. I don't think we have any here. I don't want to see them destroyed or families separated. 

 They are beautiful and necessary. 
 Beavers should be left alone. If they cause nuisance trap them and take them in the wilderness. Oregon has areas. 
 If we can entice humans to learn more and they would learn more about themselves. 
 I have seen all types of beaver pond and habitat. If not managed they will destroy there one habitat and 

have to move on or die. They need to be managed and removed when necessary or trapped out when 
damage is done. 

 The flooding they cause is short term; the flooding they prevent is long term. Redesign to accommodate them. 
 Beavers should be left alone unless damage to property exists and handled on a case by case basis. 
 I believe if beavers are doing harm to property they should be killed. People need to be able to make a 

living without these beavers, wolves, etc. 
 Keep beavers in our streams and ponds! If they are a problem, relocate them (do not destroy them) they are 

a part of Oregon. 
 Beavers are not the problem; government and its costs and liberal agenda are the problem. 
 Beavers are great in the proper environment; but they can cause serious damage if left with no controls. 
 Thanks for the opportunity to share my thoughts and feelings. 
 I like to see them in the wild and have never had to co-exist with them. Action needs to be taken if property 

is damaged in the best interest of both the beavers and people. 
 Kelly's Slough and Gold Ray Dam was a major beaver habitat. I don’t think the animal life of the sloughs 

was considered enough in the decision to remove the dam. 
 This is the beaver state. Let's keep it that way. They do have a legit purpose. 
 If ODFW did their job - protect wetlands - then all of us would have had something to be proud of. 
 At this point I have no issues with beavers and don’t expect any here.  
 I would hope there are plenty of areas other than farming/residential areas where they can exist. 
 Again, there is a place for all animals and some places they don't belong. 
 People in areas of conflict should have "way more" say in policy than people in non-conflict areas. Cougar 

and bear hunting policy is a great example. Beavers, not so much - mainly due to the aggression factor. 
 I have done my share of managing beavers and lost plenty of trees to them. However, I was sad when the 

neighbors excavation caused a large flood that broke out the beaver dam on our property and destroyed 
their pond, resulting in no more beaver sightings here. 

 Want to learn if they are okay. I saw oil floating on the pond 2 weeks ago. Never seen this before, worried 
about wildlife and the beavers. 

 I'd like to see a nutria eradication campaign to eliminate potential competition with beavers. Very strong 
need to educate people about how to live with wildlife, specifically those who choose to live in wildlife 
habitat and those who complain. 

 I would be interested in reading about the results of your study. 
 Beavers are one of nature’s most amazing keystone species and is major aquatic restoration focus in my profession. 

Finding ways to educate landowners and control damage in non-lethal ways should be the focus in Oregon. 
 Populations should be at natural levels in Oregon. 
 Beavers help balance human interference in the ecology of an area. They provide habitat and prevent run-off. 
 Had beavers until clearcutting on forest land around my property 15 years ago. 
 Let them live but not damage our homes. 
 Our land includes a lagoon plus streams - perfect for relocation of beavers. We have 14+ acres of forest 

also - use our land and waterways! 
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 I strongly oppose wildlife and habitat extinction, but feel society needs to pay the cost. 
 I've noticed that when beavers come into an area and take up residence, the diversity of the wildlife increases. 
 Beaver need areas to live and survive just as we do. If only someone or something could control our 

overpopulation, wildlife would not need to be controlled, captured or killed. 
 I like beavers, but commercial landowners have rights if the beavers cause problems. 
 Beavers and all wildlife should be left alone. They're just doing what they do naturally. 
 I believe that humans don’t know enough about why certain species live or how important they are to our world. 
 I believe in animal rights - coexist as equals. 
 Oregon history began because of frontiers searching for beaver. Then they realized what Gods country 

really was. But it was the beaver that brought people here. 
 Beavers should be managed taking into account watersheds and disease control. Professional trappers only. 
 They are one of God’s creatures. Thanks for your time and effort. 
 Get rid of raccoons instead. 
 Beavers have damaged one bush on property, and I have seen two others.  
 I support beaver rights. Attempt to relocate if problem. 
 Saw first 2 beavers crossing road 2 weeks ago. 
 We have beavers and have had no major problems - except a few downed trees caused by them. 
 Thanks for doing this. 
 I hope we can have some in our local environment that we can see and enjoy. 
 I think they will all live together. 
 Commercial trapping should be stopped. 
 Educate people about the benefits of having beavers on or near land. We should help them not cut them off their land. 
 Hate to see recreation areas closed because of beavers. I'd like landowners to be able to deal with 

troublesome beavers. 
 Learned of wildlife from being around it all my life. Wildlife can exist with industry. 
 There are signs of beavers activity along small river throughout our town. This is recent. More activity in 

countryside in past 10 years. 
 Beavers have rights. Should be free in their habitat. 
 Leave the beavers alone. They make better neighbors than most people. 
 Would love to see a beaver. 
 I believe all wildlife should be reserved but I do think beavers can be destructive. 
 Around here beavers still have a lot of habitat there are hardly any trappers and they seem to be doing quite well. 
 It's important for beavers and humans to coexist. Beavers are a keystone species. 
 I have heard that to tear out beaver dam or lodge was illegal. 
 Beavers should be managed and enjoyed because they create habitat for numerous other wildlife species. 
 Get them controlled. 
 I believe beavers are on indicator of healthy stream environment. In right places beavers can coexist with 

humans. Need to be controlled in residential areas though. 
 Growing up I have seen beavers working. I also saw them raise their young. 
 ODFW should be responsible as they don’t allow landowners to manage beavers. 
 Coexistence with beavers can be achieved. I need to follow through with appropriate agencies. 
 I happen to deal with beavers in my work. Work for railroad. Can be destructive if populations are not controlled. 
 Beaver taught salmon to jump. 
 Landowners should be given more authority to manage wildlife problems on their property. Over regulation 

of wildlife has caused problems with predators. 
 I enjoy seeing them in the wild and do not know of major destruction they caused, but I am sure there's a 

possibility if not controlled. 
 Live in town, always enjoyed seeing wild beavers. Can be destructive locally. I have hunted and harvested 

a few beavers. Prefer live trapping and relocation - no leg hold traps. 
 I'll take some! 
 No protected species designation. Needs to be a balance for damage to private property. 
 Beavers should exist, coexist. Can be destructive and installing devices to prevent this is important. 
 Beavers were on my property, tried to reintroduce them, no luck. Probably good because of negative 

experiences with ODFW with wolves and elk. 
 Keep beavers in western Oregon. The wolves are going to eat everything in the eastern part of the state. 
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 Beavers should be on national forest land, not agricultural land. I blew up many beaver homes in 31 years, 
they flooded my fields and crops. 

 I don’t think beavers would survive here long. I think some or most of my neighbors would trap or kill them. 
 Would love to learn more about beavers and actually see some in the wild. 
 Rural area, most damage to fruit trees or dams in irrigation ditches. 
 I hope an effort will be made to restore and protect beaver in all of their native range. 
 Everywhere I have seen beaver they are detrimental to fish and trees. 
 Beavers are unlikely to venture onto this property as there are few trees. Create beaver habitat, but no wolves please. 
 Manage Oregon wildlife as a renewable resource for the public and not animal rights first. 
 Live in town adjacent to Powder River. Own 120 acres in Sumpter Valley. Beavers are and have been 

problem in town. No problem in rural areas. 
 Beavers good in right places - need to be controlled where they could do damage. 
 I like beavers, they create diverse environments. But they can be nuisance blocking ditches and cutting trees down.  
 As long as they are not a nuisance they don't bother me. 
 Beavers serve purpose, we must look at the big picture. 
 Beaver should be transplanted only on public land or planted in remote areas of public land. 
 Beavers are important for the environment. They belong in the woods and forests. They make bad 

neighbors if we try to coexist with them in suburban areas or around irrigation systems. 
 Beavers in Baker County seem to be coming back in strong condition. Please don’t let ODFW start managing them. 
 Believe there is happy middle ground. Don't believe beaver populations are out of control. 
 Part of our land is devoted to raising poplar trees. Not a good mix with beavers. 
 I have lived close to beavers my entire life and have been in agriculture my entire life. I have never 

experienced a positive beaver experience. Less damaging on public lands. 
 I had a lodge of beavers at my cabin. Really liked seeing them. Flooded last spring, now gone. 
 Beavers have existed along our creek for many years and cut down most all the trees that grow along the 

creek. They don't use them for dams, just keep cutting them down. 
 Beavers are important in the keeping of watersheds and animal habitat in marshes, estuaries in the larger 

tracts of land. They can be a problem in small acreages. 
 No beavers living here. Don’t think they should be introduced, but fine if naturally occur. 
 Beavers that cause problems need to be managed by destroying them or relocating them. It's not about 

liking beavers or not. 
 I enjoy watching them. 
 Hard to make judgment calls about one beaver, might change if 10 beavers were here on my property though. 
 I'm for more beavers and less people! 
 People don't seem to get it about keeping water in the system longer or habitat diversity need for all living things. 
 I think that the people who make decisions about how things are in wildlife all live in the big cities in their nice secure 

areas. We live with the wildlife every day and now I suppose you are going to tell me how to live in the county? 
 I hope my kids will be able to see a live beaver in its natural form and area sometime in their lives. 
 Leave the beavers alone as much as possible. 
 Beavers have been here longer than humans. It cannot be said they are to be blamed for what they have 

done naturally for millions of years. Management is necessary, but unless damage is intolerable, non-lethal 
measures should be used appropriately.  

 If I lived on a property with a beaver I would do anything to co-exist or re-locate. I do not believe in 
destroying animals for doing what is in their nature. 

 Some wetlands/lakes are not too far from our house. I enjoy looking for the beavers when I walk our dogs 
on a path at the wetlands. We usually walk in the daytime, though and generally don't see the beavers. 

 We live near a lake, stream and marshland, all impacted by flooding due to beaver dams. Highway 101 runs 
through our town, it has to be constantly maintained in spots to keep the area from flooding. Beavers have 
not come onto our property. 

 Wildlife should be left alone with minimal human interference. 
 You can relocate beavers at my place. 
 We need to stop killing beavers on highways. 
 I would love to see beavers, especially on our larger creeks. 
 They belong here in Oregon. They were here first! 
 We live on a hill and have no streams or water ponds, but live in a wetlands area. We love the wildlife 

around here and would do whatever we could to protect and preserve it. 
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 I would be happy to see a beaver, I would not be concerned if it chewed some trees, plugged culverts would 
be somewhat concerning, flooding crops and fields happens, a basement/building flooding would not be 
fun. I would not be afraid, I would be curious. 

 Beavers are fascinating. They've caused some damage to our property, but we don't mind. They are a 
natural part of their environment. They were here first. We encroach on their territory. 

 In my opinion ODFW is primarily interested in replenishing stocks of salmon and elk. They should be 
renamed ODSE, they caused the collapse of beaver because they only care about salmon and elk. 

 They're beautiful, interesting creatures. 
 Beavers are an important park of Oregon's history. They do serve a purpose and need to be protected but 

not to the detriment of the people living in and around water. If the beavers can make a new pond without 
destroying good land and property, more power to them. 

 Beavers rule and I would get one on my land. 
 I like beavers. 
 ODFW has it in control. 
 I would like for my grandchildren to see them. 
 How about an elk survey? 
 No one really knows how they would react to beavers on their property causing damage. But I believe that 

all animals have a right to be here and that people should try to coexist with them. I also believe they were 
here before humans. We owe them that much. 

 I don't have beavers on my property but if I did I'd be concerned about my pets and wouldn't want them around. 
 Beavers are wild critters that should be treated with respect, and although their activities cause concern for 

some, beavers should be treated with the most respect possible. 
 They are smart and fascinating animals. I would like to learn more about them.  
 As we live in an urban neighborhood at some distance from any bodies of water, we see raccoons, but never beavers. 
 Beavers and all other wildlife should be allowed to co-exist with humans. Animals should not be displaced 

by humans. With proper planning, accommodation could be reached for both. 
 I have seen a few at Johnson Creek-very exciting. Would love to participate in promoting greater habitat 

spread to increase beaver populations. 
 They need to be kept in society and being able to coexist with humans. 
 I love beavers! 
 I enjoy seeing beavers, but not on my 100'x100' lot. 
 We've noticed major increase in beaver activity in Johnson Creek. 
 I would like to see more beavers in Oregon, whether they do damage or not. Oregon needs to get back to 

what it was long ago.  
 Beavers are fun to watch and kayak with. I do not know of the issues around beavers. 
 Let them be 
 I like beavers, but would be upset if my basement flooded, regardless of the cause. 
 Beavers would not live on my property as there is no open water. 
 I live in Portland - within the city limits. Although I do have beavers within 2 miles. 
 They are living in our watershed that our water system comes from and has no filter system for Beaver fever. 
 I like beavers in the wild and under proper control. On my property there is no habitat for them but property 

below me has stream where they might live. 
 Beavers like all wildlife have the right to exist. Maybe ranchers should get tax deductions for wildlife 

caused losses and damages. 
 I don't want any in our area. 
 Beavers should be in the high country, not in the area of homeowners due to damage the do. 
 I find it amusing that we live in "The Beaver State" and people don't know about or care about them. If 

there was a beaver in my creek behind the house it would be very welcome. 
 If people don't like wildlife pros/cons they can go live in a condo in town. 
 For what reason would a beaver leave it's environment and go to a road or highway? Two years in a row 

I've seen a beaver dead on HWY 101 south of Neskowin. 
 Love the "abstract presence" of beavers but would not be happy about them building a dam in the creek 

near my house, or destroying fruit trees. 
 All animals are wonderful, but humans are more so. Humans should care for animals, but with balance. 
 I used to watch beavers build dams, chew trees and look after them on my uncle's farm in upstate New 

York. I am very pro-beaver.  
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APPENDIX B:  SAMPLING AREA MAPS 
 

Eastern Oregon 
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Coastal Oregon 
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Portland Metro, Oregon 
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Southwest Oregon 
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APPENDIX C:  MAIL QUESTIONNAIRE 

 
Your Opinions About Beavers in Oregon 

Important Questions for Oregonians 

 

Please Complete this Survey and Return it in the Envelope as Soon as Possible 

Participation is Voluntary and Responses are Anonymous 

Thank You for Your Participation 

A Study Conducted Cooperatively by:  
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We are conducting this survey to learn about your opinions about beavers and their habitat in Oregon. Your input is important 
and will assist natural resource managers. Please complete this survey and return it in the addressed postage-paid envelope. 

1.  Before receiving this questionnaire, did you know that there are beavers living in Oregon? (check ONE)        No        Yes 

2.  How often have you seen beavers in the wild? (check ONE) 

  Never   Once   2 to 5 times   6 to 10 times   More than 10 times 

3. How interested would you be in seeing beavers on your property or neighboring properties? (check ONE) 

   Not at all Interested   Slightly Interested   Moderately Interested   Extremely Interested 

4. How often have you actually seen beavers on your property or neighboring properties? (check ONE) 

  Never   Once   2 to 5 times   6 to 10 times   More than 10 times 

5. How interested would you be in having beavers living on your property or neighboring properties? (check ONE) 

   Not at all Interested   Slightly Interested   Moderately Interested   Extremely Interested 

6.  Currently, are there beavers living on your property or neighboring properties? (check ONE)        No      Yes     Unsure 

7.  Please indicate on each of the following scales how you generally feel about beavers. (circle one number for EACH) 

     Dislike  1 2 3 4 5 Like 

Bad  1  2  3  4  5  Good 

     Disfavor  1  2  3  4  5  Favor 

     Negative   1  2  3  4  5  Positive 

 Harmful   1  2  3  4  5  Beneficial 

8. To what extent do you disagree or agree with each of the following statements? (circle one number for EACH) 

 Strongly
Disagree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Neither 
Slightly
Agree 

Strongly
Agree 

Beavers have a right to exist regardless of any damage they cause. 1 2 3 4 5 

Beavers are a sign of a healthy environment. 1 2 3 4 5 

I may never see a beaver, but it is important to me that they exist. 1 2 3 4 5 

I would get enjoyment from seeing beavers. 1 2 3 4 5 

Beaver populations should be left alone. 1 2 3 4 5 

No beaver should be destroyed. 1 2 3 4 5 

People should be willing to tolerate some conflicts with beavers. 1 2 3 4 5 

Beavers create wetlands that benefit other living things. 1 2 3 4 5 

Beavers are a nuisance animal. 1 2 3 4 5 

I am afraid of beavers. 1 2 3 4 5 

Beaver damage to roads or other property is a major problem. 1 2 3 4 5 

Beaver populations should be controlled. 1 2 3 4 5 
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9.  Please indicate if you believe that each of the following statements related to beavers is true or false. (circle a letter for EACH) 

 True False 

Historically, Oregon generally has had a large beaver population. T F 

Historically, beavers were almost eliminated in Oregon because of the value of their furs or pelts. T F 

Beavers typically live in waters such as ponds, marshes, or streams. T F 

Beavers build both dams and lodges. T F 

Beavers do not eat fish. T F 

Beavers must chew on wood because their teeth do not stop growing. T F 

Beavers have webbed feet. T F 

Beaver dams can create ponds that help replenish groundwater supplies. T F 

Beaver dams can create ponds that are important for fish such as salmon. T F 

Beaver dams can create wetlands that are important for other living things besides fish. T F 

10.  If beavers were present on your property or neighboring properties, how concerned would you be about each of the following? 
       (circle one number for EACH) 

 Not at all 
Concerned 

Slightly 
Concerned 

Moderately 
Concerned 

Extremely
Concerned 

Your own personal health or safety. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Health or safety of children. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Health or safety of pets. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Spread of diseases by beavers. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Potential damage to your own property by beavers. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Potential damage to neighboring properties by beavers. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

11.  How often have beavers caused damage to your property or neighboring properties? (check ONE) 

  Never   Once or Twice   Sometimes   Many Times 

12.  To what extent do you consider beavers to be a problem on your property or neighboring properties? (check ONE) 

  Not a Problem   Slight Problem   Moderate Problem   Extreme Problem 

13.  To what extent do you disagree or agree with each of the following statements? (circle one number for EACH) 

 Strongly
Disagree 

Slightly
Disagree

Neither 
Slightly
Agree 

Strongly
Agree 

Beavers are common on my property or neighboring properties. 1 2 3 4 5 

There are too many beavers on my property or neighboring properties. 1 2 3 4 5 

The number of beavers on my property or neighboring properties 
has increased over time. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Beavers are destroying trees or other vegetation on my property 
or neighboring properties. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Beavers are damaging other items on my property 
or neighboring properties (for example: driveway, flooding). 

1 2 3 4 5 

Beaver damage on my property or neighboring properties 
has increased over time. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I do not want beavers on my property or neighboring properties. 1 2 3 4 5 
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14. How often have beavers caused each of the following on your property or neighboring properties? 
 (circle one number for EACH) 

 Never Once or Twice Sometimes Many Times

Overflow of a pond, lake, or stream. 0 1 2 3 

Flooding of a road or driveway. 0 1 2 3 

Flooding of crops or fields. 0 1 2 3 

Flooding of a basement or other building. 0 1 2 3 

Flooding of a well or septic system. 0 1 2 3 

Damage to trees. 0 1 2 3 

Damage to flowers or bushes. 0 1 2 3 

Damage to culverts (for example: plugged pipes, bank erosion). 0 1 2 3 

Other (write response) _______________________________. 0 1 2 3 

 15. To what extent would it be a problem if beavers caused each of the following on your property or neighboring properties? 
  (circle one number for EACH) 

 Not a 
Problem 

Slight 
Problem 

Moderate 
Problem 

Extreme 
Problem 

Overflow of a pond, lake, or stream. 0 1 2 3 

Flooding of a road or driveway. 0 1 2 3 

Flooding of crops or fields. 0 1 2 3 

Flooding of a basement or other building. 0 1 2 3 

Flooding of a well or septic system. 0 1 2 3 

Damage to trees. 0 1 2 3 

Damage to flowers or bushes. 0 1 2 3 

Damage to culverts (for example: plugged pipes, bank erosion). 0 1 2 3 

Other (write response) ________________________________. 0 1 2 3 

 16.  How often have you taken each of the following actions to deal with beavers on your property or neighboring properties? 
  (circle one number for EACH) 

 Never Once or Twice Sometimes Many Times

Contacted wildlife agencies about how to deal with beavers. 0 1 2 3 

Contacted other groups about how to deal with beavers. 0 1 2 3 

Wrapped trees with materials to prevent beavers from chewing them. 0 1 2 3 

Installed other exclusion devices such as fences or screens. 0 1 2 3 

Installed control devices such as water control pipes.  0 1 2 3 

Frightened beavers away myself. 0 1 2 3 

Removed beaver dams or lodges myself. 0 1 2 3 

Captured and relocated beavers myself. 0 1 2 3 

Destroyed beavers myself (lethal control). 0 1 2 3 

Hired animal control personnel to remove beavers. 0 1 2 3 

Asked a regulated trapper to remove beavers. 0 1 2 3 

Other (write response) ____________________________________. 0 1 2 3 
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The next 6 shaded boxes contain hypothetical scenarios related to beavers. NO TWO SCENARIOS ARE THE SAME. 
Carefully read each scenario and then please answer the questions after EACH scenario.  

Scenario 1:  A beaver is seen on your property or neighboring properties, but has not caused any impacts or damage. 

 17.  Please indicate on each of the following scales how you would react to Scenario 1. (circle one number for EACH) 

     Unhappy  1 2 3 4 5 Happy 
Not Excited 1  2  3  4  5  Excited 

     Not Curious 1  2  3  4  5  Curious 
     Frightened  1  2  3  4  5  Not Frightened 
 Angry   1  2  3  4  5  Not Angry 

 18.  Without learning more detail, who would you assume is responsible for Scenario 1? (circle one number for EACH) 

 None of the 
Responsibility 

Some of the 
Responsibility

Most of the 
Responsibility 

All of the 
Responsibility

The individual beaver for being in the area. 0 1 2 3 

Wildlife agencies for not controlling beaver populations. 0 1 2 3 

Yourself as the resident involved in the situation. 0 1 2 3 

Neighbors or others in the area involved in the situation. 0 1 2 3 

 19. How unacceptable or acceptable would it be to take each of the following actions for Scenario 1? (circle a number for EACH)   

 Very 
Unacceptable 

Slightly 
Unacceptable 

Neither 
Slightly 

Acceptable 
Very 

Acceptable

Do nothing by leaving the beaver alone. 1 2 3 4 5 

Inform landowners about how to coexist with the beaver. 1 2 3 4 5 

Wrap trees to prevent the beaver from chewing trees. 1 2 3 4 5 

Install fences or screens to prevent beaver damage. 1 2 3 4 5 

Install control devices such as water control pipes.  1 2 3 4 5 

Remove any beaver dams or lodges in the area. 1 2 3 4 5 

Capture and relocate the beaver to another location. 1 2 3 4 5 

Frighten the beaver away. 1 2 3 4 5 

Destroy the beaver (lethal control). 1 2 3 4 5 

 20.  Given Scenario 1, how unlikely or likely would you take advantage of each of the following possible 
  incentives that would allow the beaver to live on your property or neighboring properties? (circle one number for EACH) 

 Very 
Unlikely 

Somewhat
Unlikely 

Neither 
Somewhat

Likely 
Very 

Likely 

Information sent to you about how to coexist with beavers. 1 2 3 4 5 

Experts visit your home to provide technical information. 1 2 3 4 5 

Experts plant trees near your home for food / shelter for beavers. 1 2 3 4 5 

Experts provide equipment / labor to install things such as tree 
wrapping materials, fences, or water control pipes. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Financial compensation for fixing any potential future damage 
caused by the beaver. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Financial compensation for preventing future beaver damage. 1 2 3 4 5 

None of these incentives because I would not keep the beaver 
living on my property or neighboring properties. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Scenario 2:  A beaver chews down some trees on your property or neighboring properties. 

  21.  Please indicate on each of the following scales how you would react to Scenario 2. (circle one number for EACH) 

     Unhappy  1 2 3 4 5 Happy 
Not Excited 1  2  3  4  5  Excited 

     Not Curious 1  2  3  4  5  Curious 
     Frightened  1  2  3  4  5  Not Frightened 
 Angry   1  2  3  4  5  Not Angry 

  22.   Without learning more detail, who would you assume is responsible for Scenario 2? (circle one number for EACH) 

 None of the 
Responsibility 

Some of the 
Responsibility

Most of the 
Responsibility 

All of the 
Responsibility

The individual beaver for causing the impact. 0 1 2 3 

Wildlife agencies for not controlling beaver populations. 0 1 2 3 

Yourself as the resident involved in the situation. 0 1 2 3 

Neighbors or others in the area involved in the situation. 0 1 2 3 

  23. How unacceptable or acceptable would it be to take each of the following actions for Scenario 2? (circle a number for EACH)   

 Very 
Unacceptable 

Slightly 
Unacceptable 

Neither 
Slightly 

Acceptable 
Very 

Acceptable

Do nothing by leaving the beaver alone. 1 2 3 4 5 

Inform landowners about how to coexist with the beaver. 1 2 3 4 5 

Wrap trees to prevent the beaver from chewing trees. 1 2 3 4 5 

Install fences or screens to prevent beaver damage. 1 2 3 4 5 

Install control devices such as water control pipes.  1 2 3 4 5 

Remove any beaver dams or lodges in the area. 1 2 3 4 5 

Capture and relocate the beaver to another location. 1 2 3 4 5 

Frighten the beaver away. 1 2 3 4 5 

Destroy the beaver (lethal control). 1 2 3 4 5 

  24.   Given Scenario 2, how unlikely or likely would you take advantage of each of the following possible  
    incentives that would allow the beaver to live on your property or neighboring properties? (circle one number for EACH) 

 Very 
Unlikely 

Somewhat
Unlikely 

Neither 
Somewhat

Likely 
Very 

Likely 

Information sent to you about how to coexist with beavers. 1 2 3 4 5 

Experts visit your home to provide technical information. 1 2 3 4 5 

Experts plant trees near your home for food / shelter for beavers. 1 2 3 4 5 

Experts provide equipment / labor to install things such as tree 
wrapping materials, fences, or water control pipes. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Financial compensation for fixing damage caused by the beaver. 1 2 3 4 5 

Financial compensation for preventing future beaver damage. 1 2 3 4 5 

None of these incentives because I would not keep the beaver 
living on my property or neighboring properties. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Scenario 3:  A beaver plugs culverts on your property or neighboring properties causing damage to pipes, erosion, 
                     and ponds or streams to overflow. 

25.  Please indicate on each of the following scales how you would react to Scenario 3. (circle one number for EACH) 

     Unhappy  1 2 3 4 5 Happy 
Not Excited 1  2  3  4  5  Excited 

     Not Curious 1  2  3  4  5  Curious 
     Frightened  1  2  3  4  5  Not Frightened 
 Angry   1  2  3  4  5  Not Angry 

26.  Without learning more detail, who would you assume is responsible for Scenario 3? (circle one number for EACH) 

 None of the 
Responsibility 

Some of the 
Responsibility

Most of the 
Responsibility 

All of the 
Responsibility

The individual beaver for causing the impact. 0 1 2 3 

Wildlife agencies for not controlling beaver populations. 0 1 2 3 

Yourself as the resident involved in the situation. 0 1 2 3 

Neighbors or others in the area involved in the situation. 0 1 2 3 

27. How unacceptable or acceptable would it be to take each of the following actions for Scenario 3? (circle a number for EACH)   

 Very 
Unacceptable 

Slightly 
Unacceptable 

Neither 
Slightly 

Acceptable 
Very 

Acceptable

Do nothing by leaving the beaver alone. 1 2 3 4 5 

Inform landowners about how to coexist with the beaver. 1 2 3 4 5 

Wrap trees to prevent the beaver from chewing trees. 1 2 3 4 5 

Install fences or screens to prevent beaver damage. 1 2 3 4 5 

Install control devices such as water control pipes.  1 2 3 4 5 

Remove any beaver dams or lodges in the area. 1 2 3 4 5 

Capture and relocate the beaver to another location. 1 2 3 4 5 

Frighten the beaver away. 1 2 3 4 5 

Destroy the beaver (lethal control). 1 2 3 4 5 

28.  Given Scenario 3, how unlikely or likely would you take advantage of each of the following possible 
  incentives that would allow the beaver to live on your property or neighboring properties? (circle one number for EACH) 

 Very 
Unlikely 

Somewhat
Unlikely 

Neither 
Somewhat

Likely 
Very 

Likely 

Information sent to you about how to coexist with beavers. 1 2 3 4 5 

Experts visit your home to provide technical information. 1 2 3 4 5 

Experts plant trees near your home for food / shelter for beavers. 1 2 3 4 5 

Experts provide equipment / labor to install things such as tree 
wrapping materials, fences, or water control pipes. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Financial compensation for fixing damage caused by the beaver. 1 2 3 4 5 

Financial compensation for preventing future beaver damage. 1 2 3 4 5 

None of these incentives because I would not keep the beaver 
living on my property or neighboring properties. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Scenario 4:  A beaver floods a road or driveway on your property or neighboring properties. 

  29.  Please indicate on each of the following scales how you would react to Scenario 4. (circle one number for EACH) 

     Unhappy  1 2 3 4 5 Happy 
Not Excited 1  2  3  4  5  Excited 

     Not Curious 1  2  3  4  5  Curious 
     Frightened  1  2  3  4  5  Not Frightened 
 Angry   1  2  3  4  5  Not Angry 

  30.  Without learning more detail, who would you assume is responsible for Scenario 4? (circle one number for EACH) 

 None of the 
Responsibility 

Some of the 
Responsibility

Most of the 
Responsibility 

All of the 
Responsibility

The individual beaver for causing the impact. 0 1 2 3 

Wildlife agencies for not controlling beaver populations. 0 1 2 3 

Yourself as the resident involved in the situation. 0 1 2 3 

Neighbors or others in the area involved in the situation. 0 1 2 3 

  31. How unacceptable or acceptable would it be to take each of the following actions for Scenario 4? (circle a number for EACH)   

 Very 
Unacceptable 

Slightly 
Unacceptable 

Neither 
Slightly 

Acceptable 
Very 

Acceptable

Do nothing by leaving the beaver alone. 1 2 3 4 5 

Inform landowners about how to coexist with the beaver. 1 2 3 4 5 

Wrap trees to prevent the beaver from chewing trees. 1 2 3 4 5 

Install fences or screens to prevent beaver damage. 1 2 3 4 5 

Install control devices such as water control pipes.  1 2 3 4 5 

Remove any beaver dams or lodges in the area. 1 2 3 4 5 

Capture and relocate the beaver to another location. 1 2 3 4 5 

Frighten the beaver away. 1 2 3 4 5 

Destroy the beaver (lethal control). 1 2 3 4 5 

  32.  Given Scenario 4, how unlikely or likely would you take advantage of each of the following possible  
   incentives that would allow the beaver to live on your property or neighboring properties? (circle one number for EACH) 

 Very 
Unlikely 

Somewhat
Unlikely 

Neither 
Somewhat

Likely 
Very 

Likely 

Information sent to you about how to coexist with beavers. 1 2 3 4 5 

Experts visit your home to provide technical information. 1 2 3 4 5 

Experts plant trees near your home for food / shelter for beavers. 1 2 3 4 5 

Experts provide equipment / labor to install things such as tree 
wrapping materials, fences, or water control pipes. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Financial compensation for fixing damage caused by the beaver. 1 2 3 4 5 

Financial compensation for preventing future beaver damage. 1 2 3 4 5 

None of these incentives because I would not keep the beaver 
living on my property or neighboring properties. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Scenario 5:  A beaver floods crops or fields on your property or neighboring properties. 

33.  Please indicate on each of the following scales how you would react to Scenario 5. (circle one number for EACH) 

     Unhappy  1 2 3 4 5 Happy 
Not Excited 1  2  3  4  5  Excited 

     Not Curious 1  2  3  4  5  Curious 
     Frightened  1  2  3  4  5  Not Frightened 
 Angry   1  2  3  4  5  Not Angry 

34.  Without learning more detail, who would you assume is responsible for Scenario 5? (circle one number for EACH) 

 None of the 
Responsibility 

Some of the 
Responsibility

Most of the 
Responsibility 

All of the 
Responsibility

The individual beaver for causing the impact. 0 1 2 3 

Wildlife agencies for not controlling beaver populations. 0 1 2 3 

Yourself as the resident involved in the situation. 0 1 2 3 

Neighbors or others in the area involved in the situation. 0 1 2 3 

35. How unacceptable or acceptable would it be to take each of the following actions for Scenario 5? (circle a number for EACH)   

 Very 
Unacceptable 

Slightly 
Unacceptable 

Neither 
Slightly 

Acceptable 
Very 

Acceptable

Do nothing by leaving the beaver alone. 1 2 3 4 5 

Inform landowners about how to coexist with the beaver. 1 2 3 4 5 

Wrap trees to prevent the beaver from chewing trees. 1 2 3 4 5 

Install fences or screens to prevent beaver damage. 1 2 3 4 5 

Install control devices such as water control pipes.  1 2 3 4 5 

Remove any beaver dams or lodges in the area. 1 2 3 4 5 

Capture and relocate the beaver to another location. 1 2 3 4 5 

Frighten the beaver away. 1 2 3 4 5 

Destroy the beaver (lethal control). 1 2 3 4 5 

36.  Given Scenario 5, how unlikely or likely would you take advantage of each of the following possible 
 incentives that would allow the beaver to live on your property or neighboring properties? (circle one number for EACH) 

 Very 
Unlikely 

Somewhat
Unlikely 

Neither 
Somewhat

Likely 
Very 

Likely 

Information sent to you about how to coexist with beavers. 1 2 3 4 5 

Experts visit your home to provide technical information. 1 2 3 4 5 

Experts plant trees near your home for food / shelter for beavers. 1 2 3 4 5 

Experts provide equipment / labor to install things such as tree 
wrapping materials, fences, or water control pipes. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Financial compensation for fixing damage caused by the beaver. 1 2 3 4 5 

Financial compensation for preventing future beaver damage. 1 2 3 4 5 

None of these incentives because I would not keep the beaver 
living on my property or neighboring properties. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Scenario 6:  A beaver floods a basement, building, or other structure on your property or neighboring properties. 

  37.  Please indicate on each of the following scales how you would react to Scenario 6. (circle one number for EACH) 

     Unhappy  1 2 3 4 5 Happy 
Not Excited 1  2  3  4  5  Excited 

     Not Curious 1  2  3  4  5  Curious 
     Frightened  1  2  3  4  5  Not Frightened 
 Angry   1  2  3  4  5  Not Angry 

  38.  Without learning more detail, who would you assume is responsible for Scenario 6? (circle one number for EACH) 

 None of the 
Responsibility 

Some of the 
Responsibility

Most of the 
Responsibility 

All of the 
Responsibility

The individual beaver for causing the impact. 0 1 2 3 

Wildlife agencies for not controlling beaver populations. 0 1 2 3 

Yourself as the resident involved in the situation. 0 1 2 3 

Neighbors or others in the area involved in the situation. 0 1 2 3 

  39.  How unacceptable or acceptable would it be to take each of the following actions for Scenario 6? (circle a number for EACH)   

 Very 
Unacceptable 

Slightly 
Unacceptable 

Neither 
Slightly 

Acceptable 
Very 

Acceptable

Do nothing by leaving the beaver alone. 1 2 3 4 5 

Inform landowners about how to coexist with the beaver. 1 2 3 4 5 

Wrap trees to prevent the beaver from chewing trees. 1 2 3 4 5 

Install fences or screens to prevent beaver damage. 1 2 3 4 5 

Install control devices such as water control pipes.  1 2 3 4 5 

Remove any beaver dams or lodges in the area. 1 2 3 4 5 

Capture and relocate the beaver to another location. 1 2 3 4 5 

Frighten the beaver away. 1 2 3 4 5 

Destroy the beaver (lethal control). 1 2 3 4 5 

  40.  Given Scenario 6, how unlikely or likely would you take advantage of each of the following possible 
   incentives that would allow the beaver to live on your property or neighboring properties? (circle one number for EACH) 

 Very 
Unlikely 

Somewhat
Unlikely 

Neither 
Somewhat

Likely 
Very 

Likely 

Information sent to you about how to coexist with beavers. 1 2 3 4 5 

Experts visit your home to provide technical information. 1 2 3 4 5 

Experts plant trees near your home for food / shelter for beavers. 1 2 3 4 5 

Experts provide equipment / labor to install things such as tree 
wrapping materials, fences, or water control pipes. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Financial compensation for fixing damage caused by the beaver. 1 2 3 4 5 

Financial compensation for preventing future beaver damage. 1 2 3 4 5 

None of these incentives because I would not keep the beaver 
living on my property or neighboring properties. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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41.  Who do you think should be responsible for addressing problems with wildlife such as beavers on your property or neighboring   
 properties? (check ALL THAT APPLY) 

   Local or county agencies   Citizen groups 

   State agencies such as Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife   Individual residents experiencing the problem 

   Federal agencies such as U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service   Regulated trappers 

   Animal control personnel   Other (write response) ____________________ 

42. The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife is currently responsible for managing most wildlife issues in Oregon. 
To what extent do you disagree or agree with each of the following statements about this agency? (circle a number for EACH) 

 
I feel that the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife … 

Strongly
Disagree 

Slightly
Disagree

Neither 
Slightly
Agree 

Strongly
Agree 

… shares similar values as I do. 1 2 3 4 5 

… shares similar opinions as I do. 1 2 3 4 5 

… shares similar goals as I do. 1 2 3 4 5 

… thinks in a similar way as I do. 1 2 3 4 5 

… takes similar actions as I would. 1 2 3 4 5 

43.  To what extent do you disagree or agree with each of the following statements? (circle one number for EACH) 

 
I trust  the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife to … 

Strongly
Disagree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Neither 
Slightly
Agree 

Strongly
Agree 

… provide the best available information about wildlife issues. 1 2 3 4 5 

… provide timely information about wildlife issues. 1 2 3 4 5 

… provide truthful information about wildlife issues. 1 2 3 4 5 

… provide me with enough information to decide 
what actions I should take regarding wildlife.  

1 2 3 4 5 

… use the best available science to inform management of wildlife. 1 2 3 4 5 

… use public input to inform management of wildlife. 1 2 3 4 5 

… make good decisions regarding management of wildlife. 1 2 3 4 5 

… properly address wildlife issues. 1 2 3 4 5 

44.  Please tell us what you would like to know about beavers, their impacts, and / or how to coexist with them. (write response) 

       _____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

       _____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

45. By what means, if any, would you prefer to receive any information about beavers in Oregon? (check ALL THAT APPLY) 

  Newspapers   Radio   E-mail 

  Magazines   Compact disk or DVD   Public information meeting / session 

  Pamphlet / brochure   VCR tape   Conservation / environmental groups 

  Television news   Government agency internet website   Other (write response) ________________

  Other television program   Other internet website   I do not need information about beavers  
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46.  To what extent do you disagree or agree with each of the following statements? (circle one number for EACH) 

 Strongly
Disagree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Neither 
Slightly
Agree 

Strongly
Agree 

Humans should manage wildlife so that only humans benefit. 1 2 3 4 5 

It is important for humans to control wildlife populations. 1 2 3 4 5 

It is acceptable for human uses to cause the loss of some wild animals 
as long as wildlife populations are not jeopardized. 

1 2 3 4 5 

If wildlife populations are not threatened, we should use wildlife 
to add to the quality of human life. 

1 2 3 4 5 

The needs of humans are more important than the needs of wildlife. 1 2 3 4 5 

The primary value of wildlife is to provide benefits for humans. 1 2 3 4 5 

Wildlife exists primarily to be used by humans. 1 2 3 4 5 

The rights of wildlife are more important than human uses of wildlife. 1 2 3 4 5 

Wildlife should be protected for their own sake 
rather than to simply meet the needs of humans. 

1 2 3 4 5 

People should not be allowed to use wildlife for any reason. 1 2 3 4 5 

I care about wildlife as much as I do other people. 1 2 3 4 5 

Wildlife are like family so they should be protected. 1 2 3 4 5 

We should focus on doing what is best for wildlife 
instead of what is best for humans. 

1 2 3 4 5 

People should not treat wildlife in ways that cause pain or suffering 
to wildlife, no matter how much humans benefit. 

1 2 3 4 5 

If we cannot minimize pain or suffering caused to wildlife by human 
activities, then we should not allow those activities. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Humans should be allowed to cause some short-term pain or suffering 
to wildlife as long as humans benefit. 

1 2 3 4 5 

  47.  To what extent do you disagree or agree with each of the following statements? (circle one number for EACH) 

 Strongly
Disagree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Neither 
Slightly
Agree 

Strongly
Agree 

Having wildlife around my home is important to me. 1 2 3 4 5 

I enjoy seeing wildlife around my home. 1 2 3 4 5 

I notice the wildlife around me every day. 1 2 3 4 5 

An important part of my neighborhood is the wildlife I see there. 1 2 3 4 5 

It is important to take care of wildlife for future generations. 1 2 3 4 5 

It is important to always have an abundance of wildlife. 1 2 3 4 5 

It is important to know that wildlife exists. 1 2 3 4 5 

It is important to know that there are healthy populations of wildlife. 1 2 3 4 5 

I enjoy learning about wildlife. 1 2 3 4 5 

It is important that we learn as much as we can about wildlife. 1 2 3 4 5 

It is important that all residents have a chance to learn about wildlife. 1 2 3 4 5 

I am not interested in knowing anything more about wildlife. 1 2 3 4 5 
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48.  Listed below are statements about relationships between humans and the environment. 
 To what extent do you disagree or agree with each of the following statements? (circle one number for EACH) 

 Strongly
Disagree

Slightly 
Disagree 

Neither 
Slightly
Agree 

Strongly
Agree 

Humans have the right to modify the natural environment to suit their needs. 1 2 3 4 5 

Humans were meant to rule over the rest of nature. 1 2 3 4 5 

The so-called ecological crisis facing humans has been greatly exaggerated. 1 2 3 4 5 

The balance of nature is strong enough to cope with impacts 
of modern industrial nations. 

1 2 3 4 5 

If things continue on their present course, we will soon experience 
a major ecological catastrophe. 

1 2 3 4 5 

We are approaching the limit of the number of people the earth can support. 1 2 3 4 5 

The balance of nature is very delicate and easily upset. 1 2 3 4 5 

When humans interfere with nature it often produces disastrous consequences. 1 2 3 4 5 

Plants and animals have as much right as humans to exist. 1 2 3 4 5 

Humans are severely abusing the environment. 1 2 3 4 5 

49.  Are you: (check ONE)        Male          Female 

50.  What is your age? (write age)      ________ years old 

51.  What wildlife related activities do you participate in? (check ALL THAT APPLY) 

  Hunting   Wildlife photography 

  Fishing   Watching television shows, videos, or movies about wildlife 

  Trapping   Reading books, magazines, or other articles about wildlife 

  Wildlife viewing   Visiting zoos or aquariums 

52.  Approximately how many years have you lived in Oregon? (write response)  __________ year(s) 

53.  Do you own or rent / lease the residence where you currently live? (check ONE)      Own        Rent / Lease        Other 

54.  Approximately how many years have you lived at this current address? (write response) __________ year(s) 

55.  Approximately how large is the property (area of land) that you own or live on? (write response) __________ acre(s) 

56.  What land use activities currently occur on the land that you own or live on? (check ALL THAT APPLY) 

   Timber / forestry management   Commercial or industrial (non-agriculture) 

   Agriculture – annuals (for example: grass seed)   Residential 

   Agriculture – perennials (for example: Christmas trees)   Hunting 

   Orchards   Trapping 

   Vineyard or hops production   All-terrain vehicle recreation 

   Beekeeping   Other (write response) ___________________ 

   Livestock grazing _________________________________________ 
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57.   What land use activities do you expect will occur in the future on the land that you own or live on? (check ALL THAT APPLY) 

   Timber / forestry management   Commercial or industrial (non-agriculture) 

   Agriculture – annuals (for example: grass seed)   Residential 

   Agriculture – perennials (for example: Christmas trees)   Hunting 

   Orchards   Trapping 

   Vineyard or hops production   All-terrain vehicle recreation 

   Beekeeping   Subdivide and sell for development 

   Livestock grazing   Other (write response) _____________________ 

 58.  Including yourself, how many people are currently living in your household? (write response) ________ person(s) 

 59.  How many people under 18 years of age are currently living in your household? (write response) ________ person(s) 

 60.  How would you describe the type of community in which you primarily grew up? (check ONE) 

  Large city with 250,000 or more people   Town with 10,000 to 24,999 people 

  City with 100,000 to 249,999 people   Town with 5,000 to 9,999 people 

  City with 50,000 to 99,999 people   Small town / village with less than 5,000 people 

  Small city with 25,000 to 49,999 people   A farm or rural area 

 61.  Are you a member of any environmental or wildlife related organizations (for example: Ducks Unlimited, Audubon Society,   
 Greenpeace)? (check ONE) 

  No 

  Yes    if yes, what organization(s) are you a member of? (write response) ____________________________________ 

 62. What is the highest level of education that you have achieved? (check ONE) 

  Less than high school diploma   4-year college degree (for example: bachelors degree) 

  High school diploma or GED   Advanced degree beyond 4-year degree  

  2-year associates degree or trade school       (for example: masters, Ph.D., medical doctor, law degree) 

 If you have any other comments about beavers, please write them here: 

 

 

 

THANK YOU FOR COMPLETING THIS SURVEY, YOUR INPUT IS VERY IMPORTANT 

PLEASE RETURN THIS COMPLETED SURVEY AS SOON AS POSSIBLE IN THE  

ENCLOSED ADDRESSED AND POSTAGE-PAID ENVELOPE 
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APPENDIX D:  NONRESPONSE QUESTIONNAIRE 

ID number: __________________ 

Opening Script 

Hello, my name is ________.  I'm calling from Oregon State University regarding a survey of 
public opinions about beavers that was sent to your address several weeks ago. 

We have noticed that you have not responded to the survey, but your input is very valuable.  
Instead, we would like you to answer just a few quick questions, which will take less than 2 
minutes to complete. 

If no (refusal):  Sorry to bother you; have a good evening. (hang up and record response) 

If yes:  Thank you; I have just a few short questions. 

(1).  How often have you seen beavers on your property or neighboring properties? 

  Never   Once   2 to 5 times   6 to 10 times   More than 10 times 

(2).  How often have beavers caused damage to your property or neighboring properties? 

  Never   Once or Twice   Sometimes   Many Times 

(3).  Hypothetically, if a beaver were to ever flood a basement, building, or other structure on 
your property or neighboring properties, how unacceptable or acceptable would it be to 
destroy the beaver (i.e., lethal control)? 

Very Unacceptable Slightly Unacceptable Neither Slightly Acceptable Very Acceptable 

(4).  To what extent do you disagree or agree that:  beavers are a nuisance animal? 

Strongly Disagree Slightly Disagree Neither Slightly Agree Strongly Agree 

(5).  To what extent do you disagree or agree that: 
beavers have a right to exist regardless of any damage they cause? 

Strongly Disagree Slightly Disagree Neither Slightly Agree Strongly Agree 

(6).  To what extent do you disagree or agree that:  
you trust the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife to properly address wildlife issues? 

Strongly Disagree Slightly Disagree Neither Slightly Agree Strongly Agree 

(7).  Approximately how many years have you lived at your current address?   _________ year(s) 

(8).  Finally, what is your age? _________ years old 

Then, record their gender or ask if unsure:       Male          Female 

Ending Script: That's all the questions that I have; thank you for your time and have a great evening.
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APPENDIX E:  UNCOLLAPSED PERCENTAGES 

 
Your Opinions About Beavers in Oregon 

Important Questions for Oregonians 

 

Please Complete this Survey and Return it in the Envelope as Soon as Possible 

Participation is Voluntary and Responses are Anonymous 

Thank You for Your Participation 

A Study Conducted Cooperatively by:  
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We are conducting this survey to learn about your opinions about beavers and their habitat in Oregon. Your input is important 
and will assist natural resource managers. Please complete this survey and return it in the addressed postage-paid envelope. 

1.  Before receiving this questionnaire, did you know that there are beavers living in Oregon? (check ONE)    3%  No   97%  Yes 

2.  How often have you seen beavers in the wild? (check ONE) 

15%  Never 12%  Once 31%  2 to 5 times 11%  6 to 10 times 31%  More than 10 times 

3. How interested would you be in seeing beavers on your property or neighboring properties? (check ONE) 

 35%  Not at all Interested 21%  Slightly Interested 22%  Moderately Interested 22%  Extremely Interested 

4. How often have you actually seen beavers on your property or neighboring properties? (check ONE) 

74%  Never 6%  Once 10%  2 to 5 times 3%  6 to 10 times 7%  More than 10 times 

5. How interested would you be in having beavers living on your property or neighboring properties? (check ONE) 

 44%  Not at all Interested 20%  Slightly Interested 19%  Moderately Interested 18%  Extremely Interested 

6.  Currently, are there beavers living on your property or neighboring properties? (check ONE)   67%  No    16%  Yes    17%  Unsure 

7.  Please indicate on each of the following scales how you generally feel about beavers. (circle one number for EACH) 

     Dislike  4% 3% 19% 22% 53% Like 

Bad  4  4  23  25  45  Good 

     Disfavor  4  4  22  24  46  Favor 

     Negative   5  4  22  24  45  Positive 

 Harmful   7  6  29  22  37  Beneficial 

8. To what extent do you disagree or agree with each of the following statements? (circle one number for EACH) 

 Strongly
Disagree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Neither 
Slightly
Agree 

Strongly
Agree 

Beavers have a right to exist regardless of any damage they cause. 13% 15% 10% 30% 32% 

Beavers are a sign of a healthy environment. 3 3 13 31 51 

I may never see a beaver, but it is important to me that they exist. 3 3 9 22 64 

I would get enjoyment from seeing beavers. 4 3 11 28 55 

Beaver populations should be left alone. 8 14 20 29 28 

No beaver should be destroyed. 21 17 16 17 29 

People should be willing to tolerate some conflicts with beavers. 5 9 11 38 37 

Beavers create wetlands that benefit other living things. 2 3 9 27 60 

Beavers are a nuisance animal. 34 21 24 17 4 

I am afraid of beavers. 76 7 13 3 1 

Beaver damage to roads or other property is a major problem. 24 22 30 18 6 

Beaver populations should be controlled. 18 14 21 30 17 
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9.  Please indicate if you believe that each of the following statements related to beavers is true or false. (circle a letter for EACH) 

 True False 

Historically, Oregon generally has had a large beaver population. 91% 9% 

Historically, beavers were almost eliminated in Oregon because of the value of their furs or pelts. 89 11 

Beavers typically live in waters such as ponds, marshes, or streams. 98 2 

Beavers build both dams and lodges. 99 1 

Beavers do not eat fish. 62 38 

Beavers must chew on wood because their teeth do not stop growing. 84 16 

Beavers have webbed feet. 86 14 

Beaver dams can create ponds that help replenish groundwater supplies. 90 10 

Beaver dams can create ponds that are important for fish such as salmon. 75 25 

Beaver dams can create wetlands that are important for other living things besides fish. 97 3 

10.  If beavers were present on your property or neighboring properties, how concerned would you be about each of the following? 
       (circle one number for EACH) 

 Not at all 
Concerned 

Slightly 
Concerned 

Moderately 
Concerned 

Extremely
Concerned 

Your own personal health or safety. 48% 21% 10% 7% 3% 5% 2% 2% 2% 

Health or safety of children. 41 18 12 9 6 5 4 3 4 

Health or safety of pets. 40 16 15 9 6 5 3 3 3 

Spread of diseases by beavers. 32 20 16 11 4 5 5 3 4 

Potential damage to your own property by beavers. 19 10 19 11 8 9 7 7 10 

Potential damage to neighboring properties by beavers. 18 11 19 13 7 10 7 7 9 

11.  How often have beavers caused damage to your property or neighboring properties? (check ONE) 

81%  Never 8%  Once or Twice 7%  Sometimes 5%  Many Times 

12.  To what extent do you consider beavers to be a problem on your property or neighboring properties? (check ONE) 

80%  Not a Problem 12%  Slight Problem 6%  Moderate Problem 2%  Extreme Problem 

13.  To what extent do you disagree or agree with each of the following statements? (circle one number for EACH) 

 Strongly
Disagree 

Slightly
Disagree

Neither 
Slightly
Agree 

Strongly
Agree 

Beavers are common on my property or neighboring properties. 64% 9% 13% 7% 8% 

There are too many beavers on my property or neighboring properties. 75 6 15 2 3 

The number of beavers on my property or neighboring properties 
has increased over time. 

65 5 22 5 3 

Beavers are destroying trees or other vegetation on my property 
or neighboring properties. 

67 5 14 10 5 

Beavers are damaging other items on my property 
or neighboring properties (for example: driveway, flooding). 

76 5 14 4 2 

Beaver damage on my property or neighboring properties 
has increased over time. 

72 4 16 4 3 

I do not want beavers on my property or neighboring properties. 43 10 23 8 16 
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14. How often have beavers caused each of the following on your property or neighboring properties? 
 (circle one number for EACH) 

 Never Once or Twice Sometimes Many Times

Overflow of a pond, lake, or stream. 87% 6% 5% 3% 

Flooding of a road or driveway. 92 4 3 1 

Flooding of crops or fields. 93 3 3 2 

Flooding of a basement or other building. 98 1 1 0 

Flooding of a well or septic system. 95 3 1 1 

Damage to trees. 76 9 9 7 

Damage to flowers or bushes. 90 4 5 2 

Damage to culverts (for example: plugged pipes, bank erosion). 86 6 5 4 

Other (write response) _______________________________. 1 1 1 1 

 15. To what extent would it be a problem if beavers caused each of the following on your property or neighboring properties? 
  (circle one number for EACH) 

 Not a 
Problem 

Slight 
Problem 

Moderate 
Problem 

Extreme 
Problem 

Overflow of a pond, lake, or stream. 35% 25% 24% 17% 

Flooding of a road or driveway. 28 22 28 21 

Flooding of crops or fields. 39 16 23 23 

Flooding of a basement or other building. 31 10 19 40 

Flooding of a well or septic system. 29 10 19 42 

Damage to trees. 23 27 30 21 

Damage to flowers or bushes. 34 29 23 14 

Damage to culverts (for example: plugged pipes, bank erosion). 24 17 28 30 

Other (write response) ________________________________. 0 0 1 2 

 16.  How often have you taken each of the following actions to deal with beavers on your property or neighboring properties? 
  (circle one number for EACH) 

 Never Once or Twice Sometimes Many Times

Contacted wildlife agencies about how to deal with beavers. 94% 4% 2% 1% 

Contacted other groups about how to deal with beavers. 96 2 1 1 

Wrapped trees with materials to prevent beavers from chewing them. 91 4 3 3 

Installed other exclusion devices such as fences or screens. 94 3 1 2 

Installed control devices such as water control pipes.  98 1 0 1 

Frightened beavers away myself. 94 2 2 2 

Removed beaver dams or lodges myself. 93 3 2 3 

Captured and relocated beavers myself. 99 1 0 0 

Destroyed beavers myself (lethal control). 96 1 1 1 

Hired animal control personnel to remove beavers. 98 1 1 0 

Asked a regulated trapper to remove beavers. 96 3 1 1 

Other (write response) ____________________________________. 1 0 0 1 
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The next 6 shaded boxes contain hypothetical scenarios related to beavers. NO TWO SCENARIOS ARE THE SAME. 
Carefully read each scenario and then please answer the questions after EACH scenario.  

Scenario 1:  A beaver is seen on your property or neighboring properties, but has not caused any impacts or damage. 

 17.  Please indicate on each of the following scales how you would react to Scenario 1. (circle one number for EACH) 

     Unhappy  5% 5% 28% 20% 43% Happy 
Not Excited 7 6  26  23  38  Excited 

     Not Curious 5  3  14  23  55  Curious 
     Frightened  9 4  13  11  64  Not Frightened 
 Angry   8  3  15  9  64  Not Angry 

 18.  Without learning more detail, who would you assume is responsible for Scenario 1? (circle one number for EACH) 

 None of the 
Responsibility 

Some of the 
Responsibility

Most of the 
Responsibility 

All of the 
Responsibility

The individual beaver for being in the area. 32% 16% 21% 32% 

Wildlife agencies for not controlling beaver populations. 51 34 11 4 

Yourself as the resident involved in the situation. 55 31 10 5 

Neighbors or others in the area involved in the situation. 53 34 9 4 

 19. How unacceptable or acceptable would it be to take each of the following actions for Scenario 1? (circle a number for EACH)   

 Very 
Unacceptable 

Slightly 
Unacceptable 

Neither 
Slightly 

Acceptable 
Very 

Acceptable

Do nothing by leaving the beaver alone. 9% 8% 12% 17% 54% 

Inform landowners about how to coexist with the beaver. 7 4 21 19 48 

Wrap trees to prevent the beaver from chewing trees. 9 6 14 26 46 

Install fences or screens to prevent beaver damage. 11 7 17 27 38 

Install control devices such as water control pipes.  13 8 26 24 29 

Remove any beaver dams or lodges in the area. 28 19 24 16 13 

Capture and relocate the beaver to another location. 20 14 16 24 27 

Frighten the beaver away. 32 18 22 16 12 

Destroy the beaver (lethal control). 67 10 10 6 7 

 20.  Given Scenario 1, how unlikely or likely would you take advantage of each of the following possible 
  incentives that would allow the beaver to live on your property or neighboring properties? (circle one number for EACH) 

 Very 
Unlikely 

Somewhat
Unlikely 

Neither 
Somewhat

Likely 
Very 

Likely 

Information sent to you about how to coexist with beavers. 13% 5% 10% 26% 46% 

Experts visit your home to provide technical information. 16 8 14 26 37 

Experts plant trees near your home for food / shelter for beavers. 19 9 14 22 36 

Experts provide equipment / labor to install things such as tree 
wrapping materials, fences, or water control pipes. 

15 7 12 25 42 

Financial compensation for fixing any potential future damage 
caused by the beaver. 

18 7 15 23 37 

Financial compensation for preventing future beaver damage. 18 7 15 24 35 

None of these incentives because I would not keep the beaver 
living on my property or neighboring properties. 

51 10 20 6 12 
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Scenario 2:  A beaver chews down some trees on your property or neighboring properties. 

  21.  Please indicate on each of the following scales how you would react to Scenario 2. (circle one number for EACH) 

     Unhappy  29% 25% 33% 9% 5% Happy 
Not Excited 23 21  34  14  9  Excited 

     Not Curious 11  7  24  28  31  Curious 
     Frightened  14  6  14  10  56  Not Frightened 
 Angry   18  14  26  14  28  Not Angry 

  22.   Without learning more detail, who would you assume is responsible for Scenario 2? (circle one number for EACH) 

 None of the 
Responsibility 

Some of the 
Responsibility

Most of the 
Responsibility 

All of the 
Responsibility

The individual beaver for causing the impact. 22% 17% 25% 36% 

Wildlife agencies for not controlling beaver populations. 41 40 14 5 

Yourself as the resident involved in the situation. 40 38 15 7 

Neighbors or others in the area involved in the situation. 42 41 12 5 

  23. How unacceptable or acceptable would it be to take each of the following actions for Scenario 2? (circle a number for EACH)   

 Very 
Unacceptable 

Slightly 
Unacceptable 

Neither 
Slightly 

Acceptable 
Very 

Acceptable

Do nothing by leaving the beaver alone. 20% 18% 14% 23% 25% 

Inform landowners about how to coexist with the beaver. 11 7 13 26 44 

Wrap trees to prevent the beaver from chewing trees. 9 5 11 28 47 

Install fences or screens to prevent beaver damage. 11 6 13 29 41 

Install control devices such as water control pipes.  12 9 19 27 33 

Remove any beaver dams or lodges in the area. 26 20 19 18 17 

Capture and relocate the beaver to another location. 18 13 14 25 30 

Frighten the beaver away. 34 18 18 16 13 

Destroy the beaver (lethal control). 69 8 9 6 8 

  24.   Given Scenario 2, how unlikely or likely would you take advantage of each of the following possible  
    incentives that would allow the beaver to live on your property or neighboring properties? (circle one number for EACH) 

 Very 
Unlikely 

Somewhat
Unlikely 

Neither 
Somewhat

Likely 
Very 

Likely 

Information sent to you about how to coexist with beavers. 15% 7% 9% 22% 47% 

Experts visit your home to provide technical information. 17 7 11 24 41 

Experts plant trees near your home for food / shelter for beavers. 19 8 11 22 41 

Experts provide equipment / labor to install things such as tree 
wrapping materials, fences, or water control pipes. 

15 7 10 25 44 

Financial compensation for fixing damage caused by the beaver. 17 7 15 22 40 

Financial compensation for preventing future beaver damage. 17 7 15 22 40 

None of these incentives because I would not keep the beaver 
living on my property or neighboring properties. 

50 11 17 8 15 
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Scenario 3:  A beaver plugs culverts on your property or neighboring properties causing damage to pipes, erosion, 
                     and ponds or streams to overflow. 

25.  Please indicate on each of the following scales how you would react to Scenario 3. (circle one number for EACH) 

     Unhappy  46% 31% 19% 3% 2% Happy 
Not Excited 30  22  29  11  9  Excited 

     Not Curious 15  10  25  24  26  Curious 
     Frightened  16  7 15  9  53  Not Frightened 
 Angry   23  18  25  11  23  Not Angry 

26.  Without learning more detail, who would you assume is responsible for Scenario 3? (circle one number for EACH) 

 None of the 
Responsibility 

Some of the 
Responsibility

Most of the 
Responsibility 

All of the 
Responsibility

The individual beaver for causing the impact. 21% 20% 27% 33% 

Wildlife agencies for not controlling beaver populations. 36 40 17 7 

Yourself as the resident involved in the situation. 36 41 16 8 

Neighbors or others in the area involved in the situation. 38 42 14 6 

27. How unacceptable or acceptable would it be to take each of the following actions for Scenario 3? (circle a number for EACH)   

 Very 
Unacceptable 

Slightly 
Unacceptable 

Neither 
Slightly 

Acceptable 
Very 

Acceptable

Do nothing by leaving the beaver alone. 34% 22% 14% 14% 16% 

Inform landowners about how to coexist with the beaver. 13 7 15 24 41 

Wrap trees to prevent the beaver from chewing trees. 10 6 13 27 45 

Install fences or screens to prevent beaver damage. 11 6 12 28 43 

Install control devices such as water control pipes.  11 6 15 28 42 

Remove any beaver dams or lodges in the area. 21 17 18 21 23 

Capture and relocate the beaver to another location. 16 13 12 25 35 

Frighten the beaver away. 35 16 17 18 15 

Destroy the beaver (lethal control). 70 7 7 6 9 

28.  Given Scenario 3, how unlikely or likely would you take advantage of each of the following possible 
  incentives that would allow the beaver to live on your property or neighboring properties? (circle one number for EACH) 

 Very 
Unlikely 

Somewhat
Unlikely 

Neither 
Somewhat

Likely 
Very 

Likely 

Information sent to you about how to coexist with beavers. 16% 6% 8% 22% 48% 

Experts visit your home to provide technical information. 18 7 9 23 44 

Experts plant trees near your home for food / shelter for beavers. 19 9 11 22 40 

Experts provide equipment / labor to install things such as tree 
wrapping materials, fences, or water control pipes. 

15 6 9 24 47 

Financial compensation for fixing damage caused by the beaver. 17 6 12 23 42 

Financial compensation for preventing future beaver damage. 17 6 12 23 42 

None of these incentives because I would not keep the beaver 
living on my property or neighboring properties. 

50 11 17 7 16 
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Scenario 4:  A beaver floods a road or driveway on your property or neighboring properties. 

  29.  Please indicate on each of the following scales how you would react to Scenario 4. (circle one number for EACH) 

     Unhappy  45% 28% 22% 3% 2% Happy 
Not Excited 30  19  28  13  8  Excited 

     Not Curious 17  9  25  25  25  Curious 
     Frightened  16  8  14  10  52  Not Frightened 
 Angry   24 19 22  11  25  Not Angry 

  30.  Without learning more detail, who would you assume is responsible for Scenario 4? (circle one number for EACH) 

 None of the 
Responsibility 

Some of the 
Responsibility

Most of the 
Responsibility 

All of the 
Responsibility

The individual beaver for causing the impact. 20% 22% 27% 31% 

Wildlife agencies for not controlling beaver populations. 36 39 19 6 

Yourself as the resident involved in the situation. 37 40 16 7 

Neighbors or others in the area involved in the situation. 38 43 14 6 

  31. How unacceptable or acceptable would it be to take each of the following actions for Scenario 4? (circle a number for EACH)   

 Very 
Unacceptable 

Slightly 
Unacceptable 

Neither 
Slightly 

Acceptable 
Very 

Acceptable

Do nothing by leaving the beaver alone. 35% 21% 14% 14% 17% 

Inform landowners about how to coexist with the beaver. 14 7 15 22 42 

Wrap trees to prevent the beaver from chewing trees. 11 7 12 26 45 

Install fences or screens to prevent beaver damage. 12 7 11 27 43 

Install control devices such as water control pipes.  12 7 13 27 41 

Remove any beaver dams or lodges in the area. 21 17 16 20 26 

Capture and relocate the beaver to another location. 16 13 12 24 35 

Frighten the beaver away. 36 16 15 19 15 

Destroy the beaver (lethal control). 70 7 8 6 10 

  32.  Given Scenario 4, how unlikely or likely would you take advantage of each of the following possible  
   incentives that would allow the beaver to live on your property or neighboring properties? (circle one number for EACH) 

 Very 
Unlikely 

Somewhat
Unlikely 

Neither 
Somewhat

Likely 
Very 

Likely 

Information sent to you about how to coexist with beavers. 17% 6% 8% 22% 47% 

Experts visit your home to provide technical information. 18 7 10 22 43 

Experts plant trees near your home for food / shelter for beavers. 18 9 12 20 41 

Experts provide equipment / labor to install things such as tree 
wrapping materials, fences, or water control pipes. 

14 6 10 24 47 

Financial compensation for fixing damage caused by the beaver. 16 6 11 24 43 

Financial compensation for preventing future beaver damage. 17 6 11 24 42 

None of these incentives because I would not keep the beaver 
living on my property or neighboring properties. 

51 10 6 7 17 
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Scenario 5:  A beaver floods crops or fields on your property or neighboring properties. 

33.  Please indicate on each of the following scales how you would react to Scenario 5. (circle one number for EACH) 

     Unhappy  48% 25% 21% 3% 3% Happy 
Not Excited 31  19  29  11  10  Excited 

     Not Curious 19  8  26  23  24  Curious 
     Frightened  17  7  15  9  53  Not Frightened 
 Angry   30  18  20  9  23  Not Angry 

34.  Without learning more detail, who would you assume is responsible for Scenario 5? (circle one number for EACH) 

 None of the 
Responsibility 

Some of the 
Responsibility

Most of the 
Responsibility 

All of the 
Responsibility

The individual beaver for causing the impact. 19% 23% 26% 32% 

Wildlife agencies for not controlling beaver populations. 35 40 19 7 

Yourself as the resident involved in the situation. 35 40 17 7 

Neighbors or others in the area involved in the situation. 36 42 15 6 

35. How unacceptable or acceptable would it be to take each of the following actions for Scenario 5? (circle a number for EACH)   

 Very 
Unacceptable 

Slightly 
Unacceptable 

Neither 
Slightly 

Acceptable 
Very 

Acceptable

Do nothing by leaving the beaver alone. 38% 22% 11% 13% 17% 

Inform landowners about how to coexist with the beaver. 15 8 13 22 44 

Wrap trees to prevent the beaver from chewing trees. 12 6 12 25 45 

Install fences or screens to prevent beaver damage. 13 6 13 26 44 

Install control devices such as water control pipes.  12 6 13 25 44 

Remove any beaver dams or lodges in the area. 20 15 15 21 28 

Capture and relocate the beaver to another location. 16 13 12 23 37 

Frighten the beaver away. 36 17 14 18 16 

Destroy the beaver (lethal control). 71 6 7 6 10 

36.  Given Scenario 5, how unlikely or likely would you take advantage of each of the following possible 
 incentives that would allow the beaver to live on your property or neighboring properties? (circle one number for EACH) 

 Very 
Unlikely 

Somewhat
Unlikely 

Neither 
Somewhat

Likely 
Very 

Likely 

Information sent to you about how to coexist with beavers. 18% 6% 7% 21% 47% 

Experts visit your home to provide technical information. 19 6 9 23 43 

Experts plant trees near your home for food / shelter for beavers. 19 9 11 19 42 

Experts provide equipment / labor to install things such as tree 
wrapping materials, fences, or water control pipes. 

15 6 10 23 46 

Financial compensation for fixing damage caused by the beaver. 17 6 11 24 42 

Financial compensation for preventing future beaver damage. 17 7 11 23 42 

None of these incentives because I would not keep the beaver 
living on my property or neighboring properties. 

50 10 17 6 17 
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Scenario 6:  A beaver floods a basement, building, or other structure on your property or neighboring properties. 

  37.  Please indicate on each of the following scales how you would react to Scenario 6. (circle one number for EACH) 

     Unhappy  70% 17% 10% 1% 2% Happy 
Not Excited 41  14  20  11  14  Excited 

     Not Curious 25  8  22  20  24  Curious 
     Frightened  18  8  14  9  50  Not Frightened 
 Angry   40  19  15  9  17  Not Angry 

  38.  Without learning more detail, who would you assume is responsible for Scenario 6? (circle one number for EACH) 

 None of the 
Responsibility 

Some of the 
Responsibility

Most of the 
Responsibility 

All of the 
Responsibility

The individual beaver for causing the impact. 18% 23% 27% 31% 

Wildlife agencies for not controlling beaver populations. 35 38 20 8 

Yourself as the resident involved in the situation. 32 41 19 9 

Neighbors or others in the area involved in the situation. 35 42 16 7 

  39.  How unacceptable or acceptable would it be to take each of the following actions for Scenario 6? (circle a number for EACH)   

 Very 
Unacceptable 

Slightly 
Unacceptable 

Neither 
Slightly 

Acceptable 
Very 

Acceptable

Do nothing by leaving the beaver alone. 47% 19% 10% 11% 14% 

Inform landowners about how to coexist with the beaver. 18 8 12 20 42 

Wrap trees to prevent the beaver from chewing trees. 14 7 11 24 45 

Install fences or screens to prevent beaver damage. 14 7 12 23 45 

Install control devices such as water control pipes.  13 6 13 23 46 

Remove any beaver dams or lodges in the area. 18 13 14 22 32 

Capture and relocate the beaver to another location. 15 11 9 24 41 

Frighten the beaver away. 35 15 13 18 19 

Destroy the beaver (lethal control). 70 6 7 6 11 

  40.  Given Scenario 6, how unlikely or likely would you take advantage of each of the following possible 
   incentives that would allow the beaver to live on your property or neighboring properties? (circle one number for EACH) 

 Very 
Unlikely 

Somewhat
Unlikely 

Neither 
Somewhat

Likely 
Very 

Likely 

Information sent to you about how to coexist with beavers. 19% 7% 8% 19% 42% 

Experts visit your home to provide technical information. 20 6 9 21 44 

Experts plant trees near your home for food / shelter for beavers. 20 9 11 18 42 

Experts provide equipment / labor to install things such as tree 
wrapping materials, fences, or water control pipes. 

16 7 10 20 48 

Financial compensation for fixing damage caused by the beaver. 16 6 11 20 46 

Financial compensation for preventing future beaver damage. 17 6 11 21 46 

None of these incentives because I would not keep the beaver 
living on my property or neighboring properties. 

49 10 15 6 19 
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41.  Who do you think should be responsible for addressing problems with wildlife such as beavers on your property or neighboring   
 properties? (check ALL THAT APPLY) 

 48%  Local or county agencies 13%  Citizen groups 

 84%  State agencies such as Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 60%  Individual residents experiencing the problem 

 48%  Federal agencies such as U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 26%  Regulated trappers 

 34%  Animal control personnel 4%  Other (write response) ____________________ 

42. The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife is currently responsible for managing most wildlife issues in Oregon. 
To what extent do you disagree or agree with each of the following statements about this agency? (circle a number for EACH) 

 
I feel that the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife … 

Strongly
Disagree 

Slightly
Disagree

Neither 
Slightly
Agree 

Strongly
Agree 

… shares similar values as I do. 8% 12% 24% 38% 18% 

… shares similar opinions as I do. 8 13 27 37 15 

… shares similar goals as I do. 8 12 28 35 17 

… thinks in a similar way as I do. 11 13 31 32 13 

… takes similar actions as I would. 12 13 32 29 14 

43.  To what extent do you disagree or agree with each of the following statements? (circle one number for EACH) 

 
I trust  the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife to … 

Strongly
Disagree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Neither 
Slightly
Agree 

Strongly
Agree 

… provide the best available information about wildlife issues. 6% 10% 14% 37% 33% 

… provide timely information about wildlife issues. 7 10 19 37 27 

… provide truthful information about wildlife issues. 7 10 16 32 35 

… provide me with enough information to decide 
what actions I should take regarding wildlife.  

7 10 17 35 32 

… use the best available science to inform management of wildlife. 8 10 17 34 31 

… use public input to inform management of wildlife. 9 13 21 32 24 

… make good decisions regarding management of wildlife. 9 13 19 32 27 

… properly address wildlife issues. 9 12 19 33 27 

44.  Please tell us what you would like to know about beavers, their impacts, and / or how to coexist with them. (write response) 

       See Appendix A of Report 

45. By what means, if any, would you prefer to receive any information about beavers in Oregon? (check ALL THAT APPLY) 

41%  Newspapers 18%  Radio 20%  E-mail 

22%  Magazines 16%  Compact disk or DVD 20%  Public information meeting / session 

49%  Pamphlet / brochure 4%  VCR tape 17%  Conservation / environmental groups 

30%  Television news 34%  Government agency internet website 2%  Other (write response) _______________

19%  Other television program 18%  Other internet website 29%  I do not need information about beavers 
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46.  To what extent do you disagree or agree with each of the following statements? (circle one number for EACH) 

 Strongly
Disagree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Neither 
Slightly
Agree 

Strongly
Agree 

Humans should manage wildlife so that only humans benefit. 71% 15% 8% 4% 3% 

It is important for humans to control wildlife populations. 12 18 12 36 21 

It is acceptable for human uses to cause the loss of some wild animals 
as long as wildlife populations are not jeopardized. 

15 16 12 34 23 

If wildlife populations are not threatened, we should use wildlife 
to add to the quality of human life. 

6 6 13 31 44 

The needs of humans are more important than the needs of wildlife. 31 18 19 20 12 

The primary value of wildlife is to provide benefits for humans. 45 22 15 11 8 

Wildlife exists primarily to be used by humans. 57 19 12 7 5 

The rights of wildlife are more important than human uses of wildlife. 27 21 23 15 14 

Wildlife should be protected for their own sake 
rather than to simply meet the needs of humans. 

8 7 14 29 42 

People should not be allowed to use wildlife for any reason. 53 20 14 7 8 

I care about wildlife as much as I do other people. 15 19 19 23 25 

Wildlife are like family so they should be protected. 19 16 22 25 18 

We should focus on doing what is best for wildlife 
instead of what is best for humans. 

24 24 26 14 11 

People should not treat wildlife in ways that cause pain or suffering 
to wildlife, no matter how much humans benefit. 

13 14 15 20 38 

If we cannot minimize pain or suffering caused to wildlife by human 
activities, then we should not allow those activities. 

18 15 17 24 26 

Humans should be allowed to cause some short-term pain or suffering 
to wildlife as long as humans benefit. 

32 22 22 14 10 

  47.  To what extent do you disagree or agree with each of the following statements? (circle one number for EACH) 

 Strongly
Disagree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Neither 
Slightly
Agree 

Strongly
Agree 

Having wildlife around my home is important to me. 2% 1% 7% 25% 64% 

I enjoy seeing wildlife around my home. 1 1 4 22 72 

I notice the wildlife around me every day. 1 1 5 22 70 

An important part of my neighborhood is the wildlife I see there. 2 3 11 25 60 

It is important to take care of wildlife for future generations. 1 0 3 15 81 

It is important to always have an abundance of wildlife. 1 3 8 25 62 

It is important to know that wildlife exists. 0 1 3 16 81 

It is important to know that there are healthy populations of wildlife. 0 0 3 15 81 

I enjoy learning about wildlife. 1 1 6 19 74 

It is important that we learn as much as we can about wildlife. 1 1 8 23 68 

It is important that all residents have a chance to learn about wildlife. 1 1 9 23 66 

I am not interested in knowing anything more about wildlife. 73 10 9 3 5 
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48.  Listed below are statements about relationships between humans and the environment. 
 To what extent do you disagree or agree with each of the following statements? (circle one number for EACH) 

 Strongly
Disagree

Slightly 
Disagree 

Neither 
Slightly
Agree 

Strongly
Agree 

Humans have the right to modify the natural environment to suit their needs. 19% 23% 14% 36% 8% 

Humans were meant to rule over the rest of nature. 43 15 16 14 14 

The so-called ecological crisis facing humans has been greatly exaggerated. 36 16 17 19 12 

The balance of nature is strong enough to cope with impacts 
of modern industrial nations. 

45 27 14 10 5 

If things continue on their present course, we will soon experience 
a major ecological catastrophe. 

13 14 18 27 28 

We are approaching the limit of the number of people the earth can support. 14 11 19 24 32 

The balance of nature is very delicate and easily upset. 7 13 14 32 34 

When humans interfere with nature it often produces disastrous consequences. 7 11 14 33 35 

Plants and animals have as much right as humans to exist. 11 10 11 22 45 

Humans are severely abusing the environment. 10 9 9 27 46 

49.  Are you: (check ONE)      57%  Male        43%  Female 

50.  What is your age? (write age)      See Report   years old 

51.  What wildlife related activities do you participate in? (check ALL THAT APPLY) 

39%  Hunting 44%  Wildlife photography 

57%  Fishing 84%  Watching television shows, videos, or movies about wildlife 

5%  Trapping 71%  Reading books, magazines, or other articles about wildlife 

81%  Wildlife viewing 61%  Visiting zoos or aquariums 

52.  Approximately how many years have you lived in Oregon? (write response)  See Report   year(s) 

53.  Do you own or rent / lease the residence where you currently live? (check ONE)    86%  Own     12%  Rent / Lease     2%  Other 

54.  Approximately how many years have you lived at this current address? (write response) See Report   year(s) 

55.  Approximately how large is the property (area of land) that you own or live on? (write response) See Report   acre(s) 

56.  What land use activities currently occur on the land that you own or live on? (check ALL THAT APPLY) 

 13%  Timber / forestry management 2%  Commercial or industrial (non-agriculture) 

 16%  Agriculture – annuals (for example: grass seed) 86%  Residential 

 6%  Agriculture – perennials (for example: Christmas trees) 11%  Hunting 

 11%  Orchards 2%  Trapping 

 3%  Vineyard or hops production 6%  All-terrain vehicle recreation 

 3%  Beekeeping 16%  Other (write response) ___________________ 

 24%  Livestock grazing _________________________________________ 
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57.   What land use activities do you expect will occur in the future on the land that you own or live on? (check ALL THAT APPLY) 

 13%  Timber / forestry management 3%  Commercial or industrial (non-agriculture) 

 15%  Agriculture – annuals (for example: grass seed) 82%  Residential 

 8%  Agriculture – perennials (for example: Christmas trees) 11%  Hunting 

 12%  Orchards 3%  Trapping 

 4%  Vineyard or hops production 5%  All-terrain vehicle recreation 

 7%  Beekeeping 4%  Subdivide and sell for development 

 25%  Livestock grazing 9%  Other (write response) _____________________ 

 58.  Including yourself, how many people are currently living in your household? (write response) See Report   person(s) 

 59.  How many people under 18 years of age are currently living in your household? (write response) See Report   person(s) 

 60.  How would you describe the type of community in which you primarily grew up? (check ONE) 

19%  Large city with 250,000 or more people 12%  Town with 10,000 to 24,999 people 

5%  City with 100,000 to 249,999 people 14%  Town with 5,000 to 9,999 people 

9%  City with 50,000 to 99,999 people 12%  Small town / village with less than 5,000 people 

8%  Small city with 25,000 to 49,999 people 22%  A farm or rural area 

 61.  Are you a member of any environmental or wildlife related organizations (for example: Ducks Unlimited, Audubon Society,   
 Greenpeace)? (check ONE) 

80%  No 

20%  Yes    if yes, what organization(s) are you a member of? (write response) ____________________________________ 

 62. What is the highest level of education that you have achieved? (check ONE) 

3%  Less than high school diploma 25%  4-year college degree (for example: bachelors degree) 

31%  High school diploma or GED 18%  Advanced degree beyond 4-year degree  

24%  2-year associates degree or trade school         (for example: masters, Ph.D., medical doctor, law degree) 

 If you have any other comments about beavers, please write them here: 

       See Appendix A of Report 

 

 

THANK YOU FOR COMPLETING THIS SURVEY, YOUR INPUT IS VERY IMPORTANT 

PLEASE RETURN THIS COMPLETED SURVEY AS SOON AS POSSIBLE IN THE  

ENCLOSED ADDRESSED AND POSTAGE-PAID ENVELOPE 

 
 



 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This page left intentionally blank 

 



APPENDIX H 

 

Pub. H-4:  Oregon Conservation Strategy. 2016.  https://www.oregonconservationstrategy.org/ 
  

https://www.oregonconservationstrategy.org/


 



Part 4(C) ODFW (7)Beaver  Final Report May 6, 2005 

1 

The Importance of Beaver (Castor Canadensis) to Coho Habitat and  
Trend in Beaver Abundance in the Oregon Coast Coho ESU 

 
  

In 1997 the Oregon Plan for and Watersheds (OPSW) was initiated in an effort to 
reverse declining trends in coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch) in Oregon coastal 
streams.  The quality of freshwater habitat was one factor that was identified as 
potentially influencing the decline of coho in the ESU (OCSRI 1997).  Pools formed by 
the dam building of beavers (Castor canadensis) may be an important component of high 
quality habitat for coho.  This report reviews information on the importance of beaver to 
coho habitat and summarizes trends in beaver abundance for a State of Oregon 
assessment on the status and trend of coho and their habitat in the Oregon Coast Coho 
ESU (Figure 1). 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1.  Location of four monitoring areas in the Oregon Coast Coho ESU.  A GIS 
coverage of these monitoring areas my be obtained at: 
ftp://nrimp.dfw.state.or.us/ORplan/ODFW/ODFW_72_DF_cstgca_nosc.zip 
 
Ecosystem Effects of Beaver Dams  

A distinct characteristic of beaver is their ability to alter their surrounding 
environment to better suit their needs through the building of dams.  This ability to 
greatly modify the structure and dynamics of their surroundings has led beaver to be 
considered a “keystone species” (Naiman et al. 1986).  Beaver dams have been shown to 
impact the hydrology, channel geomorphology, and water quality of streams and rivers. 

Beaver prefer to dam streams that are low-gradient and in unconfined valleys.  
Geomorphic and hydrologic conditions such as gradient, stream depth, and stream width 
are good predictors of dam-site suitability (Beier and Barrett 1987).  A study in the Drift 
Creek basin of the Oregon Coast Range found that 90% of beaver dams were located on 
streams with gradients of less than 6% (Suzuki and McComb 1998).  Studies conducted 
in the states of Colorado and Washington also found a high percentage of total beaver 
dams located on low gradient streams with high valley widths (Pollock et al. 2003).   
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Beaver dams change the hydrology of streams in ways that are beneficial for 
many fish species, including juvenile coho.  Water depth is increased and current velocity 
is decreased upstream of beaver dams.  The impounded waters upstream of a beaver dam 
can have wetted surface areas that are orders of magnitude greater than the pre-existing 
stream channel (Naiman et al. 1986), and shorelines that are more complex than other 
natural ponds (Naiman et al. 1988).  Other key hydrologic functions of beaver dams are 
to dissipate stream energy, attenuate peak flows, and increase groundwater recharge and 
retention which in turn will increase summer low flows and elevate groundwater levels 
(Pollock et al. 2003).  During flood events, beaver dams dissipate energy by forcing 
water to either flow through a tortuous path of small branches on the downstream side of 
the dam or through floodplain vegetation as water works its way back to the stream 
channel (Woo and Waddington 1990).  By slowing water velocities and increasing water 
depth and storage capacity, beaver dams can also moderate stream flow and through the 
retention of water, beaver dams can contribute to groundwater recharge and thus help to 
increase summer low flows (Pollock et al. 2003). 

The slow water velocities created by beaver dams create large depositional areas 
that accumulate sediment and organic material (Pollock et al. 2003).  Depending on 
climatic and geographic location, this sediment may persist and gradually fill the stream 
channel and valley with alluvial deposits, or it may be periodically washed downstream 
due to seasonal breaching of the dam (Talabere 2001).  In the Oregon Coast Range, 
beaver dams on 3rd and 4th order streams tend to wash out during high winter flows and 
are rebuilt the following summer (Leidholt-Bruner et al. 1992).  However, beaver dams 
have been noted during high winter flows on smaller streams, side channels, and adjacent 
wetlands in the Oregon Coast Range (Nickelson et al. 1992) and may persist through 
most winters.  Beaver dams may also cause flooding of the adjacent valley floor, 
resulting in shallow waters that promote the growth of emergent vegetation and the 
addition of organic material to the system (Pollock et al. 2003).  The extent of flooding 
depends on the valley form where the dam is located.  Beaver ponds in upland V-shaped 
valleys tend to be small while ponds located in unconstrained floodplain areas can cover 
relatively large surface areas (Johnston and Naiman 1987).    

The influence of beaver ponds on water temperature varies considerably 
depending on stream morphology and geographic location.  McRae and Edwards (1994) 
found that in Wisconsin headwater streams, thermal effects of beaver dams depended on 
local differences in vegetative and topographic shading, groundwater inflow contribution, 
and flow volume.     

 
Beaver Dams and Coho 

Beaver dams can substantially alter stream hydraulics and create conditions that 
may benefit many fish species.  Beaver ponds typically have slow current velocities and 
large edge-to-surface-area ratios, conditions that can provide extensive fish refugia and a 
productive environment for aquatic vegetation and benthic invertebrates.  These factors 
can combine to provide fish with ample foraging opportunities requiring less energy to 
utilize.  Thus, beaver ponds tend to be more productive than un-dammed stream reaches 
in terms of number and size of fish (Pollock et al. 2003). 

Early observations of the impact of beaver dams on id species suggest detrimental 
effects due to increased siltation, elevated water temperatures, and impeded fish passage.  
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Research has shown these concerns to be unfounded, and no study has been able to 
demonstrate a detrimental population-level effect on ids.  In fact, most studies support the 
contention that the habitat created by beaver dams is highly beneficial to fish and that 
many species are known to cross dams in both the upstream and downstream directions 
(Pollock et al. 2003).   
 Nickelson et al. (1992) studied habitat use by juvenile coho in 14 Oregon coastal 
streams during spring, summer, and winter seasons.  They found that juvenile coho were 
most abundant in alcoves and beaver ponds during the winter.  These habitat types made 
up only 31% of the area sampled during winter but accounted for 66% of coho sampled.  
In addition, beaver ponds supported more fish (mean = 456/pond) and higher densities of 
fish (1.28 fish/m2) than other types of dammed pools (mean = 96/pool and density = 0.49 
fish/m2).  Similarly, a study conducted on two coastal Oregon streams found coho 
densities in beaver ponds to be 0.34 coho/m2, compared to densities in non-beaver pools 
of 0.26 coho/m2 (Leidholt-Bruner et al. 1992).    

Studies comparing the growth and survival of juvenile coho generally 
demonstrate that stream reaches above beaver dams produce more and larger fish than 
stream reaches where beaver dams are absent.  In a study of summer habitat utilization in 
the Taku River of Southeast Alaska by Murphy et al. (1989), age 1+ coho were found to 
be most abundant in beaver ponds and upland sloughs.  The mean fork lengths of coho 
found in beaver ponds were longer than those of coho found in other habitats, and the 
vast majority of larger coho were found in beaver pond habitat (Figure 2).  Beaver ponds 
and tributary mouths only made up 2.2% of the total habitat area but accounted for 52% 
of the coho.  Swales and Levings (1989) found beaver ponds to be major rearing areas for 
juvenile coho on the Coldwater River in British Columbia, Canada.  Coho density 
estimates in ponds ranged from 0.1 to 1.0 coho/m2 compared to density estimates in the 
main river of 0.08 to 0.23 coho/m2.  Coho also had a higher growth rate in ponds, with 
fish reaching mean lengths of 62 to 79 mm at the end of the first growing season, 
compared to 53 mm in the main river.  In Carnation Creek, British Columbia, Bustard 
and Narver (1975) found the survival rate of coho in beaver ponds to be twice as high as 
the 35% estimated for the entire stream system. 
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Figure 2.  Size-frequency distribution of juvenile coho in the Taku River, southeast 
Alaska, showing that larger coho (age-1 light columns, age-0 dark columns) 
overwhelmingly prefer beaver ponds over any other habitat (adapted from Murphy et al. 
1989).  

 
The effects of widespread removal of beaver and their dams on coho were 

examined in the Stillaguamish River Basin of Washington by Pollock et al. (2004).  
Current and historic distributions of beaver ponds and other coho rearing habitats were 
assessed, and the greatest reduction in coho smolt production capacity was associated 
with the extensive loss of beaver ponds.  Estimates of summer smolt production potential 
(SPP) have decreased from a historic level of 2.5 million smolts to 965,000 smolts 
currently, and winter SPP estimates have decreased from 7.1 million smolts historically 
to a current level of 971,000 smolts.  For all habitat types, the greatest percent reductions 
in both summer and winter SPP are for beaver ponds (89% and 94% respectively).  
Historically, beaver pond habitat accounted for the majority of coho SPP (61% for 
summer and 86% for winter), while currently summer SPP is dominated by tributary 
habitats (62%) and winter SPP is mixed between beaver ponds, tributaries, and sloughs 
(38%, 27%, and 23% respectively) (Pollock et al. 2004).   
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Historical Beaver Abundance in the Oregon Coast Coho ESU 
 
 Prior to the arrival of Europeans in North America, beaver populations were 
estimated to be between 60 and 400 million individuals (Seton 1929).  Extensive removal 
of beaver began in the early 17th century in the Eastern United States, reducing 
populations dramatically.  In the early 1800s, as eastern beaver populations declined, the 
fur trade moved west in search of new trapping areas.  By 1900, continued trapping of 
beaver had left populations near extinction in North America (Naiman et al. 1988).   

In the Pacific Northwest, the era of fur trading lasted approximately 60 years, 
from the 1780s to the 1840s.  Beaver pelts became dominant in the Pacific Northwest fur 
trade around 1820 when sea otter populations declined.  Production of beaver pelts by the 
Columbia Department of the Hudson Bay Company based in Astoria, Oregon, with 
territory throughout Oregon, Washington, and British Columbia peaked in 1833 at 28,949 
pelts.  By the 1840s the Northwest fur trade was clearly in decline and beaver populations 
were “…considerably reduced” between Fort Vancouver and northern California and 
“…nearly extinct, in the lower valley of the Columbia” (Rainbolt 1999).  Guthrie and 
Sedell (1988) suggest that trapping in Oregon reduced an estimated one million beaver to 
remnant populations by the time of statehood in 1859.  Beaver trapping was prohibited 
statewide in Oregon in 1899 and in 1932 a beaver relocation program was instigated.  By 
1951 beaver populations had rebuilt to levels were trapping for fur was allowed (Rainbolt 
1999). 

It is difficult to estimate historic beaver abundance in the Oregon Coast Range.  
The majority of information comes from the journals and diaries of early coastal 
explorers and fur-trappers.  In a review of historic records, Rainbolt (1999) concludes 
that beavers were common in the Coast Range, but not abundant.  Although fur-trappers 
reported much sign of beaver activity, trapping was difficult and initial forays along the 
Oregon coast resulted in disappointing harvests of pelts.  It is Rainbolt’s opinion that 
there would have been a greater trapping effort by the Hudson Bay Company if beaver 
abundances had been greater in the Coast Range, especially given that there was a policy 
of beaver eradication south of the Columbia River at the time.  However, using the same 
historic accounts Guthrie and Sedell (1988) concluded that beaver, “…occurred in most 
streams along the Oregon coast, with teeming populations found even in tidewater.” 
Dense, impenetrable forests, streams clogged with wood and impossible to navigate, and 
native tribes unused to hunting and trading beaver pelts all likely contributed to the lack 
of exploitation of beaver in the Coast Range.  The regular occurrence of natural- and 
human-caused fire in the coast range may also have benefited beaver by opening up 
conifer dominated stream-sides to brushy invaders, which they preferred (Guthrie and 
Sedell 1988).        

Studies by both Rainbolt (1999) and Guthrie and Sedell (1988) agree that beaver 
populations in the Coast Range were negligibly impacted by the fur-trapping companies, 
while beaver populations inland and throughout the Pacific Northwest were driven close 
to extinction.  As a result, coastal streams and rivers probably contained large numbers of 
beaver ponds during the nineteenth century.  These ponds, combined with high amounts 
of instream wood, provided id species with complex and varied habitat, including 
numerous marshes, side channels, and sloughs.  A greater impact on coastal beaver 
populations may have been the extensive clearing, splash-damming, diking, and stream 
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channelization that occurred in the early 1900s (Sedell and Luchessa 1982).  These 
practices may have had a devastating impact on the diversity of habitat provided by 
instream wood and beaver ponds that is so beneficial to juvenile coho.  Nickelson et al. 
(2002) report that only three of 14 Oregon coastal streams surveyed at winter base-flow 
had greater than 1% of their area in beaver pond or alcove habitat, and conclude that this 
lack of winter habitat limits the production of coho smolts. 

 
Current Beaver Abundance in the Coastal Coho ESU 

At the onset of the OPSW in 1997, the value of beaver dams to coho habitat was 
recognized and beaver management options that would benefit restoration were explored.  
The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) embarked on a non-regulatory, 
cooperative effort to increase pub lic awareness and educate landowners and trappers of 
the benefits of beaver dams to coho habitat.  As part of this effort, ODFW biologists 
began offering technical assistance and practicing management techniques to maintain 
existing beaver dams and encourage new beaver dam placement in areas critical to coho 
rearing.  Telephone surveys of trappers harvesting beaver in coastal streams were 
conducted from 1999 to 2001.  The trappers surveyed accounted for 93, 88, and 99 
percent of the beaver harvested for each of the 3 years.  For the entire 3-year period, 45 of 
the 3,663 beaver (1.2%) were harvested from areas identified as critical for coho rearing 
(2002 Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission Report Packet).      

In recent years, due to declining pelt prices, fewer beaver are being trapped solely 
for their pelts and most trappers participate in beaver trapping for reasons other than 
monetary profit.  Statewide harvest levels of 10-11,000 beaver in the early 1980’s have 
dropped by over 50%. According to ODFW harvest data, state-regulated beaver harvest 
in western Oregon has declined significantly from 1986 to 2003 (Figure 3).  From 1986 
to 1997, prior to the beginning of the OPSW, the average annual harvest of beaver from 
western Oregon was 4,239.  Following the start of the OPSW, that number dropped to 
2,612 beaver harvested annually. Until recently ODFW has been able to reliably track the 
harvest of beaver in Oregon because all individuals trapping beaver were required to 
obtain a trapping permit and report their harvest.  In the future, however, monitoring 
beaver harvest will be more difficult because recent changes in state regulations allow 
beaver to be killed on private lands without the need for a permit (Personal 
communication on Nov. 18, 2004 with Doug Cottam, ODFW District Wildlife Biologist). 
In addition to ODFW, the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) of the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture also carries out beaver elimination on the Oregon coast. 
For the entire state of Oregon from 1995 to 2004 this program has eliminated an average 
of ~700 beaver annually. At the time of this report, data specific to the coastal coho ESU 
was unavailable (Personal communication on April 13, 2005 with Jeff Brent, APHIS 
Regional Director). 
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Annual Beaver Harvest: Western Oregon
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Figure 3.  Beaver harvest for western Oregon from data compiled by the Oregon 
Department of Fish and Wildlife.  Data in spreadsheet format available at 
ftp://nrimp.dfw.state.or.us/ORplan/ODFW/ODFW_142_DF_DataTable_Figure3_v1.xls  
 
  

Yearly habitat data collected by ODFW shows no significant trend in the number 
of beaver ponds since the start of the OPSW, at either the ESU or the monitoring area 
spatial scales (Figure 3).  At the ESU scale, percent of habitat surveys with beaver ponds 
is ranges between 10% and 20%, with the exception of 2001 at 27%.  At the monitoring 
area scale, peaks in the percent of surveys with beaver ponds occur in different years, 
with the North Coast peaking at 44% in 2001, the Mid-Coast at 38% in 1998, and the 
Mid-South Coast at 33% in 1999.  The Umpqua monitoring area stands out as having the 
lowest percentage of surveys with beaver ponds, with 0% in 3 out of the 6 years and 
greater than 10% only in 1999.  Annual variability in the number of beaver ponds is high 
within the monitoring areas, with the North Coast increasing from 0% of habitat surveys 
containing beaver ponds in 1999 to over 40% in 2001, and annual differences of 20% 
fairly common in all monitoring areas except the Umpqua.   
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Figure 4.  From 1998 to 2003, the percent of habitat surveys conducted by ODFW in the 
Oregon Coast Coho ESU that contain beaver pools, displayed for the ESU and individual 
monitoring area spatial scales.  Data in spreadsheet format available at 
ftp://nrimp.dfw.state.or.us/ORplan/ODFW/ODFW_143_DF_DataTable_Figure4_v1.xls  
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Summary 
 

Through the process of building dams, beavers can alter channel morphology and 
increase amounts of instream roughness, two parameters that are listed as Factors for 
Decline by the OPSW.  Beaver dams create slow-water habitat favorable to rearing 
juvenile coho, and much of this habitat has been lost as a result of logging and 
agricultural practices following European settlement of the Oregon Coast.  A 94% 
reduction in smolt production potential in a western Washington basin is attributed to the 
loss of beaver pond habitat.  In a summary of 14 Oregon coastal streams surveyed at 
winter base-flow, only 3 had greater than 1% of their area in beaver pond or alcove 
habitat.  This lack of winter habitat appears to be a limiting factor in the production of 
coho smolts.   

At the onset of the OPSW in 1997, and in response to recognition of the benefit of 
beaver pond habitat to juvenile coho, ODFW began a voluntary program to discourage 
the trapping of beaver in critical coho habitat in Oregon coastal streams.  Beaver harvest 
records suggest that the program has reduced the take of beavers in western Oregon.  
From 1986 to 1997, prior to the beginning of the OPSW, the average annual harvest of 
beaver from western Oregon was 4,239.  Following the start of the OPSW, that number 
dropped to 2,612 beaver harvested annually.  In addition, more detailed information on 
the harvest of licensed trappers from 1999-2001 found that only 45 of the 3,663 beaver 
harvested (1.2%) came from areas identified as critical for coho rearing.  In the future, 
however, monitoring beaver harvest will be more difficult because recent changes in state 
regulations allow beaver to be killed on private lands without the need for a permit. 

Although the harvest of beaver in the ESU appears to have declined, habitat 
surveys conducted in the Oregon Coast Coho ESU from 1997-2003 show high annual 
variability but no significant trend in the occurrence of beaver pools.  Further research is 
needed to understand the relation between beaver harvest, beaver abundance, and high 
quality coho habitat. 
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ODFW Guidelines for Relocation of Beaver in Western Oregon 
26 May 10  

 
 
Introduction:  Beavers are well known for their ability to modify aquatic and terrestrial 

ecosystems.  Beaver activity can provide valuable and often critical habitats for a variety of 

wildlife species, and for many fish species including federally-listed (ESA) coho salmon.  Nearly 

extirpated in Oregon, beavers have made a remarkable comeback in many areas through 

natural re-colonization and relocation efforts by the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 

(ODFW) and others.  There is a strong interest in relocating beavers in Oregon because they 

have the potential to provide considerable benefits to fish, wildlife, and habitats.  However, 

beavers also may create conflicts with humans.  Dam building can result in damage to roads 

and structures, and beavers may also damage important woody vegetation along water ways, 

including ornamental plantings and commercially valuable trees.  Therefore, a clear set of 

guidelines is needed to direct relocation efforts for beaver in western Oregon to carefully 

balance the potential for beavers to benefit fish and wildlife with possible damage issues. 

 

Purpose: The purpose of these guidelines is to establish standards for when, where, and by 

whom beaver may be relocated on public and private lands in western Oregon, and to provide 

a process for monitoring and evaluating the success of beaver relocation efforts.  These 

guidelines will also provide direction to ODFW staff when evaluating applications for relocating 

beaver.   

 

Who:  The guidelines apply to all individuals, agencies, or organizations that propose to 

relocate beaver onto public or private land in western Oregon.  

 

Process:  ODFW district fish and wildlife staff will jointly evaluate applications based on these 

guidelines.  No beavers will be released until the site has been evaluated and approved by the 

ODFW District Wildlife Biologist responsible for the release site.  Permits to relocate beaver will 

be issued at the ODFW district office associated with the source population after joint approval 

by ODFW District Wildlife Biologists responsible for both the source population and release 

location.  The permit will be valid for the specific site, duration, and desired number of beavers 

to be released.  

 

Where:  Selection of release sites must be based on an evaluation for suitability prior to any 

release of captured beavers.  No releases will occur in areas where evidence (dams, dens, 

chewing, lodges, scent mounds, etc.) indicates the site(s) are currently occupied by beavers.  

Multiple releases from the same source population may occur at the same site to improve 

chances of successfully establishing a colony. 
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An analysis of the western Oregon stream survey data indicated that suitable release sites for 

beaver should have the following characteristics: 

 Small, perennial streams with an active channel width 4-8 m wide 

 Valley width greater then 2 times the active channel width  

 5% gradient 

 A density of ≥ 550 trees/ha of small (15 – 30 cm DBH) deciduous trees 

or shrubs within 30 meters of the stream 

The ODFW district biologists will have GIS maps that display the stream reaches that meet the 

beaver release criteria and also indicate primary rearing areas for coho. 

 

Additional attributes for release locations should include:  

 Sites with no visible evidence of current occupation by beaver (fresh chewing, active 

dams, lodges, dens, forage caches, active channels, castorium (scent mounds, etc.).  

Sites recently vacated by beaver should not be considered until an analysis determines 

why the site is no longer occupied. 

 Sites not adjacent to roads, or unprotected culverts or other critical infra-structures that 

may be detrimentally impacted by beaver activities. 

 Areas that allow for dispersal upstream and downstream. 

 Cooperation by the majority of landowners within 5–6 mile upstream and 5–6 mile 

downstream from the release site.  Without consensus of the landowners, the ODFW 

Watershed Manager for the release area will make the final decision for approval or 

denial of an application. 

  

Source populations selected for relocation will also be evaluated for suitability based on the 

following considerations:    

 Proposed relocations of beaver within a watershed must be approved by ODFW District 

Wildlife Biologists for both the source and destination populations. 

 Proposed relocations of beaver out of a particular watershed must be approved by 

ODFW Watershed Managers for both the source and destination populations.  

 Watersheds with suitable habitat but no source populations may receive beaver from an 

adjacent or nearby watershed. 

 Beavers will not be relocated from public lands unless the beaver have caused damage 

to infrastructure (e.g. road damage, culvert damage, flooding of infrastructure) on 

these lands as determined by the responsible ODFW District Wildlife Biologist.  

ODFW/ODOT liaisons will work closely with ODFW biologists and ODOT road engineers 

to facilitate beaver damage control on a case by case basis. 

 Emphasis will be on relocating family groups if possible. 
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 Relocation of breeding pairs will be a priority unless it will adversely affect the source 

colony. 

 

Any beaver exhibiting clinical sign of disease, abnormal behavior, or not appearing healthy 

(refer to physical condition check-list) should not be relocated.  Captured beavers that are in 

poor health should be humanely euthanized and submitted to any ODFW office for transfer to 

the Wildlife Health Lab for a complete necropsy.   

 

Timing:  Beaver will be relocated based on life history considerations.  Relocating beavers 

during their principle dam building and food storage period will increase the chances that 

relocated beaver will remain in the vicinity of the release area.  For western Oregon, the 

optimum relocation period is August through October.  For beaver relocations outside of the 

recommended relocation period, approval must be obtained from the responsible ODFW 

Watershed Manager(s).   

Beaver Capture and Handling:  Because the objective is to relocate healthy, viable beavers 

capable of establishing a colony, care should be taken to minimize stress and injury during all 

stages of the process.  Use of an experienced trapper is highly recommended for all beaver 

captures.  Either Bailey or Hancock style live traps are preferred over body gripping capture 

methods.  Foothold traps shall not be used to live capture beaver for relocation.  If anesthetic 

drugs are used on individual beavers, these medications will be administered by a trained and 

certified biologist or veterinarian.  A record of all captures, and capture related injuries or 

deaths will be provided to the ODFW immediately after capture efforts are conducted.  All 

relocated beavers will be uniquely marked either by ear tags, tail tags, and/or freeze branding.  

Any person live-trapping and moving beaver will not need a Scientific Taking Permit, but will 

need to obtain a live trap and transport permit from ODFW.  A Scientific Taking Permit is 

required if you are conducting scientific research, and/or if the beaver are being fitted with 

radio transmitters.     http://www.dfw.state.or.us/wildlife/license_permits_apps/ 

 

Monitoring:  Monitoring is needed to determine the success or failure of relocations. Measures 

of success include evidence that relocated beaver have became established, built structures, 

and persist in an area for the long term (at least one full year post-release).  The following 

monitoring protocols will be the responsibility of the individuals conducting the release. 

 

Minimum required beaver post-release monitoring will include:  

 at least one site visit in the first 30 days post-release  

 a second site visit the spring following a release 

 a final site visit the following fall 

 completion of ODFW monitoring form  
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All radio-marked beavers will be monitored for the life of the radio transmitter or until the fate 

of the beaver is known.   

 

Monitoring criteria will include evaluation of a minimum of 1000 meters (Oregon Plan habitat 

monitoring site survey length) above and below the release site for signs of beaver or beaver 

activity (dams, dens, chewing, lodges, scent mounds, etc).  Monitoring should include efforts 

to identify individually marked beavers.   

 

Reporting:  Completed post release forms shall be submitted after each of the three 

monitoring site visits to the ODFW District Wildlife Biologist where the release occurs.  Forms 

will include information on number of beavers moved, fates of beavers (e.g. mortality and 

cause of death, survival, dispersal distance from release site), and a summary of information 

collected during site monitoring visits (e.g. observation of dam building efforts, lodge building 

efforts, etc.).  Frequent dialogue with the ODFW District Wildlife Biologist is recommended and 

specific issues that develop with reintroductions and/or monitoring shall be reported as soon as 

possible.   

 



Check a response for each category
YES NO

Lethargic

Compromised from injury (broken bones, major laceration, etc.)

Emaciated or exhibiting poor body condition

Obviously blind with missing eye(s), sclerosis or cataracts

Exhibiting hair loss

Obvious lumps, swelling, or draining abscesses

Heavy visible, external parasites loads

Nasal discharge (indicating upper respiratory infection)

Audible respiratory sounds indicating distress caused by potential infection

Anal discharge indicating diarrhea or intestinal mucosal bleeding (very dark – black)

Neurological signs: such as head tilted to one side, aimless walking or circling, not responsive to stimuli, 

                             no response when touched or handled, excessive threatening sounds or actions.

Excessive drooling or salivation

Any unusual behavior 

Abnormal anatomical features (mutations, additional appendages)

Missing incisors

IF YOU CHECKED YES TO ANY OF THE ABOVE THEN
DON'T RELOCATE THIS BEAVER

Instead - euthanize and/or deliver to the ODFW Wildlife Laboratory
If you are euthanizing:

Take blood in tiger top and purple top test tube

Take a fecal sample

Obtain the individual's temperature prior to euthanizing

Obtain the individual's pulse and respiratory rate prior to euthanizing

Take a photo prior to euthanizing

Send completed form to: Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife, Atten: furbearer biologist

                                     3406 Cherry Ave. NE, Salem OR  97303

Form completed by:
Beaver Identification # :

ODFW HEALTHY BEAVER CHECKLIST
Complete for each beaver prior to release

Date:



Have you obtained permission from the District Biologist (yes/no)

Name of individual conducting the release

Scientific take permit number or

                live-trap and transport permit number

Date of proposed release (mm/dd/yyyy)

Wildlife Management Unit name

Public or Private Land

Stream Name

Release Site Coordinates (UTM)

EASTING

NORTHING

Dominant species of tree at release site

Approximate percent conifer trees @ site in a 4.5 ac quadrat*

Approximate percent hardwood trees @ site in a 4.5 ac quadrat*

Average DBH of conifers @ site in a 4.5 ac quadrat*

Average DBH of hardwoods @ site in a 4.5 ac quadrat*

Stream substrate

Stream Gradient (percent)

Active Channel Width (meters)

Active Channel Height (meters)

Distance from site to current beaver activity (meters)

* the 4.5 ac quadrat should be centered over the release site

Record a response for each category

Form completed by:
Beaver Identification # :

ODFW BEAVER RESTORATION FORM
PRE-RELEASE FORM

Complete for each release site prior to release
Date:



Record a response for each category
NAME OF INDIVIDUAL CONDUCTING RELEASE

SCIENTIFIC TAKE PERMIT NUMBER  or

LIVE-TRAP AND TRANSPORT PERMIT NUMBER

DATE OF RELEASE (MM/DD/YYYY)

WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME

STREAM NAME

PUBLIC OR PRIVATE LAND

CAPTURE SITE COORDINATES (UTM):

EASTING

NORTHING

HOW WERE THE BEAVER CAPTURED ? check all that apply

live-trap

snare

foot-hold

other

RELEASE SITE COORDINATES  (UTM):

EASTING

NORTHING

NUMBER OF BEAVER BEING RELEASED:

adult males

adult females

yearling males

yearling females

male kits

female kits

HOW ARE THE BEAVER MARKED check all that apply

ear tags

tail tags

freeze branding

transmitters

WERE ANESTHETICS USED ?   (YES OR NO)

IF YES -- TYPE USED Transmitter

LIST EACH INDIVIVUAL BEAVER IDENTIFICATION # AND AGE/GENDER AGE/GENDER ID # frequency

Form completed by:

ODFW BEAVER RESTORATION FORM
BEAVER RELEASE FORM
Complete for each release site prior to release

Date:



Name of individual conducting the evalauation

Scientific take permit number or

                live-trap and transport permit number

Date of release (mm/dd/yyyy)

Wildlife Management Unit name

Public or Private Land

Stream Name

Release Site Coordinates (UTM)

EASTING

NORTHING

Is the beaver still at this site (yes/no/unknown)

What signs are available to verify the beaver's presence Check all that apply

visual observation

transmitter signal from a live beaver

fresh beaver cuttings

scent mound / droppings

tracks

other (specify)

Did the beaver build a dam (yes /no)

Maximum distance from site to current beaver activity (meters)

Did the beaver move from this site (yes/no/unknown)

If yes - how far has it moved (meters)

Has the site characteristics changed due to beaver activity (yes/no)

Describe changes 

ODFW BEAVER RESTORATION FORM
POST-RELEASE FORM

Complete for each release 6 months after the release
Date of post-release evaluation:
Form completed by:
Beaver Identification # :

Record a response for each category



ODFW GUIDELINES FOR RELOCATION OF BEAVER IN WESTERN OREGON 
 
APPENDIX – EXPLANATION OF PARAMETER VALUES FOR RELEASE SITE CRITERIA  
 
During 1990-2009, the Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife conducted Aquatic Habitat 
Inventories in Oregon streams.  Surveys were conducted as part of the basin survey project 
(~10,000 miles) and Oregon Plan project (>2,000 randomly selected sites). Survey data included 
geomorphic characteristics, in stream physical habitat, associated vegetative characteristics, and 
documentation of beaver activity. The results presented below from the Umpqua and Nehalem 
basins are typical of the streams surveyed elsewhere in western Oregon. 
 
Data were examined from 739 stream segments in the Umpqua basin and 121 Oregon Plan sites 
in the Nehalem basin to determine the characteristics most commonly associated with beaver 
dams and/or beaver activity.  Based on these analyses and review of scientific literature, ODFW 
has established criteria for characteristics of proposed beaver relocation sites. 
 

1. Active channel width (ACW) of the stream: Analyses indicated that the highest 
proportion of stream segments with existing beaver dams had an ACW of 4 – 6 meters.  
In the Nehalem basin, beaver dams persisted in streams up to 8 meters width.  Beaver 
can, and do build dams in streams of greater width; but in western Oregon, larger streams 
frequently have periods of high volume flows that can destroy beaver dams.  

2. Valley width: Beaver dams were present in streams with valley widths greater than two 
times the width of the active channel. Beaver dams persisted over many years in streams 
flowing through valley floors wider than 5 times the active channel width. 

3. Stream gradient:  Nearly all (91.3%) of the beaver dams recorded in the survey were in 
stream segments with gradients ≤ 5%, and 75% in streams ,< 3% gradient.  Stream power 
in high gradient streams commonly destroys beaver dams, whereas dams tended to persist 
in streams reaches less than 2% gradient.    Larger streams (up to 8meters wide) in low 
gradient, wide valleys may support beaver dams.  

4. Tree type: Vegetation along stream segments was grouped into 4 main types – a 
grass/shrub type and 3 tree types (deciduous dominated, conifer dominated, and 
deciduous-conifer mixed).  Beaver dams occurred more frequently in stream segments 
with grass/shrub vegetation streamside compared to when grass/shrub vegetation was not 
present.  The presence of deciduous trees was very important in that nearly 77% of the 
stream segments with beaver dams had either deciduous dominated or deciduous-conifer 
mixed trees present. We do not have data on the vegetative conditions prior to the dam 
building activities. 

5. Size and density of trees: Sixty-four percent of the stream segments that had existing 
beaver dams had small-sized (less than 30 cm DBH) trees along the stream.  And 55% of 
the stream segments with existing beaver dams had trees between 15-30 cm DBH 
streamside.  Beaver can, and do utilize large diameter trees, but seem to prefer for both a 
food source and dam building, the smaller diameter trees.  Areas with smaller diameter 
trees frequently have a high density of stems per hectare, so you might expect these 
stream segments to have high stem density.  The analyses indicated that very relationship, 
with the most beaver dams occurring in stream segments that had ≥ 550 stems/ha 
streamside. 

In Summary:  ODFW has used analyses of the Aquatic Habitat Inventory data to 
recommend that proposed beaver relocation sites be small, perennial streams with an active 
channel width of 4-6 m, occur in a  valley wider than 2 times the active channel width, have 
less than 5% gradient (preferably <3%),  and have a high density (≥ 550 stems/ha) of small 
diameter (15-30 cm DBH) deciduous trees or shrubs next to the stream. 
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Note: 
 

Data provided in this report came from various sources, such as historic Oregon Department of Fish and Wild-
life (ODFW) Game Division reports, annually collected furbearer harvest and monitoring data, and the Oregon 
Territorial Council on Furs, Inc.  Every effort has been made to present accurate data.  Data will be updated 
and, if necessary, corrected in future reports.  Please contact ODFW for suggestions to improve this report. 
 

Please note that data collection methods change over time, so assessment of trends may be more useful than 
actual values in some instances.  Harvest data are generally based on mandatory harvest reporting.  Although 
compliance for reporting has been >95% in recent years, harvest values should be considered estimated mini-
mum harvest in most instances.  Data on pelt prices were not corrected for inflation and weighted averages 
were used for multiple within-year information when necessary.   
 
Contributors to this report: 
 

Carl Berg, Oregon Trappers Association 
Lanny Fujishin, Klamath Wildlife Area Manager, ODFW 
Nancy Haefer, Oregon Territorial Council on Furs, Inc. 
Mark Linnell, Department of Fisheries and Wildlife, Oregon State University 
Dr. Audrey Magoun, The Wolverine Foundation 
Dr. Anita Morzillo, Department of Forest Ecosystems and Society, Oregon State University 
Steve Niemela, Assistant District Biologist, ODFW 
Martin Nugent, Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species Coordinator, ODFW 
Mark Penninger, Wildlife Program Manager, Wallowa-Whitman National Forest, U.S. Forest Service 
Dawn Reding, Department of Ecology, Evolution, and Organismal Biology, Iowa State University 
Trevor Sheffels, Center for Lakes and Reservoirs, Portland State University 
Martin St. Louis, Summer Lake Wildlife Area Manager, ODFW 
Dr. Mark Statham, Canid Diversity and Conservation Lab, University of California-Davis 
Dr. Jimmy Taylor, National Wildlife Research Center, U.S. Department of Agriculture 
Mark Vargas, District Biologist, ODFW 
Dr. William Zielinski, U.S. Department of Agriculture Pacific Southwest Research Station 
 
Contact information: 
 

Dr. Tim L. Hiller 
Carnivore-Furbearer Coordinator 
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Wildlife Division 
3406 Cherry Avenue NE 
Salem, OR  97303-4924  USA 
Email:  Timothy.L.Hiller@state.or.us 
 
On the cover: 
 

A marten visits a bait station as part of a recent monitoring survey on 
the Wallowa-Whitman National Forest.  Photo by Mark Penninger, 
Wildlife Program Manager. 
 
Suggested citation: 
 

Hiller, T. L.  2011.  Oregon furbearer program report, 2010-2011.  Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife,  
 Salem, Oregon, USA. 

A rare albino muskrat observed  
during ODFW waterfowl capture 
at Summer Lake during fall 2010.  
Photo by Brandon Reishus. 
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Introduction 
 
Many years have passed since a formal comprehensive report has been available through the Oregon Depart-
ment of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) on furbearer research and management in Oregon.  The purpose of this re-
port is to provide information not only to trappers and hunters, but to all interested in furbearer management in 
Oregon.  This report contains harvest management information, current and recent research and management 
projects, and monitoring efforts throughout the state, and primarily with ODFW partners. 
 
In an ecological sense, the term furbearer has a somewhat nebulous definition.  In practice, this term is com-
monly meant to describe any mammal that has a pelt with economic value, and generally refers to meso-
mammals.  In a legal sense, there are often additional classifications and distinctions, or simply species lists, as 
described below. 
 
By Oregon Administrative Rule (Division 45), adopted by the Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission, fur-
bearers in the state are currently listed as beavers, bobcats, fishers, marten, mink, muskrats, (river) otters, rac-
coons, red fox, and gray fox.  Unprotected mammals (i.e., those for which there are no closed seasons or bag 
limits) relevant to this report include badgers, coyotes, nutria, opossums, spotted skunks, striped skunks, and 
weasels.  Oregon Revised Statute 610.002, adopted by the Oregon Legislature, describes predatory animals 
(relevant to this report) as coyotes and rodents (e.g., beavers, nutria, muskrats) and allows for landowners to 
implement certain wildlife control practices on privately owned lands.  If a trapper or hunter needs clarification 
on these classification systems, they can refer to the appropriate rule or statute, contact ODFW, or refer to the 
most recent Oregon Furbearer Trapping and Hunting Regulations. 
 
For the purposes of this report, furbearers will include 17 species that may be trapped and hunted: badgers, 
beavers, bobcats, coyotes, gray fox, marten, mink, muskrats, nutria, opossum, raccoons, red fox, river otters, 
spotted skunks, striped skunks, and weasels (short-tailed and long-tailed).  In addition, this report includes 5 
species for which harvest is prohibited in Oregon, but may be considered furbearers in the general sense: fish-
ers, kit fox, ringtails, sea otters, and wolverines. 
 

A fisher cage-trapped near Ashland during 
2010 recovers from chemical immobilization 
after collection of biological data and radio-
marking.  Photo by Tim Hiller. 
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Regulatory Highlights 
 
 
Trapper Education 
 

By action of the 1985 Oregon Legislature, all trappers born after June 30, 1968, and all first-time Oregon trap-
pers are required to complete an approved trapper education course.  The course is not required of persons 
trapping on land owned or leased by that person, the person’s immediate family, or a person’s agent who is 
controlling damage to livestock or agricultural crops.  The course may be completed at home. Testing will take 
place at ODFW offices throughout the state. A furtaker’s license will be issued by the Salem headquarters 
ODFW office after the test has been successfully completed and mailed to Salem headquarters.  Course materi-
als are available by writing or telephoning Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, I&E Division, 3406 
Cherry Ave. NE, Salem, OR 97303, (800) 720-6339 extension 76002. 
 
License Requirements 
 

Juveniles younger than 14 years of age are not required to purchase a license, except to hunt or trap bobcats 
and river otters.  They must also register to receive a brand number through the Salem ODFW office.  To trap 
bobcats or river otters, juveniles must complete the Trapper Education course. 
 

Landowners must obtain either a furtaker’s license, a hunting license for furbearers, or a free license to take 
furbearers on land they own and on which they reside. To receive the free license, the landowner must obtain 
from the Salem ODFW prior to hunting or trapping furbearing mammals on that land. 
 
Mandatory Annual Harvest Reporting 
 

Annual reporting of harvest by all licensed furtakers is required by ODFW for the purposes of monitoring fur-
bearer populations.  These data are used with other data sources to help ensure sustainable harvest levels are 
being achieved.  Many of the data provided in this report rely on annual harvest reports submitted by trappers 
and hunters, making this an integral component to furbearer management. 
 

Historically, persons who were licensed, but did not fill out and return a completed furtaker harvest report 
form postmarked by April 15 (following the most recent season), would not be issued a furbearer harvest li-
cense for the following season.  However, a new Oregon Administrative Rule (635-050-0045) now allows for 
these non-compliant licensed furtakers to complete and submit a late report and pay a fee to allow for them to 
purchase a furbearer harvest license for the following season. 

Many mammalian teeth are collected to age 
individuals.  After processing, staining, and 
sectioning teeth, experienced lab personnel 
can count cementum annuli layers similar to 
growth rings in a tree.  Photo by Tim Hiller. 
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Badger (Taxidea taxus) 
 
Four subspecies of badgers exist in North America, with Oregon and much of 
the western U.S. and Canada having T. t. jeffersonii.  Their geographic distribu-
tion includes from the southern Canadian provinces south well into Mexico and 
from the Pacific coast east through the Midwestern states, though badgers may 
be expanding their range eastward.  Badgers are rarely seen and have likely al-
ways existed at relatively low densities.  In northern latitudes and at high eleva-
tions, badgers may undergo torpor, but not true hibernation.  Prey items gener-
ally are composed of small mammals such as gophers and ground squirrels, but 
badgers prey upon many other species as opportunities arise.  The digging activities of badgers are often obvious, and 
may cause damage to agricultural operations in some instances.  However, a fresh badger hole is certainly not a guaran-
tee that a badger is in the immediate area, as they often move over large areas. 
 
Badger Research 
 

Although there have been relatively few research projects 
conducted on badgers, ODFW is working with the Univer-
sity of Wisconsin-Milwaukee on a range-wide project to 
assess phylogenetic relationships among subspecies of 
badgers.  Trappers and hunters will play a key role in sup-
plying samples for this research project.  Please contact 
Tim Hiller, ODFW Carnivore-Furbearer Coordinator, for 
more information or to participate in this study. 
 
Harvest 
 

Badgers can be both trapped and hunted in Oregon.  Har-
vest for the 2010-2011 season was slightly higher for trap-
pers (188) than hunters (121), with probably the majority of 
each taking badgers incidentally to other furbearing spe-
cies.  Eastern Oregon is typically where most badgers are 
harvested, with very few taken west of the Cascade Range. 

Relative number of badgers taken by trappers in 
Oregon during the 2010-2011 season. 

Annual harvest of badgers by trappers in Oregon 
during 1946-2010. 

Annual pelt values of badgers during 1941-2010.  
Values are not corrected for inflation. 
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Beaver (Castor canadensis) 
 
Beavers are important part of history in North America, particularly in the 
Pacific Northwest.  Many of the first Europeans in this area were trappers 
pursuing beavers and trading with the Hudson Bay Company.  Unregulated 
harvest contributed to population declines for beavers, and as state wildlife 
agencies gained management control over fish and wildlife species, bea-
vers were one of several species that became protected.  Oregon has a rich 
history of relocating beavers in past decades in an attempt to increase their abundance and distribution.  As populations 
increased, however, so did property damage.  Beavers are currently a common species in Oregon and throughout North 
America.  Trapping seasons exist in most states, including Oregon.  States that do not allow trapping of beavers, such as 
Massachusetts, have experienced high levels of damage and economic loss from beaver activities. 
 

Beavers are one of the most influential wildlife species when it comes to modifying ecosystems.  Dam-building activities 
by beaver colonies create wetlands beneficial to many other species.  However, as with most natural processes, dams are 
not permanent.  As habitat conditions change, beavers may move to new areas to continue their activities.  Not all bea-
vers build dams, and many do not build lodges (but instead dig bank dens), so presence of beavers in a given area may 
not be immediately obvious.  Unfortunately, these vegetarian rodents have even been introduced to several other conti-
nents where their activities cause ecological damage as an invasive species.  A classic example of this is in Tierra del 
Fuego, the southern-most tip of South America, where eradication attempts are underway to reduce ecological damage 
and prevent their spread northward. 
 
ODFW Beaver Work Group 
 

Because beavers are important ecological engineers, ODFW formed the Beaver Work Group in 2007 to help guide bea-
ver management in Oregon.  The mission of the Beaver Work Group is to identify research and information gaps to help 
improve our understanding of beaver ecology and beaver management so that we can maximize the ecological benefits 
that beaver provide, especially for federally listed coastal coho, and minimize any negative impacts. The work is done 
within the guidelines of existing rules and statutes.  Members of this group include ODFW biologists and external stake-
holders from academic institutions, other state and federal agencies, trapping organizations, landowners, and others.  
This group recently completed the Guidelines for Relocation of Beavers in Oregon (see http://www.dfw.state.or.us/
wildlife/living_with/beaver.asp), which readers can refer to for more information. 
 
History of Beaver Relocation Efforts in Oregon 
 

Oregon’s first beaver relocation program began in 1932 as a 
joint effort by the U.S. Forest Service, Bureau of Biological 
Survey, and the State Game Commission.  Trappers were 
hired and a total of 962 beavers were relocated during the 6 
years that the program was in effect.  With funds from the 
1938 Federal Wildlife Restoration Act, over 3000 beavers 
were relocated across the state by 1951.  These beavers were 
primarily nuisance individuals removed from agricultural 
lands, although an effort was made to relocate tidal-zone bea-
vers from the lower Columbia, as this sub-species (C. c. 
idoneus) was considered to have high fur quality.  The com-
bination of habitat improvement programs, streamside sur-
veys, and several large fires and logging operations had 
greatly improved beaver habitat in the Coast Range, which 
probably increased the success of the beaver relocation ef-
forts.  By 1951, all suitable habitat was considered occupied 
by beavers and the relocation program ended. 
 
(continued on next page) 

Live-capture of beavers can be accomplished by ex-
perienced trappers using appropriate cage-traps or 
snares.  Photo by the Internet Center for Wildlife Dam-
age Management. 
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Beaver (continued) 
 
 
History of Beaver Relocation Efforts in Oregon (continued) 
  
From 1945 to 1950, the State Game Commission entered into cooperative beaver management agreements 
with private landowners, with as many as 1,500 agreements signed.  The State Game Commission hired trap-
pers to remove excess or nuisance beavers during the winter months when pelts were prime, and the revenue 
was split 3 ways by the landowners, Game Commission, and the trappers.  Even with 6,000 beavers removed 
per year by the hired trappers, nuisance complaints persisted.  As a result, the State Game Commission once 
again opened the state to beaver trapping for the public in 1951.  Trappers were required to purchase metal pelt 
seals for $2 each and were limited to 200 per trapper per season.  The price of seals was later reduced to $1, 
with a limit of 100 beavers harvested between November 15 and March 15.  With low demand for beaver pelts 
during the 1960s and 1970s (and a corresponding increase in beaver nuisance complaints), by the 1978–9 sea-
son, regulations changed to eliminate the metal seal and bag limit requirements. 
 
 
Survey of Landowner Attitudes toward Beavers 
 
Drs. Mark Needham and Anita Morzillo at Oregon State University recently completed a social survey about 
beaver management.  Objectives were to evaluate: (1) landowner attitudes and tolerance limits toward beavers 
and their habitat, and (2) the extent that incentives (e.g., reimbursements, expert site visits, technical assis-
tance, equipment and labor, information and education) could be used in the future to encourage coexistence 
between beavers and humans.  This project began with a literature review of studies examining human dimen-
sions of beavers and holding focus groups.  Two focus groups were held in Portland and Newport, with partici-
pants representing a range of agencies and interest groups.  Information collected from the literature review 
and focus groups was used to inform the development and design of a survey to be distributed to residents 
across Oregon.  Questionnaires were administered to a random sample of residents living in four regions (East, 
Coast, Portland, and Southwest) in Oregon. 
 
Survey results have very recently become available.  In summary, most respondents have seen beavers in the 
wild, and were very knowledgeable about beavers.  In total, 20% of respondents have experienced impacts by 
beavers, with greater percentage in the East and Coast regions.  Many respondents indicated that they would 
like more information about beavers, particularly on how to coexist with beavers, mechanisms for preventing 
impacts, and mitigating impacts.  The majority of respondents were interested in both seeing (65%) and having 
(57%) beavers on their property or neighboring properties, especially in the Coast region.  In addition, respon-
dents had more positive than negative attitudes toward and beliefs about beavers.  However, large proportions 
of respondents, particularly in the Portland area, were also concerned about the spread of disease by beavers 
and health or safety of pets, children, and themselves due to beavers. 
 
Additional results suggest that if beavers cause impacts on their own property or neighboring properties, re-
spondents believed that doing nothing and leaving beavers alone were unacceptable, yet lethal control of bea-
vers and trying to frighten beavers away were perceived as unacceptable responses as well.  The greatest pro-
portion of landowners (84%) believed that state agencies should be responsible for addressing problems with 
wildlife such as beavers on private property.  It should be noted that regional differences existed in landowner 
responses.  These differences, and further details from analysis, are available in the project final report on the 
ODFW web site (http://www.dfw.state.or.us/wildlife/living_with/beaver.asp). 
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Beaver (continued) 
 
Beaver Relocation Study in Coastal Oregon 
 
Dr. Jimmy Taylor (National Wildlife Research Center), Dr. Dana Sanchez (Oregon State University), and Vanessa Petro 
(Oregon State University) are currently starting a research project to assess survival, space use, and fates of relocated 
beavers in a coastal Oregon watershed.  In the Pacific Northwest, beaver dam impoundments may provide areas of ref-
uge for fish that would normally be absent.  Coastal coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch) are particularly aided by bea-
ver dams as young salmon experience higher growth rates and higher abundance in beaver-created habitat than in pools 
created by other fluvial processes.  The decline in Pacific salmon populations has prompted efforts to identify factors 
affecting fish survival. 
 
ODFW recently published guidelines for relocation of beaver in Oregon; however, the effects of relocation are unknown.  
One challenge in designing a beaver relocation plan is to identify appropriate release sites that will maximize the prob-
ability of achieving the project goals (i.e., increased dams and in-stream habitat for salmon).  Most published literature 
generally reported low survival and long-distance movements by released beavers. 
 
Data are lacking on basic ecology, movements, and dispersal of beavers throughout the Coast Range of Oregon.  This 
study will use existing models that predict potential beaver dam-site locations based on geomorphic attributes and iden-
tify stream reaches of high intrinsic potential for coho in the Alsea Watershed of coastal Oregon.  Model outputs will be 
used to select optimal sites where increased beaver dams should increase coho population growth.  Furthermore, this 
study will be designed to determine relationships between floral composition, stream geomorphology, and habitat use of 
beavers in coastal Oregon; relationships between movement, survival, and cues that cause a settling response in beavers 
relocated into coastal Oregon; and model changes in coho smolt production based on predicted and realized increases in 
dam activity as a result of beaver relocation into coastal Oregon.  Results of this study will aid wildlife and land manag-
ers in the development of management plans and practices which include beavers as a restoration tool in coastal Oregon, 
and will provide information to aid ODFW in implementing or modifying beaver relocation guidelines. 
 
Beaver Relocation Study in Eastern Oregon 
 
Dr. Jimmy Taylor (NWRC) and Julie Maenhout (OSU) are currently starting a research project to assess survival, space 
use, and fates of relocated beavers in Bridge Creek in Wheeler County.  This stream has experienced historical beaver 
trapping, cattle grazing, and has historically been used by anadromous steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss), which are 
listed under the Federal Endangered Species Act.  Restoration efforts are already underway at Bridge Creek to restore in-
stream fish habitat and riparian area diversity and productivity.  Because land and fishery managers are interested in us-
ing beavers as a restoration tool, it is important to understand whether beavers can successfully be relocated into areas 
where populations are lacking.  However, there is little information about beavers in semi-arid environments, including 
the extant beaver populations on Bridge Creek. 
 
A study in the Long Creek basin in eastern Oregon found that a low stream gradient, gentle bank slope, fine substrate 
type, and higher hardwood cover are the best indicators of dam-site habitat for beavers.  Similar models also included 
stream width, stream depth, and diameter of trees in areas with signs of active beaver colonies.  Numbers of beaver dams 
found on Bridge Creek fluctuated between 0.6 to 6.5 dams per mile over a recent 17-year study, much less than the aver-
age of 16 dams per mile on typical low-gradient streams.  Washed out dams were not immediately rebuilt after yearly 
high flow events in the spring and early summer on Bridge Creek, suggesting that dams may be a poor indication of 
habitat selection for beavers in this semi-arid region.  To better understand habitat requirements by beavers in Bridge 
Creek and how they allocate resources and time, researchers propose to test if beavers are using habitat in proportion to 
availability at multiple spatial scales. They hypothesize that den sites as a function of channel geomorphology and water 
depth are a limiting factor rather than food or construction material.  Furthermore, they hypothesize that seasonal 
changes in water levels along Bridge Creek cause beavers to use multiple core areas to increase survival. Fine-scale ob-
servations of beaver behavior through radio telemetry will yield survival rates, causes of mortality, and will provide ad-
ditional information on number of dams attempted and number of dams that persist. 
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Beaver (continued) 
 
Harvest 
  
High demand for beaver pelts and unregulated harvest brought Oregon's beaver population to critically low 
numbers in the first half of the 19th Century.  By 1893, the Oregon State Legislature, acting upon range and 
timber land managers' concerns, closed Baker and Malheur counties in eastern Oregon to beaver trapping.  By 
1899, the Legislature closed the entire state to beaver trapping.  This closure remained in effect until 1917–18, 
when the closure was lifted for Benton and Marion counties to allow year-round take of nuisance beavers.  By 
1923, the entire state was opened to beaver trapping from November through February except for National 
Forests and 5 southwest Oregon counties.  Eight years later, in 1931, the legislature once again closed beaver 
trapping statewide with the exceptions of Clatsop, Columbia, Multnomah, Marion and western Douglas coun-
ties.  However, these counties were again closed to harvest the next year.  In 1937, the Legislature delegated 
beaver as a responsibility of the State Game Commission (now ODFW) to respond to nuisance complaints and 
all recreational trapping was closed. 
 
Annual harvest of beavers has steadily decreased 
since 1950, although beavers taken for damage con-
trol are not included in estimates.  Beaver popula-
tions in Oregon are considered to be very healthy, 
with removals related to damage occurring through-
out much of the state.  During the 2010-2011 trap-
ping season, a minimum estimate of 3,200 beavers 
were harvested.  Eighty-five percent of the harvest 
was west of the peak of the Cascades.  Douglas 
County led the state with a minimum harvest of 480 
beavers. 
 
Pelt values for beavers has historically shown large 
fluctuations, with a high of about $28 in 1979 and a 
low of about $7 in 1992.  The 2010-2011 season 
average was about $17. 

Relative number of beavers taken by trappers in 
Oregon during the 2010-2011 season. 

Annual harvest of beavers by trappers in Oregon 
during 1951-2010. 

Annual pelt values of beavers during 1951-2010.  
Values are not corrected for inflation. 
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Bobcat (Lynx rufus) 
 
Bobcats are distributed throughout the contiguous United States, 
southern Canada, and much of Mexico.  Bobcat populations are esti-
mated to have increased since the late 1990s, with a U.S. population 
between 2.4 and 3.6 million individuals.  There are 2 subspecies of 
bobcats in Oregon: L. r. fasciatus generally west of the peak of the 
Cascade Range and L. r. pallescens generally east of the peak of the 
Cascade Range.  Western Oregon bobcats typically have a darker-
colored pelt with relatively few spots, whereas eastern Oregon bob-
cats have pale, spotted pelts; the pelts of the latter have a value of 3-4 times more at fur sales than those of the 
former.  Harvest management zones for bobcats in Oregon is based on subspecific geographic distribution, 
with counties west of the peak of the Cascades currently having no harvest limit and counties east of the peak 
of the Cascades having a harvest limit of 5 bobcats per licensed individual (in aggregate whether harvested by 
hunting or trapping).  Eastern Oregon had been closed to harvest of bobcats in 1977 and re-opened for the 
1979-1980 season. 
 
Collection of Biological Data 
 
Under the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Flora and Fauna (CITES), bob-
cats were listed in Appendix II in 1977 as “look-alike species,” probably in reference to certain endangered 
species of lynx.  That same year, ODFW classified bobcats as furbearers.  Removal of bobcats from CITES 
Appendix II has been attempted for many years, as biological data do not support its inclusion.  To meet re-
quirements of CITES, Oregon (and other states) implemented a program that requires all harvested bobcats to 
be tagged.  In Oregon, biological data are collected at the time of tagging, such as sex and location of harvest,  
and hunters and trappers are required to submit the lower jaw of each harvested bobcat for aging purposes.  
Determining the sex and age of harvested bobcats allows for annual trends to be examined to ensure that regu-
lations permit sustainable harvest.  Many states collect carcasses of harvested bobcats for additional biological 
data; ODFW did this starting in 1980, but discontinued at some point afterwards. 
 
Population Genetics of Bobcats in Oregon 
 
Dawn Reding and Dr. Bill Clark at Iowa State University used bobcat tissue samples supplied by ODFW to 
determine whether bobcats in Oregon are subdivided into genetically discernible populations that support the 
subspecies classification and management regulations.  The analyses were based on tissue samples from 250 
mandibles of bobcats harvested during the 2009–2010 season.  Results indicated strongest support for the pres-
ence of two genetic populations, generally corresponding to the two subspecies, and weak but significant struc-
ture between the east and west regions.  Although significant structure was detected, the degree of genetic dif-
ferentiation was surprisingly low given the taxonomic distinction of two subspecies in the state.  Individuals on 
either side of the Cascades often shared the same mtDNA sequence.  In addition, these researchers identified 
21 putative migrants, individuals with genotypes more likely to have originated from the opposite side of the 
Cascades.  Thus, the Cascade Range likely does not function as an absolute barrier to gene flow in bobcats.  
However, the subspecific designations generally reflect the actual population structure of Oregon’s bobcats 
(i.e., two populations separated by the Cascade Range), supporting current regulatory differences between the 
2 regions. 
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Bobcat (continued) 
 
Harvest 
 

During the 2010-2011 season, trappers harvested a minimum of 1,564 
bobcats statewide, whereas hunters harvested a minimum of 1,487 bob-
cats statewide.  In western Oregon, Douglas County had the highest har-
vest of bobcats by both trappers (148) and hunters (167).  In eastern Ore-
gon, Lake County had the highest harvest by trappers and hunters, with 
248 and 116 bobcats taken, respectively. 
 

Pelt values for bobcats are strongly differentiated between western and 
eastern Oregon.  In recent years, pelt values for each subspecies, particu-
larly the eastern subspecies, has shown large fluctuations.  Values (not 
corrected for inflation) for eastern-Oregon-type bobcats are currently 
much higher (average = $450) than during the fur boom of the 1970s and 
1980s (e.g., 1986 = $205 for all bobcats). 

Relative number of bobcats taken by trappers (left) and hunters (right) in Oregon during the 2010-2011 
season. 

Annual harvest of bobcats by trappers in Oregon 
during 1946-2010. 

Bobcat at a bait station on a wolver-
ine detection study in northeastern 
Oregon.  Photo by Audrey Magoun. 

Annual pelt values of bobcats during 1941-2010.  
Values are not corrected for inflation. 
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Coyote (Canis latrans) 
 
Coyotes are one of the most familiar wildlife species to Oregonians.  
Coyote populations have increased substantially in both abundance and 
distribution during the past several decades, and populations now exist in 
most large metropolitan areas, including Portland.  An ongoing 10-year 
study in Chicago revealed that very few residents have experienced prob-
lems with urban coyotes, and very few even knew that coyotes lived in 
their neighborhood.  In rural settings, however, localized damage to live-
stock operations may occur in spring and summer during parturition and 
soon thereafter for sheep, goats, and cattle.  However, determining if coyotes depredated livestock or simply scavenged 
on already dead livestock may be difficult even for trained individuals. 
 
Harvest 
 

The fur boom during the 1970s and 1980s resulted in the highest harvest levels of coyotes since the 1940s.  By Oregon 
Revised Statute (ORS 610.002), coyotes are classified as predatory animals, so harvest levels expressed for recent years 
may not include any take for control purposes on private lands.  Southeastern Oregon leads harvest by both trappers and 
hunters, with Malheur County having 834 coyotes harvested by trappers and Harney County having 486 coyotes taken 
by hunters.  Average pelt price for the 2010-2011 season was about $35. 

Relative number of coyotes taken by trappers (left) and hunters (right) in Oregon during the 2010-2011 
season. 

Annual harvest of coyotes by trappers in Oregon 
during 1946-2010. 

Annual pelt values of coyotes during 1941-2010.  
Values are not corrected for inflation. 
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Gray Fox (Urocyon cinereoargenteus) 
 
This species of fox is most common in the southwestern portion of Oregon but may 
exist as far north as the Columbia River.  Recently, populations seemed to be very 
abundant, with evidence of some level of range expansion.  A unique aspect of this 
canid is its ability to climb trees, even vertical limbless trees (see photo at right). 
 

Rabies Monitoring in Josephine County 
 

Since January 2010, 10 gray foxes and 1 coyote have tested positive for rabies in 
Josephine County.  Most of these animals were found dead by landowners in a rela-
tively small area east of Cave Junction and were collected by ODFW staff for test-
ing.  Rabies is an extremely rare disease of mammals in Oregon and is generally 
confined to a small portion of the bat population.  Based on damage complaints and 
trapping records, fox populations in Josephine County appear to be at a 10-year 
high.  ODFW will continue to monitor the disease and collect foxes for testing.  
Furtakers are encouraged to wear disposable gloves when processing hides, wash 
hands thoroughly, and report any strange wildlife behavior to ODFW. 
 

Harvest 
 

Gray fox were first classified as furbearers in 1979 following a period of little 
regulatory protection.  Southwestern Oregon has higher harvest levels relative to 
the rest of the state.  A total of 464 and 191 were taken by trappers and hunters 
during the 2010-2011 season, respectively, and is probably a reflection of an in-
creasing population.  Average pelt price for 2010-2011 was $23. 

 
 

Relative number of gray fox taken by trappers (left) and hunters (right) in Oregon during the 2010-2011 
season. 

Annual harvest of gray fox by trappers in Oregon 
during 1947-2010. 

A gray fox attracted to bait used dur-
ing ODFW monitoring of black bear 
populations.  Photo by Mark Vargas. 

Annual pelt values of gray fox during 1947-2010.  
Values are not corrected for inflation. 
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Marten (Martes americana) 
 
American marten are a mink-sized mustelid that rely on forested areas to 
meet life requisites.  In Oregon, marten are generally found above 5,000 
feet in elevation, but there are exceptions (see below).  Higher eleva-
tions typically yield higher snow depths, which probably help marten 
avoid mammalian predators such as fishers and bobcats.  Small mam-
mals, such as squirrels, mice, and voles, are important prey items for 
marten, and marten populations probably fluctuate at least partially in 
response to prey abundance. 
 
Indirect Effects of Climate Change on Marten in the Sierra Nevada and Cascade Mountains 
 

The geographic range of the American marten has contracted in both the Cascades of California and in the Coast Ranges 
of the Pacific states.  Thus, the species has become one of conservation concern in portions of California, Oregon, and 
Washington.  Dr. William Zielinski, U.S. Department of Agriculture Pacific Southwest Research Station, and colleagues 
have proposed work to increase our understanding of how contractions in the range may have affected marten genetic 
diversity.  Such changes are expected to increase as warming and variable climates further reduce habitat for marten. 
Thus, an assessment of changes in genetic diversity that may have occurred during the last 50-100 years will foreshadow 
likely additional changes in the genome that will occur as future climate change further affects the distribution of mon-
tane and alpine forest habitats. 
 

These researchers seek to understand how the genome has changed over time in 2 locations: the population in the Cas-
cades of California and the population in the southern Cascades of Oregon.  This work requires comparing the genome 
of martens in both these populations from the historical period (pre-1955) with contemporary samples (post-2000).  They 
have developed a list of 222 museums using recommendations from the American Society of Mammalogists, and que-
ried the collections from the 76 museums that were most likely to have specimens from California and Oregon.  Of 
these, 18 contained holdings of interest.  Specimens from California and Oregon totaled 538:  270 samples from what 
they have defined as their historical period and 268 contemporary samples.  This coming fall and winter, the researchers 
plan to travel to museums with significant holdings that meet their needs.  They will collect appropriate bone and/or tis-
sue for DNA extraction and to sequence the samples for analysis. 
 

The contemporary samples come from their recent related work on marten, and from their collaborators, including Ore-
gon State University, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, California Department of Fish and Game, Bureau of 
Land Management, and the U.S. Department of Agriculture Rocky Mountain Research Station.  This list now includes 
1,230 samples of tissue, blood, hair, and scats.  Dr. Zielinski and his colleagues mapped the locations of all sample col-
lections to determine scope and coverage.  To add to the number of contemporary samples, they began field sampling 
during summer 2010 in areas where significant museum or existing field samples were lacking.  They will contrast the 
historical and contemporary sample using genetic metrics such as heterozygosity, allelic diversity, and measures of ge-
netic subdivision within populations. 
 

This work will help the U.S. Forest Service and their partners understand the effect of climate change on the genetic di-
versity of a key montane species, the marten, and the implications of predicted vegetation change on the ability of marten 
to adapt to change.  Science has produced regional global climate models that predict change in temperature and precipi-
tation, and the effect of these changes on vegetation.  However, unless changes in genetic diversity of key species are 
tracked as a function of changing montane habitats, a critical component of the effect of future climate change on biodi-
versity will be missed.  This project will provide an example of such a contribution.  If, as these researchers predict, ge-
netic diversity has decreased as a result of range contraction, and additional contraction due to future climate change is 
expected, this information will stimulate state and federal managers to plan for connecting existing habitat areas and to 
assure gene flow among current reserves, and the predicted locations of future habitat areas.  This information will help 
assess the current risk faced by marten in the northern Sierra and elsewhere and to inform decisions about more radical 
conservation measures, such as assisted migration. 
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Marten (continued) 
 
 
Marten Multi-State Habitat Assessment Project 
 
Dr. Anita Morzillo at Oregon State University is serving as lead investigator for the wildlife habitat module of 
the Integrated Landscape Assessment Project (http://oregonstate.edu/inr/node/51), funded by the U.S. Forest 
Service.  The objective of this project is to evaluate watershed-level prioritization of land management actions 
based on fuel conditions, wildlife and aquatic habitats, economic values, and projected climate change across 
Oregon, Washington, Arizona, and New Mexico.  The project examines current fuel conditions and assesses 
how these conditions may affect wildlife habitats, as well as the economic potential of fuel removal and new 
economic development.  Approximately 24 wildlife species were selected for evaluation, based on the ability 
to evaluate habitat from model output categories (cover type, stand characteristics).  Wildlife species included 
for the Oregon and Washington analysis include American marten, gray wolf, fisher, snowshoe hare, and west-
ern gray squirrel.  The wildlife module team is nearing completion of defining species-habitat relationships, 
and presentation of preliminary results.  Contact Anita Morzillo (anita.morzillo@oregonstate.edu) for more 
information. 
 
Marten Habitat in the Blue Mountains 
 
Mark Penninger, Wildlife Program Manager for the Wallowa-Whitman National Forest, has worked to model 
source, secondary, and potential habitat for American marten, and has started a systematic survey for marten 
on the Forest.  Surveys utilize remote cameras and snow-tracking during winter, and remote cameras and track 
plates during summer and fall.  This survey is intended to validate the habitat model and to determine the cur-
rent distribution of marten on the Forest.  There is potential for the Malheur and Umatilla National Forests to 
join in the survey effort to provide data for the entire Blue Mountains.  Partners in this effort to date include 
the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, Hell's Canyon Preservation Council, and The Wolverine Founda-
tion.  Future efforts may include an investigation of the population structure, relatedness, and abundance of 
marten in the Blue Mountains of northeastern Oregon.  Hair collection devices would be deployed at remote 
camera and track plate sites to determine if the Blue Mountains marten population is well connected or if it 
exists in isolated subpopulations with little or no genetic exchange among subpopulations.  In this case, remote 
cameras and DNA would serve to mark and recapture individual marten, forgoing the need to capture and han-
dle them directly. 

Beaver carcasses are often used as bait to 
attract carnivores, such as marten, fish-
ers, and wolverines, during monitoring 
efforts by the U.S. Forest Service.  Photo 
by Justin Hadwen. 
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Marten (continued) 
 
Harvest 
 

Past Game Division reports indicate that harvest of 
marten was closed from about 1941 to 1949, and likely 
during portions of the 1930s.  Harvest records for mar-
ten start during the 1924-1925 season, with more than 
400 harvested annually during the 1920s.  Based on 
data collected during this past season, a minimum of 45 
marten was harvested.  Most recent harvest occurs in 
the Cascades of Douglas, Lane, and Deschutes coun-
ties, but also often in the Blue Mountain region of 
northeastern Oregon.  Few trappers, generally 4 to 8, 
have pursued marten in recent years, though experi-
enced trappers consistently harvest marten.  Harvest of 
marten in the Coast Range is extremely rare. 

 
 

Important Marten Harvest Information 
 
The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife requests 
that furtakers provide the date, location of harvest, 
sex, and carcass of all marten harvested.  This infor-
mation may be submitted to the local ODFW office 
prior to March 1 following each season.  Carcasses 
are assessed for reproductive status (females only) 
and a tooth is removed and submitted to a laboratory 
for aging individuals.  Furtaker cooperation is critical 
to successful future management of this species, as 
this information is difficult and costly to obtain. 

Relative number of marten taken by trappers in 
Oregon during the 2010-2011 season. 

Annual harvest of marten by trappers in Oregon 
during 1924-2010. 

Two American marten, including 1 lactating female, 
visit a bait station on a wolverine detection project in 
northeastern Oregon during early 2011.  Photo by  
Audrey Magoun. Annual pelt values of marten during 1945-2010.  

Values are not corrected for inflation.  
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Mink (Neovison vison) 
 
American mink are distributed throughout the U.S. and Canada with the ex-
ception of arid southwestern regions.  This species is considered invasive in 
Europe and directly competes with the smaller native species of mink and 
otter found there.  Mink are generally considered to be semi-aquatic and are 
usually found in proximity to rivers, streams, ponds, and other water sources.  
Dive depths may reach up to 18 feet.  Muskrats are an important prey item 
for mink, but mink also utilize waterfowl and their eggs, fish, amphibians, crayfish, and small mammals for food.  Rap-
tors, river otters, bobcats, and wild canids may prey upon mink.  Mink have been used as indicators of pollution, such as 
heavy metals, due to their low tolerance of such. 
 
Harvest 
 

Trapper-harvest of mink has experienced a long-term decline over the past several decades, probably in part to declining 
pelt values and decreasing annual number of trappers.  During 2010-2011, Klamath County led with a harvest of 90 
mink, which was probably reflective of trapping efforts for muskrats; total statewide harvest was estimated to be a mini-
mum of 353.  Pelt values have shown large annual fluctuations, with some minor recovery in recent years.  Smaller fe-
male mink tend to have pelts valued at around two-thirds that of larger males. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Relative number of mink taken by trappers in 
Oregon during the 2010-2011 season. 

Annual harvest of mink by trappers in Oregon 
during 1946-2010. 

An employee at North American Fur Auctions 
in Wisconsin grades and sorts ranch mink.  
Photo by Tim Hiller. 

Annual pelt values of mink during 1941-2010.  
Values are not corrected for inflation. 
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Muskrat (Ondatra zibethicus) 
 
Muskrats are aquatic omnivores that exist from Alaska to northern Mexico 
and have viable populations in western Europe, Japan, Russia, and Scan-
dinavia through introductions.  Depending on environmental conditions, 
such as water depth, muskrats may construct huts (often in marshes) or 
dig bank dens (often in ponds, rivers, and streams).  Bank dens adjacent to 
agricultural fields or golf courses may be a safety hazard if heavy equip-
ment collapses the tunnels away from the water. 
 
Under ideal conditions, this rodent may produce up to 4 litters per year.  Studies have shown that up to 80% of 
a muskrat population may be harvested without detrimental effects.  However, populations are heavily depend-
ent on weather conditions (and may be cyclic), which should be considered in years of low population abun-
dance.  Spring is the primary time for dispersal of muskrats, and the number of muskrats killed on roadways at 
that time might indicate population status. 
 
Trapping at Klamath Wildlife Area 
 
Trapping and hunting on certain ODFW Wildlife Areas is closed except by permit only.  Permits are assigned 
by the respective Wildlife Area Manager.  Klamath Wildlife Area is comprised of 4 geographically distinct 
units.  Shoalwater Bay and Sesti Tgawaals units are both located on the west side of Upper Klamath Lake, and 
water levels vary with lake levels.  Gorr Island Unit is located in the Klamath River approximately 6 miles 
downstream from Klamath Falls and is accessible only by boat.  The Miller Island Unit is located just south of 
Klamath Falls, and is accessible by public road, and subsequently has more public use than the other 3 units. 
 
Klamath Wildlife Area provides 2 types of opportunities for trapping furbearers during the course of the year.  
The Gorr Island, Shoalwater Bay, and Sesti Tgawaals Units all allow furbearer trapping without a Klamath 
Wildlife Area permit during the trapping season.  The Miller Island Unit requires a permit to trap furbearers 
during a specific time period, and with specific conditions. 
 
Trapping on the Miller Island Unit begins immediately following the last day of the fall waterfowl seasons, 
and is allowed until the last day of February.  Trappers must express interest to the Klamath Wildlife Area 
Manager prior to the start of the trapping season.  After the season begins, no other trapping permits will be 
issued, except to address an acute specific furbearer issue (e.g.,  beaver damage at water structures). 
 
Number of traps per trapper is regulated, ranging from 50 to 100 traps per trapper, and based on the number of 
trappers interested in trapping, available water conditions, and other factors.  There is a total of 1200 acres of 
wetlands on the Miller Island Unit, and of that, approximately 600 acres would provide for suitable trapping.  
With less than 4 trappers, normally 100 traps per trapper is allowed.  More than 4 trappers would drop the 
number to 50 traps per trapper with maximum of 8 trappers allowed to obtain permits.  Trapping permits are 
limited to no more than 8 trappers during a given season and are allocated on a first-come, first-served basis.  
If the number of interested trappers exceeds 8, then a random draw will be implemented. 
 
In order to maintain a viable breeding population of muskrat, trapping is not allowed within 10 feet of a musk-
rat mound.  Trappers must provide a detailed harvest report, including number of each species harvested and 
number of days trapped, at the end of the trapping season to the Klamath Wildlife Area Manager. 
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Muskrat (continued) 
 
Trapping at Summer Lake Wildlife Area 
 

Summer Lake Wildlife Area also allows trapping, but also by permit only.  Typically, trappers are assigned portions of 
the wildlife area on a first-come, first-served basis.  However, for the coming trapping season, a new random-draw sys-
tem will be implemented in response to input from interested trappers.  Trapping on the main marsh of this wildlife area 
usually begins on the day following closure of waterfowl hunting seasons to avoid potential conflicts between trappers 
and waterfowl hunters and to increase trapper access with the allowance of vehicle travel.  Trapping on marsh areas of 
this wildlife area ends on March 15 to reduce disturbance to migrating waterbirds and coincide with seasonal road clo-
sures. 
 

No muskrat harvest quotas were imposed during 2011 and trapping was encouraged along roads and dikes due to dam-
age caused by muskrat burrows.  However, weather conditions during the 2011 trapping season were not favorable for 
trapping.  This past season was characterized by freezing temperatures, strong winds, and occasional precipitation.  In 
addition, wetland enhancement activities associated with the Short-Term Habitat Implementation Plan for the wildlife 
area has and will continue to negatively affect muskrat habitat and therefore, muskrat population size.  Summer Lake 
Wildlife Management Area was established and receives state and federal funding for the primary objective of waterfowl 
habitat management. 
 

The 2011 muskrat house count of 231 was down 24% from 
2010, and remained well below the long-term average.  The 
count was conducted with marginal snow cover spanning 
several days.  The 2011 muskrat harvest was 391, which was 
well below the long-term average of 1,122. 
 
Harvest 
 

As with most furbearing species, long-term harvest of musk-
rats has decreased, except for a temporary increase during 
the fur boom of the 1970s and 1980s.  During 2010-2011, 
Klamath County easily led the state with almost 4,500 har-
vested.  No harvest of muskrats was estimated to occur in 3 
counties during the past season.  Uncorrected pelt values 
seem to be at an all-time high, with 2010-2011 sales of 
muskrats having close to or exceeding $8 in many regions.  
Recently, China has been a major market for muskrats, with 
the focus on bellies because of its soft characteristics. 

Relative number of muskrats taken by trappers in 
Oregon during the 2010-2011 season. 

Annual harvest of muskrats by trappers in  
Oregon during 1946-2010. 

Annual pelt values of muskrats during 1941-2010.  
Values are not corrected for inflation. 
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Nutria (Myocastor coypus) 
 
Nutria are rodents native to the southern half of South 
America, and may be mistaken by the causal observer 
as either a beaver or a muskrat as by size it falls in 
between these 2 native species.  Although beavers 
and muskrats may use lodges or huts, respectively, 
for shelter, nutria seem only to construct bank dens.  
In North America, nutria seemed confined to the 
milder climates of the Pacific Northwest, Gulf coast, 
and northeastern states.  These populations started to 
establish in the 1930s, probably as a combination of 
escapees and purposeful large-scale releases from fur 
farms after fur prices dropped substantially.  Records 
indicate an increasing concern over nutria popula-
tions soon after this time and that they seem to have 
become fully established in western Oregon by 1960.  
Oregon law prohibits the possession of live nutria, 
but this invasive species is an unprotected mammal in this state.  Severe winter weather seems to have a major 
negative impact on nutria populations.  Extensive ecological damage may result with high densities of invasive 
nutria, such as soil erosion through removal of large quantities of vegetation.  Nutria may be directly compet-
ing with muskrats, which therefore may cause population declines of the latter. 
 
Polk County Nutria Management Program 
 
In 2010, the Polk Soil and Water Conservation District secured federal funding for a nutria management pro-
gram in Polk County.  The objectives included public education, damage control, disease monitoring, and 
bounty implementation.  Interested residents attended a nutria management workshop and were loaned cage-
traps to capture nutria.  The District partnered with Oregon State University for disease monitoring and with 
the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife for assessment of nutria population characteristics, including ad-
ditional disease monitoring, sex-age structure and stress assessments, and other aspects.  The bounty program 
will run through fall 2012 or until funding runs out, whichever comes first. 
 
Portland State University Nutria Research Project 
 
Portland State University Ph.D. student Trevor Sheffels is currently conducting research on nutria behavior in 
urban environments and associated management implications.  Nutria are often found in close contact with hu-
mans in the Pacific Northwest, but this association has not previously been studied.  The main objectives of 
this research are to learn more about factors influencing regional nutria population dynamics, assess human 
influence on nutria behavior, and evaluate nutria damage mitigation and control techniques applicable to the 
urban environment.  The research objectives are designed to provide region-specific information on the control 
and management of nutria in the Pacific Northwest. 
 
(continued on next page) 

Nutria are an invasive species that are well-adapted 
to the milder climates of the Pacific Northwest, Gulf 
states, and many New England states.  Photo by  
Tim Hiller. 
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Nutria (continued) 
 
Portland State University Nutria Research Project (continued) 
 
These objectives will be met through several methods.  The development of spatial models in partnership with 
the U.S. Geological Survey laboratory in Fort Collins, CO, is underway to identify suitable nutria habitat in the 
region.  Disease testing for the presence of Salmonella bacteria and other diseases will provide information 
about the health of the regional population and potential human safety concerns.  Telemetry methods are being 
used to assess the influence that human feeding has on nutria activity and movement patterns.  The use of 
seedling tubes to mitigate nutria herbivory is also being assessed.  Finally, the efficacy of a new nutria multiple
-capture trap design is being compared to a standard cage-trap design for potential urban applications.  Sheffels 
recently participated in the filming of a 1-hour nutria documentary to discuss the Oregon nutria problem and 
highlight current research.  The documentary is scheduled to air on the National Geographic Channel some 
time in early fall 2011. 
 
Harvest 
 

Long-term nutria harvest slightly increased starting in 
the mid-1950s, after which harvest levels quickly in-
creased.  Harvest of nutria in Oregon is limited to the 
Willamette Valley west to the Pacific coast.  At least 
2,000 nutria were harvested during the 2010-2011 sea-
son.  Almost of third of these were harvested in Linn 
County. 
 
During the early 1980s, pelt values for nutria peaked at 
almost $12.  However, the past decade has had very 
low pelt values for nutria, leaving little incentive for 
most trappers to purposefully harvest this invasive spe-
cies.  Future markets with the Chinese may lead to 
higher pelt values, which might possibly be high 
enough to exceed a relatively unknown threshold that 
results in substantially higher harvests. 

Relative number of nutria taken by trappers in 
Oregon during the 2010-2011 season. 

Annual harvest of nutria by trappers in Oregon 
during 1946-2010. 

Annual pelt values of nutria during 1941-2010.  
Values are not corrected for inflation. 
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Opossum (Didelphis virginiana) 
 
The only marsupial native to North America is the Vir-
ginia opossum, or simply opossum.  Opossums were in-
troduced from the eastern U.S. to areas along the Pacific 
coast during the early 1900s.  Game Division reports in-
dicate that starting in 1960, opossum populations started 
to substantially increase.  As with nutria, opossums are 
considered a prohibited species under Oregon Adminis-
trative Rule (Division 56), whereby live specimens gen-
erally may not be imported, possessed, sold, purchased, 
exchanged, or transported in the state.  Opossums have 
also naturally expanded their geographic distribution, es-
pecially northward into southern Canada, probably as the 
result of landscape-level land-use changes.  The opossum 
is truly a generalist species in that it can persist in many 
vegetation types and, as an omnivore, can utilize most 
any food item.  Mortality rates are generally high, with 
predators ranging from coyotes to great horned owls. 
 
Harvest 
 
During the fur boom of the 1970s, harvest often ex-
ceeded 1,000 annually, and almost 5,000 during 1978.  
However, in recent years, harvest by trappers has 
generally been 500-600 individuals.  During the 2010
-2011 season, trappers harvested at least 599 opos-
sums.  Ninety-nine percent of the harvest came from 
counties west of the peak of the Cascades, but a hand-
ful of individuals came from Umatilla and Union 
counties.  Pelt values generally have never been par-
ticularly high. 

Relative number of opossums taken by trappers in 
Oregon during the 2010-2011 season. 

Annual harvest of opossum by trappers in Oregon 
during 1946-2010. 

Annual pelt values of opossums during 1943-2010.  
Values are not corrected for inflation. 

Opossums may feign “death” to avoid preda-
tion, but this behavior is highly variable in indi-
viduals.  Photo by Tim Hiller. 
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Raccoon (Procyon lotor) 
 
Raccoons are one of the most abundant mammals in North America.  Their 
distribution extends from southern Canada to Panama and from coast to 
coast.  Raccoons have been extending their range northward into the Cana-
dian prairies, which may have long-term consequences for prairie-nesting 
waterfowl.  Like many wildlife species, raccoons have been introduced in 
portions of Europe and Asia, which has had ecological and economic conse-
quences.  They are distributed throughout much of Oregon (except at higher 
elevations), but in eastern Oregon may be limited to areas with permanent water supplies.  Like opossums, raccoons are 
generalists that can persist under a wide range of environmental conditions and can subsist on a wide variety of food 
items.  They are also well adapted to urban settings and may cause problems for landowners by searching for food in 
trash cans and using attics and chimneys as shelter. 
 
Harvest 
 

Along with muskrats, raccoons are of high importance in the fur industry by sheer quantity and almost irrespective of fur 
prices.  In Oregon, the first harvest season for raccoons opened in 1942-1943.  During the 2010-2011 season, statewide 
harvest of raccoons was 1,567 from trapping and 814 from hunting, for a minimum estimated harvest of 2,381.  As ex-
pected, harvest was unevenly distributed throughout the state, with most taken in the Willamette Valley and relatively 
few in many eastern counties. A high of $25 occurred during 1981, but recently raccoon pelts have averaged about $10. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Relative number of raccoons taken by trappers (left) and hunters (right) in Oregon during the 2010-
2011 season. 

Annual harvest of raccoons by trappers in Oregon 
during 1946-2010. 

Annual pelt values of raccoons during 1942-2010.  
Values are not corrected for inflation. 
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Red Fox (Vulpes vulpes) 
 
The red fox is the most widely distributed carnivore in the world; 
it has a holarctic distribution, meaning that it can be found 
throughout the northern continents of the world.  Ironically, the 
pre-settlement distribution of red fox in North America does not 
seem to include the eastern or Midwestern portions of the U.S.  
Red fox were introduced into Australia in 1868; eradication efforts are underway there because of its negative 
impacts on native marsupials and other wildlife. 
 
Questions about genetic relationships of red fox populations in Oregon and in the Pacific coast states persist.  
For example, whether red fox in the Willamette Valley are descendents of introduced red fox from the eastern 
U.S. or whether they are native seems unknown.  The high-elevation montane populations, however, are 
thought to be ecologically and evolutionarily distinct.  It is thought that these montane fox shifted northward 
and to higher elevations as habitat became available from retreating glaciers, and that they have been geneti-
cally isolated from other fox populations since that time. 
 
Red Foxes in Oregon and California: Native or Not? 
 
Native red foxes in the western U.S. are primarily restricted to high-elevation areas and are comprised of 3 
montane subspecies: the Sierra Nevada red fox (V. v. necator), the Rocky Mountain red fox (V. v. macroura), 
and the Cascade red fox (V. v. cascadensis).  Collectively, these 3 subspecies, along with Sacramento Valley 
red fox (V. v. patwin), reflect a distinct evolutionary lineage restricted to the western U.S.  The 3 montane sub-
species are ecologically and morphologically distinct from the Sacramento Valley and other North American 
subspecies, suggesting they reflect a snow-adapted lineage of montane specialists.  Prior to European settle-
ment of Oregon, red foxes were considered to be restricted  to areas of the Cascade Range and the Wallowa 
Mountains.  Little is known about these high-elevation specialists, but anecdotal reports indicate they are not 
as abundant as they once were, and they are absent from former areas of their range.  In contrast, from the 
1940s onward, red fox populations appeared in areas where they had not been historically, such as the Wil-
lamette Valley, and the Oregon coast.   Many of these new or recently expanded populations occur in areas 
where fox farming occurred; however, they may be part of an expanding native population or potentially a 
mixture of native and non-native animals. 
 
Researchers at the University of California-Davis (Dr. Mark Statham), California Polytechnic State University
-San Luis Obispo, and their partners have been using genetics as a tool to determine the extent and range of 
native and non-native populations in California.  Prior to their work, red foxes throughout low elevations of 
California were considered an invasive non-native species.  These researchers found that low-elevation Cali-
fornia red foxes did not form 1 large population, but that red foxes in Sacramento Valley were in fact a previ-
ously unrecognized native, with museum samples dating back to the 1880s, prior to the advent of fur-farming.  
This is in stark contrast to other low-elevation populations throughout the state.  In the San Joaquin Valley, the 
San Francisco Bay area, and in Southern California, red fox populations all stem from fur-farmed stock from 
Canada and Alaska.  This admixed non-native stock occurs in areas where red foxes were historically absent. 
 
The Sierra Nevada red fox, which includes those in the Oregon Cascades, was once widespread throughout 
high-elevation areas of California in the southern Cascades and the Sierra Nevada.  A routine carnivore survey 
during August 2010 in the Sonora Pass area of the Sierra Nevada confirmed a second remnant population of 
Sierra Nevada red fox in California.  Ongoing efforts by U.C. Davis and ODFW are attempting to determine 
the range and extent of native and non-native red foxes in Oregon. 
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Red Fox (continued) 
 
 
Harvest 
 
Red fox were first classified as furbearers in Oregon by stat-
ute in 1978.  Prior to that, both red and gray fox were unpro-
tected wildlife species.  Relatively few red fox have been har-
vested in Oregon in recent years.  Only about 145 were taken 
by trappers and 30 by hunters during 2010-2011.  In both 
cases, around 90% of the harvest was in eastern Oregon coun-
ties. 
 
Harvest-effort for red fox, like other species, often follows 
closely with demand.  During the 1970s and 1980s, pelt val-
ues for red fox often exceeded $30, and even occasionally 
$50.  During the 2010-2011 market, however, values re-
mained relatively low with an average of about $24. 
 

Relative number of red fox taken by trappers (left) and hunters (right) in Oregon during the 2010-2011 
season. 

Annual harvest of red fox by trappers in Oregon 
during 1946-2010. 

A cross fox (color phase of red fox) attracted to a bait 
station on the wolverine detection project in north-
eastern Oregon.  Photo by Audrey Magoun. 

Annual pelt values of red fox during 1947-2010.  
Values are not corrected for inflation. 
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River Otter (Lontra canadensis) 
 
River otters were historically distributed throughout the 
U.S. and Canada.  However, by the early 1900s, their popu-
lations were negatively affected by urbanization and pollu-
tion.  During the past several decades, river otters have been 
successfully reintroduced into many states, such as Iowa 
and Missouri.  Trappers played a major role in capturing 
river otters for these relocation projects by using foothold traps.  In Oregon, river otters are most abundant 
west of the Cascades and in the northeast and can be found near permanent water sources, including seashores.  
The primary prey for river otters is fish, and otters may cause localized damage to fish stocks at hatcheries and 
small ponds where fish are concentrated.  They also feed on amphibians and crustaceans.  River otters are a 
relatively social mustelid, often traveling in small groups and over large distances. 
 
Along with bobcats, river otters were listed under Appendix II of the Endangered Species Act  in 1977.  As 
with bobcats, all river otter pelts must be tagged and the lower jaw surrendered to ODFW.  Jaws are heated in 
hot water and a canine tooth extracted and sent to a laboratory for age analysis. 
 
Harvest 
 
Statewide harvest of river otters in Oregon seems to 
show an increasing long-term trend, but has often been 
erratic from one year to the next.  Higher harvest oc-
curs in the eastern counties of Oregon, and few to 
none taken in the more arid southeastern region.  
Minimum statewide harvest for the 2010-2011 trap-
ping season was 394. 
 
Uncorrected pelt values for river otters also shows an 
increasing trend, with a high of over $100 in 2005.  
Prices decreased sharply in 2006 for various global 
reasons, but seem to be again increasing.  For 2010-
2011, river otters averaged about $65. 

Relative number of river otters taken by trappers in 
Oregon during the 2010-2011 season. 

Annual harvest of river otters by trappers in 
Oregon during 1946-2010. 

Annual pelt values of river otters during 1941-
2010.  Values are not corrected for inflation. 
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Spotted Skunk (Spilogale gracilis) 
 
 
Oregon has 2 species of skunks: the very familiar striped skunk (see next 
page) and the much smaller western spotted skunk.  Western spotted 
skunks, also called civets, are common in most of the western U.S. and 
into Mexico. In Oregon, they may be absent at higher elevations of the 
northeast and the Cascades.  These omnivores are active throughout the 
winter and often have small home ranges.  Spotted skunks are strictly 
nocturnal. 
 
As a last resort, spotted skunks may spray musk at an intruder, but sig-
nificant warning signs normally precede.  Foot-stopping and hopping are common, and a handstand position 
using the forelegs is an unmistakable behavioral cue of an agitated individual.  Ejection of musk with all 4 feet 
on the ground and the head and anus facing the intruder is probably a more common occurrence. 
 
 
Harvest 
 
In the fur boom years, annual harvest of spotted 
skunks occasionally exceeded 1,000 individuals.  
Currently, most harvest occurs in Douglas and Lane 
counties.  During the 2010-2011 trapping season, at 
least 314 were harvested. 
 
During the fur boom, pelt values of spotted skunks 
peaked at an average of almost $10.  In recent 
years, pelt values seem to have fluctuated (although 
this may be an artifact of small sample sizes at local 
fur auctions), with several annual averages exceed-
ing the $10 mark. 
 

Relative number of spotted skunks taken by 
trappers in Oregon during the 2010-2011 season. 

Annual harvest of spotted skunks by trappers in 
Oregon during 1946-2010. 

Annual pelt values of spotted skunks during 1941-
2010.  Values are not corrected for inflation. 
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Striped Skunk (Mephitis mephitis) 
 
Striped skunks are distributed throughout the U.S., southern provinces of 
Canada, and northern Mexico.  In recent decades, like raccoons and opos-
sums, striped skunks have been expanding their distribution northward.  
Populations of striped skunks may experience high annual turnover and 
fluctuation, which may partially result from disease outbreaks. 
 

The proportion of white on the pelage among individual striped skunks can 
vary widely.  Other pelage colorations, such as seal brown, white, and yel-
low, are known to occur.  A set of paired anal glands may be used in self-
defense by expelling a volatile musk that can cause skin and eye irritation.  Control of direction and distance of 
musk discharge is better for adults than juveniles, and skunks may be able to hit a human from up to 18 feet 
away.  Raptors are probably the major predator of skunks, although larger mammalian predators may prey on 
skunks.  Damage from skunks may occur while they dig lawns for grubs, dig under building foundations, and 
depredate beehives.  Unlike spotted skunks, striped skunks may become inactive in northern latitudes during 
winter. 
 
Harvest 
 

During the 1950s and 1960s, skunk pelts had little 
value as demand decreased.  However, during the fur 
boom, harvest of striped skunks in Oregon exceeded 
1,000 annually.  The statewide minimum harvest of 
striped skunks by trappers during the 201-2011 sea-
son was 716, with 60% coming from counties west of 
the peak of the Cascades. 
 

Pelt values for striped skunks seemed to have steadily 
increased over the years, with the 2010-2011 season 
average just under $5.  Skunk essence (the fluid 
ejected by skunks for defensive purposes) often sells 
for more than the pelt, for those willing to collect it 
from their harvested skunks. 
 

Relative number of striped skunks taken by trap-
pers in Oregon during the 2010-2011 season. 

Annual harvest of striped skunks by trappers in 
Oregon during 1946-2010. 

Annual pelt values of striped skunks during 1941-
2010.  Values are not corrected for inflation. 
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Weasel Short-tailed (Mustela erminea) 
  Long-tailed (Mustela frenata) 
 
Oregon has 2 of the 3 species of North American weasels, with least weasels gener-
ally found in latitudes to the north of Oregon.  Long-tailed weasels may be found 
statewide in Oregon, whereas short-tailed weasels (also called ermine) are found 
primarily in the Coast and Cascade ranges and in the Blue Mountain region.  In Ore-
gon, the short-tailed weasel may molt to a white winter pelt (except in western Ore-
gon), whereas the long-tailed weasel seems to maintain its brown pelage throughout the year.  Research on weasels is 
very sparse and difficult to conduct.  Much of what is known about weasels comes from harvest data. 
 
Weasel Research in Oregon 
 

Dr. Clinton Epps and Mark Linnell of Oregon State University, in collaboration with Eric Forsman of the U.S. Forest 
Service Pacific Northwest Research Station, have initiated a project to explore habitat associations and co-occurrence of 
short-tailed and long-tailed weasels in the H. J. Andrews Experimental Forest in Lane and Linn counties.  The objectives 
of this project are: 1) to explore methods for distinguishing short-tailed and long-tailed weasels at non-invasive stations, 
and 2) to ascertain habitat associations and co-occurrence of the 2 species. Non-invasive survey techniques, including 
hair-snares and track-plate boxes, will be modified from known methods to collect data on weasels.  Using these data, 
they expect to explore molecular techniques to analyze hair 
collected from hair-snares and track-measurement tech-
niques to analyze track data collected at track-plate stations.  
Occupancy modeling will be used to analyze habitat asso-
ciations and co-occurrence of weasels on the Experimental 
Forest.  Research is scheduled to begin during fall 2011.  
This project is funded by the U.S. Forest Service Pacific 
Northwest Research Station and Oregon State University. 
 
Harvest 
 

Collective annual harvest of weasels has decreased substan-
tially since the 1940s, which is probably the result of low 
pelt prices.  Minimum harvest from trapping during the 
2010-2011 season was 36 weasels.  Pelt values for weasels 
(ermines) typically average $2-3.  Clean white weasel pelts 
normally sell for higher prices than stained or partially 
molted individuals. 

Relative number of weasels taken by trappers in 
Oregon during the 2010-2011 season. 

Annual harvest of weasels by trappers in Oregon 
during 1946-2010. 

Annual pelt values of weasels during 1941-2010.  
Values are not corrected for inflation. 
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Number of Trappers and Hunters 
 
Available records have shown that the number of licensed trappers in Oregon generally follows that of the na-
tional decreasing trend during the past several decades, but also the substantial increase during the fur boom.  
Post-fur boom numbers are only slightly less than those for pre-fur boom.  A high of 3,888 trappers were li-
censed during the 1981 season.  During the 2010-2011 season, Oregon had 766 trappers and 854 furbearer 
hunters comply with mandatory harvest reporting.  The highest number of trappers in western Oregon was in 
Lane County (40) and in eastern Oregon was in Lake County (77).  The highest number of furbearer hunters in 
western Oregon was in Douglas County (51) and in eastern Oregon was Lake County (77). 
 
Based on information in the Ownership and Use of Traps by Trappers in the United States in 2004, Idaho has 
approximately the same number of trappers as Oregon, whereas other adjacent states have fewer (California = 
19% of Oregon’s total, Nevada = 71%, Washington = 17%).  In contrast, states with highest number of trap-
pers in their respective regions included New York (10,300), Arkansas (2,443), Michigan (8,454), Utah 
(4,790), and Alaska (9,108).  The total U.S. trapper population in 2003-2004 was estimated at just over 
142,000, which is 87% of the 1989-990 estimate in a similar survey published in 1992.  Since the survey in 
1992, the average age of trappers increased; in 2004, only 3% were under age 25. 
 
According to the national survey, more than half of 
U.S. trappers sold their fur to a local buyer in 2002.  
About 4% of trappers pursued their activities out-
side of their state of residence.  Fifty-seven percent 
trapped primarily on private lands, but this value 
varies significantly by region and most likely to 
amounts of public and private lands available.    
The average number of traps set on a given day 
during the season was 39, which is down from 49 
during the 1992 survey.  The average number of 
days trapped per season was 34.  During the past 
15 years, trappers were active an average of 9 of 
those years.  Approximately one-third of trappers 
belonged to a trapper organization.  In 1992, the 
top 4 species of interest to trappers were (in de-
scending order) raccoon, mink, muskrat, and red 
fox; in 2004, this changed to raccoon, coyote, red 
fox, and muskrat. 

Relative number of trappers (left) and hunters (right) in Oregon during the 2010-2011 season. 

Annual trend of licensed trappers in Oregon during 
1945-2010. 
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Other Furbearers 
 
Oregon has several wildlife species that traditionally have been considered furbearers, but have closed seasons 
and are fully protected in this state because of relatively low populations.  Oregon is at the edge of the geo-
graphic distribution of several of these species, so some may have never been particularly abundant.  Others, 
however, may have been abundant in the past, but populations were negatively affected by habitat loss, un-
regulated harvest, and other causes, and are therefore fully protected by State of Oregon and in some instances,  
federal laws.  All of these (at the species level), except the sea otter, have seasons open for harvest in at least 1 
other state or Canadian province where such populations can sustain harvest. 
 
Canada Lynx (Lynx canadensis) 
 
Canada lynx may very occasionally disperse into Oregon from the north.  Currently, Canada lynx in the con-
tiguous U.S. are listed as federally threatened.  In many northern portions of their range, Canada lynx undergo 
cyclic population fluctuations and may be very common during population peaks. 
 
In a letter from ODFW to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in September 1998, during the federal listing de-
cision process, ODFW indicated 17 historic records of Canada lynx: 
 

“In Oregon, the lynx is very rare and is known from only 17 verified specimens recorded be-
tween 1897 and 1993.  ODFW records, maintained since 1922, show that four of these individu-
als were taken during trapping.  It is assumed that these animals were taken incidentally during 
legal furbearer trapping.  We are also aware of a few additional sightings of lynx around the 
state, but these records have varying degrees of certainty.  Lynx occurrence records in Oregon 
are considered to represent animals dispersing from areas further north; these animals are thought 
to be visitors that immigrate and persist for a period.  Occurrences of lynx in Oregon in the past 
have generally followed peaks in population cycles further north in their range.  Further, we do 
not have any evidence that suggests that self-sustaining breeding populations of lynxes have oc-
curred in Oregon in historic times (B. J. Verts and Leslie N. Carraway “Land Mammals of Ore-
gon”, (1998)).  The species is considered by ODFW, therefore, as an occasional visitor to Ore-
gon.” 

 
Fisher (Martes pennanti) 
 
Relocations of fishers into Oregon occurred as early as 1960.  A 
1961 Game Division report stated: 
 

“A total of 24 fisher was live-trapped by British Columbia 
trappers for release in Oregon.  Trappers were paid 
$100.00 for each healthy animal delivered to Kamloops, 
British Columbia.  Eleven of the animals were brought to Klamath Falls by pickup, transferred to 
helicopter and released at Buck Lake, just south of the Mountain Lakes Wild Area, on January 
19 [1960].  The other 13 fisher were flown to La Grande in a U.S. Forest Service plane, trans-
ferred to a rented helicopter, and released in the Minam area on March 21.   Six of the animals 
were released at the mouth of the Little Minam and 7 in the Big Burn.” 

 

For several years following this relocation effort, fisher sightings were reported, but largely unverified. On 
April 14, 1977, 2 fishers obtained from British Columbia were released in eastern Douglas County.  The fol-
lowing year, 8 more were released in that vicinity. 
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Other Furbearers (continued) 
 
 
Fisher (continued) 
 
Pacific Fisher Conservation 
 
The Pacific fisher was once distributed widely throughout western Oregon, but due to logging and unregulated 
harvest, the range of the species has been reduced to 2 remnant populations in southwestern Oregon.  The 
Siskiyou population is limited to the Klamath Mountains west of Ashland and south of Grants Pass and retains 
the original genetic stock native to the area.  The Cascades population, located near Crater Lake National Park, 
was reintroduced by ODFW with stock from the Midwest and British Columbia.  Although apparently stable, 
these 2 populations have not interbred, increased in size, or expanded their range. 
 
The Pacific fisher is currently considered a candidate for listing as a federally threatened or endangered species 
by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, which means that listing is considered warranted but precluded by other 
higher priorities.  However, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is currently facing 2 separate lawsuits demand-
ing the agency to list the fisher.  In response, the agency is moving forward with a work plan that will consider 
the best available science in the next few years and come to a final decision. 
 
ODFW has participated with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and other federal agencies in planning efforts 
related to Pacific fisher conversation, and will continue to cooperate with our federal partners. 
 
 Pacific Fisher Camera-Trapping 
 
ODFW is participating in a regional effort to document the range and genetics of Pacific fisher throughout the 
Pacific Northwest.  Once widely distributed, the fisher is now limited to 2 distinct remnant populations in the 
Cascade and Klamath Mountains of southwestern Oregon.  ODFW staff in the Rogue Watershed District are 
using cameras and boxes designed to capture genetic material to explore the area between the Cascade and 
Siskiyou populations where fisher have not previously been know to occur.  The goal is to verify if fisher are 
moving between the 2 populations and interbreeding. 
 
Kit Fox (Vulpes macrotis) 
 
The subspecies of kit fox in Oregon was listed as threatened under 
the Oregon Endangered Species Act by grandfathering from the 
Commission’s earlier informal list dating from 1975 as V. macrotis 
nevadenisis.  In Oregon, the kit fox has always been recognized as 
peripheral to its range in Nevada and Utah and only occasionally 
encountered in southeastern Oregon (Malheur and southeastern Har-
ney counties).  ODFW has had 2 research-survey efforts, 1 in 1990 
by Steve DeStefano; and 1 in 1994 by George Keister.  The latter 
study detected 13 kit foxes in the Burns Junction-Fields area.  Mu-
seum records from Deschutes and Malheur counties and observa-
tions in Klamath, Harney, and Malheur counties, and observations 
made of a litter from the Nevada-Oregon state-line in 1992 have 
also been documented. 

Captive swift fox, a close relative of the 
kit fox.  Photo by Tim Hiller. 
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Other Furbearers (continued) 
 
 
Ringtail (Bassariscus astutus) 
  
Southwestern Oregon is the northern distributional 
edge for the ringtail.  This species ranges from Oregon 
to the southwestern U.S. and into southern Mexico.  
This nocturnal relative of the raccoon is rarely observed 
and often difficult to monitor at the state level, other 
than using harvest data in states where harvest occurs. 
 
A harvest season on ringtails was reopened in 1956, apparently after several years of closure, then seasons 
were closed again some time between 1969 and 1973. 
 
 
Sea Otter (Enhydra lutris) 
 
Sea otters apparently were absent from the Oregon coast for 100 years prior to the release of 29 individuals 
originating from Amchitka Island, Alaska to Port Orford, Oregon in 1970.  Two months post-release, 14 indi-
viduals were successfully located, and in 1971, only 2 individuals were found.  In June 1971, more sea otters 
were released, with 40 at Coos Bay and 24 in the original release site at Port Orford.  Seven months later, 22 
individuals, including 1 kit, were counted at Simpson’s Reef.  According to the 1971 Game Division report, 
“We have every reason to believe the plant was a success and that sea otter have been re-established on the Oregon 
Coast.” 
 
The sea otter was listed as threatened by the Commission in 1975 and grandfathered onto the Oregon Endan-
gered Species Act (OESA) in 1987 and remains listed as threatened under the OESA currently.  The sea otter 
was extirpated from Oregon by 1906.  The 93 sea otters released in Oregon during 1970-1971 were from 
Alaska and this effort was considered unsuccessful (“extinct” as stated by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in 
their revised 2003 recovery plan).  It has never been certain whether Oregon's “native” sea otters were origi-
nally southern sea otters (Enhydra lutris nereis) listed under the Federal ESA in 1977, or the Alaskan subspe-
cies (Enhydra lutris lutris).  An experimental population of the former was established by U.S. Fish and Wild-
life Service at Point Conception, CA in 1987.  Animals from the experimental population moved north periodi-
cally to and just beyond the Oregon state line.  Several single animals have been documented since including 
Yaquina Head in the 1990s and Cape Arago in 1992 and 2003 and various other sightings along the south 
coast.  A sea otter was reported and verified more recently off Depoe Bay in February 2009. 
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Other Furbearers (continued) 
 
 
Wolverine (Gulo gulo) 
 

In 1967, the Oregon legislature classified wolverines as furbearers and the Game Commission promptly pro-
vided complete protection for this species.  The wolverine was listed as threatened by the Game Commission 
in 1975, listed as threatened under the Oregon Endangered Species Act in 1987, and reaffirmed as threatened 
by the Commission in 1989.  In December 2010, the North American wolverine became a federal candidate 
species in the lower 48 states. 
 

In 1936, the wolverine was thought to have been extirpated from Oregon.  However, in 1965, a male was 
killed by a hunter on Three Fingered Jack in Linn County.  In 1973, a wolverine was trapped and released on 
Steens Mountain in Harney County, and in 1986, a wolverine was trapped in Wheeler County.  Finally, in 
1992, a partial skeleton was recovered in Grant County.  There have been other sightings and records of wol-
verines in Oregon.  Dr. Keith Aubrey of the U.S. Forest Service reported that between 1921 and 1950, only 1 
wolverine record was verified; the Oregon Biodiversity Information Center database holds 105 records from 
the early 1970s to the present but these are mostly unverified sightings.  Verts and Carraway (1998) considered 
wolverine observations to be associated with “extreme dispersal events of individuals” and not representative 
of self-sustaining populations.  Aerial surveys undertaken by U.S. Forest Service during 2000-2005 in the Ore-
gon south Cascades (including Crater Lake National Park) and northern California Cascades were unable to 
find animals or verify tracks in snow.  A recent monitoring project, however, has verified presence of wolver-
ines in northeastern Oregon. 
 
Wolverine Detection Project in Northeastern Oregon 
 

Clinton Long and Audrey Magoun, directors of The Wolverine Foundation, Inc., in cooperation with ODFW 
and U.S. Forest Service,  developed a study plan and initiated 
field work for a pilot study focused on surveying for wolverines 
in the Wallowa-Whitman National Forest within and adjacent to 
the Eagle Cap Wilderness using proven non-invasive detection 
methods for wolverines.  From January through June 2011, Ma-
goun and her husband, Pat Valkenburg, deployed motion-
detection cameras and hair-snagging devices in the study area 
and flew aerial surveys to detect wolverine tracks at higher eleva-
tions.  By the end of June, 3 different wolverines were detected at 
camera stations, 2 of which were verified as males and photo-
graphs indicated the third individual was probably also a male.  
Analysis of DNA from 1 of the males indicated that this individ-
ual was more closely related to wolverines in Idaho than to those 
in Washington.  Aerial surveys detected 7 sets of tracks at high 
elevations.  Arrangements are currently being made to continue 
detection surveys for wolverines in 2011–2012 in an attempt to 
find females, particularly females that may be reproducing in the 
study area.  Funding for this project came from The Wolverine 
Foundation, Inc.; ODFW; Seattle Foundation; Dale Pedersen; and 
the National Park Service.  The U.S. Forest Service provided lo-
gistical support. 

A wolverine visiting a bait station in the Eagle 
Cap Wilderness in northeastern Oregon in 
spring 2011.  Photo by Audrey Magoun. 
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A coyote in Baker County tries unsuccessfully to capture a small 
mammal during the early morning hours.  Photo by Tim Hiller. 

Thousands of raccoon pelts at North American Fur 
Auctions in Wisconsin ready for the next scheduled 
auction.  Photo by Tim Hiller. 
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What Dog-Owners Should Know About Legal Trapping in Oregon 
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What dog-owners should know about legal trapping in Oregon 

Exploring the outdoors is an activity that both pet owners and their dogs enjoy. Owners of both domestic 
and hunting dogs should be aware of other lawful users enjoying the same area, including regulated 
trappers during legal trapping seasons. 

Trapping is a highly regulated activity in Oregon. Only furbearers (animals valued for their fur) that are 
abundant and can withstand harvest are trapped. Oregon regulations designed to ensure humane 
treatment of furbearers and other animals make it illegal to use certain traps or certain types of bait 
associated with traps. By law, all trappers born after June 30, 1968 and all first-time trappers are 
required to complete an approved trapper education course before obtaining a license. 

Traps set for some animals such as coyotes, bobcats and raccoons, can also catch dogs. Following are 
some tips and information about trapping that will help prevent your dog from inadvertently being 
caught in a trap. 

Please remember that it is unlawful to disturb or remove the traps or snares of any licensed trapper whi Ie 
that person is trapping on public lands or on other land by landowner permission. If you believe a trap or 
snare has been illegally set, contact Oregon State Police. 

For hunting dogs 
Hunters should remain in close contact with their birding dogs and carry the tools and knowledge 
necessary to free their dog from a trap in the unlikely event that their dog is caught. Continue reading for 
more information on how to release dogs from traps and snares. 

For non-hunting dogs 
Keep your dog on a leash. 
When in areas of trapping activity, the best way to protect your dog is to keep it on a leash. This is 
especially important for dogs that are not well-trained, but even the most obedient dogs can forget their 
training in unfamiliar surroundings. 

Control your dog. 
If you cannot leash your dog, at the very least control it. Do not allow it to wander off in areas of 
wildlife activity. Remember that most traps are baited with meat and scents that could attract dogs. If 
your dog is sniffmg hard and intent on one spot, it may have located a trap. Call your dog back 
immediately. 

Be aware of where and when trapping activity can occur. 
Most trapping activity occurs in the winter because pelts are more valuable at that time. Limited 
trapping occurs during spring and summer, usually in response to nuisance or damage complaints caused 
by animals such as raccoons that scavenge from trash cans or nest in attics. 
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Be aware of where and when trapping activity can occur continued. 
Trapping is allowed on most public lands, though sometimes only by permit, and on private lands by 
permission. However, there are very few traps in relation to the expanse of land so dog-owners are 
unlikely to encounter traps routinely. 

Under seasons set by ODFW, some invasive animals (not native to Oregon) andlor predators that cause 
damage to agricultural crops are legal to trap for the entire year. Examples of animals legal to trap all 
year are badger, coyote, nutria, opossum, and skunks. More limited seasons that begin as early as mid
October and end as late as March 31 apply for bobcat, gray and red fox, and raccoon. 

Regulated trappers are not required to post signs stating traps are in the area as doing so would attract 
unwanted attention and lead to many stolen traps or traps sprung by those who do not approve of 
trapping. Entire trap lines have been stolen by thieves moving from flagged trap to flagged trap. 
However, it is required that all traps be permanently marked with the owner's unique identification 
number. Oregon State Police rely on those permanent marks to hold trappers accountable for where and 
how their traps are set. 

Carry tools and knowledge to release your dog from a trap. 
Traps and snares can injure domestic dogs so knowing how the traps work and how to release your dog 
from a trap is important. Carry a pair of wire cutter pliers to free your dog in the unlikely event that it is 
snared when walking or hunting is a good idea. See below for web sites with photos on how to release 
your dog from the different types of traps used in Oregon. 

If you encounter a trap, immediately leash your dog and carefully leave the area. 

Types of traps used in Oregon 
Following is a description of the types of traps legally used in Oregon. Traps can be either restraining 
traps (designed to hold the animal captive) or killing traps (designed to quickly and humanely kill the 
animal). 
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Foot-hold traps are restraining traps designed to capture the 
animal by the foot and restrain it unti I the trapper comes to remove 
it. See images at right for examples of such traps and visit the 
Nova Scotia Dept. of Natural Resources web site for information 
and graphics on how to release your dog from a foot-hold trap. 
http://www.gov.ns.ca/natr/wildlife/doc/PetOwners.pdf 
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Snares, another commonly used trap, can be either restraining or killing. An 
animal's movelnents cause a snare to tighten. Release your dog from a snare by 
using a wire cutter to cut it free or by pulling the snare in a way to reduce pressure. 
Visit the Montana Dept. ofFish, Wildlife and Parks web site for more information. 

Instant-kill traps, or conibears, are designed (as the name suggests) to quickly 
and humanely kill the trapped animal. If your animal gets caught in a conibear, it 
is important to remain calm and act quickly. Visit the Wisconsin Dept. of Natural 
Resources web site for details on how to remove your dog from a conibear. 
http://dnr.wi.gov/org/land/wildlife/TRAP/bodygripbrochure.pdf 

For more information about trapping in Oregon, visit 
http://www.dfw.state.or.us/ODFWhtmVlnfoCntrWild/trappingbackgrounder.htm 

or contact ODFW Wildlife Division at (503) 947-6300. 

Figure 5. Standclrd body-grippiog trap 
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OREGON FURBEARER 
TRAPPING and HUNTING REGULATIONS 

www.odfw.com 
July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2020 

 

Please Note: Major changes are underlined throughout this synopsis.

License Requirements 
Juveniles younger than 12 years of age are not required to purchase a 
license, except to hunt or trap bobcat and river otter.  However, they must 
register to receive a brand number through the Salem ODFW office.  To 
trap bobcat or river otter, juveniles must complete the trapper education 
course. Juveniles 17 and younger must have completed hunter education 
to obtain a furtaker’s license. 

Landowners must obtain either a furtaker’s license, a hunting license for 
furbearers, or a free license to take furbearers on land they own and on 
which they reside.  To receive the free license and brand number, the 
landowner must obtain from the Salem ODFW Headquarters office, a 
receipt of registration for the location of such land prior to hunting or 
trapping furbearing mammals on that land. 

Attention! Paperless Licenses are coming your way and your email 
address is needed. If you are a current participant in the ODFW Furbearer 
Program you will receive information in your license renewal packets. 
Email addresses can also be added by updating your account information 
on the Online Furtaker Harvest Report website. If you are new to the 
Furbearer Program at ODFW please contact License Services at          
503-947-6100 or go to ODFW.com for more information.

Trapper Education Requirement 
By action of the 1985 Oregon Legislature, all trappers born after June 30, 
1968, and all first-time Oregon trappers of any age are required to 
complete an approved trapper education course. 

The study guide may be completed at home.  Testing will take place at 
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) offices throughout the 
state. A furtaker’s license will be issued by the Salem ODFW 
Headquarters office after the test has been successfully completed and 
mailed to Salem headquarters, and the license application with payment 
has been received. Course materials are available by writing or 
telephoning Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, I&E Division, 4034 
Fairview Industrial Drive SE, Salem, OR 97302, (800) 720-6339 x76002. 

The course is not required of persons trapping on land owned or leased 
by that person, the person’s immediate family, or a person’s agent who is 
controlling damage to livestock or agricultural crops. 

Mandatory Annual Reporting 
Persons who were licensed, but did not fill out and return a completed 
Furtaker Harvest Report postmarked or submitted online by April 15, will 
not be issued a furtaker license for the following season unless they 
complete and return the late Harvest Report form and application with 
a $50.00 fee at time of renewal.

LICENSE AND TAG FEES 
• Furtakers need either a Furtaker’s License or a Hunting License

for Furbearers. Licenses are available for sale on June 1.
• A Furtakers License allows the holder to trap, hunt and pursue.
• A Hunting License for Furbearers allows the holder only to hunt and

pursue.

• A unique brand number will be issued to a person the first time they
obtain a license. Like the Oregon Hunter/Angler ID number, the
brand number is assigned to the individual furtaker for life.

• A general hunting license does not allow the holder to trap, hunt or
pursue furbearers, but only to hunt unprotected mammals (see
definition on page 7).

Resident Furtaker’s License   $53.00 Bobcat Record Card   $36.50 
(Hunting License for Furbearers or Furtaker’s License required) 

Nonresident Furtaker’s License $395.00 River Otter Record Card             $36.50 
(Hunting License for Furbearers or Furtaker’s License required) 

Resident Hunting License for Furbearers   $25.00 Fur Dealer’s License $108.00 
Juvenile Furtaker’s License (Age 12-17)   $17.00 Juveniles Younger than 12 (See license requirements above) 

The above license and record card fees each include a $2.00 license agent fee. Further information on licenses and tags is available by writing or telephoning 
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, Licensing Section, 4034 Fairview Industrial Drive SE, Salem, OR 97302, (503) 947-6101. 

TO REPORT WILDLIFE 
VIOLATORS CALL 
1-800-452-7888 or
TIP@STATE.OR.US

TIPs Can Remain Anonymous 

Curt Melcher, Director   
Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife  
4034 Fairview Industrial Drive SE 
Salem, OR 97302 
(503) 947-6100

Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission 

Michael Finley (Chair)…….…………………………….Medford 
Holly Akenson……………………………………..……...Joseph 
Congressional District 5.……………………………..…..Vacant 
Bob Webber…………………………………………..Port Orford 
Greg Wolley………………………………………….…..Portland 

     Jim Bittle………………………..………...……..….Central Point 
Bruce Buckmaster………………………………………..Astoria 

mailto:TIP@STATE.OR.US


 

 

ATTENTION OREGON FURTAKERS 

 
Following a Commission decision at the September 13, 2019 Commission 
Meeting, the following regulations are currently in place for the 2019-2020 
Oregon Furbearer Harvest Season:  

• No harvest (hunting, trapping, roadkill salvage) of marten west of Interstate-5. 

• No furbearer or unprotected mammal trapping in the Oregon Dunes National 
Recreation Area.  

• In the Siskiyou and Siuslaw National Forests, the use of traps or snares 
suspended in trees is prohibited. 

These new regulations are not present in these 2018-2020 Oregon Furbearer 
Trapping and Hunting Regulations.  
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GENERAL FURBEARER REGULATIONS 
Any person possessing a valid furtaker’s license or hunting license for furbearers is required to complete and return the Oregon Department of 
Fish and Wildlife Furtaker Harvest Report form, postmarked by April 15, 2019 for the 2018-2019 season and April 15, 2020 for the 2019-2020 
season.  Failure to do so will deny the license holder the opportunity to purchase a hunting license for furbearers or furtakers license for the 
following furbearer season unless the late Harvest Report form and application is submitted with a $50.00 fee at the time of renewal. 

General Regulations and Licensing 
• The appropriate Furtaker’s License or Hunting License for

Furbearers must be in possession to hunt and/or trap
furbearers.

• It is unlawful to alter, borrow, loan or transfer to another person any
license, permit or unused tag issued by the Commission.

• Any person(s) acting as an agent for a landowner shall have in their
possession written authority from the landowner or lawful occupant
of the land.  Such written authority shall contain at least all of the
following:
1. The date of issuance of the authorization;
2. The name, address and telephone number of the person granting

the authorization;
3. The name, address and telephone number of the person whom the 

authorization is granted, and
4. The expiration date of the authorization, which shall be not later

than one year from the date of issuance of the authorization.

Furbearer Hunting 
• No person shall hunt any wildlife from a motor propelled vehicle.

Exception: Landowners or agents hunting predatory animals on land
they own or lawfully occupy, or a qualified disabled hunter may
obtain an Oregon Disabilities Hunting and Fishing Permit to hunt
from a motor vehicle except while the vehicle is in motion or on any
public road or highway.

• Bobcat, opossum and raccoon may be hunted with the aid of an
artificial light provided the light is not cast from or attached to a motor
vehicle or boat.

• Use of dogs is permitted to hunt or pursue bobcat, raccoon, fox, and
unprotected mammals.

• It is unlawful to waste the pelt of any furbearer except when
authorized by the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife.

Traps and Trapping 
• All traps and snares, whether set for furbearing or unprotected

mammals, must be legibly marked or branded with the owner’s
license number that has been assigned by the Oregon Department
of Fish and Wildlife; except that unmarked traps or snares may be
set for unprotected mammals by any person or member of their
immediate family upon land that they lawfully own.

• No branded trap or snare may be sold unless accompanied by a
uniform bill of sale.

• It is unlawful for any person to trap for furbearers, predatory animals,
and/or unprotected mammals using:
1. A steel foothold trap with a jaw spread greater than nine (9) inches.
2. A No. 3 or larger foothold trap or any foothold trap with an inside

jaw spread at dog greater than six inches (6”) not having a jaw
spacing of at least 3/16 of one inch when the trap is sprung
(measurement excludes pads on padded jaw traps) and when the
set is not capable of drowning the trapped animal.

3. The flesh of any game bird, game fish or game mammal for trap
bait.

4. Any killing trap having a jaw spread of seven and one half
inches (7.5”) or more in any land set except when authorized
by the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife.

5. Any toothed trap or trap with a protuberance of the facing edge of
the jaws that is intended to hold the animal, except pads on padded
jaw traps.

6. Or possessing the branded traps or snares of another unless in
possession of written permission from the person to whom the
brand is registered.

7. Sight bait within 15 feet of any foothold trap set for carnivores.
• On state or federal lands, except when authorized by the Oregon

Department of Fish and Wildlife, no traps or snares may be set on
land:
1. Within 50 feet of any public trail (see definition on page 7);
2. Within 300 feet of any trailhead that is designated and maintained

as such by the public land management agency and is accessible
to vehicular traffic (see definition on page 7);

3. Within 300 feet of any public campground or picnic area
designated and maintained as such by the public land
management agency on the most current official map of the
agency; or

4. Within 500 feet of the center of the mouth of an Oregon
Department of Transportation wildlife crossing structure located
between US Highway 97 mile posts 149 and 153.

• An artificial light may be used to provide light to aid in the dispatch
of animals legally restrained in a trap or snare.

• It is unlawful to disturb or remove the traps or snares of any licensed 
trapper while that person is trapping on public lands or on other land 
by landowner’s permission.

• The general furbearer regulations do not apply to the trapping of
gophers, moles, ground squirrels and mountain beaver (boomer).

• It is unlawful for any person to damage or destroy any muskrat house 
at any time except where such muskrat house is an obstruction to a
private or public ditch or watercourse.

• REMINDER: The Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT)
Oregon Administrative Rule 374.305 prohibits the public from
trapping on ODOT property without first obtaining written permission
from ODOT. This includes ODOT highway right-of-ways.

Trap Check Requirements 
• All traps or snares set or used for the taking of furbearing or

unprotected mammals shall be inspected at least every 48 hours and 
all trapped animals removed.

• Any person setting a trap for predatory animals, as defined in ORS
610.002, must check the trap as follows:
1. For killing traps and snares, at least once every 30 days and

remove all animals;
2. For restraining traps and snares, at least once every 76 hours and

remove all animals.
3. For restraining traps and snares set by a person owning, leasing,

occupying, possessing or having charge of or dominion over any
land, building, structure, wharf, pier or dock or their agent, and set
for predatory animals damaging land, livestock or agricultural or
forest crops, shall be checked at least once every seven (7) days.
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ADDITIONAL NOTES
Fisher Conservation 
• Fisher are listed as a Conservation Strategy Species in Oregon and there is no open season. Numerous fisher research projects are

underway in the Klamath Plateau and Cascade and Siskiyou Mountains.  Please assist in the conservation of this species by reporting
observations of fisher or their tracks to ODFW.

• Non-federal landowners in western Oregon, including Oregon Department of Forestry, private timberland owners, and others, may be
acquiring permits from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for a Candidate Conservation Agreement with Assurances (CCAA) for
fisher in Oregon.  This agreement requires landowners to implement conservation measures to aid in fisher conservation and in return,
safeguards these landowners from additional restrictions should the fisher be listed under the federal Endangered Species Act.  One
component of the CCAA is to restrict trapping activities near known, occupied fisher dens.  In order for landowners to be in compliance with
the CCAA, trappers should communicate with them if they intend to trap on those lands during fisher denning period (March 15 to September
30).

Trap Jaw Spread Measurement 

   

ONLINE RESOURCES 

ODFW Furbearer Program 
www.dfw.state.or.us/resources/hunting/small_game/ 

Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies - Furbearer Management Resources 
www.fishwildlife.org/afwa-inspires/furbearer-management 

Pelt Handling Manuals 

Fur Harvesters Auction Inc.  
www.furharvesters.com/pdf/pelthandling.pdf 

North American Fur Auctions  
www.nafa.ca/wp-content/uploads/NAFA_PeltHandlingManual_2012-02.pdf 

Possession and Sale 
• Any person may sell or exchange the hide, carcass or any part

thereof of any legally taken furbearing or unprotected animal.
• A licensed furtaker may sell or exchange, and any person may

purchase, road-killed furbearers or unprotected mammals, provided
that:
1. The road-kill is taken by a licensed furtaker during an

authorized season for hunting or trapping the species, and;
2. The sale is made by the licensed furtaker who took the road-

kill.
• When any furbearer or raw furbearer pelt is transferred to the

possession of another person, a written record indicating the name
and address of the person from whom the raw pelt was obtained
shall accompany such transfer and remain with same so long as
preserved in raw pelt form.

• Any person may purchase unprocessed furbearing or unprotected
mammal pelts, provided that such pelts are purchased from the
furtaker who legally took the furbearer and that the pelts are
purchased for personal use and not for resale.  For any furbearer
pelt purchased under this section, the purchaser must retain a record 
of the furtaker’s brand.

• No person, except a licensed furtaker during an authorized season,
shall possess or transport any furbearer or part thereof, which has
been road-killed, found or killed for humane reasons, unless they
have notified and received permission from personnel of the Oregon 
State Police or the Department of Fish and Wildlife prior to
transporting.

GENERAL FURBEARER REGULATIONS

Foothold- Measure the inside 
of the jaw at the dog to the 
opposite inside jaw. 

Killing Trap- Measure the jaw 
spread by measuring inside 
jaw to inside jaw.  
(ConibearTM type trap shown) 

http://www.dfw.state.or.us/resources/hunting/small_game/
http://www.fishwildlife.org/afwa-inspires/furbearer-management
http://www.furharvesters.com/pdf/pelthandling.pdf
http://www.nafa.ca/wp-content/uploads/NAFA_PeltHandlingManual_2012-02.pdf
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HARVEST SEASONS
Species Open Seasons Open Areas and Special Regulations 

Bobcat December 1 through February 28 
WESTERN OREGON: No bag limit. All counties west of the 
summit of the Cascades, except Klamath and Hood River 
Counties. See page 5 for special bobcat regulations. 

December 1 through February 28 
EASTERN OREGON: Bag Limit: Five (5) bobcats. All counties 
east of the summit of the Cascades, including all of Klamath and 
Hood River Counties. See page 5 for special bobcat regulations. 

Gray Fox October 15 through February 28 Entire state 

Red Fox October 15 through February 28 Entire state 

Marten November 1 through January 31 

Entire state. The Department requests that furtakers provide 
marten carcasses and the date, location of harvest, and sex be 
turned in to the local ODFW office prior to March 1, following 
each season.  Furtaker cooperation is critical for successful 
future management of this species. 

Muskrat/Mink November 15 through March 31 Entire state 
Raccoon November 15 through March 15 Entire state 

River Otter November 15 through March 15 Entire state except for all areas closed to beaver trapping (see 
below).  See page 5 for special river otter regulations. 

Fisher, Ringtail Cat, Wolverine, Kit 
Fox and Sea Otter Closed season entire year. 

Badger, Coyote, Nutria, Opossum, 
Porcupine, Spotted Skunk, Striped 
Skunk and Weasel 

Open season entire year. 
Requires appropriate Furtaker’s License to trap (also allows 
hunting), or appropriate Hunting License for Furbearer’s or 
general Hunting License to hunt these species. 

Beaver November 15 through March 15 in 
the following described areas: See below. 

Attention Coastal Beaver Trappers:  ODFW requests your continued cooperation in protecting beaver dams in coastal areas important to Coho 
salmon rearing.  If you are not familiar with this program, which was initiated in 1998, please contact your local ODFW biologist.  Field offices are 
listed on page 6. 

AREAS OPEN TO BEAVER HARVEST: 

Clackamas County: All open except those waters within the exterior boundaries 
of Mt. Hood National Forest. 

Crook County: All open except Prineville Reservoir (high water line), and Ochoco 
National Forest. 

Curry County: All open except the Rogue River from the east county line to the 
mouth. 

Grant County: All open except within the exterior boundaries of the Ochoco 
National Forest; Murderers Creek and Deer Creek tributaries of the South Fork 
John Day River, within the exterior boundaries of the Malheur National Forest. 

Jefferson County: All open except that portion of Willow Creek and its tributaries 
on the National Grasslands. 

Josephine County: All open except Rogue River from the confluence of Graves 
Creek downstream to the county line. 

Union County: All open except waters inside exterior boundaries of National 
Forests; Grande Ronde River above Beaver Creek, and all tributaries of the 
Grande Ronde River above the confluence of Five Points Creek (Five Points 
Creek open to National Forest boundary.)  Private inholdings within the National 
Forest remain open. 

Wallowa County: All open except Peavine Creek, a tributary of Chesnimnus 
Creek; Minam River and tributaries; Wallowa River and tributaries above Wallowa 
Lake; and Lostine River, Hurricane Creek and Bear Creek and their tributaries 
above the Wallowa-Whitman National Forest boundary. 

Wheeler County: All open except within the exterior boundaries of the Ochoco 
National Forest and Bridge Creek and its tributaries within the exterior boundaries 
of Bureau of Land Management lands. 

Other Counties: All of the following counties are open in their entirety: Baker, 
Benton, Clatsop, Columbia, Coos, Deschutes, Douglas, Gilliam, Harney, Hood 
River, Jackson, Klamath, Lake, Lane, Lincoln, Linn, Malheur, Marion, Morrow, 
Multnomah, Polk, Sherman, Tillamook, Umatilla, Wasco, Washington and 
Yamhill. 
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PURSUIT SEASONS (STATEWIDE)
During open Pursuit Seasons no animals shall be killed except during authorized open harvest seasons.  A record card must be in 
possession to harvest bobcat.  A Furtaker’s License or Hunting License for Furbearers must be in possession to hunt or pursue. 

Bobcat Pursuit Season September 1 through February 28  

Fox Pursuit Season September 1 through February 28  

Raccoon Pursuit Season September 1 through March 15 

SPECIAL BOBCAT and RIVER OTTER REGULATIONS
Bobcat-River Otter Record Card 
1. Each person desiring to harvest bobcat or river otter must secure a

bobcat or river otter record card prior to hunting or trapping. 

2. Bobcat record cards will be available for a fee of $36.50 per card.

3. River otter cards will be available for a fee of $36.50 per card.

4. Record cards will be available at the Salem ODFW Headquarters and
the Bend, Clackamas, La Grande and Roseburg offices of the Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife.

5. Each western Oregon bobcat record card will have spaces for recording 
15 bobcats.  No limit on purchase of western Oregon bobcat record
cards.

6. Each eastern Oregon bobcat record card will have spaces for recording
five (5) bobcats.  No more than one card for eastern Oregon bobcats
will be issued to any furtaker or hunter.

7. No person may purchase or possess both eastern and western Oregon
bobcat record cards.

8. River otter cards will have spaces for recording 15 river otter. No limit
on purchase of river otter record cards.

9. Upon coming into possession of any bobcat or river otter, the furtaker
who killed the animal shall immediately write on their record card the
species, sex, date of possession and county of harvest.

10. Each furtaker must have the appropriate record card in possession while 
trapping or hunting bobcat or river otter.

11. Furtakers shall not have record cards other than their own on their
person or in their possession while in the field or in transit.

12. Duplicate cards will be issued, but no more than five (5) eastern Oregon
bobcats may be taken in a season.

13. Bobcat and river otter record cards will not be sold after the end of their
respective seasons.

14. Fees paid for unused record cards will not be refunded.

15. It is illegal to alter or be in possession of an altered record card.

16. The record card must be retained until disposal of raw pelts.

17. Record cards do not need to be submitted with the Furtaker Report.

Additional Regulations 

1. Raw pelts taken prior to September 1, 1982 may not be sold unless they 
were metal sealed by the Oregon State Police or Oregon Department of 
Fish and Wildlife prior to that date.

2. Those persons failing to comply with Special Bobcat and River Otter
Regulations may be subject to penalties provided in ORS 496.992 and
may not be issued a license for the following furbearer season.

To Qualify for Ownership Tag 

1. The lower jawbone, including both canine teeth, must be surrendered to 
the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife and information on sex, date 
of catch, and county of harvest must be attached to each individual
Oregon bobcat and river otter jaw to qualify for ownership tags.

2. A record card with required species, sex, date of possession and county
must be presented to obtain ownership tag.

Ownership Tag 

1. The ownership tag will be affixed by Oregon Department of Fish and
Wildlife personnel at district and regional offices and shall remain so
affixed while the pelt is in raw form.

2. May be used as a foreign export tag.

3. Authorizes the holder to sell one bobcat or river otter.

4. Each person must have an ownership tag affixed to their bobcat or river
otter pelt at an Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife district or
regional office within five (5) business days after the season ends. A list
of department offices is on page 6.  Tagging is by appointment only.

5. It shall be illegal to possess a harvested bobcat or river otter after five
(5) business days following the season closure without an ownership
tag.

6. It shall be illegal to sell or remove from the state a harvested bobcat or
river otter pelt without the respective year’s ownership tag.
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LOCATIONS TO OBTAIN BOBCAT AND RIVER OTTER OWNERSHIP TAGS
Tagging Deadlines:  Each person must have an ownership tag affixed to their bobcat or river otter pelt by Oregon Department of Fish 
and Wildlife within five (5) business days after the season ends.  Tagging is by appointment only.  

LOCATION OFFICE ADDRESS PHONE NOTES 
Regional Offices 

CORVALLIS* 7118 NE Vandeberg Avenue 
Corvallis, OR 97330-9446 (541) 757-4186 *Adair Village- 8 miles north of

Corvallis on US 99W 

LA GRANDE 107 20th Street 
La Grande, OR 97850 (541) 963-2138 Tagging on Mondays 

8:00 am to 5:00 pm 
Field Offices 

BAKER CITY 2995 Hughes Lane 
Baker City, OR 97814 (541) 523-5832

BEND 61374 Parrell Road 
Bend, OR 97702 (541) 388-6363 Tagging on Mondays 

 10:00 am to 4:00 pm 

CENTRAL POINT 1495 Gregory Road 
Central Point, OR 97502 (541) 826-8774

CHARLESTON 63538 Boat Basin Drive 
PO Box 5003, Charleston, OR 97420 (541) 888-5515

CLACKAMAS 17330 SE Evelyn Street 
Clackamas, OR 97015 (971) 673-6000

ENTERPRISE 65495 Alder Slope Road 
Enterprise, OR 97828 (541) 426-3279

GOLD BEACH 29907 Airport Way 
Gold Beach, OR 97444 (541) 247-7605

HEPPNER 54173 Hwy 74, Box 363 
Heppner, OR 97836 (541) 676-5230

HINES 237 Hwy 20 South, PO Box 8 
Hines, OR 97738 (541) 573-6582

JEWELL MEADOWS 
WILDLIFE AREA 

79878  Hwy 202 
Seaside, OR 97138 (503) 755-2264

JOHN DAY 305 N Canyon City Blvd. 
Canyon City, OR 97820 (541) 575-1167

KLAMATH FALLS 1850 Miller Island Road, West 
Klamath Falls, OR 97603 (541) 883-5732

LAKEVIEW 18560 Roberta Rd 
Lakeview, OR 97630 (541) 947-2950

NEWPORT 2040 SE Marine Science Drive 
Newport, OR 97365 (541) 867-4741

ONTARIO 3814 Clark Blvd. 
Ontario, OR 97914 (541) 889-6975

PENDLETON 73471 Mytinger Lane 
Pendleton, OR 97801 (541) 276-2344

PRINEVILLE 2042 SE Paulina Highway 
Prineville, OR 97754 (541) 447-5111

ROSEBURG 4192 N Umpqua Hwy 
Roseburg, OR 97470 (541) 440-3353 Tagging on Mondays 

8:00 am to 5:00 pm 

SAUVIE ISLAND 18330 NW Sauvie Island Road 
Portland, OR 97231 (503) 621-3488

SPRINGFIELD 3150 East Main Street 
Springfield, OR 97478 (541) 726-3515

SUMMER LAKE 53447 Hwy 31 
Summer Lake, OR 97640 (541) 943-3324

THE DALLES 3701 West 13th 
The Dalles, OR 97058 (541) 296-4628 Tagging on Mondays 

8:00 am to 12:00 pm 

TILLAMOOK 4907 3rd Street 
Tillamook, OR 97141 (503) 842-2741

WHITE RIVER WILDLIFE 
AREA 

7830 Dodson Rd 
Tygh Valley, OR 97063 (541) 544-2126
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SPECIAL AREA TRAPPING AND HUNTING REGULATIONS
The following areas are closed to all trapping and hunting referred to in these regulations except as authorized by special permit: 

• Denman Wildlife Area
• E. E. Wilson Wildlife Area 
• Enterprise Wildlife Area south of

U.P. Railroad, Marr Tract
• Fern Ridge Wildlife Area
• Irrigon Wildlife Area
• Jewell Meadows Wildlife Area 

• Klamath Wildlife Area
• Ladd Marsh Wildlife Area
• Rimrock Springs Wildlife Area
• Sauvie Island Wildlife Area
• Summer Lake Wildlife Area
• St. Louis Ponds
• Tillicum Natural Area  

• McDonald Forest (Oregon
State University)

• Federal refuges
• North Bank Habitat

Management Area (BLM)
• Metolius Wildlife Refuge
• Public campgrounds 

• National, state and public
parks

• Cemeteries
• City and municipal

watersheds now in refuge
• Within city boundaries
• School lands

Exceptions: Furbearers and unprotected mammals may be trapped and hunted in state refuges (except those listed above as closed to all
hunting or trapping) during open harvest seasons between November 1 and March 31.

DEFINITIONS.

EASTERN OREGON:  All counties east of the summit of the Cascades, including 
all of Klamath and Hood River Counties. 

FURBEARERS or FURBEARING MAMMALS:  Beaver, bobcat, fisher, marten, 
mink, muskrat, river otter, raccoon, red fox and gray fox.  For any person owning, 
leasing, occupying, possessing or having charge or dominion over any land (or 
an agent of this person) who is taking or attempting to take beaver or muskrat on 
that property, these two species are considered to be predatory animals. 

HUNT:  Take or attempt to take any wildlife by means involving the use of a 
weapon or with the assistance of any mammal or bird. 

KILLING TRAP:  A device used to kill a mammal as part of a killing trap system.  
A killing trap system is a system set with the intent to kill a mammal comprising a 
combination of:  equipment (the trap and trigger configuration), and set (including 
site modifications, lures, baits, location and other relevant requirements). 

LAND SET:  Is any set with a trap or snare other than a water set. 

PREDATORY ANIMALS:  Include coyotes, feral swine, rabbits, rodents and birds 
(excluding game birds) which are or may be destructive to agricultural crops, 
products and activities. (See Unprotected Mammals definition to learn which 
Predatory Animals are classified as unprotected mammals on private land) 

PUBLIC TRAIL:  Any trail designated, maintained, mapped and marked by any 
state or federal land management agency on the most current official map of the 
agency; for the purposes of trapping, water way, water trails designated for 
floating craft and public roadways are not considered a “public trail”. 

RAW PELT:  Any pelt that has not been processed or converted to any usable 
form beyond initial cleaning, stretching and drying. 

RESIDENT:  A person who has resided in Oregon for at least six (6) consecutive 
months immediately prior to the date of making application for a license, tag or 
permit.  Resident license and tags may also be purchased by:   

1. Members of the Armed Forces of the United States who:
• Are permanently assigned to active duty in their state, and their spouse

and dependent children.
• Reside in this state while assigned to duty at any base, station, shore

establishment or other facility in this state.
• Reside in this state while serving as members of the crew of a shop that

has an Oregon port or shore establishment as its home port or permanent
station.

• Reside in a foreign country and establish Oregon residency by filing
Oregon state income taxes no later than 12 months before leaving active
duty.

• Armed Forces includes Army, Navy, Air Force, Marine Corps and Coast
Guard, or their reserve components; the National Guard or Oregon
National Guard.

2. Aliens attending school in Oregon under a foreign student exchange program. 

RIVER:  The portion of a natural water body lying below the level of bankfull stage. 
Bankfull stage means the stage or elevation at which overflow of the natural banks 
or a stream or body of water begins to inundate the upland. 

RESTRAINING TRAP:  A device used to capture and restrain (but not kill) a 
mammal as part of a restraining trap system.  A restraining trap system is a 
system set with the intent to capture and restrain (but not kill) a mammal 
comprising a combination of: equipment (the trap and the trigger configuration), 
and set (including site modification, lures, baits, location and other relevant 
requirements.) 

SIGHT BAIT:  Exposed flesh bait including whole animal carcasses within 15 feet 
of any foothold trap set for carnivores. 

TAKE:  To kill or obtain possession or control of any wildlife. 

TRAILHEAD:  “Trailhead”, for the purposes of trapping, is the area beginning at 
the sign marking the origin of a public trail or segment of trail which is designated, 
maintained, mapped, and marked by at least one visible sign and includes any 
adjacent improved graveled or paved vehicle parking lot.  The standard shoulder 
of the road is not considered part of the trailhead.  Trailheads are marked by at 
least one visible sign posted by the responsible state or federal land management 
agency and identified on the most current official map of the agency.  A trailhead 
does not include junctions between trails (posted or not) where there is no 
motorized vehicle access, or intersections where a trail crosses a road, or 
locations where users have developed an access point, but no improvements 
have been provided beyond minimal signage for public safety. 

UNPROTECTED MAMMALS: Badger, coyote, gophers, moles, mountain 
beaver, nutria, opossum, porcupine, spotted skunk, striped skunk, weasel and 
yellow-bellied marmot.  For any person owning, leasing, occupying, possessing 
or having charge or dominion over any land (or an agent of this person) who is 
taking or attempting to take coyote, gopher, mountain beaver (boomer), marmot, 
nutria, or porcupine on that property, these six species are considered to be 
predatory animals. 

WATER SET:  “Water set” is any trap or snare originally set within a permanent 
water source or a seasonal water source when water is present, such that at least 
a portion of the trap jaws or snare loop is submerged.  If water levels fluctuate, 
any killing trap with a jaw spread of 7.5" or more originally set in a water set 
must be removed or adjusted such that at least a portion of the trap jaws are 
submerged at the next required trap-check except in tidally influenced areas 
when set below the mean high water mark. 

WESTERN OREGON:  All counties west of the summit of the Cascades except 
Klamath and Hood River Counties. 
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FURTAKER HARVEST REPORT INFORMATION.

UPDATE: ODFW created an online reporting system that allows licensed furtakers to submit their Furtaker 
Harvest Report online.  Submitting a paper report is still an option, although online submission is preferred.  Be 
sure to include your email address in your furtaker license application and Harvest Report to receive email 
confirmation that your report has been received. 
This section contains information on how to complete your Furtaker Harvest Report Form.  If you have any questions please contact the 
Furbearer Program Coordinator at (503) 947-6301. If you lose your form, a new one can be found on the ODFW Website: 
www.dfw.state.or.us/resources/hunting/small_game/  Faxed reports can be sent to 503-647-6330. 
Your Furtaker Harvest Report provides valuable information to ensure sound management of Oregon’s furbearers! 

Harvest Report Instructions: 

1. Print your name, brand number, and email.
2. If you did not participate in any of the seasons, and did not pick up any road kills, check the box “I Did Not Hunt or Trap” and mail

the report form.  Check the ODFW Website to see if inline reporting has become an option.
3. If you participated in any season you must complete the form as follows, even if you did not harvest an animal.

a) County: Enter the county of harvest next to the appropriate species.  If you need space for additional counties please attach 
additional form(s).

b) Harvest: Enter the total number harvested in each county by method of harvest. If harvest is zero, put 0.  If an animal was
released from a trap or hunted/treed but not harvested, enter that number in the Number Released column and not the
Number Harvested column.

c) Nights trapped and days hunted should be reported for target species only, even if you were unsuccessful.    Also report
the average number of traps set each night.  Please refer to the examples on the following page.

d) Pursuit Season: Record activity anytime you pursue, even if you have no intention of harvesting an animal.

e) Road Kills: Record all road-killed furbearers or unprotected mammals that you take into possession.

Example  
The next page is an example of how to fill out the Furtaker Harvest Report. 

• This furtaker trapped 12 beaver in Lane County and 8 in Douglas County.  Traps were set in each county for 23 days.

• The furtaker averaged 21 traps in Lane County and 16 traps in Douglas County each night he trapped.

• He spent 6 days with an average of 6 traps set per night trying to trap gray fox in Polk County.

• The furtaker had hounds and hunted bobcat and raccoon in 2 counties over 4 days during the season.  He recorded the days
spent in both counties for both species.  He treed and harvested 3 raccoon but did not tree nor harvest any bobcats.

• He spent 2 days training his dogs during the pursuit season in Yamhill County.  He treed and released 2 bobcats.

• He harvested 1 muskrat and 14 nutria in Lane County, but reported no effort because they were taken while beaver trapping.

• One weekend was spent calling in coyotes in Lane County.  He called in and harvested 1 coyote.

• The furtaker took a road-killed badger into possession in Umatilla County.

• Two striped skunk were captured and released while attempting to trap gray fox in Polk County.

http://www.dfw.state.or.us/resources/hunting/small_game/
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   EXAMPLE 
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ATTENTION BOBCAT HUNTERS AND TRAPPERS

In March 2000, the Canada Lynx was listed as threatened under the federal Endangered Species Act in 14 states, including 
Oregon.  There are no known lynx populations in Oregon at this time, however, individual lynx are known to disperse into 
Oregon occasionally.  
Although rare, the potential exists for Oregon bobcat trappers and hunters to encounter a lynx.  Trappers and hunters must 
know the difference between lynx and bobcat and their sign to avoid catching or killing a lynx.  Please contact ODFW should 
you see a lynx or its sign. 

   LYNX     BOBCAT 

LYNX BOBCAT 
Coloration Gray to light brown. 

Spots light or absent. 
Highly variable, range silver to reddish 
brown. 
Spotting on belly and legs. 

Tail Entire tip black, no barring. Tip black on top only, light underneath, 
usually barred on top. 

Feet Appear too large for size of the 
animal. 

Proportional to size of animal. 

Appearance Hind legs disproportionately 
long, resulting in stooped 
appearance. 

Shoulders and hips often on same 
plane. In winter, can have stocky 
appearance when belly fur is long. 

Recommendations to Avoid Lynx in Trap Sets 
• Do not set traps or snares for bobcats where lynx tracks are observed

or lynx are known to be present. 
• Use a #2 or smaller foothold trap, or padded #3 foothold trap.
• Make marten sets on leaning poles no larger than 6 inches in diameter with

trap and bait placed at least three feet above the ground or snow level.
• Do not suspend flags or sight-attractants near traps.
• Use tainted baits and avoid using parts of rabbits or hares as baits.

Preventing Injury and Releasing Lynx from Traps 
• Check your traps frequently on a regular basis and carry a catchpole to release lynx and other non-target species.
• Stake the trap so that a lynx cannot get entangled around a solid object (even a small sapling) after being captured.
• Traps should have tethering chains no longer than 18 inches and chains should include at least two swivels.
• Contact ODFW to report the observation.

LYNX 

TRACK COMPARISON 

BOBCAT 

Note:  
Lynx tracks are similar in size to cougar.  
Pad impressions are less distinct on lynx 
due to heavy fur on feet. 
Track data: Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks, 1999 
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Best Management Practices for Trapping (BMPs) 
WHAT? 

• Based on sound-science and research, BMPs have been developed for over 20 years to inform people about traps
and trapping systems considered to be state of the art in animal welfare and efficiency.

WHY? 
• BMPs identify practical traps and trapping techniques that continue to improve efficiency selectivity, and the

welfare of trapped animals.
• BMPs provide specifications for traps that meet BMP criteria for individual species in various regions of the United

States.
• Through the use of BMP guidelines, trappers can continue to play an important role in

furbearer management programs across the United States.
WHERE? 

• BMPs can be found online at the Association of Fish & Wildlife Agencies (AFWA)
Website: www.fishwildlife.org/afwa-inspires/furbearer-management.

TRAPPER’S CODE OF ETHICS
This code of ethics was created in a joint effort by Oregon Trappers Association and 

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. 
1. Set traps only in appropriate locations.  Avoid setting traps near high public use areas such as hiking trails, campgrounds, or

parks.
2. Help educate and mentor inexperienced trappers in safe, humane, ethical and effective trapping methods and the attitudes and

skills essential to be a responsible outdoors person.
3. On private property, act as an invited guest of the landowner, seeking their permission and conducting one’s self so as to be

welcome in the future.  On public property, respect the land and acknowledge that multiple public uses occur on that land.
4. Promote trapping methods that reduce the possibility of catching non-target animals.  Release domestic pets promptly and notify

the owner or proper authorities when possible.
5. Obey all wildlife laws and regulations, such as trap-check requirements, and insist that other trappers do likewise.
6. Respect the area and do not tamper with the equipment of other trappers.
7. Know and use proper methods of releasing and humanely dispatching animals.
8. Dispose of animal carcasses properly.
9. Handle furs with care to avoid waste.
10. Strive to maintain a good relationship and act as a professional with other outdoor users and the general public at all times.
11. Support and promote furbearer conservation efforts that will assure good trapping for future generations of Americans.
12. Be sensitive to the fact that some individuals find some aspects of trapping disturbing and do not display offensive photographs,

carcasses, or other items.
13. Stay current with the most up to date methods of humane, target specific and ethical trapping techniques available, including Best

Management Practices.
14. Assist landowners who are having problems with predators and other furbearers that have become a nuisance.

 

 

 

http://www.fishwildlife.org/afwa-inspires/furbearer-management
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WOLVES IN OREGON: WHAT TRAPPERS NEED TO KNOW
Differences in Appearance between Wolves and Coyotes 

 

SPECIES WOLF COYOTE 
Weight (lbs.) 70-120 lbs. 20-35 lbs.
Height at Shoulder 26-34 inches. 16-20 inches.
Coloration Black, white, all shades of gray and tan, grizzled.  

Never spotted. 
All shades of gray and tan; white or black very rare. 
Never spotted. 

Tail Hangs down or straight out; never curls. Hangs down or straight out; never curls. 
General Appearance Massive, long legged.  First impression at long 

distance is often calf or deer. 
Delicate, medium size, dog-like proportions with foxlike 
face. 

Ears Rounded, relatively short; never hang down. Pointed, relatively long; never hang down. 
Muzzle Large and blocky. Long and pointed. 
Track 4 ½ - 5 inches long with claws. 2-3 inches long with claws.

Gray wolves are managed and protected under the Oregon Wolf 
Conservation and Management Plan and associated technical rules. 
Also, west of Oregon Highways 395/78/95, wolves are federally listed as 
endangered under the federal Endangered Species Act and the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service is the lead management agency.  

The 2017 Oregon minimum wolf population was 124 wolves.  Twelve 
packs were documented and eleven of those packs met the criteria as 
breeding pairs.  During 2017, known wolf groups occurred in parts of 
Baker, Grant, Jackson, Klamath, Lake, Morrow, Umatilla, Union, and 
Wallowa Counties, but furtakers could observe wolves or wolf sign 
anywhere in Oregon.  Maps of areas of know wolf activity in Oregon are 
available at www.dfw.state.or.us/Wolves/index.asp.  If proper precautions 
are observed, wolf presence should not affect most trapping activities. 
The following tips help minimize the risk of accidental capture. 

Avoid trapping in areas with common or recent wolf sign.  Learn how 
to identify wolf sign. Before setting coyote or other large furbearer traps, 
look for wolf sign in the area.  Wolves are highly mobile and can travel 
large distances daily.  However, trapping in areas with common or recent 
wolf sign increases the chance of accidental wolf capture. 

Actual Size 
Wolf Track – 4 ½” to 5” Long 

Improve coyote trapping systems to reduce the chance of capturing 
wolves or losing traps.  Smaller traps for coyotes (#3 or smaller) reduce 
the chance of holding a trapped wolf.  Double staking or cross pinning 
stakes (metal, 18-24 inches long) can prevent trap loss.  Wolves are 
strong enough to pull out shorter stakes, especially in soft ground.  Staked 
traps should have about eight inches (8”) or less of chain and a stout 
swivel system.  Reinforce links by welding if necessary. 

When using a drag system, use heavy drags and chains with stout 
swivels.  Make sure all links are welded and swivels are strong.  The 
drag system should be heavy enough to hold a 100+ pound animal.  Traps 
anchored to a drag should have a minimum of seven feet (7’) feet of chain. 
Reinforce links by welding if necessary. 

Use a high-quality snare with breakaways.  Snares should be well 
anchored and have a long cable.  Be mindful of where and how the snare 
is placed relative to obstacles such as logs, as these could entangle an 
animal caught incidentally, preventing the breakaway from working 
properly.  Again, avoid hanging snares on trails that have or have had 
wolf sign. 

Actual Size 
Coyote Track – 2” to 3” Long

REPORT WOLF ACTIVITY:  
Because of their knowledge of predators and animal sign, licensed trappers can play an important role in the conservation and management of wolves 
in Oregon.  Please report any wolf observations or sign online through ODFW’s web site (www.dfw.state.or.us/wolves) or by calling the department’s 
Wolf Coordinator at 541-962-1850, or US Fish and Wildlife Service at 541-786-3282.  Information such as the number and description of animals 
observed, track measurements, and other sign is extremely valuable to current wolf monitoring efforts.  By working cooperatively, ODFW can improve 
wolf location information while helping trappers avoid accidental capture. 

IF A WOLF IS CAUGHT IN A TRAP, IMMEDIATELY CALL ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: 
ODFW Wolf Coordinator 541-962-1850 or local ODFW office 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 541-786-3282 
Oregon State Police Dispatch Center 541-664-4600 

http://www.decalsandstickers.co.uk/catalog/images/grey_wolf_tracks.jpg
http://www.decalsandstickers.co.uk/catalog/images/grey_wolf_tracks.jpg
http://www.dfw.state.or.us/Wolves/index.asp
http://www.dfw.state.or.us/wolves
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Appendix 1. Trend in Furtaker License sales, 1986–2017. 

  # of Licenses Sold for   

Year Furtaker 
Furbearer 

Hunter 
Total 

1986 2,052 865 2,917 

1987 2,126 965 3,091 

1988 1,641 935 2,576 

1989 1,218 862 2,080 

1990 908 766 1,674 

1991 856 793 1,649 

1992 906 871 1,777 

1993 775 836 1,611 

1994 863 930 1,793 

1995 759 872 1,631 

1996 826 881 1,707 

1997 937 844 1,781 

1998 847 799 1,646 

1999 807 833 1,640 

2000 767 813 1,580 

2001 809 806 1,615 

2002 891 924 1,815 

2003 1,030 1,072 2,102 

2004 1,140 1,098 2,238 

2005 1,104 1,150 2,254 

2006 1,247 1,309 2,556 

2007 1,283 1,333 2,616 

2008 1,377 1,405 2,782 

2009 1,212 1,279 2,491 

2010 1,147 1,206 2,353 

2011 1,257 1,220 2,477 

2012 1,341 1,150 2,491 

2013 1,495 1,140 2,635 

2014 1,271 1,068 2,339 

2015 1,099 974 2,073 

2016 967 884 1,851 

2017 1,045 937 1,982 
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Appendix 2.  Trend in license sales and reporting of effort for furbearers in Oregon, 2009–2017. *Values will change as late reports are received 
         

 2009  2010  2011  2012   2013   2014 
 

2015   2016   2017 

  # %   # %   # %   # %   # %   # %   # %   # %   # % 

Fur Trap/Hunt            
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

  

Licenses Sold 1,216   1,147   1,257   1,341  
 

1,495  
 

1,271  
 

1,099  
 

967  
 

1,045  

Returning Reports 1,121 92  1,057 93  1,016 81  1,128 84 
 

1,283 86  1,019 80 
 

913 83 
 

719 75 
 

805* 77 

Reported On Time 1,031 85  990 92  875 74  970 72 
 

1,057 71  902 71 
 

745 68 
 

703 73 
 

778 74 

Reported Did Hunt or  
Trap 

765 63  812 77  831 82  898 67 
 

968 65  729 57 
 

607 55 
 

567 79 
 

  

Did Not Hunt or Trap 356 30  249 24  185 19  230 17 
 

319 21 
 

290 23 
 

307 28 
 

153 22 
 

  

Reporting Harvest 677 62  748 71  791 78  838 62 
 

879 59  668 53 
 

554 50 
 

506 71 
 

  

Reporting No Harvest 248 20  220 21  185 19  240 18 
 

277 19  202 16 
 

156 14 
 

160 23 
 

  

            
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

  

Fur Hunt Only            
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

  

Licenses Sold 1,288   1,206   1,220   1,150  
 

1,140  
 

1,068  
 

974  
 

884  
 

937  

Returning Reports 1,138 88  1,075 90  852 70  879 77 
 

852 75 
 

759 71 
 

664 67 
 

566 64 
 

639* 68 

Reported On Time 1,170 91  1,090 86  786 61  772 67 
 

725 61 
 

646 60 
 

558 57 
 

560 63 
 

618 66 

Reported did Hunt 636 50  679 64  543 64  576 66 
 

532 63 
 

465 43 
 

397 41 
 

425 48 
 

  

Did Not Hunt 502 39  396 37  309 37  303 35 
 

320 38 
 

294 27 
 

268 28 
 

144 16 
 

  

Reporting Harvest 477 37  545 51  447 53  470 54 
 

412 49 
 

363 34 
 

307 32 
 

347 39 
 

  

Reporting No Harvest 324 25  305 54  217 26  242 28 
 

242 29 
 

213 20 
 

198 20 
 

189 21 
 

  

            
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

  

Combined Totals            
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

  

Licenses Sold 2,504   2,353   2,477   2,491  
 

2,635  
 

2,339  
 

2,073  
 

1,851  
 

1,982  

Returning Reports 2,260 90  2,134 93  1,870 76  2,010 81 
 

2,121 80 
 

1,782 76 
 

1,512 77 
 

1,285 70 
 

1,441 73 

Reported On Time 2,201 88  2,080 88  1,661 67  1,742 70 
 

1,782 68 
 

1,547 66 
 

1,303 63 
 

1,263 68 
 

1,396 70 

Reported Did Hunt or  

Trap 
1,401 56  1,492 77  1,376 56  1,477 59 

 
1,486 56 

 
1,196 51 

 
957 46 

 
992 54 

 
  

Did Not Hunt or Trap 859 34  646 24  494 20  533 21 
 

639 24 
 

586 25 
 

557 27 
 

297 33 
 

  

Reporting Harvest 1,154 47  1,294 71  1,240 50  1,310 53 
 

1,277 48 
 

1,032 44 
 

829 40 
 

853 46 
 

  

Reporting No Harvest 590 24   499 21   403 17   484 19   516 20   417 18   354 15   349 19       
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Appendix 3.  Number of individuals purchasing record cards and number of record cards purchased for 

river otter, western bobcat, and eastern bobcat in Oregon, 1986–2017. 

 River Otter  Western Bobcat  Eastern Bobcat 

Season 
# 

Individuals 

# 

Tags/Cards 
  

# 

Individuals 

# 

Tags/Cards 
  

# 

Individuals 

# 

Tags/Cards 

1986 470 470  1,013 1,164  1,314 1,314 

1987 502 502  1,053 1,205  1,417 1,471 

1988 328 328  484 553  644 644 

1989 326 331  666 692  858 858 

1990 245 248  560 574  622 622 

1991 264 271  588 605  583 583 

1992 266 268  582 600  770 770 

1993 265 276  599 616  613 613 

1994 309 323  678 702  724 725 

1995 286 297  609 626  646 646 

1996 306 316  600 623  737 737 

1997 355 362  676 715  737 737 

1998 343 351  609 626  668 668 

1999 314 322  593 611  723 723 

2000 303 313  554 566  705 705 

2001 340 348  556 572  748 749 

2002 379 394  639 668  888 888 

2003 409 429  676 730  1,155 1,155 

2004 436 453  700 748  1,235 1,235 

2005 421 440  711 752  1,259 1,259 

2006 483 494  774 842  1,509 1,509 

2007 467 474  821 855  1,498 1,498 

2008 494 502  893 931  1,557 1,557 

2009 480 492  856 882  1,287 1,287 

2010 353 369  717 755  1,237 1,254 

2011 370 381  744 790  1,375 1,421 

2012 396 412  734 763  1,418 1,433 

2013 422 442  758 806  1,517 1,535 

2014 386 399  677 706  1,304 1,320 

2015 329 334  658 674  1,100 1,101 

2016 233 242  551 565  979 979 

2017 257 270   561 577   1,117 1,117 
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Appendix 4. Oregon bobcat catch per unit effort (Harvest/100 trap nights or days hunted) and average harvest per furtaker in 

Oregon, 1997–2016. Data compiled from furtaker annual report where trap and/or hunt effort and take are reported. 

  Trapping  Hunting  Combined 

Area Year Total Take 
# Trap 
Nights 

Take /100 
Nights   Total Take 

# 

Hunt 
Days 

Take /100 
Days   Total Take # Furtakers 

Take / 
Furtaker 

West 1997 522 43,297 1.21  622 2,996 20.76  1,144 314 3.6 

 1998 233 20,062 1.16  499 3,139 15.9  732 293 2.5 

 1999 234 28,518 0.82  315 2,474 12.73  530 256 2.1 

 2000 254 17,210 1.48  406 2,237 18.15  653 223 2.9 

 2001 294 20,870 1.41  406 2,895 14.02  701 264 2.7 

 2002 696 51,593 1.35  419 3,846 10.89  1,115 331 3.4 

 2003 913 88,263 1.03  559 4,125 13.55  1,468 348 4.2 

 2004 735 72,240 1.02  617 4,290 14.38  1,352 380 3.7 

 2005 582 47,458 1.23  450 3,980 11.31  1,032 321 3.2 

 2006 706 76,773 0.92  731 4,371 16.72  1,437 394 3.6 

 2007 605 67,203 0.90  502 4,155 12.08  1,107 391 2.8 

 2008 485 48,748 0.99  449 4,519 9.94  934 387 2.4 

 2009 428 59,962 0.71  438 4,095 10.7  866 385 2.3 

 2010 557 50,034 1.11  574 4,410 13.02  1,131 352 3.2 

 2011 643 78,626 0.82  671 3,888 17.26  1,314 355 3.7 

 2012 523 70,392 0.74  603 4,564 13.21  1,126 339 3.3 

 2013 565 62,947 0.90  739 4,482 16.49  1,304 358 3.6 

 2014 395 50,635 0.78  447 3,721 12.01  842 298 2.8 

 
2015 245 29,849 0.82 

 
338 2,696 12.54 

 
583 218 2.7 

  2016 174 15,528 1.12   593 3,803 15.59   767 230 3.3 

East 1997 591 80,923 0.73  386 2,725 14.17  977 436 2.2 

 1998 425 49,206 0.86  318 2,331 13.64  743 362 2.1 

 1999 427 50,764 0.84  429 2,804 15.3  842 394 2.1 

 2000 413 52,899 0.78  440 2,809 15.66  853 846 1.0 

 2001 426 55,327 0.77  505 2,969 17.01  915 422 2.2 

 2002 659 92,566 0.71  516 3,598 14.34  1,159 520 2.2 

 2003 906 125,100 0.72  911 5,515 16.52  1,804 706 2.6 

 2004 1,306 234,180 0.56  834 5,454 15.29  2,169 737 2.9 

 2005 1,274 229,600 0.56  797 5,484 14.33  2,071 989 3.0 

 2006 1,744 334,518 0.52  1,267 7,140 17.75  3,011 909 3.3 

 2007 1,089 238,464 0.46  896 6,367 14.07  1,985 802 2.5 

 2008 729 208,973 0.35  607 5,733 10.59  1,336 730 1.8 

 2009 657 182,204 0.36  461 5,129 8.99  1,118 624 1.8 

 2010 1,015 200,298 0.51  880 6,165 14.23  1,895 750 2.5 

 2011 1,292 305,806 0.43  856 5,602 15.28  2,148 732 2.9 

 2012 1,204 269,009 0.45  980 6,499 15.08  2,184 825 2.7 

 2013 1,065 338,704 0.31  731 5,437 13.44  1,796 778 2.3 

 2014 771 218,920 0.35  516 3,567 14.47  1,287 581 2.2 

 
2015 484 107,105 0.45 

 
476 3,181 14.96 

 
960 425 2.3 

 2016 534 73,005 0.73   615 3,702 16.61   1,149 457 2.5 
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Appendix 5.  Average pelt prices (rounded to nearest $1.00) for selected furbearers from Oregon fur sales,  

1955–2017.  Prices are not corrected for inflation. 

Season Beaver 
Western 
Bobcat 

Eastern 
Bobcat 

Statewide 

Bobcat 

Average 

Gray 
Fox 

Red 
Fox 

Marten Mink Muskrat 
 Riv. 
Otter 

Raccoon 

1983 $12   $120 $31 $34 $30 $12 $3 $35 $17 

1984 $15   $152 $25 $36 $31 $13 $3 $18 $17 

1985 $18   $148 $18 $20 $23 $10 $2 $23 $17 

1986 $21   $233 $32 $28 $35 $17 $4 $29 $20 

1987 $13   $157 $26 $18 $39 $19 $3 $11 $11 

1988 $12   $99 $13 $12 $41 $16 $1 $27 $4 

1989 $11 $26 $105 $52 $6 $12 $24 $13 $1 $27 $6 

1990 $8 $26 $71 $50 $6 $10 $26 $12 $1 $21 $3 

1991 $10 $51 $145 $79 $9 $14 $31 $12 $2 $36 $8 

1992 $7 $26 $72 $47 $8 $11 $17 $10 $1 $40 $5 

1993 $21 $32 $107 $66 $11 $14 $15 $11 $2 $65 $8 

1994 $12 $24 $62 $24 $8 $18 $16 $7 $2 $48 $6 

1995 $20 $27 $59 $44 $9 $18 $19 $12 $3 $48 $11 

1996 $26 $50 $126 $79 $11 $20 $22 $12 $3 $42 $14 

1997 $16 $23 $60 $42 $7 $11 $16 $9 $2 $40 $10 

1998 $12 $23 $62 $42 $9 $13 $13 $6 $1 $36 $4 

1999 $11 $26 $56 $41 $6 $15 $18 $7 $2 $50 $7 

2000 $13 $39 $84 $61 $12 $18 $19 $7 $2 $62 $7 

2001 $10 $17 $88 $75 $6 $28 $15 $7 $3 $61 $8 

2002 $11 $92 $181 $139 $9 $29 $21 $7 $2 $94 $6 

2003 $14 $51 $176 $117 $17 $23 $17 $7 $2 $94 $8 

2004 $17 $46 $166 $114 $12 $21 $19 $8 $2 $94 $8 

2005 $21 $109 $237 $182 $24 $24 - $11 $3 $98 $8 

2006 $18 $72 $221 $114 $33 $20 $23 $10 $3 $65 $7 

2007 $20 $118 $413 $265 $36 $21 $32 $15 $3 $55 $16 

2008 $17 $53 $216 $134 $17 $18 $31 $9 $3 $51 $8 

2009 $19 $67 $289 $178 $19 $21 $22 $11 $6 $49 $10 

2010 $17 $121 $414 $267 $23 $24 $32 $13 $8 $64 $10 

2011 $21 $88 $414 $291 $27 $47 . $14 $9 $90 $7 

2012 $17 $158 $665 $493 $36 $56 $67 $19 $10 $70 $9 

2013 $20 $49 $351 $255 $27 $33 $40 $9 $9 $76 $6 

2014 $14 $48 $249 $195 $18 $26 $28 $11 $5 $66 $6 

2015 $11 $43 $252 $211 $11 $19 $20 $6 $2 $60 $4 

2016 $12 $104 $441 $349 $17 $31 $38 $13 $4 $59 $6 

2017 $11 $54 $214 $231 $13 $20 $27 $27 $2 $57 $6 
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Appendix 6. Mean age of bobcat taken in Oregon 1983–2016. Information from 

the ODFW Wildlife Heatlh and Population Lab, data obtained from 

surrendered bobcat jaws. 

Season Eastern Oregon Western Oregon 

1983 2.4 2.6 

1984 2.6 2.6 

1985 2.7 2.6 

1986 2.9 2.6 

1987 2.6 2.2 

1988 2.1 1.9 

1989 2.5 2.4 

1990 2.0 2.3 

1991 2.0 3.0 

1992 2.2 3.2 

1993 2.6 3.4 

1994 2.4 3.5 

1995 2.5 3.8 

1996 2.9 3.9 

1997 3.1 4.1 

1998 2.9 3.6 

1999 2.6 3.8 

2000 2.9 4.0 

2001 3.0 3.9 

2002 3.0 3.9 

2003 2.8 3.7 

2004 2.5 3.6 

2005 2.1 3.7 

2006 2.1 3.5 

2007 2.6 3.7 

2008 3.3 4.1 

2009 2.9 3.9 

2010 2.3 3.6 

2011 2.4 3.8 

2012 2.3 3.5 

2013 2.8 3.7 

2014 3.0 3.0 

2015 2.2 3.1 

2016 2.1 3.1 
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Appendix 7.  Percent of total bobcat taken by sex and percent adult (≥3 years of age), 1983–2016. 

Information from the ODFW Wildlife Heatlh and Population Lab, data obtained from 

surrendered bobcat jaws. 

 Eastern Oregon  Western Oregon 

Season 
% 

Male 

Of Males 

% Adult 

% 

Female 

Of 

Females 

% Adult 

 % Male 
Of Males 

% Adult 

% 

Female 

Of 

Females 

% Adult 

1983 52 36 48 45  51 46 49 45 

1984 54 43 46 45  53 39 47 39 

1985 51 42 49 43  52 36 48 42 

1986 49 49 51 40  48 45 52 41 

1987 50 40 50 32  54 27 46 29 

1988 46 24 54 24  54 21 46 22 

1989 54 34 46 24  56 36 44 31 

1990 52 35 48 24  55 36 45 29 

1991 53 29 47 21  57 58 43 47 

1992 52 34 48 27  56 61 44 57 

1993 53 47 47 34  62 63 38 58 

1994 53 45 47 38  59 63 41 56 

1995 52 46 48 35  57 67 43 53 

1996 55 47 45 42  57 64 43 55 

1997 57 49 43 40  54 63 46 59 

1998 57 43 43 37  57 56 43 44 

1999 55 38 45 33  58 61 42 48 

2000 59 42 41 37  61 62 39 50 

2001 51 46 49 40  59 64 41 54 

2002 55 55 45 40  61 59 39 53 

2003 58 43 42 34  58 59 42 49 

2004 54 36 46 29  57 59 43 50 

2005 57 29 43 26  53 54 47 51 

2006 55 27 45 23  58 53 42 49 

2007 54 34 46 33  54 64 46 56 

2008 54 54 46 52  57 70 43 61 

2009 53 54 47 45  53 60 47 57 

2010 56 32 44 31  56 53 44 48 

2011 57 26 43 25  57 58 43 48 

2012 56 26 44 28  54 54 46 49 

2013 54 43 46 40  56 63 44 54 

2014 55 50 45 49  56 47 44 38 

2015 55 35 45 27  59 43 41 52 

2016 59 24 41 26   56 49 43 42 
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Appendix 8.  Number of furtakers taking specific numbers of bobcats in Oregon, 2006–2016. Data 

compiled from furtaker annual report where harvest is reported. 

Area 
# 

Taken 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Western 1 109 105 109 105 95 123 89 97 103 62 65 

Oregon 2 40 40 41 38 46 44 48 44 36 33 37 
 3 27 30 23 22 20 26 31 32 21 19 21 
 4 17 24 25 21 23 17 17 26 13 9 30 
 5 19 10 18 13 11 15 13 16 14 12 9 
 6 15 7 9 8 13 20 19 16 13 6 7 
 7 5 11 8 5 11 15 8 7 5 5 6 
 8 13 2 4 9 3 4 5 11 5 6 3 
 9 9 5 3 1 2 6 6 8 2 3 3 
 10 6 7 4 1 4 4 6 1 4 3 4 
 11 6 2 1 1 3 1 3 4 0 2 4 
 12 5 5 2 4 7 6 1 3 1 1 0 
 13 3 4 1 4 3 4 6 2 3 1 0 
 14 3 1 2 2 3 1 2 0 0 0 0 
 15 2 4 1 0 5 2 2 5 2 1 1 

  >15 18 9 9 7 10 15 8 15 8 3 7 

  Total 297 266 261 242 259 303 264 287 230 166 197 

Eastern 1 264 276 202 163 221 190 225 214 176 118 121 

Oregon 2 152 147 111 91 127 131 180 136 96 67 104 
 3 110 108 78 65 95 106 130 104 78 65 69 
 4 98 83 69 45 75 110 90 91 65 42 32 
 5 87 51 91 83 169 188 172 130 89 72 103 
 6 59 53 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 7 169 69 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 

  >7 28 21 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 

  Total 967 808 552 448 687 726 806 676 505 364 429 
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Appendix 9. Oregon gray and red fox catch per unit effort (Harvest/100 trap nights or days hunted) and average harvest per 

furtaker, 1997–2016. Data compiled from furtaker annual report where harvest and effort is reported. Take 

values exclude reports without reported effort, but occur in Appendix 14. 

  Trapping  Hunting  Combined 

Species Year 
Total 

Take 

# Trap    

Nights 

Take /100 

Nights 
  

Total 

Take 

# Hunt 

Days 

Take /100 

Days 
  

Total 

Take 

Total 

Furtakers 

Take / 

Furtaker 

Gray Fox 1997 114 4,970 2.29  31 142 21.83  145 51 2.8 

 1998 106 615 17.24  30 192 15.63  131 51 2.6 

 1999 133 3,723 3.57  26 196 13.27  144 39 3.7 

 2000 89 1,979 4.5  34 210 16.19  91 42 2.2 

 2001 129 3,229 4  54 296 18.24  161 51 3.2 

 2002 197 6,430 3.06  46 297 15.49  200 54 3.7 

 2003 221 14,018 1.58  82 503 16.3  270 67 4 

 2004 175 18,808 0.93  109 546 19.96  284 75 3.8 

 2005 116 7,822 1.48  78 359 21.73  194 57 3.4 

 2006 293 13,631 2.15  84 269 31.23  377 77 4.9 

 2007 292 26,570 1.1  162 600 27  454 87 5.2 

 2008 405 15,602 2.6  157 788 19.92  562 104 5.4 

 2009 375 21,905 1.71  132 737 17.91  510 104 4.9 

 2010 416 21,546 1.93  190 553 34.36  607 107 5.7 

 2011 606 42,826 1.42  105 531 19.77  711 117 6.1 

 2012 455 27,025 1.68  121 583 20.75  576 104 5.5 

 2013 340 29,509 1.15  110 714 15.41  450 116 3.9 

 2014 206 19,675 1.05  166 817 20.32  372 89 4.2 

 2015 224 14,084 1.59  98 570 17.19  322 81 3.98 

  2016 231 10,431 2.21   77 555 13.87   308 86 3.58 

Red Fox 1997 136 8,430 1.61  14 53 26.42  150 48 3.1 

 
1998 51 8,415 0.61  16 182 8.79  56 31 1.8 

 
1999 78 2,419 3.22  7 49 14.29  74 35 2.1 

 
2000 179 6,736 2.66  24 104 23.08  203 41 5 

 
2001 157 4,669 3.36  15 86 17.44  149 39 3.8 

 
2002 232 10,873 2.13  19 80 23.75  234 46 5.1 

 
2003 180 15,004 1.2  43 151 28.48  195 60 3.3 

 
2004 229 24,431 0.94  30 174 17.24  259 72 3.6 

 
2005 172 10,190 1.69  33 245 13.47  205 63 3.3 

 
2006 152 20,674 0.74  12 44 27.27  164 70 2.3 

 
2007 84 20,736 0.41  37 284 13.03  121 60 2 

 
2008 100 9,303 1.07  26 118 22.03  126 51 2.5 

 
2009 50 3,887 1.29  26 106 24.53  75 36 2.1 

 
2010 139 22,648 1.93  28 139 20.14  167 57 2.9 

 
2011 157 27,547 0.57  17 28 60.71  174 56 3.1 

 
2012 211 45,482 0.46  20 79 25.32  231 58 4 

 
2013 184 15,653 1.18  24 440 21.82  208 71 2.9 

 
2014 51 5,291 0.96  10 27 37.04  61 32 1.9 

 
2015 125 31,431 0.40  2 13 15.38  127 72 2.75 

  2016 80 6,118 1.31   15 53 28.30   95 31 3.06 
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Appendix 10.  Oregon beaver and muskrat catch per unit effort (Harvest/100 trap nights or days hunted) and average 

harvest per furtaker, 1997–2016. Data compiled from furtaker annual report where harvest and effort is 

reported. Take values exclude reports without reported effort, but occur in Appendix 14. 

   Trapping   Hunting  Combined 

Species Year 
Total 

Take 

# Trap 

Nights 

Take/100 

Nights 
  

Total 

Take 

# Hunt 

Days 

Take/100 

Days 
  

Total 

Take 

Total 

Furtakers 

Take/ 

Furtaker 

Beaver 1997 5,442 102,346 5.3  97 302 32.1  5,539 341 16.2 
 

1998 2,995 62,831 4.8  42 110 38.2  2,976 249 12.0 
 

1999 2,840 56,618 5.0  32 160 20.0  2,798 240 11.7 
 

2000 3,487 75,740 4.6  39 185 21.1  3,385 250 13.5 
 

2001 3,858 62,919 6.1  52 238 21.9  3,900 256 15.2 
 

2002 3,208 65,807 4.9  67 167 40.1  3,178 256 12.4 
 

2003 2,639 49,230 5.4  105 160 65.6  2,581 236 10.9 
 

2004 2,644 58,024 4.6  127 132 96.2  2,771 257 10.8 
 

2005 2,866 53,794 5.3  14 34 41.2  2,880 211 13.6 
 

2006 3,209 51,774 6.2  42 106 39.6  3,251 276 11.8 
 

2007 2,463 44,321 5.6  34 227 15.0  2,497 239 10.4 
 

2008 2,412 62,986 3.8  89 227 39.2  2,501 284 8.8 
 

2009 2,793 66,274 4.2  21 269 7.8  2,814 281 10.0 
 

2010 3,198 66,267 4.8  48 163 29.5  3,246 268 12.1 
 

2011 2,681 56,817 4.7  50 204 24.5  2,731 251 10.9 
 

2012 2,831 57,742 4.9  56 158 35.4  2,869 278 10.3 
 

2013 3,244 73,283 4.4  49 187 26.2  3,293 310 10.6 
 

2014 1,925 50,936 3.8  20 73 27.4  1,945 214 9.1 

 2015 1,305 39,426 3.3  19 66 28.8  1,326 171 7.7 

  2016 1,200 26,202 4.6   31 78 39.7   1,231 161 7.7 

Muskrat 1997 17,161 156,273 11.0  368 244 150.8  17,529 184 95.3 
 

1998 5,470 50,294 10.9  145 32 453.1  5,454 125 43.6 
 

1999 10,876 63,606 17.1  209 73 286.3  10,379 102 101.8 
 

2000 9,622 57,182 16.8  266 45 591.1  9,746 105 92.8 
 

2001 8,525 50,005 17.1  167 147 113.6  8,424 105 80.2 
 

2002 6,305 55,545 11.4  141 40 352.5  6,284 123 51.1 
 

2003 4,475 38,507 11.6  283 84 336.9  4,402 95 46.3 
 

2004 5,554 31,642 17.6  85 40 212.5  5,639 125 45.1 
 

2005 6,573 62,537 10.5  1 3 33.3  6,574 102 64.5 
 

2006 5,398 69,549 7.8  32 6 533.3  5,430 128 42.4 
 

2007 2,531 27,176 9.3  44 78 56.4  2,575 87 29.6 
 

2008 5,008 53,068 9.4  16 2 800.0  5,024 131 38.4 
 

2009 7,730 82,916 9.3  93 137 67.9  7,823 160 48.9 
 

2010 8,698 102,683 8.6  8 15 53.3  8,706 170 51.2 
 

2011 9,577 107,606 8.9  29 75 38.7  9,606 183 52.5 
 

2012 12,858 149,447 8.6  52 46 113.0  12,910 212 60.9 
 

2013 12,888 143,180 9.0  11 121 16.7  12,899 222 58.0 
 

2014 8,461 100,017 8.5  7 14 50.0  8,468 155 54.6 

 
2015 5,272 77,725 6.8 

 13 18 72.2  5,285 121 43.7 
 

2016 3,155 33,804 9.3   34 36 94.4   3,189 90 35.4 
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Appendix 11. Oregon river otter catch per unit effort (Harvest/100 trap nights or days hunted) and average harvest per furtaker, 

1992–2016. Data compiled from furtaker annual report where harvest and effort is reported. Take values exclude 

reports without reported effort, but occur in Appendix 14.  

  Trapping   Hunting   Combined 

Year 
Total 

Take 

# Trap 

Nights 

Take/100 

Nights 
  

Total 

Take 

# Hunt 

Days 

Take/100 

Days 
  

Total 

Take 

Total 

Furtakers 

Take/ 

Furtaker 

1992 230 10,128 2.27  36 103 34.95  266 82 3.2 

1993 333 20,473 1.63  26 62 41.94  359 95 3.8 

1994 420 18,111 2.32  10 85 11.76  430 103 4.2 

1995 282 22,765 1.24  8 39 20.51  290 76 3.8 

1996 341 23,369 1.46  19 59 32.2  360 105 3.4 

1997 312 34,004 0.92  21 91 23.08  333 114 2.9 

1998 375 23,164 1.62  13 41 31.71  383 94 4.1 

1999 369 13,998 2.64  8 58 13.79  285 100 2.9 

2000 435 14,672 2.96  8 57 14.04  361 89 4.1 

2001 449 16,375 2.74  17 94 18.09  320 100 3.2 

2002 618 37,526 1.65  9 39 23.08  578 126 4.6 

2003 526 31,986 1.64  23 73 31.51  516 114 4.5 

2004 441 36,533 1.21  15 71 21.13  456 114 4.0 

2005 414 21,206 1.95  11 28 39.29  425 102 4.2 

2006 276 19,732 1.4  14 110 12.73  290 120 2.4 

2007 200 11,934 1.68  8 27 29.63  208 104 2.0 

2008 281 24,027 1.17  21 85 24.71  302 115 2.6 

2009 323 33,720 0.96  24 173 13.87  347 133 2.6 

2010 383 29,275 1.31  13 100 13  396 118 3.3 

2011 382 35,530 1.08  30 167 17.96  412 127 3.2 

2012 476 27,594 1.7  32 176 18.18  508 150 3.4 

2013 479 42,730 1.12  25 115 21.74  504 145 3.5 

2014 280 19,302 1.45  17 54 31.48  297 100 3.0 

2015 188 16,269 1.16  10 31 32.26  198 72 2.8 

2016 229 12,918 1.77  7 88 7.95  236 78 3.0 
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Appendix 11 (continued). Oregon river otter catch per unit effort (Harvest/100 trap nights or days hunted) and 

average harvest per furtaker, 1992–2016. Data compiled from furtaker annual report where harvest and 

effort is reported. Take values exclude reports without reported effort, but occur in Appendix 14.  

 
  Trapping  Hunting  Combined 

Area Year 
Total 
Take 

# Trap 
Nights 

Take/100 
Nights 

  
Total 
Take 

# Hunt 
Days 

Take/100 
Days 

  
Total 
Take 

Total 
Furtakers 

Take/ 
Furtaker 

Western 1997 10 196 5.1  0 0 0  10 3 3.3 

Oregon 1998 5 23 21.74  0 0 0  5 3 1.7 

 1999 15 262 5.73  1 3 33.33  16 6 2.7 

 2000 26 600 4.33  0 0 0  26 3 8.7 

 2001 29 1,920 1.51  0 0 0  29 2 14.5 

 2002 18 660 2.73  0 0 0  18 4 4.5 

 2003 13 385 3.38  0 0 0  13 3 4.3 

 2004 20 533 3.75  0 0 0  20 4 5.0 

 2005 9 162 5.56  0 1 0  9 3 3.0 

 2006 45 852 5.28  0 0 0  45 7 6.4 

 2007 33 1,413 2.34  0 0 0  33 6 5.5 

 2008 31 619 5.01  0 0 0  31 6 5.2 

 2009 26 1,273 2.04  0 2 0  26 6 4.3 

 2010 27 1,367 1.98  0 0 0  27 5 5.4 

 2011 56 2,234 2.51  0 0 0  56 12 4.7 

 2012 46 2,917 1.58  0 0 0  46 8 5.8 

 2013 57 5,189 1.1  0 0 0  57 11 5.2 

 
2014 23 5,859 0.39 

 
0 1 0 

 
23 7 3.3 

 
2015 50 2,835 1.76 

 
0 0 0 

 
50 8 6.3 

  2016 12 450 2.67   0 3 0   12 4 3.0 

Eastern 1997 82 4,265 1.92  0 0 0   82 5 16.4 

Oregon 1998 12 222 5.41  0 0 0  12 2 6.0 

 1999 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0.0 

 2000 30 694 4.32  0 0 0  30 4 7.5 

 2001 28 1,338 2.09  0 0 0  27 3 9.0 

 2002 0 23 0  0 0 0  0 3 0.0 

 2003 1 24 4.17  0 0 0  1 1 1.0 

 2004 14 4062 0.34  0 0 0  14 5 2.8 

 2005 7 138 5.07  0 0 0  7 1 7.0 

 2006 13 3,290 0.4  0 0 0  13 7 1.9 

 2007 67 5,042 1.33  0 0 0  67 10 6.7 

 2008 96 5,498 1.75  0 0 0  96 10 9.6 

 2009 20 1,023 1.96  0 6 0  20 7 2.9 

 2010 18 998 1.8  0 0 0  18 2 9.0 

 2011 43 3,794 1.13  0 0 0  43 10 4.3 

 2012 24 1,864 1.29  0 0 0  24 7 3.4 

 2013 57 10,989 0.52  0 0 0  57 11 5.2 

 
2014 22 3,636 0.61  0 0 0  22 12 1.8 

 2015 59 5,334 1.1 
 

0 0 0 
 

59 13 4.5 

  2016 25 3,099 0.81   0 0 0   25 7 3.6 
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Appendix 12. Oregon marten catch per unit effort (Harvest/100 trap nights or days hunted) and average harvest per 

furtaker, 1997–2016. Data compiled from furtaker annual report where harvest and effort is reported. 

Take values exclude reports without reported effort, but occur in Appendix 14. 

  Trapping  Hunting  Combined 

Area Year 
Total 

Take 

# Trap 

Nights 

Take/100 

Nights 
  

Total 

Take 

# Hunt 

Days 

Take/100 

Days 
  

Total 

Take 

Total 

Furtakers 

Take/ 

Furtaker 

Western 1997 10 196 5.1  0 0 0  10 3 3.3 

Oregon 1998 5 23 21.74  0 0 0  5 3 1.7 

 1999 15 262 5.73  1 3 33.33  16 6 2.7 

 2000 26 600 4.33  0 0 0  26 3 8.7 

 2001 29 1,920 1.51  0 0 0  29 2 14.5 

 2002 18 660 2.73  0 0 0  18 4 4.5 

 2003 13 385 3.38  0 0 0  13 3 4.3 

 2004 20 533 3.75  0 0 0  20 4 5.0 

 2005 9 162 5.56  0 1 0  9 3 3.0 

 2006 45 852 5.28  0 0 0  45 7 6.4 

 2007 33 1,413 2.34  0 0 0  33 6 5.5 

 2008 31 619 5.01  0 0 0  31 6 5.2 

 2009 26 1,273 2.04  0 2 0  26 6 4.3 

 2010 27 1,367 1.98  0 0 0  27 5 5.4 

 2011 56 2,234 2.51  0 0 0  56 12 4.7 

 2012 46 2,917 1.58  0 0 0  46 8 5.8 

 2013 57 5,189 1.1  0 0 0  57 11 5.2 

 2014 23 5,859 0.39  0 1 0  23 7 3.3 

 2015 50 2,835 1.76  0 0 0  50 8 6.3 

  2016 12 450 2.67   0 3 0   12 4 3.0 

Eastern 1997 82 4,265 1.92  0 0 0   82 5 16.4 

Oregon 1998 12 222 5.41  0 0 0  12 2 6.0 

 1999 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0.0 

 2000 30 694 4.32  0 0 0  30 4 7.5 

 2001 28 1,338 2.09  0 0 0  27 3 9.0 

 2002 0 23 0  0 0 0  0 3 0.0 

 2003 1 24 4.17  0 0 0  1 1 1.0 

 2004 14 4062 0.34  0 0 0  14 5 2.8 

 2005 7 138 5.07  0 0 0  7 1 7.0 

 2006 13 3,290 0.4  0 0 0  13 7 1.9 

 2007 67 5,042 1.33  0 0 0  67 10 6.7 

 2008 96 5,498 1.75  0 0 0  96 10 9.6 

 2009 20 1,023 1.96  0 6 0  20 7 2.9 

 2010 18 998 1.8  0 0 0  18 2 9.0 

 2011 43 3,794 1.13  0 0 0  43 10 4.3 

 2012 24 1,864 1.29  0 0 0  24 7 3.4 

 2013 57 10,989 0.52  0 0 0  57 11 5.2 

 2014 22 3,636 0.61  0 0 0  22 12 1.8 

 2015 59 5,334 1.1  0 0 0  59 13 4.5 

  2016 25 3,099 0.81   0 0 0   25 7 3.6 
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Appendix 13. Oregon mink and raccoon catch per unit effort (Harvest/100 trap nights or days hunted) and average harvest 

per furtaker, 1997–2016. Data compiled from furtaker annual report where harvest and effort is reported. 

Take values exclude reports without reported effort, but occur in Appendix 14. 

  Trapping  Hunting  Combined 

Species Year 
Total 

Take 

# Trap 

Nights 

Take/100 

Nights 
  Total Take 

# Hunt 

Days 

Take/100 

Days 
  

Total 

Take 

Total 

Furtakers 

Take/ 

Furtaker 

Mink 1997 607 47,918 1.27  3 45 6.67  485 104 4.7 

 1998 307 26,108 1.18  3 3 100  225 64 3.5 

 1999 308 11,366 2.71  3 5 60  219 62 3.5 

 2000 366 10,760 3.40  1 2 50  244 50 4.9 

 2001 297 11,321 2.62  2 41 4.88  192 54 3.6 

 2002 356 17,481 2.04  7 16 43.75  318 76 4.2 

 2003 251 21,970 1.14  5 12 41.67  173 52 3.3 

 2004 244 31,642 0.77  7 22 31.82  251 70 3.6 

 2005 290 34,825 0.83  1 1 100  291 61 4.8 

 2006 353 20,650 1.71  5 4 125  358 86 4.2 

 2007 236 21,452 1.10  3 65 4.62  239 58 4.1 

 2008 263 25,301 1.04  7 72 9.72  270 82 3.1 

 2009 235 28,616 0.82  3 11 27.27  238 83 2.9 

 2010 344 37,379 0.92  1 16 6.25  344 81 4.2 

 2011 352 38,956 0.90  4 47 8.51  356 94 3.8 

 2012 333 62,184 0.54  8 77 10.39  341 113 3.0 

 2013 389 37,669 1.03  6 54 11.11  395 108 3.7 

 2014 233 23,851 0.98  3 5 60  236 82 2.9 

 2015 172 18,626 0.92  5 9 55.56  177 51 5.7 

  2016 61 12,995 0.47   1 11 9.09   62 38 1.6 

Raccoon 1997 2,520 90,957 2.77  2,334 3,595 64.92  4,854 471 10.3 

 1998 1,640 48,456 3.38  2,228 3,070 72.57  3,590 380 9.4 

 1999 1,268 25,416 4.99  1,676 2,806 59.73  2,661 321 8.3 

 2000 1,868 34,383 5.43  1,921 2,328 82.52  3,446 345 10.0 

 2001 1,447 26,030 5.56  1,160 2,126 54.56  2,221 309 7.2 

 2002 1,676 50,038 3.35  1,201 2,463 48.76  2,592 354 7.3 

 2003 2,242 59,699 3.76  1,129 2,329 48.48  2,983 369 8.1 

 2004 2,137 75,112 2.85  1,105 2,853 38.73  3,242 387 8.4 

 2005 868 46,781 1.86  790 2,451 32.23  1,658 328 5.1 

 2006 1,062 57,913 1.83  920 2,288 40.21  1,982 365 5.4 

 2007 1,303 68,733 1.90  1,106 2,793 39.6  2,409 373 6.5 

 2008 1,368 59,353 2.30  1,025 2,879 35.6  2,393 385 6.2 

 2009 1,087 72,474 1.50  842 2,858 29.46  1,929 379 5.1 

 2010 1,530 82,199 1.86  805 2,423 33.01  2,335 390 6.0 

 2011 1,602 107,360 1.49  425 1,372 30.98  2,027 350 5.8 

 2012 1,482 64,181 2.31  437 1,804 24.22  1,919 343 5.6 

 2013 1,693 73,267 2.31  345 1,505 22.92  2,038 375 5.4 

 2014 820 45,312 1.81  295 1,274 23.2  1,115 259 4.3 

 2015 610 38,923 1.57  226 857 26.37  836 199 4.2 

  2016 539 20,684 2.61   198 840 23.57   737 185 4.0 
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Appendix 14.  Number of successful furtakers and number of animals taken (hunt or trap only) by species in Oregon, 2004–2016. Data compiled from furtaker annual 

report where harvest and effort is reported. 

 # Successful Furtakers   # Animals Taken 

Species 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016   2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Badger 99 85 49 56 77 76 86 66 46 27 47  724 482 178 200 309 341 254 156 88 107 145 

Beaver 271 239 284 281 269 252 286 317 220 177 164  3,258 2,522 2,532 2,825 3,246 2,732 2,897 3,306 1,981 1,329 1,268 

Bobcat 1,299 1,187 1,112 1,005 1,110 1,093 1,176 1148 893 662 698  4,500 3,144 2,335 2,026 3,066 3,477 3,358 3,118 2,166 1,569 1,952 

Coyote 584 559 522 472 510 494 525 518 404 326 327  7,408 6,075 4,111 3,899 5,505 5,907 5,946 4,852 3,776 3,347 3,840 

Gray Fox 77 87 104 104 118 119 116 126 99 89 93  433 508 600 518 656 715 685 504 408 341 327 

Red Fox 60 60 51 36 65 56 70 83 38 35 34  198 138 151 84 175 174 268 238 68 134 102 

Marten 13 14 13 12 7 18 13 19 19 19 9  58 100 127 46 45 99 70 114 45 109 37 

Mink 86 58 82 83 91 94 136 125 96 57 45  411 277 355 284 358 356 399 427 263 192 77 

Muskrat 136 87 131 160 180 183 228 242 172 130 98  5,506 2666 5,228 8,021 8,740 9,606 13,024 12,994 8,619 5,425 3,301 

Nutria 81 74 100 101 119 101 132 125 90 70 59  2,431 2,064 3,189 2,026 2,080 2,209 2,540 2,253 1,603 1,107 838 

Opossum 64 67 77 98 113 124 108 125 111 93 68  572 519 563 593 696 765 648 789 531 503 316 

Raccoon 365 373 385 379 420 358 381 422 294 217 201  2,386 2,624 2,666 2,019 2,420 2,063 2,077 2,262 1,247 927 833 

River 

Otter 
120 104 115 133 126 128 161 156 110 77 86  357 276 347 357 408 413 523 534 362 203 263 

Spotted 

Skunk 
51 25 33 52 60 60 55 65 49 22 34  682 266 293 188 318 266 403 354 293 102 127 

Striped 

Skunk 
87 76 82 122 142 150 135 137 129 89 80  630 554 781 866 793 905 733 676 607 614 362 

Weasel 13 14 8 13 18 13 19 14 13 16 9   42 22 23 17 36 19 44 29 28 18 9 
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Appendix 15.  Number of Oregon furtakers reporting pursuit season effort and success (Animals treed/100 nights or days of pursuit), 2009–2016. Data compiled from 

furtaker annual report where harvest and effort is reported. 

  2009 2010 2011 

Species 
# Reporting 

Effort 
# Treed # Days 

# Treed/ 

100 Days 

# Reporting 

Effort 
# Treed # Days 

# Treed/ 

100 Days 

# Reporting 

Effort 
# Treed # Days 

# Treed/ 

100 Days 

Bobcat 248 863 3,466 24.90 258 1,254 3,902 32.14 197 613 2,700 22.7 

Gray Fox 22 78 416 18.75 14 34 141 24.11 13 39 144 27.08 

Red Fox 1 0 6 0.00 2 3 3 100 0 0 0 0 

Raccoon 75 587 1,108 52.76 72 501 946 52.96 42 240 474 50.63 

Total 346 1,528 4,996 30.50 346 1,792 4,992 35.89 252 892 3,318 26.88 

             

  2012 2013 2014 

Species 
# Reporting 

Effort 
# Treed # Days 

# Treed/ 

100 Days 

# Reporting 

Effort 
# Treed # Days 

# Treed/ 

100 Days 

# Reporting 

Effort 
# Treed # Days 

# Treed/ 

100 Days 

Bobcat 229 917 3,340 27.46 208 870 3,040 28.62 192 793 2,611 30.37 

Gray Fox 16 85 235 36.17 23 81 363 22.31 17 146 286 51.05 

Red Fox 0 0 0 0 4 2 37 5.41 0 0 0 0 

Raccoon 47 413 673 61.37 39 227 540 42.04 34 221 446 49.55 

Total 292 1,415 4,248 33.31 274 1,180 3,980 29.65 243 1,160 3,343 34.7 

             

  2015 2016 
    

Species 
# Reporting 

Effort 
# Treed # Days 

# Treed/ 

100 Days 

# Reporting 

Effort 
# Treed # Days 

# Treed/ 

100 Days     
Bobcat 142 647 2,083 31.06 175 1099 2,952 37.23     
Gray Fox 21 98 314 31.21 19 102 269 37.92     
Red Fox 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 100     
Raccoon 25 107 228 46.93 30 213 401 53.12 

    

Total 188 852 2,625 32.46 225 1,415 3,662 38.64 
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Appendix 16. Number of bobcat and river otter CITES tags issued each license year. 

Source data is reports from ODFW tagging offices. 

License Year River Otter Western Bobcat Eastern Bobcat Bobcat Total 

1989 337 949 790 1,739 

1990 241 720 502 1,222 

1991 305 979 569 1,548 

1992 277 710 996 1,706 

1993 400 661 721 1,382 

1994 405 807 883 1,690 

1995 - 449 549 998 

1996 521 936 1,118 2,054 

1997 467 1,045 994 2,039 

1998 351 635 578 1,213 

1999 363 471 804 1,275 

2000 272 530 361 891 

2001 400 578 674 1,252 

2002 600 876 964 1,840 

2003 542 1,339 1,864 3,203 

2004 465 1,297 2,177 3,474 

2005 542 969 2,087 3,056 

2006 371 1,369 3,033 4,402 

2007 271 1,040 2,054 3,094 

2008 346 929 1,434 2,363 

2009 355 805 1,140 1,945 

2010 407 1,048 1,900 2,948 

2011 422 1,355 2,353 3,708 

2012 473 956 2,187 3,143 

2013 602 1,267 1,996 3,263 

2014 362 897 1,330 2,227 

2015 192 575 986 1,561 

2016 231 668 1,230 1,898 
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Appendix 17. Proportion of bobcat kits and yearlings taken in Oregon, 1983-2016. 

Information based on bobcat jaws with attached jaw tags composed by 

ODFW Wildlife Health and Population Lab. 

  Western Oregon   Eastern Oregon 

Season Kits Yearlings 

Combined 

Total   Kits Yearlings 

Combined 

Total 

2016 0.10 0.24 0.34  0.23 0.35 0.57 

2015 0.14 0.20 0.34  0.32 0.20 0.59 

2014 0.12 0.19 0.31  0.27 0.16 0.43 

2013 0.12 0.13 0.25  0.16 0.20 0.36 

2012 0.12 0.10 0.22  0.22 0.26 0.48 

2011 0.09 0.16 0.25  0.23 0.24 0.47 

2010 0.15 0.16 0.31  0.34 0.24 0.58 

2009 0.10 0.17 0.27  0.31 0.11 0.42 

2008 0.11 0.11 0.22  0.12 0.11 0.22 

2007 0.13 0.07 0.20  0.16 0.26 0.42 

2006 0.08 0.16 0.24  0.31 0.26 0.56 

2005 0.13 0.19 0.31  0.34 0.21 0.55 

2004 0.14 0.15 0.29  0.27 0.23 0.51 

2003 0.11 0.15 0.26  0.29 0.18 0.48 

2002 0.13 0.12 0.25  0.24 0.15 0.39 

2001 0.12 0.13 0.25  0.22 0.17 0.40 

2000 0.12 0.08 0.20  0.22 0.19 0.41 

1999 0.11 0.16 0.27  0.26 0.23 0.48 

1998 0.18 0.16 0.33  0.25 0.17 0.42 

1997 0.10 0.14 0.24  0.18 0.17 0.35 

1996 0.12 0.12 0.24  0.20 0.14 0.34 

1995 0.12 0.15 0.27  0.24 0.23 0.47 

1994 0.12 0.12 0.24  0.29 0.10 0.39 

1993 0.09 0.16 0.24  0.12 0.21 0.34 

1992 0.15 0.10 0.25  0.27 0.23 0.49 

1991 0.10 0.15 0.25  0.29 0.23 0.53 

1990 0.19 0.23 0.42  0.34 0.17 0.51 

1989 0.15 0.27 0.42  0.24 0.23 0.47 

1988 0.20 0.28 0.47  0.36 0.20 0.56 

1987 0.20 0.36 0.56  0.32 0.18 0.50 

1986 0.27 0.13 0.40  0.35 0.08 0.43 

1985 0.14 0.21 0.35  0.20 0.16 0.36 

1984 0.20 0.22 0.41  0.23 0.16 0.39 

1983 0.20 0.16 0.36   0.32 0.09 0.41 
 

 



 

          

OREGON DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE 
 
LIVING WITH WILDLIFE: AMERICAN BEAVER 

 
Contents 
 
Facts about Oregon’s Beavers 
Viewing Beavers 
Beavers on the Landscape 
Preventing Conflicts and Solving Problems: plants and trees, flooding 
Moving Beavers 
Lethal Control 
Species Status  
Regulated Trapping 
Public Health Concerns 

 
 
FACTS ABOUT OREGON’S BEAVERS 
 
The American Beaver (Castor canadensis) is the largest living rodent in North America. 
Adults average 40 pounds in weight and measure more than three feet in length, including 
the tail. They have a nose and ears that seal out water. These semi-aquatic mammals have 
webbed hind feet, large incisor teeth and a broad flat tail. They have poor eyesight, but 
excellent hearing and sense of smell. The beaver’s sharp incisors, which are used to cut 
trees and peel bark while eating, are harder on the front surface than on the back so the 
back wears faster creating a sharp edge that enables a beaver to easily cut through wood. 
The incisors continually grow, but are worn down by grinding, tree cutting and feeding. 
Beavers are territorial and to mark their territory by creating small mounds of mud, leaves, 
and sticks, which they then cover with pungent oil called castoreum. 
 
Once among the most widely distributed mammals in North America, beavers were 
trapped virtually to extinction in the 1800s to meet demand for beaver pelts. A subsequent 
decline in demand coupled with proper wildlife management allowed beavers to become 
reestablished in much of their former range and are now common in many areas, including 
urban settings.  
 
Beavers are found where preferred foods are in good supply―along rivers and small 
streams, lakes, marshes and even roadside ditches that have adequate year-round water 
flow. In areas where deep, calm water is not available, beavers with enough building 
material available will create ponds by building dams across creeks or other watercourses 
to impound water. 
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Food and Feeding Habitats 
• Beavers eat the leaves, inner bark, and twigs of aspen, alder, cottonwood, willow and 

other deciduous trees. They also eat shrubs, ferns, aquatic plants, grasses, blackberries 
and agricultural crops.  

• Most foraging is done within 165 feet of the water’s edge. In areas with few predators 
and a lean food supply, toppled trees and other signs of foraging may be found twice 
that distance from the den site.  

• Foraging levels are most intense during late fall (earlier in cold winter areas of Oregon) 
as beavers prepare for winter. 

• Fermentation by special intestinal microorganisms allows beavers to digest 30 percent 
of the cellulose they ingest from vegetation.  

• When the surface of the water is frozen, beavers eat bark and stems from a food cache 
anchored to the bottom of the waterway for winter use. Food caches are seldom found 
where winters are comparatively mild, such as in the lowlands of western Oregon.  

 

 
 
 
 
 

Figure 1. Like many rodents, beavers construct nesting dens 
for shelter and for protection against predators. 

Beaver Dams  
• Beavers build dams to create deep water for protection from predators, for access to 

their food supply and to provide underwater entrances to their den. Resultant moist soil 
promotes growth of favored foods.  

• Beavers living on water bodies that maintain a constant level (lakes or large rivers) do 
not build dams.  

• Dams are constructed and maintained with whatever materials are available—wood, 
stones, mud and plant parts. They vary in size from a small accumulation of woody 
material to structures 10 feet high and 165 feet wide.  

• The sound of flowing water stimulates beavers to build dams; however, they routinely 
let a leak in a dam flow freely, especially during times of high waters.  

• Beavers keep their dams in good repair and will constantly maintain the dams as the 
water level increases in their pond. A family of beavers may build and maintain one or 
several dams in their territory.  

• In cold areas, dam maintenance is critical. Dams must be able to hold enough water so 
the pond won’t freeze to the bottom, which would eliminate access to the winter food 
supply.  
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Lodges and Bank Dens  
• Depending on the type of water body and the geographic area they occupy, beavers 

construct lodges or bank dens as a place to rest, stay warm, give birth and raise young. 
These may be burrows in a riverbank or the more familiar lodges in the water or on the 
shore. Both burrows and lodges consist of one or more underwater entrances, a feeding 
area, a dry nest den and a source of fresh air. 

• Lodges consist of a mound of branches and logs plastered with mud. One or more 
underwater openings lead to tunnels that meet at the center of the mound where a 
single chamber is created.  

• Bank dens are dug into the banks of streams and large ponds, and beavers may or may 
not build a lodge over them (Fig. 1). Bank dens may also be located under stumps, 
logs, or docks.  

• All family members concentrate on repairing the family lodge or den in late fall (earlier 
in cold winter areas of Oregon) in preparation for winter. 

 
Reproduction and Family Structure  
• A mated pair of beaver will live together for many years, sometimes for life.  
• Beavers breed between January and March, and litters of one to eight kits (average 

four) are produced between April and June. The number of kits born is closely related 
to the amount of food available (more food, more kits) and the female’s age.  

• The female nurses the kits until they are weaned at 10 to 12 weeks of age.  
• Most kits remain with adults until they are about two years old although some leave as 

early as 11 months and a few females stay until they are three years old. The kits then 
go off on their own in search of mates and suitable spots to begin colonies, which may 
be several miles away.  

• Beavers live in colonies that may contain two to 12 individuals. The colony is usually 
made up of an adult breeding pair, kits of the year, and kits of the previous year or 
years.  

• Populations are limited by habitat availability; the density of beavers appears not to 
exceed one colony per one-half mile under the best of conditions.  

 
Mortality and Longevity  
• Because of their size, behavior and habitat, adult beavers have few natural enemies.  
• When foraging on shore or migrating overland, beavers may be killed by bears, 

coyotes, bobcats, cougars or dogs.  
• Other causes of death include severe winter weather, winter starvation, disease, water 

fluctuations and floods, falling trees and collisions with vehicles along roadways.  
• Historically, beavers were one of the most commonly trapped furbearers.  
• Beavers live five to 10 years in the wild.  

 
VIEWING BEAVERS 
 
Although beavers are nocturnal, they are occasionally active during the day. They do not 
hibernate but are less active during winter, spending most of their time in the lodge or den. 
Freshly cut trees and shrubs and prominent dams and lodges are sure indicators of beaver 
presence. Look for signs of beavers during the day; look for the animals themselves before 
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sunset or after sunrise. Look for a V-shaped series of ripples on the surface of calm water. 
A closer view with binoculars may reveal the nostrils, eyes and ears of a beaver swimming. 
 
If you startle a beaver and it goes underwater, wait quietly in a secluded spot and chances 
are that it will reemerge within one or two minutes. However, beavers are able to remain 
underwater for at least 15 minutes by slowing their heart rate. In order to warn each other 
of danger, beavers slap their tails against the water, creating a loud splash. Sounds also 
include whining (noise made by kits), a breathy greeting noise and loud blowing when 
upset.  
 
When seen in the water, beavers are often mistaken for muskrats or nutria. Try to get a 
look at the tail. Beavers have a broad, flat tail that doesn’t show behind them when 
swimming, whereas muskrats and nutria have a thin tail that is either held out of the water 
or sways back and forth on the water’s surface as the animal swims. When on land, beavers 
will generally stand their ground and should not be approached or cornered. They will face 
the aggressor, rear up on their hind legs and hiss or growl loudly before lunging forward to 
deliver extremely damaging bites. 
 
Forage Sites 
Beavers cut down trees, shrubs and other available vegetation for food and building 
materials. There will be a pile of wood chips on the ground around the base of recently 
felled trees. Limbs that are too large to be hauled off are typically stripped of bark over the 
course of several days. The cut on small wood usually involves a 45-degree cut typical of 
rodents, but at a larger scale. Branches and twigs under ¾ inch in diameter are usually 
eaten entirely.  
 
Slides and Channels 
Slides are the paths beavers make where they enter and leave the water. They are 15 to 20 
inches wide, at right angles to the shoreline, and have a slicked down or muddy 
appearance. Beavers construct channels or canal systems leading to their ponds, using them 
to float food—such as small, trimmed trees—from cutting sites. With receding water levels 
during summer, beaver activity shifts toward building and maintaining channels to access 
new food supplies. Channels often look man-made, have soft, muddy bottoms and are 
filled with 15 to 25 inches of water. 
 
Food Storage Sites 
Beavers that live in cold climates store branches of food trees and shrubs for winter use by 
shoving them into the mud at the bottom of ponds or streams near the entrance to their 
bank den or lodge.  
 
Droppings 
Beaver droppings are seldom found on land—those that are will commonly be found in the 
early morning at the water’s edge. Individual beaver droppings are usually cylindrical, up 
to 2½ inches long and look as if they were formed of compressed sawdust. The diameter is 
an indication of the animal’s size—1 inch is average for adults. The color of fresh deposits 
is dark brown, with lighter-colored bits of undigested wood, all turning pale with age. 
 
BEAVERS ON THE LANDSCAPE 
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Beaver ponds and dams benefit Oregon's native fish and other wildlife 
• Beaver dams create ponds that provide fish protection from strong winter flows. 

They increase the storage of water resulting in a more stable water supply and 
maintenance of higher flows downstream for a longer period of time. 

• By providing plenty of woody debris in which juvenile fish can hide from 
predators, beaver dams help young trout and salmon survive their first vulnerable 
year. They also provide winter pool habitat that is important for fish such as 
cutthroat trout and coho. 

• Beaver ponds help store leaf litter in the water and in turn support aquatic insect 
production, an important food for fish, amphibians, waterfowl, bats and songbirds.  

• Beaver dams contribute to improved nesting and brood rearing areas for waterfowl 
in ponds and surrounding areas. The increased growth of vegetation provides 
additional forage and cover for a variety of wildlife such as big game and 
songbirds.  

• Beaver ponds attract and provide habitat for mink, river otter, muskrats, turtles, 
frogs and salamanders. 

• The trees that die as a result of rising water levels behind beaver dams attract 
insects that are a food source for many wildlife species such as woodpeckers. The 
tree snags also provide homes for cavity-nesting birds.  

 
Beavers can help private landowners 

• Beaver dams create wetlands which help control downstream flooding by storing 
and slowly releasing water, reducing the severity of high stream flows particularly 
after winter storms and spring snow melt. 

• Beaver created wetlands improve water quality by removing or transforming excess 
nutrients, trapping silt, binding and removing toxic chemicals and filtering out 
sediment. 

• Beaver dams facilitate ground water recharge and help raise the ground water table. 
This promotes vegetative growth, which in turn helps stabilize stream banks and 
minimize erosion. In some areas, beaver dams have been a major factor in building 
up soil in meadows and reducing the impact of invasive vegetation.  

• Beaver dams reduce water velocity, reducing channel scouring and streambank 
erosion. 

• Wetlands created by beavers attract a variety of fish and wildlife that provides 
recreational and aesthetic values to landowners. 

   
Beavers can cause damage on public and private lands 

 Beavers can become a problem if their foraging habits or building activities cause 
flooding or damage property. 

 Beaver activity may result in damage to timber, crops, ornamental or landscape 
plants. 

 Beaver dams and subsequent increased water levels may jeopardize the integrity of 
septic systems, roads or other human structures. 

 There are several options for landowners in dealing with problem beavers that are 
covered in the following sections: preventing conflicts and remedying existing 
problems; lethal control; and moving beaver. 
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PREVENTING CONFLICTS AND SOLVING PROBLEMS: 
PLANTS AND TREES, FLOODING 

Knowing that beavers fulfill an important role in creating wetlands that 
provides multiple benefits to a variety of fish and wildlife as well as 
landowners, one approach to dealing with beavers is to learn to live with 
them.  

PROTECTING PLANTS AND TREES 
 
Choose and place plants carefully  
Plant areas with Sitka spruce, elderberry, cascara, osoberry (Indian 
plum), ninebark, and twinberry, because they are not the beavers’ 
preferred food plants. Densely plant aspen, cottonwood, willow, spirea 
(hardhack), and red-twig dogwood because once their roots are well 
established the plants often resprout after being eaten. Planting preferred 
plants away from known beaver trails will limit losses. Note: Beavers 
do use plants as construction materials that they might not eat. 
 
Install barriers around trees 
Wire cages around trees can prevent beavers from chewing on them. 
The trunks of individual large trees can be loosely wrapped with 
galvanized welded wire fencing, hardware cloth, or multiple layers of chicken wire (Fig. 
2). Metal flashing can also be used. Trunks should be wrapped to a height of at least four 
feet, or in areas where flooding is common, at least two feet above the high-water mark.  A 
6 to 12 inch space should be left between the wire cage and the tree trunk as beavers may 
try to chew between the wires. Some form of stake or support is needed to keep beavers 
from pushing fencing against tree trunk and chewing. Check wire barrier every year to 
make sure they do not inhibit tree growth.  Barriers can be painted to make them less 
noticeable. Welded wire fencing coated with green vinyl that helps the fencing blend in is 
also available.  Lengths of corrugated plastic drainpipe can be attached around the trunks 
of narrow-diameter trees.  Note: Dark-colored pipe can burn trunks in full sun; wider 
diameter pipe or pipe with holes in it may prevent overheating problems. 
 
 

Newly planted tree protected 
from beaver damage using 
rebar and fencing. Rebar 
stake is used to hold up 
protective cage. (Photo by Doug 

Ray.) 
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Figure 2. Various barriers can be used to protect plants from beaver damage. All plants should be 
protected to at least 4 feet above ground—or the snow line—and inspected regularly to ensure that 
wire does not become imbedded in the bark. (Drawing by Jenifer Rees.) 

 
Surround groups of trees and shrubs with 4-foot high barriers made of galvanized, welded 
wire field fencing or other sturdy material (Fig. 3).  A beaver’s weight will pull down 
chicken wire and other lightweight material. Stake the barriers to prevent beavers from 
pushing them to the side or entering from underneath. 
An electric fence with two hot wires suspended 8 and 12 
inches off the ground is also effective at protecting 
groups of plants.  Consult local codes and experts before 
installing electrical fencing. 
 
Protect large areas that border beaver habitat by 
installing 4-foot high field fencing. Keep the bottom of 
the fence flush to the ground, or include an 18-inch wide 
skirt on the beaver side of the fence to prevent beavers 
from entering underneath. Note: Preventing access to 
food sources may force beavers to eat other nearby 
plants, including roses and other ornamentals. 

Figure 3. Groups of plants can be protected 
from beaver damage by surrounding them with 
wire fencing. (Photo by Russell Link)  

 
Apply repellents on trees 
Painting tree trunks with a sand and paint mix (2/3 cup masonry grade sand per quart of 
latex paint) has proven somewhat effective at protecting trees from beaver damage. The 
animals presumably don’t like the gritty texture.  
 
Commercial taste and odor repellents have provided mixed results, perhaps because they 
need to be reapplied often, particularly in moist weather. Taste and odor repellents are 
most effective when applied at the first sign of damage, when other food is available, and 
during the dry season. Two repellents that have had some success are Big Game 
Repellent® and Plantskydd®. Taste repellents are usually most effective when used at the 
first indication of beaver activity.  
 
PREVENTING FLOODING 
 
Before starting any of the following treatments or activities, landowner approval must be 
obtained. In addition, as these activities typically require some work in wetlands or 
streams, permits may be required from various local, state, and federal agencies before 
work is started. Please refer to the State Water-Related Permits Users Guide for more 
information or contact the Department of State Lands to determine if a removal-fill permit 
may be required. 
 
Help maintain beaver dams and ponds with flow devices 
It may be possible to make a change in the depth of a beaver pond to prevent flooding by 
installing a flow device at the intended depth that extends upstream and downstream of the 
dam. The flow device, a beaver deceiver or flexible leveler, keeps the rise in water level in 
the pond at a minimum by using one or more plastic pipes to continually drain the pond 
area. In general, at least three feet of water in the pond area will need to be maintained for 
the beavers to stay. See a diagram of a flexible leveler on page 11.  
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Installation of flow devices may require an approved fish passage plan to ensure that fish 
are able to navigate the flow control device. To learn more and to review the Oregon State 
fish passage laws, visit the fish passage section of the ODFW Web site. People may also 
contact their local ODFW office for more information.  
 
Dam removal  
Removing beaver dams may alleviate a damage situation temporarily, but generally dam 
removal is a futile effort because beaver will quickly rebuild the dam, sometimes 
overnight.  
 
For information on beaver dams while conducting forest management activities on private 
land, contact the Oregon Department of Forestry. Except as needed for road maintenance, 
operators must submit a written plan to ODF prior to the removal of beaver dams and other 
natural obstructions from waters of the state during forest operations. In compliance with 
the Forest Practices rules, removal of any beaver dam that is within 25 feet of a culvert can 
be considered necessary for road maintenance. See Oregon Department of Forestry Forest 
Practices rules and (Oregon Administrative Rule 629-660-0050). Implemented by Oregon 
Department of Forestry. 
 
See Department of State Lands sources list at the end of this document.  
 
Removal of beaver lodges or dens  
In western Oregon, most lodges are bank dens, not in-water structures. ODFW does not 
generally recommend that lodges or dens be removed, but removal does not require a 
permit from ODFW. Check with your local ODFW office for more information. Note: 
Muskrat lodge removal is prohibited.  
 
Blocked culverts 
To a beaver, a culvert probably looks like a hole in an otherwise fine dam, and when they 
plug the hole, a flooded road can result. One option to keep beavers from plugging a 
culvert is to create an alternative location for the dam.  In overview, a series of 3 to 5 inch 
diameter non-treated lumber posts or live willow posts spaced 18 to 24 inches apart can 
serve as a foundation for the beavers to build a new dam. If you place the woody material 
from the removed dam upstream from the posts, beavers will use it to start the new dam. 
See diagram on page 12. 
 
Other options to prevent beavers from plugging a culvert are available but some may 
prevent fish passage so you are encouraged to contact your local ODFW biologist for the 
best option for the property in question.  
 
MOVING BEAVERS 
 
It is illegal for anyone to move beaver in Oregon without a permit from ODFW. Contact 
your local ODFW biologist to request a permit.  
 
ODFW is currently developing guidelines for live-trapping and relocating beaver. The 
intent of the guidelines is to maximize the ecological benefits provided by beaver while 
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minimizing potential conflicts (e.g., damage to private property) where beaver relocation is 
deemed appropriate and is authorized by ODFW. 
 
LETHAL CONTROL  
 
After assessing beaver activity, determine if beavers are causing damage or creating a 
hardship that requires lethal control. Sometimes, the very presence of beavers is seen as a 
problem when, in fact, the beavers are causing no harm.  
 
Private landowners or their agents may lethally remove beaver without a permit from 
ODFW. Beavers are defined in state statues as a predatory animal on private land. See 
section below on Species Status.  
 
Once lethal control is decided upon, the landowners can trap the beaver themselves, hire an 
ODFW-permitted Wildlife Control Operator who works directly with property owners to 
resolve problem beaver situations on a fee basis, or allow an ODFW-licensed regulated 
trapper to remove beaver during the established trapping season. Call your local ODFW 
office or visit the ODFW Web site for a current list of Wildlife Control Operators.  
 
Note: Removing beavers is often a short-term solution as other beavers will move into the 
area if suitable habitat is present. 
 
SPECIES STATUS  
 
Beavers on Public land: Beavers are classified as Protected Furbearers by Oregon Revised 
Statute (ORS) 496.004 and Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 635-050-0050 on public 
land. Statute implemented by ODFW. 
 
Beavers on Private land: Beaver are defined as a Predatory Animal by Oregon Revised 
Statute (ORS) 610.002 on private land. Statute implemented by Oregon Department of 
Agriculture. 
 
Explanation of terms  
 
 "Predatory animals" means coyotes, rabbits, rodents, and feral swine which are or may be 

destructive to agricultural crops, products and activities. This definition is applicable where 
wildlife is taken under the authority of one who owns leases, occupies, possesses or has 
charge or dominion over the land. On public land this typically includes one who has a 
grazing lease. Refer to ORS 610.105.  

 
 “Take” means to kill, attempt to kill or obtain possession or control of any wildlife 

(ORS 496.004). 
 
REGULATED TRAPPING 
 
Trapping, like most technologies, has changed dramatically during the last two hundred 
years. Traps and trapping systems have made tremendous advances since the 1800s when 
beaver were nearly eliminated. Today, all regulated trappers in Oregon must first complete 
a study course and successfully pass a written test showing an acceptable level of 
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knowledge of animal behavior, current laws and regulations and trapping skills. Modern 
science based information is used to establish strict laws, enforced by Oregon State Police, 
which allows regulated trappers to harvest beaver during authorized seasons using state-of-
the-art traps and techniques. Such trapping systems are a benefit by removing damage-
causing beaver while maintaining healthy and abundant beaver population. The vast 
majority of beaver trapped today fall into this damage category. ODFW Furbearer 
Regulations can be found on the ODFW Web site.  
 
PUBLIC HEALTH CONCERNS 
 
There are few public health concerns to the general public in regard to beaver. Trappers 
and biologists should follow safety rules when dealing with beaver. Beavers can be 
infected with the bacterial disease tularemia, which is fatal to animals and is transmitted to 
them by ticks, biting flies and via contaminated water. Animals with this disease may be 
sluggish, unable to run when disturbed or appear tame. Tularemia may be transmitted to 
humans if they drink contaminated water, eat undercooked, infected meat, or allow an open 
cut to contact an infected animal. The most common source of tularemia for humans is to 
be cut or nicked by a knife when skinning an infected animal. A human who contracts 
tularemia commonly has a high temperature, headache, body ache, nausea, and sweats. A 
mild case may be confused with the flu and ignored. Humans can be easily treated with 
antibiotics. Contact your family doctor immediately if you believe that you have contracted 
tularemia.  
 
OTHER INFORMATION 
 
Oregon Department of State Lands  
Oregon Department of State Lands Removal-Fill Guidelines  
ODFW Furbearer Regulations  
ODFW Web Site 
ODOT Beaver Bafflers (pdf) 
State Water-Related Permits Users Guide  
USDA Extension Service: Beaver (pdf) 
USDA Living with Wildlife: Beaver, suitable for children (pdf) 
  
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 
3406 Cherry Ave. NE 
Salem, OR 97303 
www.dfw.state.or.us 
(503) 947-6000 
 
See diagrams on pages 11 and 12. 
 
Note: The use of trade, firm, or corporation names and links in this publication is for the information of the 
reader. Such use does not constitute an official endorsement or approval by the Oregon Department of Fish 
and Wildlife. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY 

This study was conducted for the Oregon Legislative Task Force on Funding for Fish, Wildlife, 

and Related Outdoor Recreation and Education to determine Oregon residents’ attitudes toward 

wildlife and wildlife-related funding, as well as their knowledge of and opinions on the Oregon 

Department of Fish and Wildlife and its efforts (hereinafter referred to as the Department).  The 

study entailed a scientific telephone survey of Oregon residents.   

 

For the survey, telephones were selected as the preferred sampling medium because of the 

almost universal ownership of telephones among Oregon residents, particularly when a 

dual-frame sample is used that properly accounts for use of both landline and cell phones.  

Additionally, telephone surveys, relative to mail or Internet surveys, allow for more scientific 

sampling and data collection, provide higher quality data, obtain higher response rates, are more 

timely, and are more cost-effective.  Furthermore, they provide higher quality data because of the 

clarification that a live interviewer provides for any questions in the survey.  Telephone surveys 

also have fewer negative effects on the environment than do mail surveys because of reduced use 

of paper and reduced energy consumption for delivering and returning the questionnaires.   

 

The telephone survey questionnaire was developed cooperatively by Responsive Management 

and the Department.  Responsive Management conducted pre-tests of the questionnaire to ensure 

proper wording, flow, and logic in the survey.  The sample included both landlines and cell 

phones in their proper proportions.  Telephone surveying times are Monday through Friday from 

9:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m., Saturday from noon to 5:00 p.m., and Sunday from 5:00 p.m. to 

9:00 p.m., local time.   

 

The survey was conducted in May 2016.  The software used for data collection was 

Questionnaire Programming Language.  Responsive Management obtained a total of 939 

completed interviews.   
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ATTITUDES TOWARD WILDLIFE AND WILDLIFE-ASSOCIATED RECREATION 

� An open-ended question asked about the most important fish, wildlife, or habitat issue in 

Oregon (there was no answer set; residents could say anything that came to mind).  The top 

issues are habitat loss, lack of water, low/declining fish populations, urban sprawl, and 

conservation/management of resources in general.   

 

� The survey asked respondents about the importance of eight fish/wildlife values.  For each 

item, residents rated the importance they placed on it, using a 0 to 10 scale where 0 is not at 

all important and 10 is extremely important.   

• “That healthy fish and wildlife populations exist in Oregon” was the top-ranked value, 

closely followed by “that Oregon’s water resources are safe and well protected.”  Note 

that these top two values are purely ecological rather than utilitarian.  The values that are 

more utilitarian are lower (but still rated quite high in absolute terms), such as the 

provision of opportunities for viewing wildlife, for hunting, or for fishing.   

 

PROTECTION OF FISH, WILDLIFE, AND HABITAT 

� Satisfaction with the protection and management of fish, wildlife, and habitat in Oregon 

exceeds dissatisfaction:  61% are satisfied, while 18% are dissatisfied (the remainder give a 

neutral response).   

• A follow-up question delved into reasons for not being more satisfied, asked of all those 

except those who were very satisfied.  The most common responses given were not 

specific but vaguely indicated that the respondent thought the protection and management 

could be better in general.  Second on the list, however, was a response category that was 

more specific—those responses that indicated that the Department lacked funding to do 

more (including the lack of enforcement officers).   
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� When asked if they could name the agency that is most responsible for protecting and 

managing fish, wildlife, and habitat in Oregon, slightly more than half of the general 

population (56%) either named the correct agency (the Department of Fish and Wildlife) or 

named an essentially correct close derivative of the agency.  However, 44% could not name 

the correct agency.   

• In follow-up, the survey asked about the level of knowledge respondents had of the 

Department:  46% said that, prior to the survey, they knew a great deal or moderate 

amount, while 54% knew a little or nothing.   

 

SATISFACTION WITH THE DEPARTMENT OVERALL 

� A previous question asked about satisfaction/dissatisfaction with the “protection and 

management of fish, wildlife, and habitat in Oregon.”  A later question asked about 

satisfaction/dissatisfaction with the Department itself.  The results are positive, with 65% 

being satisfied compared to only 12% being dissatisfied (the remainder giving a neutral 

response).   

• As was done previously, a follow-up question delved into reasons for not being more 

satisfied, asked of all those except those who were very satisfied.  The most common 

reasons given relate to respondents’ feelings that management could be better, followed 

by funding-related responses.   

 

� In another question that pertains to satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the Department, the 

survey asked respondents to rate the availability of fish- and wildlife-related recreation 

opportunities in Oregon.  The large majority of residents (81%) give a rating in the top half 

of the scale:  47% rate them as excellent, and 34% rate them as good.   

 

� A final gauge on satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the Department is a question asking 

about the credibility of the Department.  While this does not pertain directly to satisfaction, it 

tangentially relates to it—obviously, one would not be much satisfied with any agency that is 

not credible.  Overwhelmingly, Oregon residents find the Department to be credible:  88% 

say it is credible, including 58% who say it is very credible.  Only 2% say it is not at all 

credible (the remainder give a neutral response).   
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OPINIONS ON DEPARTMENT PRIORITIES 

� The survey presented ten efforts of the Department and asked residents to rate the importance 

that each one should be for the agency, using a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is not at all 

important and 10 is extremely important.  The survey then asked residents to rate the 

performance of the Department in each of the same areas.   

• In looking at how important the efforts should be, the purely ecological efforts are at the 

top.  These include “conserving and restoring fish and wildlife habitat,” “protecting 

endangered species,” and “protecting and restoring native fish and wildlife species in 

Oregon.”   

o More human-centered efforts are lower, such as the provision of opportunities for 

wildlife-related recreation and providing information and education.   

• In looking at the performance, the effort with the highest mean rating is “providing 

opportunities for fish- and wildlife-related recreation” (a human-centered effort), but this 

is closely followed by “protecting endangered species” (an ecological effort).  Thereafter, 

ecological efforts tend to be rated higher than the more human-centered efforts.   

o In the mean ratings, the human-centered efforts, particularly informational efforts, 

were the lowest rated.   

 

KNOWLEDGE OF AND OPINION ON DEPARTMENT FUNDING 

� In an open-ended question (i.e., with no answer set presented to respondents, who could 

answer with anything that came to their mind), residents were asked how they thought the 

Department was funded.  The most common response was taxes in general (53% named this).  

This answer, of course, is not entirely correct, as relatively little of the funding comes from 

general taxes.  The next-most common response was a correct funding source:  fishing and 

hunting licenses (30% named this source).  Only 4% named excise taxes on hunting and 

fishing equipment (an important source).   

• Another question asked what residents think should be the primary source of funding for 

the Department; this question was also open-ended.  General taxes was the top response 

(33%), with no elaboration on the type of taxes or otherwise more specifically defining 

the taxes.  The second most common response was fishing and hunting licenses (19%).  

General state taxes (7%) was third, but this response is nearly the same as the top 
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response (taxes in general), thereby suggesting that 40% of respondents think that general 

state taxes should be the primary source.   

 

� After being told that only 9% of the Department’s funding comes from general state tax 

revenues, the survey asked residents if they think that amount is too little or too much (or 

about right).  The most common responses are that it is too little (41%) or that it is about the 

right amount (40%); a quite low amount say that it is too much (4%).   

 

INFORMATION SOURCES ABOUT FISH, WILDLIFE, RECREATION, AND 

CONSERVATION 

� Residents were asked about three topics on which they might seek information (fish and 

wildlife management, fish- and wildlife-related recreation, and conservation).  They more 

often seek information about fish- and wildlife-related recreation than they do about 

conservation or fish and wildlife management.   

 

� The survey asked about the amount of use that 16 sources of information receive from 

residents looking for information on fish and wildlife management, conservation, or fish- and 

wildlife-related recreation.   

• Friends/family as a whole is the top source; otherwise, the Department’s website, the 

Department’s printed materials, and sporting goods stores are the top sources.   

 

� A follow-up open-ended question to the series above asked residents to name those sources 

that they use that they consider to be the most credible.  The leading source in credibility is 

the Department website.  Otherwise, friends/family and Department printed materials are the 

most credible.   

 

PARTICIPATION IN OUTDOOR RECREATION 

� The survey listed 12 outdoor activities and asked residents if they had participated in them in 

the past 12 months.  Large majorities had visited a state or national park, hiked, taken a trip 

of at least a mile in which they had viewed wildlife or birds, and/or viewed wildlife and birds 

at home.   

• A follow-up question asked if residents had participated in any other outdoor activities.  

Gardening, walking, and off-roading topped the list.    
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CONSTRAINTS TO PARTICIPATION IN OUTDOOR RECREATION 

� The largest constraint to participation in fish- and wildlife-related recreation is lack of 

time/personal obligations, closely followed by age/health—both social constraints over 

which agencies would have little influence.  Otherwise, top constraints are cost and access.   

 

� Another question looked at constraints another way, asking respondents if there was anything 

that would help or encourage them to participate in fish- and wildlife-related recreation more 

often (i.e., overcome or lessen the constraints).  The top responses are related to cost and 

time.  Third in the ranking is to have more information available.   
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INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY 

This study was conducted for the Oregon Legislative Task Force on Funding for Fish, Wildlife, 

and Related Outdoor Recreation and Education (hereinafter, referred to as the Task Force) to 

determine Oregon residents’ attitudes toward wildlife and wildlife-related funding, as well as 

their knowledge of and opinions on the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife and its efforts 

(hereinafter referred to as the Department).  The study entailed a scientific telephone survey of 

Oregon residents.  Specific aspects of the research methodology are discussed below.   

 

USE OF TELEPHONES FOR THE SURVEY 

For the survey, telephones were selected as the preferred sampling medium because of the 

almost universal ownership of telephones among Oregon residents, particularly when a 

dual-frame sample is used that properly accounts for use of both landline and cell phones.  

Additionally, telephone surveys, relative to mail or Internet surveys, allow for more scientific 

sampling and data collection, provide higher quality data, obtain higher response rates, are more 

timely, and are more cost-effective.  Furthermore, they provide higher quality data because of the 

clarification that a live interviewer provides for any questions in the survey.  Telephone surveys 

also have fewer negative effects on the environment than do mail surveys because of reduced use 

of paper and reduced energy consumption for delivering and returning the questionnaires.   

 

QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN 

The telephone survey questionnaire was developed cooperatively by Responsive Management 

and the Department, based on the research team’s familiarity with wildlife and natural resources, 

as well as agency efforts and funding.  Responsive Management conducted pre-tests of the 

questionnaire to ensure proper wording, flow, and logic in the survey.   

 

SURVEY SAMPLE 

The sample included both landlines and cell phones in their proper proportions, taking into 

account those who use one type solely, those who use both types equally, and those who use both 

types but one type predominantly.  In addition, the sample used a probability-based selection 

process that ensured that all residents with a telephone had an approximately equal chance of 

being selected for the survey—a nearly universal coverage of Oregon.  This process ensured that 

the sample was valid because every resident had a known chance of participating in the survey.   



2 Responsive Management 

The sample was stratified into three regions—the East Region, the West Region, and the 

Portland Metro Region—as shown in the map that follows.  The sampling specifications were 

that at least 300 interviews be completed in each region (for statewide results, the regions were 

then properly weighted).   

 

 
Map produced in color; may not be fully legible on black and white printed copies of report.   

 

 

TELEPHONE INTERVIEWING FACILITIES 

A central polling site at the Responsive Management office allowed for rigorous quality control 

over the interviews and data collection.  Responsive Management maintains its own in-house 

telephone interviewing facilities.  These facilities are staffed by interviewers with experience 

conducting computer-assisted telephone interviews on the subjects of outdoor recreation, natural 

resources, and agency ratings and funding.   
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To ensure the integrity of the telephone survey data, Responsive Management has interviewers 

who have been trained according to the standards established by the Council of American Survey 

Research Organizations.  Methods of instruction included lecture and role-playing.  The Survey 

Center Managers and other professional staff conducted a project briefing with the interviewers 

prior to the administration of this survey.  Interviewers were instructed on type of study, study 

goals and objectives, handling of survey questions, interview length, termination points and 

qualifiers for participation, interviewer instructions within the survey questionnaire, reading of 

the survey questions, skip patterns, and probing and clarifying techniques necessary for specific 

questions on the survey questionnaire.   

 

INTERVIEWING DATES AND TIMES 

Telephone surveying times are Monday through Friday from 9:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m., Saturday 

from noon to 5:00 p.m., and Sunday from 5:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m., local time.  A five-callback 

design was used to maintain the representativeness of the sample, to avoid bias toward people 

easy to reach by telephone, and to provide an equal opportunity for all to participate.  When a 

respondent could not be reached on the first call, subsequent calls were placed on different days 

of the week and at different times of the day.  The survey was conducted in May 2016.   

 

TELEPHONE SURVEY DATA COLLECTION AND QUALITY CONTROL 

The software used for data collection was Questionnaire Programming Language (QPL).  The 

survey data were entered into the computer as each interview was being conducted, eliminating 

manual data entry after the completion of the survey and the concomitant data entry errors that 

may occur with manual data entry.  The survey questionnaire was programmed so that QPL 

branched, coded, and substituted phrases in the survey based on previous responses to ensure the 

integrity and consistency of the data collection.   

 

The Survey Center Managers and statisticians monitored the data collection, including 

monitoring of the actual telephone interviews without the interviewers’ knowledge, to evaluate 

the performance of each interviewer and ensure the integrity of the data.  The survey 

questionnaire itself contains error checkers and computation statements to ensure quality and 

consistent data.  After the surveys were obtained by the interviewers, the Survey Center 

Managers and/or statisticians checked each completed survey to ensure clarity and completeness.  

Responsive Management obtained a total of 939 completed interviews.    
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During the surveying administration, some interviews were conducted in Spanish for those who 

preferred Spanish to English.  Responsive Management has several interviewers who are 

bilingual (and fluent) in Spanish and English.  These interviewers rehearsed the interviews in 

Spanish, translating from English, prior to making the Spanish interviews.   

 

DATA ANALYSIS 

The analysis of data was performed using Statistical Package for the Social Sciences as well as 

proprietary software developed by Responsive Management.  The results were weighted by 

demographic characteristics; statewide results, which contain the data from three regions, were 

weighted by the regional population of adults (because no children were interviewed in the 

survey), based on the U.S. Census.   

 

Crosstabulations were run by the three regions.  Other crosstabulations were run by demographic 

characteristics, by three specific counties that were requested by the Task Force (Marion, Lane, 

and Deschutes Counties), and by the question delving into knowledge of the Department.  The 

regional crosstabulations are presented after the overall results in the body of the report.  Other 

crosstabulations are included as appendices.  Note that the crosstabulations in the appendices 

were run on nearly every question but not all.   

 

SAMPLING ERROR 

Throughout this report, findings of the telephone survey are reported at a 95% confidence 

interval.  For the entire sample of Oregon residents, the sampling error is at most plus or minus 

3.20 percentage points.  This means that if the survey were conducted 100 times on different 

samples that were selected in the same way, the findings of 95 out of the 100 surveys would fall 

within plus or minus 3.20 percentage points of each other.  Sampling error was calculated as the 

survey’s maximum standard error multiplied by 1.96, which itself was calculated using the 

formula that follows and accounts for the use of fractional weights in the analysis.   

 

Sampling Error Equation 

 
 

  

 

This formula uses data points (weights) from 

every case in the dataset. 
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ABOUT THE PRESENTATION OF RESULTS IN THE 
REPORT 

In examining the results, it is important to be aware that the questionnaire included several types 

of questions: 

• Open-ended questions are those in which no answer set is read to the respondents; rather, 

they can respond with anything that comes to mind from the question. 

• Closed-ended questions have an answer set from which to choose. 

• Single or multiple response questions:  Some questions allow only a single response, 

while other questions allow respondents to give more than one response or choose all that 

apply.  Those that allow more than a single response are indicated on the graphs with the 

label, “Multiple Responses Allowed.” 

• Scaled questions:  Many closed-ended questions (but not all) are in a scale, such as 

excellent-good-fair-poor. 

• Series questions:  Many questions are part of a series, and the results are primarily 

intended to be examined relative to the other questions in that series (although results of 

the questions individually can also be valuable).  Typically, results of all questions in a 

series are shown together.   

 

Most graphs show results rounded to the nearest integer; however, all data are stored in decimal 

format, and all calculations are performed on unrounded numbers.  For this reason, some results 

may not sum to exactly 100% because of this rounding on the graphs.  Additionally, rounding 

may cause apparent discrepancies of 1 percentage point between the graphs and the reported 

results of combined responses (e.g., when “very satisfied” and “moderately satisfied” are 

summed to determine the total percentage who are satisfied).   
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ATTITUDES TOWARD WILDLIFE AND WILDLIFE-
ASSOCIATED RECREATION 

� An open-ended question asked about the most important fish, wildlife, or habitat issue in 

Oregon (there was no answer set; residents could say anything that came to mind).  The top 

issues are habitat loss, lack of water, low/declining fish populations, urban sprawl, and 

conservation/management of resources in general.  The graph shows the full list.   

 

� The survey asked respondents about the importance of eight fish/wildlife values.  For each 

item, residents rated the importance they placed on it, using a 0 to 10 scale where 0 is not at 

all important and 10 is extremely important.  The results of all eight questions are shown 

together.   

• “That healthy fish and wildlife populations exist in Oregon” was the top-ranked value, 

closely followed by “that Oregon’s water resources are safe and well protected.”  Note 

that these top two values are purely ecological rather than utilitarian.  The values that are 

more utilitarian are lower (but still rated quite high in absolute terms), such as the 

provision of opportunities for viewing wildlife, for hunting, or for fishing.   

o One statewide graph shows the percent who felt strongly enough to give a rating of 

9 or 10; the second statewide graph shows the mean rating.  These are followed by 

the regional graphs, with the same two graphs for the regional crosstabulations.   
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KNOWLEDGE OF AND OPINIONS ON THE OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE 

PROTECTION OF FISH, WILDLIFE, AND HABITAT 

� Satisfaction with the protection and management of fish, wildlife, and habitat in Oregon 

exceeds dissatisfaction:  61% are satisfied, while 18% are dissatisfied (the remainder give a 

neutral response).   

• Another graph (referred to as an “omnigraph” because it has many separate data points on 

one graph) shows the percent of various groups that are satisfied with the protection and 

management of fish, wildlife, and habitat in Oregon.  This omnigraph includes an 

explanation of how to interpret it.  This is followed by an omnigraph showing the percent 

of various groups that are dissatisfied.   

• A follow-up question delved into reasons for not being more satisfied, asked of all those 

except those who were very satisfied.  The most common responses given were not 

specific but vaguely indicated that the respondent thought the protection and management 

could be better in general.  Second on the list, however, was a response category that was 

more specific—those responses that indicated that the Department lacked funding to do 

more (including the lack of enforcement officers).  The graph shows the full list.   

 

� When asked if they could name the agency that is most responsible for protecting and 

managing fish, wildlife, and habitat in Oregon, slightly more than half of the general 

population (56%) either named the correct agency (the Department of Fish and Wildlife) or 

named an essentially correct close derivative of the agency.  However, 44% could not name 

the correct agency.   

• An omnigraph shows the percent of various groups that could name the agency.   

• In follow-up, the survey asked about the level of knowledge respondents had of the 

Department:  46% said that, prior to the survey, they knew a great deal or moderate 

amount, while 54% knew a little or nothing.  (Omnigraphs are included for this, as well.)   
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How to interpret 

this omnigraph: 

 

The percentage of 

residents overall 

who are satisfied is 

shown by the gray 

“total” bar:  60.7% 

are satisfied.   

 

Those groups 

above the gray bar 

are more likely to 

be satisfied, such 

as males (62.3% 

are satisfied, which 

means that 37.7% 

of males did not 

indicate being 

satisfied).   

 

Also, for instance, 

those who live in 

the West Region 

are more likely to 

be satisfied than 

are residents 

overall (61.6% of 

West Region 

residents are 

satisfied).   

 

On the other hand, 

groups below the 

gray bar are less 

likely to be 

satisfied, such as 

females (59.2% are 

satisfied) or those 

35 to 54 years old 

(56.2% are 

satisfied).   
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(See page 18 for an explanation of how to read omnigraphs.) 
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(See page 18 for an explanation of how to read omnigraphs.) 
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Participated in saltwater fishing

Participated in freshwater fishing

Participated in camping

Participated in hunting

Participated in canoeing or kayaking

Participated in motorboating

Lives in East region

Participated in biking

Participated in visiting a state or national park

Is 55 years old or older

Is male

Participated in wildlife viewing around home

Is white or Caucasian

Lives in West region

Participated in wildlife viewing away from home

Lives in a small city/town or rural area

Participated in hiking

Is native American

Total

Lives in a large city or urban area

Is 18-34 years old

Is 35-54 years old

Is female

Lives in Portland Metro region

Is Hispanic or Latino

Participated in crabbing or clamming

Percent

Percent of each of the following groups who 
know a great deal about the Department.
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Is Hispanic or Latino

Participated in crabbing or clamming

Is native American

Is female

Is 18-34 years old

Lives in a large city or urban area

Is 35-54 years old

Lives in Portland Metro region

Total

Lives in West region

Lives in a small city/town or rural area

Participated in wildlife viewing away from home

Is white or Caucasian

Participated in motorboating

Participated in hiking

Is 55 years old or older

Participated in wildlife viewing around home

Participated in visiting a state or national park

Lives in East region

Is male

Participated in biking

Participated in camping

Participated in hunting

Participated in canoeing or kayaking

Participated in freshwater fishing

Participated in saltwater fishing

Percent

Percent of each of the following groups who 
know a little or nothing about the Department.
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SATISFACTION WITH THE DEPARTMENT OVERALL 

� A previous question asked about satisfaction/dissatisfaction with the “protection and 

management of fish, wildlife, and habitat in Oregon.”  A later question asked about 

satisfaction/dissatisfaction with the Department itself.  The results are positive, with 65% 

being satisfied compared to only 12% being dissatisfied (the remainder giving a neutral 

response).   

• Omnigraphs are included for this question.   

• As was done previously, a follow-up question delved into reasons for not being more 

satisfied, asked of all those except those who were very satisfied.  The most common 

reasons given relate to respondents’ feelings that management could be better, followed 

by funding-related responses.  The graph shows the full list.   

 

� In another question that pertains to satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the Department, the 

survey asked respondents to rate the availability of fish- and wildlife-related recreation 

opportunities in Oregon.  The large majority of residents (81%) give a rating in the top half 

of the scale:  47% rate them as excellent, and 34% rate them as good.   

• Omnigraphs are included for this question.   

 

� A final gauge on satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the Department is a question asking 

about the credibility of the Department.  While this does not pertain directly to satisfaction, it 

tangentially relates to it—obviously, one would not be much satisfied with any agency that is 

not credible.  Overwhelmingly, Oregon residents find the Department to be credible:  88% 

say it is credible, including 58% who say it is very credible.  Only 2% say it is not at all 

credible (the remainder give a neutral response).   

• This question has omnigraphs for it, as well.   
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(See page 18 for an explanation of how to read omnigraphs.) 
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Lives in a large city or urban area

Participated in biking

Is male

Is 18-34 years old

Participated in hunting

Lives in Portland Metro region

Is Hispanic or Latino

Participated in canoeing or kayaking

Participated in hiking

Participated in wildlife viewing away from home

Participated in wildlife viewing around home

Participated in visiting a state or national park

Is white or Caucasian

Total

Is 55 years old or older

Is native American

Is 35-54 years old

Lives in West region

Participated in saltwater fishing

Participated in motorboating

Lives in a small city/town or rural area

Lives in East region

Is female

Participated in camping

Participated in freshwater fishing

Participated in crabbing or clamming

Percent

Percent of each of the following groups who are 
satisfied with the Oregon Department of Fish 

and Wildlife as the state agency responsible for 
protecting and managing fish, wildlife, and 

habitat in Oregon.
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(See page 18 for an explanation of how to read omnigraphs.) 
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Participated in saltwater fishing
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Participated in freshwater fishing

Participated in camping
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Participated in canoeing or kayaking

Lives in East region

Lives in a small city/town or rural area

Lives in West region

Is male

Participated in hunting

Participated in biking

Participated in hiking

Participated in wildlife viewing around home

Participated in visiting a state or national park

Is white or Caucasian

Total

Participated in motorboating

Participated in wildlife viewing away from home

Participated in crabbing or clamming

Is female

Lives in Portland Metro region

Is 35-54 years old

Lives in a large city or urban area

Is 18-34 years old

Is Hispanic or Latino

Percent

Percent of each of the following groups who are 
dissatisfied with the Oregon Department of Fish 
and Wildlife as the state agency responsible for 

protecting and managing fish, wildlife, and 
habitat in Oregon.
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indicate being very satisfied.)
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Q25. Why aren't you more satisfied with the 
Department as the state agency responsible for 

protecting and managing fish, wildlife, and 
habitat in Oregon? (Asked of those who did not 

indicate being very satisfied.)
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Participated in motorboating

Participated in wildlife viewing away from home

Participated in wildlife viewing around home

Participated in visiting a state or national park

Participated in hiking

Lives in a large city or urban area

Is 18-34 years old

Participated in hunting

Lives in Portland Metro region

Is female

Is white or Caucasian

Participated in freshwater fishing

Participated in biking

Total

Lives in West region

Is 55 years old or older

Participated in canoeing or kayaking

Is male

Is 35-54 years old

Participated in camping

Lives in a small city/town or rural area

Is Hispanic or Latino

Lives in East region

Participated in saltwater fishing

Is native American

Participated in crabbing or clamming

Percent

Percent of each of the following groups who 
rated the availability of fish- and wildlife-related 
recreation opportunities in Oregon as excellent.
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Participated in biking

Participated in camping

Participated in wildlife viewing around home

Total

Lives in West region

Participated in motorboating

Is 55 years old or older

Lives in Portland Metro region

Lives in a large city or urban area

Participated in hiking

Is 35-54 years old

Is white or Caucasian

Participated in visiting a state or national park

Participated in wildlife viewing away from home

Is female

Percent

Percent of each of the following groups who 
rated the availability of fish- and wildlife-related 

recreation opportunities in Oregon as fair or 
poor.
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Is 18-34 years old

Participated in motorboating

Participated in visiting a state or national park

Lives in a large city or urban area

Lives in Portland Metro region

Participated in wildlife viewing around home

Participated in wildlife viewing away from home

Participated in hunting

Is white or Caucasian

Participated in biking

Participated in canoeing or kayaking

Is male

Total

Participated in camping

Participated in hiking

Is female

Lives in West region

Is native American

Lives in a small city/town or rural area

Participated in saltwater fishing

Lives in East region

Participated in crabbing or clamming

Is 55 years old or older

Participated in freshwater fishing

Is Hispanic or Latino

Percent

Percent of each of the following groups who 
rated the Department as very credible overall as 

a source of information on fish and wildlife 
management, conservation, and fish- and 

wildlife-related recreation.
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Is native American

Lives in East region

Participated in saltwater fishing

Participated in camping

Participated in canoeing or kayaking

Participated in crabbing or clamming

Is male

Is 55 years old or older

Lives in West region

Participated in freshwater fishing

Is 35-54 years old

Lives in a small city/town or rural area

Total

Participated in biking

Is white or Caucasian

Participated in hunting

Participated in hiking

Lives in a large city or urban area

Participated in wildlife viewing away from home

Is female

Participated in wildlife viewing around home

Participated in motorboating

Participated in visiting a state or national park

Lives in Portland Metro region

Is 18-34 years old

Is Hispanic or Latino

Percent

Percent of each of the following groups who 
rated the Department as not at all credible 

overall as a source of information on fish and 
wildlife management, conservation, and fish-

and wildlife-related recreation.
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Is Hispanic or Latino

Participated in crabbing or clamming
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Lives in a small city/town or rural area

Total

Lives in East region

Participated in hiking

Participated in wildlife viewing around home

Lives in Portland Metro region

Participated in wildlife viewing away from…

Lives in a large city or urban area

Is white or Caucasian

Participated in biking

Is 18-34 years old

Is male

Is 55 years old or older

Participated in visiting a state or national park

Participated in freshwater fishing

Participated in canoeing or kayaking

Participated in saltwater fishing

Participated in motorboating

Participated in camping

Participated in hunting

Percent

Percent of each of the following groups who did 
not have an opinion on (or who answered "don't 

know") the Department overall as a source of 
information on fish and wildlife management, 

conservation, and fish- and wildlife-related 
recreation.
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OPINIONS ON DEPARTMENT PRIORITIES 

� The survey presented ten efforts of the Department and asked residents to rate the importance 

that each one should be for the agency, using a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is not at all 

important and 10 is extremely important.  The survey then asked residents to rate the 

performance of the Department in each of the same areas.  The discussion first looks at each 

set separately before discussing the results of both sets of questions together.   

• In looking at how important the efforts should be, the purely ecological efforts are at the 

top.  These include “conserving and restoring fish and wildlife habitat,” “protecting 

endangered species,” and “protecting and restoring native fish and wildlife species in 

Oregon.”   

o More human-centered efforts are lower, such as the provision of opportunities for 

wildlife-related recreation and providing information and education.   

• In looking at the performance, the effort with the highest mean rating is “providing 

opportunities for fish- and wildlife-related recreation” (a human-centered effort), but this 

is closely followed by “protecting endangered species” (an ecological effort).  Thereafter, 

ecological efforts tend to be rated higher than the more human-centered efforts.   

o In the mean ratings, the human-centered efforts, particularly informational efforts, 

were the lowest rated.   
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� Because both sets of questions used a 0 to 10 scale, they can be graphed in a scatterplot, with 

importance on one axis and performance on the other axis.  Of course, some items will be 

perceived to be more important than others, and performance ratings, likewise, will not all be 

the same for each item.  With this in mind, it would be hoped that those items considered the 

most important would be performed the best.  Likewise, those items not rated well in 

performance are, hopefully, items that are judged to be of less importance.  A diagonal line 

shows where both importance and performance are equal—in other words, where 

performance is commensurate with importance.  Those items farthest from the line to the 

left/top would have the biggest gap between performance and importance.   

• Fortunately, all items are in the quadrant representing high performance and high 

importance.  In looking at the close-up graph, showing only a portion of the overall 

scatterplot, the items are bunched fairly close together not far from the diagonal line.  

Nonetheless, those items with the biggest gap between performance and importance 

(i.e., the items farthest from the diagonal line) include:   

o Providing information to landowners and public agencies on fish and wildlife 

management and habitat protection (importance: 8.55 / performance: 6.65).   

o Managing fish and wildlife populations (importance: 8.88 / performance: 7.16).   

o Conserving and restoring fish and wildlife habitat (importance: 8.97 / performance: 

7.35).   

o Informing and educating the public on fish and wildlife issues and wildlife-related 

recreation opportunities (importance: 8.57 / performance: 6.87).   

 

� In an open-ended question, the survey asked residents to name the programs, efforts, or 

issues that they think should be the most important to the Department.  The top response 

category relates to the health of wildlife and habitat, invasive species, and the balance of 

species.  The next most common response category is conservation and management of 

resources.  The graph shows the full list.   
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Statewide results; importance ratings; percent rating it 9 or 10.   
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Q61. Conserving and restoring fish and wildlife
habitat

Q57. Protecting endangered species

Q59. Protecting and restoring native fish and
wildlife species to Oregon

Q55. Managing fish and wildlife populations

Q71. Providing opportunities for fish- and
wildlife-related recreation, such as fishing,

hunting, and wildlife viewing

Q65. Researching and monitoring fish and
wildlife populations and habitat

Q63. Providing information to landowners and
public agencies on fish and wildlife management

and habitat protection

Q69. Informing and educating the public on fish
and wildlife issues and wildlife-related recreation

opportunities

Q67. Reviewing and monitoring public and
private projects for impact on fish, wildlife, and

habitat

Q73. Managing commercial fishing

Percent

Q55-Q73. Ratings of importance that each of the 
following should be for the Department (on a 
scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is not at all important 
and 10 is extremely important):  percent who 

chose 9 or 10.
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Statewide results; importance ratings; means.   
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of the following should be for the Department 

(on a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is not at all 
important and 10 is extremely important).
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Statewide results; performance ratings; percent rating it 9 or 10.   
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scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is poor and 10 is 
excellent): percent who chose 9 or 10.
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Statewide results; performance ratings; means.   
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Statewide:  this graph shows the entire scatterplot; all items were closely bunched, with 

importance ratings that ranged only from 8.25 to 8.97 and performance ratings that ranged only 

from 6.65 to 7.64.   
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Statewide:  this graph shows a close-up of the pertinent portion of the overall scatterplot.  The 

importance axis goes from 7 to 10; the performance axis goes from 6 to 9.   
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Regional results; importance ratings; percent rating it 9 or 10.   

 

 
  

62

58

58

63

59

54

49

58

64

51

72

72

71

76

63

62

59

61

68

57

67

69

69

73

59

64

58

57

59

56

0 20 40 60 80 100

Q55. Managing fish and wildlife populations.

Q57. Protecting endangered species.

Q59. Protecting and restoring native fish and
wildlife species to Oregon.

Q61. Conserving and restoring fish and wildlife
habitat.

Q63. Providing information to landowners and
public agencies on fish and wildlife

management and habitat protection.

Q65. Researching and monitoring fish and
wildlife populations and habitat.

Q67. Reviewing and monitoring public and
private projects for impact on fish, wildlife, and

habitat.

Q69. Informing and educating the public on
fish and wildlife issues and wildlife-related

recreation opportunities.

Q71. Providing opportunities for fish- and
wildlife-related recreation, such as fishing,

hunting, and wildlife viewing.

Q73. Managing commercial fishing.

Percent

Q55-Q73. Ratings of importance that each of the 
following should be for the Department (on a 
scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is not at all important 
and 10 is extremely important):  percent who 

chose 9 or 10.

East

West

Portland Metro



Residents’ Opinions on and Values Related to the Oregon Department of Fish And Wildlife 55 

 

Regional results; importance ratings; means.   
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Regional results; performance ratings; percent rating it 9 or 10.   
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Regional results; performance ratings; means.   
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KNOWLEDGE OF AND OPINION ON DEPARTMENT FUNDING 

� In an open-ended question (i.e., with no answer set presented to respondents, who could 

answer with anything that came to their mind), residents were asked how they thought the 

Department was funded.  The most common response was taxes in general (53% named this).  

This answer, of course, is not entirely correct, as relatively little of the funding comes from 

general taxes.  The next-most common response was a correct funding source:  fishing and 

hunting licenses (30% named this source).  The graph shows the full list; only 4% named 

excise taxes on hunting and fishing equipment (an important source).   

• Another question asked what residents think should be the primary source of funding for 

the Department; this question was also open-ended.  General taxes was the top response 

(33%), with no elaboration on the type of taxes or otherwise more specifically defining 

the taxes.  The second most common response was fishing and hunting licenses (19%).  

General state taxes (7%) was third, but this response is nearly the same as the top 

response (taxes in general), thereby suggesting that 40% of respondents think that general 

state taxes should be the primary source.   

o After the above questions, respondents were informed of the actual sources of 

funding for the Department, which are as follows:  approximately 37% of funding 

comes from fishing and hunting license fees, 13% from federal excise taxes on 

fishing and hunting equipment, 25% from other federal funds, 9% from general state 

tax revenues, 3% from commercial fishing, and the rest from a variety of other 

sources.   

 

� After being told that only 9% of the Department’s funding comes from general state tax 

revenues, the survey asked residents if they think that amount is too little or too much (or 

about right).  The most common responses are that it is too little (41%) or that it is about the 

right amount (40%); a quite low amount say that it is too much (4%).  (Omnigraphs are 

included for this.)   

• Those who said that the amount is too much were asked why they think it is too much.  

The most common responses are that outdoor recreational activities are too expensive to 

participate in (although it is unclear how less funding for the Department would alleviate 

that problem) and that taxes are too high.   

• Likewise, those who said that the amount is too little were asked for their reasoning.  

Most commonly they indicate that they feel that the Department is underfunded in 

general; their next most common response category is that conservation and wildlife are 

important.   
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INFORMATION SOURCES ABOUT FISH, WILDLIFE, 
RECREATION, AND CONSERVATION 

� Residents were asked about three topics on which they might seek information (fish and 

wildlife management, fish- and wildlife-related recreation, and conservation).  They more 

often seek information about fish- and wildlife-related recreation than they do about 

conservation or fish and wildlife management.   

 

� The survey asked about the amount of use that 16 sources of information receive from 

residents looking for information on fish and wildlife management, conservation, or fish- and 

wildlife-related recreation.   

• Friends/family as a whole is the top source; otherwise, the Department’s website, the 

Department’s printed materials, and sporting goods stores are the top sources.   

o One graph shows the percent who frequently use the sources; another graph shows 

the percent who frequently or sometimes use the sources.   

 

� A follow-up open-ended question to the series above asked residents to name those sources 

that they use that they consider to be the most credible.  The leading source in credibility is 

the Department website.  Otherwise, friends/family and Department printed materials are the 

most credible.   

 

� There was a question previously discussed that pertains to this section.  Recall from the 

section of the report titled, “Satisfaction With the Department Overall,” that 88% of residents 

say that the Department is very or somewhat credible as a source of information on fish and 

wildlife management, conservation, and fish- and wildlife-related recreation.  This includes 

58% who think the Department is very credible.  (The graph for this and the regional 

crosstabulation graph are shown in the section of this report titled, “Satisfaction With the 

Department Overall.”)   
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PARTICIPATION IN OUTDOOR RECREATION 

� The survey listed 12 outdoor activities and asked residents if they had participated in them in 

the past 12 months.  Large majorities had visited a state or national park, hiked, taken a trip 

of at least a mile in which they had viewed wildlife or birds, and/or viewed wildlife and birds 

at home.  The graph shows the full list.   

• A follow-up question asked if residents had participated in any other outdoor activities.  

Gardening, walking, and off-roading topped the list; the graph shows the full results.   

 

� To put the participation rates in context, Responsive Management examined selected 

activities in other studies on participation in outdoor recreation in Oregon, where the activity 

definition allowed for comparisons.   

• For hunting, Responsive Management’s rate in 1 year (19% among all residents) is 

commensurate with the rate of having a license in a 3-year timeframe (also 19% among 

likely voters).  Note that not all hunting requires a license.  (The study referenced is a 

survey by Fairbank, Maslin, Maullin & Associates, “Oregon Conservation Issues Survey, 

220-2346WT.”)   

• For camping, Responsive Management’s rate in 1 year (49%) is commensurate with the 

Oregon SCORP study in 2011 (51%) and with the Fairbank, Maslin, Maullin & 

Associates study in 2007 (59%) (the Oregon SCORP study showed the rate for 1 year and 

specified the activity as “developed camping”; the FMM & Assoc. study showed the rate 

of those who say that they do developed camping “frequently” or “occasionally”).  

(SCORP stands for State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan, which included a 

survey of state residents’ participation in outdoor recreation.)   

• For bicycling, Responsive Management’s rate in 1 year (32%) is commensurate with the 

Oregon SCORP study in 2011 (35%).   
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CONSTRAINTS TO PARTICIPATION IN OUTDOOR 
RECREATION 

� The largest constraint to participation in fish- and wildlife-related recreation is lack of 

time/personal obligations, closely followed by age/health—both social constraints over 

which agencies would have little influence.  Otherwise, top constraints are cost and access.  

(Note that the question was open-ended to which residents could name any constraint that 

came to mind.)   

 

� Another question looked at constraints another way, asking respondents if there was anything 

that would help or encourage them to participate in fish- and wildlife-related recreation more 

often (i.e., overcome or lessen the constraints).  The top responses are related to cost and 

time.  Third in the ranking is to have more information available.   
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DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 

� The following demographic data were gathered; the primary purpose of these data are for 

crosstabulations and further analysis of other responses.   

• Gender.   

• Age:  note that only adults were interviewed, so the mean and median are among adults.   

• Ethnicity.   

• County of residence.   

• The character (vis-à-vis urban or rural) of their residential area.   
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APPENDIX A:  CROSSTABULATION BY THREE SPECIFIC 
COUNTIES 

ATTITUDES TOWARD WILDLIFE AND WILDLIFE-ASSOCIATED RECREATION 
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of 0 to 10, where 0 is not at all important and 10 

is extremely important).  Deschutes County

Lane County

Marion County
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KNOWLEDGE OF AND OPINIONS ON THE OREGON DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND 
WILDLIFE 

Protection Of Fish, Wildlife, And Habitat 
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Q20. In general, how satisfied or dissatisfied are 
you with the protection and management of 

fish, wildlife, and habitat in Oregon?

Deschutes County (n=87)
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Q23. The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife is 
responsible for protecting and managing fish, wildlife, 
and habitat in Oregon. Before this survey, would you 

say you knew a great deal, a moderate amount, a little, 
or nothing about the Oregon Department of Fish and 

Wildlife?
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Satisfaction With The Department Overall 
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Q24. Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are 
you with the Oregon Department of Fish and 
Wildlife as the state agency responsible for 
protecting and managing fish, wildlife, and 

habitat in Oregon?
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Q124. In your opinion, how credible is the 
Department overall as a source of information 

on fish and wildlife management, conservation, 
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Residents’ Opinions on and Values Related to the Oregon Department of Fish And Wildlife 115 

 

Opinions On Department Priorities 
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Percent

Q55-Q73. Ratings of importance that each of the 
following should be for the Department (on a 
scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is not at all important 
and 10 is extremely important):  percent who 

chose 9 or 10. Deschutes County
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Q65. Researching and monitoring fish and wildlife
populations and habitat

Q69. Informing and educating the public on fish
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Q55-Q73. Mean ratings of importance that each 
of the following should be for the Department 

(on a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is not at all 
important and 10 is extremely important).
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Knowledge Of And Opinion On Department Funding 
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Q130. What do you think should be the primary 
source of funding for the Department?
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Q133. [THE DEPARTMENT'S FUNDING SOURCES 
WERE EXPLAINED.] Knowing that 9% of the 

Department's funding comes from general state tax 
revenues, do you think the amount of funding the 

Department receives from general state tax revenues 
is too much, about the right amount, or too little?
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INFORMATION SOURCES ABOUT FISH, WILDLIFE, RECREATION, AND 
CONSERVATION 
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Q98. In general, how often do you actively seek 
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Q99. In general, how often do you actively seek 
information on each of the following topics?  

What about conservation?
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Q100. In general, how often do you actively seek 
information on each of the following topics?  

What about fish- and wildlife-related recreation, 
such as fishing, hunting, and wildlife viewing?
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(How often do you use this information source?)

Q117. Conservation organizations. (How often do you use this
information source?)

Q114. State agencies other than the Department. (How often
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Q108. Department employees. (How often do you use this
information source?)

Q115. Federal agencies. (How often do you use this
information source?)

Q113. Social media other than the Department's social media.
(How often do you use this information source?)

Q112. Department social media, such as the Department's
Facebook page or Twitter feed. (How often do you use this…

Percent

Q103-Q118. Percent who frequently use each 
source to obtain information on fish and wildlife 
management, conservation, or fish- and wildlife-

related recreation in Oregon.
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Q109. Department printed materials, such as brochures and
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information source?)
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Q114. State agencies other than the Department. (How often
do you use this information source?)

Q108. Department employees. (How often do you use this
information source?)

Q113. Social media other than the Department's social
media. (How often do you use this information source?)

Q112. Department social media, such as the Department's
Facebook page or Twitter feed. (How often do you use this…

Percent

Q103-Q118. Percent who frequently or 
sometimes use each source to obtain 

information on fish and wildlife management, 
conservation, or fish- and wildlife-related 

recreation in Oregon.
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DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 
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Q157. Respondent's gender (not asked; 
observed by interviewer).
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Mean = 46.90
Median = 45.62

Lane:
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Q144. Do you consider your place of residence 
to be a large city or urban area, a suburban 

area, a small city or town, a rural area on a farm 
or ranch, or a rural area not on a farm or ranch?
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APPENDIX B:  CROSSTABULATION BY KNOWLEDGE OF 
AGENCY NAME 

ATTITUDES TOWARD WILDLIFE AND WILDLIFE-ASSOCIATED RECREATION 
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Percent

Q37-Q51. Ratings of the importance that each of 
the following is to residents (on a scale of 0 to 

10, where 0 is not at all important and 10 is 
extremely important):  percent who chose 

9 or 10. Gave correct or essentially
correct agency name

Did not give correct agency
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each of the following is to residents (on a scale 
of 0 to 10, where 0 is not at all important and 10 

is extremely important).  
Gave correct or essentially
correct agency name

Did not give correct agency
name
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KNOWLEDGE OF AND OPINIONS ON THE OREGON DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND 
WILDLIFE 

Protection Of Fish, Wildlife, And Habitat 
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Q23. The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife is 
responsible for protecting and managing fish, wildlife, 
and habitat in Oregon. Before this survey, would you 

say you knew a great deal, a moderate amount, a little, 
or nothing about the Oregon Department of Fish and 

Wildlife?
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Satisfaction With The Department Overall 
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Q24. Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are 
you with the Oregon Department of Fish and 
Wildlife as the state agency responsible for 
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habitat in Oregon?

Gave correct or essentially
correct agency name
(n=569)
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Q29. How would you rate the availability of fish-
and wildlife-related recreation opportunities, 

such as fishing, hunting, and wildlife viewing, in 
Oregon?

Gave correct or essentially
correct agency name
(n=569)

Did not give correct agency
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Q124. In your opinion, how credible is the 
Department overall as a source of information 

on fish and wildlife management, conservation, 
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Gave correct or essentially
correct agency name
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Did not give correct agency
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Opinions On Department Priorities 
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Q55-Q73. Ratings of importance that each of the 
following should be for the Department (on a 
scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is not at all important 
and 10 is extremely important):  percent who 

chose 9 or 10.
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excellent): percent who chose 9 or 10.

Gave correct or essentially
correct agency name

Did not give correct agency
name
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Q92. Providing opportunities for fish- and wildlife-
related recreation, such as fishing, hunting, and

wildlife viewing

Q78. Protecting endangered species

Q82. Conserving and restoring fish and wildlife
habitat

Q80. Protecting and restoring native fish and
wildlife species to Oregon

Q86. Researching and monitoring fish and wildlife
populations and habitat

Q76. Managing fish and wildlife populations

Q94. Managing commercial fishing

Q88. Reviewing and monitoring public and private
projects for impact on fish, wildlife, and habitat

Q90. Informing and educating the public on fish
and wildlife issues and wildlife-related recreation

opportunities

Q84. Providing information to landowners and
public agencies on fish and wildlife management

and habitat protection

Mean

Q76-Q94. Mean ratings of the performance of 
the Department in each of the following areas 

(on a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is poor and 10 is 
excellent). Gave correct or essentially

correct agency name

Did not give correct agency
name
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Knowledge Of And Opinion On Department Funding 
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Taxes

Fishing and hunting licenses

Commercial fishing licenses

Excise taxes on hunting and
fishing equipment

General state tax revenue

Lottery sales

General federal tax revenue

State income tax check-off /
nongame donations

Fines

Other

Don't know

Percent

Q130. What do you think should be the primary 
source of funding for the Department?

Gave correct or essentially
correct agency name
(n=569)

Did not give correct agency
name (n=370)
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Too much

About the right
amount

Too little

Don't know

Percent

Gave correct or essentially
correct agency name
(n=569)

Did not give correct agency
name (n=370)

Q133. [THE DEPARTMENT'S FUNDING SOURCES 
WERE EXPLAINED.] Knowing that 9% of the 

Department's funding comes from general state tax 
revenues, do you think the amount of funding the 

Department receives from general state tax revenues 
is too much, about the right amount, or too little?
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INFORMATION SOURCES ABOUT FISH, WILDLIFE, RECREATION, AND 
CONSERVATION 
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42
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18
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Q103. Friends or family. (How often do you use this
information source?)

Q104. Newspaper. (How often do you use this
information source?)

Q105. Radio. (How often do you use this information
source?)

Q106. Television. (How often do you use this
information source?)

Q107. Magazines. (How often do you use this
information source?)

Q108. Department employees. (How often do you use
this information source?)

Q109. Department printed materials, such as
brochures and pamphlets. (How often do you use…

Q110. Department website. (How often do you use this
information source?)

Q111. Websites other than the Department website.
(How often do you use this information source?)

Q112. Department social media, such as the
Department's Facebook page or Twitter feed. (How…

Q113. Social media other than the Department's social
media. (How often do you use this information…

Q114. State agencies other than the Department.
(How often do you use this information source?)

Q115. Federal agencies. (How often do you use this
information source?)

Q116. Fishing, hunting, or organized sporting
organizations. (How often do you use this…

Q117. Conservation organizations. (How often do you
use this information source?)

Q118. Sporting goods store. (How often do you use
this information source?)

Percent

Q103-Q118. Percent who frequently use each 
source to obtain information on fish and wildlife 
management, conservation, or fish- and wildlife-

related recreation in Oregon.

Gave correct or essentially
correct agency name

Did not give correct agency
name
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Q103. Friends or family. (How often do you use this
information source?)

Q104. Newspaper. (How often do you use this
information source?)

Q105. Radio. (How often do you use this information
source?)

Q106. Television. (How often do you use this
information source?)

Q107. Magazines. (How often do you use this
information source?)

Q108. Department employees. (How often do you use
this information source?)

Q109. Department printed materials, such as
brochures and pamphlets. (How often do you use…

Q110. Department website. (How often do you use
this information source?)

Q111. Websites other than the Department website.
(How often do you use this information source?)

Q112. Department social media, such as the
Department's Facebook page or Twitter feed. (How…

Q113. Social media other than the Department's
social media. (How often do you use this…

Q114. State agencies other than the Department.
(How often do you use this information source?)

Q115. Federal agencies. (How often do you use this
information source?)

Q116. Fishing, hunting, or organized sporting
organizations. (How often do you use this…

Q117. Conservation organizations. (How often do you
use this information source?)

Q118. Sporting goods store. (How often do you use
this information source?)

Percent

Q103-Q118. Percent who frequently or 
sometimes use each source to obtain 

information on fish and wildlife management, 
conservation, or fish- and wildlife-related 

recreation in Oregon.

Gave correct or
essentially correct
agency name

Did not give correct
agency name
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DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 
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Female

Could not
determine

Percent

Q157. Respondent's gender (not asked; 
observed by interviewer).

Gave correct or essentially
correct agency name
(n=569)

Did not give correct agency
name (n=370)
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65 years old or
older

55-64 years old

45-54 years old

35-44 years old

25-34 years old

18-24 years old

Don't know

Refused

Percent

Q151. Respondent's age.

Gave correct or essentially
correct agency name
(n=569)

Did not give correct agency
name (n=370)

Correct: 
Mean = 49.57
Median = 50

Incorrect:
Mean = 44.30
Median = 42
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Large city or
urban area

Suburban area

Small city or town

Rural area on a
farm or ranch

Rural area not on
a farm or ranch

Don't know

Refused

Percent

Q144. Do you consider your place of residence 
to be a large city or urban area, a suburban 

area, a small city or town, a rural area on a farm 
or ranch, or a rural area not on a farm or ranch?

Gave correct or essentially
correct agency name
(n=569)

Did not give correct agency
name (n=370)
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APPENDIX C:  CROSSTABULATION BY GENDER 

ATTITUDES TOWARD WILDLIFE AND WILDLIFE-ASSOCIATED RECREATION 
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Q37. That healthy fish and wildlife populations
exist in Oregon

Q51. That Oregon's water resources are safe
and well protected

Q49. That natural areas exist in Oregon for
enjoying and experiencing nature

Q39. That fish and wildlife populations are being
properly managed and conserved in Oregon

Q45. That people have the opportunity to view
wildlife in Oregon

Q47. That ecologically important habitats and
lands in Oregon are being protected and

conserved

Q41. That people have the opportunity to fish in
Oregon

Q43. That people have the opportunity to hunt in
Oregon

Percent

Q37-Q51. Ratings of the importance that each of 
the following is to residents (on a scale of 0 to 

10, where 0 is not at all important and 10 is 
extremely important):  percent who chose 

9 or 10.
Male

Female
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Q37. That healthy fish and wildlife populations
exist in Oregon

Q51. That Oregon's water resources are safe
and well protected

Q49. That natural areas exist in Oregon for
enjoying and experiencing nature

Q39. That fish and wildlife populations are being
properly managed and conserved in Oregon

Q45. That people have the opportunity to view
wildlife in Oregon

Q47. That ecologically important habitats and
lands in Oregon are being protected and

conserved

Q41. That people have the opportunity to fish in
Oregon

Q43. That people have the opportunity to hunt in
Oregon

Mean

Q37-Q51. Mean ratings of the importance that 
each of the following is to residents (on a scale 
of 0 to 10, where 0 is not at all important and 10 

is extremely important).  

Male

Female
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KNOWLEDGE OF AND OPINIONS ON THE OREGON DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND 
WILDLIFE 

Protection Of Fish, Wildlife, And Habitat 
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Very satisfied

Somewhat
satisfied

Neither satisfied
nor dissatisfied

Somewhat
dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

Don't know

Percent

Q20. In general, how satisfied or dissatisfied are 
you with the protection and management of 

fish, wildlife, and habitat in Oregon?

Male (n=582)

Female (n=356)
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A great deal

A moderate
amount

A little

Nothing

Don't know

Percent

Male (n=582)

Female (n=356)

Q23. The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife is 
responsible for protecting and managing fish, wildlife, 
and habitat in Oregon. Before this survey, would you 

say you knew a great deal, a moderate amount, a little, 
or nothing about the Oregon Department of Fish and 

Wildlife?
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Satisfaction With The Department Overall 
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satisfied

Neither satisfied
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Don't know

Percent

Q24. Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are 
you with the Oregon Department of Fish and 
Wildlife as the state agency responsible for 
protecting and managing fish, wildlife, and 

habitat in Oregon?

Male (n=582)

Female (n=356)
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Excellent

Good

Fair

Poor

Don't know

Percent

Q29. How would you rate the availability of fish-
and wildlife-related recreation opportunities, 

such as fishing, hunting, and wildlife viewing, in 
Oregon?

Male (n=582)

Female (n=356)
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Very credible

Somewhat
credible

Not at all credible

No opinion

Don't know

Percent

Q124. In your opinion, how credible is the 
Department overall as a source of information 

on fish and wildlife management, conservation, 
and fish- and wildlife-related recreation?

Male (n=582)

Female (n=356)
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Opinions On Department Priorities 

 
  

73

68

64

63

62

60

58

57

56

55

65

78

74

75

64

64

54

65

62

59

0 20 40 60 80 100

Q55. Managing fish and wildlife populations

Q61. Conserving and restoring fish and wildlife habitat

Q59. Protecting and restoring native fish and wildlife species
to Oregon

Q57. Protecting endangered species

Q71. Providing opportunities for fish- and wildlife-related
recreation, such as fishing, hunting, and wildlife viewing

Q65. Researching and monitoring fish and wildlife
populations and habitat

Q73. Managing commercial fishing

Q63. Providing information to landowners and public
agencies on fish and wildlife management and habitat

protection

Q69. Informing and educating the public on fish and wildlife
issues and wildlife-related recreation opportunities

Q67. Reviewing and monitoring public and private projects
for impact on fish, wildlife, and habitat

Percent

Q55-Q73. Ratings of importance that each of the 
following should be for the Department (on a 
scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is not at all important 
and 10 is extremely important):  percent who 

chose 9 or 10.
Male

Female
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Q61. Conserving and restoring fish and wildlife habitat

Q55. Managing fish and wildlife populations

Q59. Protecting and restoring native fish and wildlife species
to Oregon

Q71. Providing opportunities for fish- and wildlife-related
recreation, such as fishing, hunting, and wildlife viewing

Q65. Researching and monitoring fish and wildlife populations
and habitat

Q57. Protecting endangered species

Q69. Informing and educating the public on fish and wildlife
issues and wildlife-related recreation opportunities

Q63. Providing information to landowners and public agencies
on fish and wildlife management and habitat protection

Q67. Reviewing and monitoring public and private projects for
impact on fish, wildlife, and habitat

Q73. Managing commercial fishing

Mean

Q55-Q73. Mean ratings of importance that each 
of the following should be for the Department 

(on a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is not at all 
important and 10 is extremely important).

Male

Female
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Q78. Protecting endangered species

Q92. Providing opportunities for fish- and wildlife-related
recreation, such as fishing, hunting, and wildlife viewing

Q80. Protecting and restoring native fish and wildlife
species to Oregon

Q82. Conserving and restoring fish and wildlife habitat

Q86. Researching and monitoring fish and wildlife
populations and habitat

Q76. Managing fish and wildlife populations

Q94. Managing commercial fishing

Q88. Reviewing and monitoring public and private
projects for impact on fish, wildlife, and habitat

Q90. Informing and educating the public on fish and
wildlife issues and wildlife-related recreation

opportunities

Q84. Providing information to landowners and public
agencies on fish and wildlife management and habitat

protection

Percent

Q76-Q94. Ratings of the performance of the 
Department in each of the following areas (on a 

scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is poor and 10 is 
excellent): percent who chose 9 or 10.

Male

Female
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Q92. Providing opportunities for fish- and wildlife-related
recreation, such as fishing, hunting, and wildlife viewing

Q78. Protecting endangered species

Q82. Conserving and restoring fish and wildlife habitat

Q80. Protecting and restoring native fish and wildlife species to
Oregon

Q86. Researching and monitoring fish and wildlife populations
and habitat

Q76. Managing fish and wildlife populations

Q94. Managing commercial fishing

Q88. Reviewing and monitoring public and private projects for
impact on fish, wildlife, and habitat

Q90. Informing and educating the public on fish and wildlife
issues and wildlife-related recreation opportunities

Q84. Providing information to landowners and public agencies
on fish and wildlife management and habitat protection

Mean

Q76-Q94. Mean ratings of the performance of 
the Department in each of the following areas 

(on a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is poor and 10 is 
excellent).

Male

Female
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Knowledge Of And Opinion On Department Funding 
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Fishing and hunting licenses

Commercial fishing licenses

Excise taxes on hunting and
fishing equipment

General state tax revenue

Lottery sales

General federal tax revenue

State income tax check-off /
nongame donations

Other

Don't know

Percent

Q130. What do you think should be the primary 
source of funding for the Department?

Male (n=582)

Female (n=356)
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Too much

About the right
amount

Too little

Don't know

Percent

Male (n=582)

Female (n=356)

Q133. [THE DEPARTMENT'S FUNDING SOURCES 
WERE EXPLAINED.] Knowing that 9% of the 

Department's funding comes from general state tax 
revenues, do you think the amount of funding the 

Department receives from general state tax revenues 
is too much, about the right amount, or too little?
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INFORMATION SOURCES ABOUT FISH, WILDLIFE, RECREATION, AND 
CONSERVATION 
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Q98. In general, how often do you actively seek 
information on each of the following topics?  
What about fish and wildlife management?

Male (n=582)

Female (n=356)
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Q99. In general, how often do you actively seek 
information on each of the following topics?  

What about conservation?

Male (n=582)

Female (n=356)
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Percent

Q100. In general, how often do you actively seek 
information on each of the following topics?  

What about fish- and wildlife-related recreation, 
such as fishing, hunting, and wildlife viewing?

Male (n=582)

Female (n=356)
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Q103. Friends or family. (How often do you use this
information source?)

Q110. Department website. (How often do you use this
information source?)

Q118. Sporting goods store. (How often do you use
this information source?)

Q109. Department printed materials, such as
brochures and pamphlets. (How often do you use…

Q107. Magazines. (How often do you use this
information source?)

Q111. Websites other than the Department website.
(How often do you use this information source?)

Q106. Television. (How often do you use this
information source?)

Q116. Fishing, hunting, or organized sporting
organizations. (How often do you use this…

Q104. Newspaper. (How often do you use this
information source?)

Q105. Radio. (How often do you use this information
source?)

Q117. Conservation organizations. (How often do you
use this information source?)

Q115. Federal agencies. (How often do you use this
information source?)

Q114. State agencies other than the Department.
(How often do you use this information source?)

Q108. Department employees. (How often do you use
this information source?)

Q113. Social media other than the Department's social
media. (How often do you use this information…

Q112. Department social media, such as the
Department's Facebook page or Twitter feed. (How…

Percent

Q103-Q118. Percent who frequently use each 
source to obtain information on fish and wildlife 
management, conservation, or fish- and wildlife-

related recreation in Oregon.

Male

Female
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Q103. Friends or family. (How often do you use this
information source?)

Q118. Sporting goods store. (How often do you use
this information source?)

Q109. Department printed materials, such as
brochures and pamphlets. (How often do you use…

Q110. Department website. (How often do you use
this information source?)

Q111. Websites other than the Department website.
(How often do you use this information source?)

Q107. Magazines. (How often do you use this
information source?)

Q106. Television. (How often do you use this
information source?)

Q116. Fishing, hunting, or organized sporting
organizations. (How often do you use this…

Q104. Newspaper. (How often do you use this
information source?)

Q105. Radio. (How often do you use this information
source?)

Q117. Conservation organizations. (How often do you
use this information source?)

Q115. Federal agencies. (How often do you use this
information source?)

Q114. State agencies other than the Department.
(How often do you use this information source?)

Q108. Department employees. (How often do you use
this information source?)

Q113. Social media other than the Department's
social media. (How often do you use this…

Q112. Department social media, such as the
Department's Facebook page or Twitter feed. (How…

Percent

Q103-Q118. Percent who frequently or 
sometimes use each source to obtain 

information on fish and wildlife management, 
conservation, or fish- and wildlife-related 

recreation in Oregon.

Male

Female
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DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 
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Refused

Percent

Q151. Respondent's age.

Male (n=582)

Female (n=356)

Male:
Mean = 46.61
Median = 46

Female:
Mean = 47.88
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Large city or
urban area

Suburban area

Small city or town

Rural area on a
farm or ranch

Rural area not on
a farm or ranch

Don't know

Refused

Percent

Q144. Do you consider your place of residence 
to be a large city or urban area, a suburban 

area, a small city or town, a rural area on a farm 
or ranch, or a rural area not on a farm or ranch?

Male (n=582)

Female (n=356)
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APPENDIX D:  CROSSTABULATION BY AGE 

ATTITUDES TOWARD WILDLIFE AND WILDLIFE-ASSOCIATED RECREATION 
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Q51. That Oregon's water resources are safe
and well protected

Q37. That healthy fish and wildlife populations
exist in Oregon

Q49. That natural areas exist in Oregon for
enjoying and experiencing nature

Q45. That people have the opportunity to view
wildlife in Oregon

Q39. That fish and wildlife populations are being
properly managed and conserved in Oregon

Q47. That ecologically important habitats and
lands in Oregon are being protected and

conserved

Q41. That people have the opportunity to fish in
Oregon

Q43. That people have the opportunity to hunt in
Oregon

Percent

Q37-Q51. Ratings of the importance that each of 
the following is to residents (on a scale of 0 to 

10, where 0 is not at all important and 10 is 
extremely important):  percent who chose 

9 or 10.
55 years old or older

35-54 years old

18-34 years old
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Q37. That healthy fish and wildlife populations
exist in Oregon

Q51. That Oregon's water resources are safe
and well protected
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DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 
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ABOUT RESPONSIVE MANAGEMENT 

Responsive Management is an internationally recognized public opinion and attitude survey research 

firm specializing in natural resource and outdoor recreation issues.  Our mission is to help natural 

resource and outdoor recreation agencies and organizations better understand and work with their 

constituents, customers, and the public.   

 

Utilizing our in-house, full-service telephone, mail, and web-based survey facilities with 50 

professional interviewers, we have conducted more than 1,000 telephone surveys, mail surveys, 

personal interviews, and focus groups, as well as numerous marketing and communication plans, 

needs assessments, and program evaluations.   

 

Clients include the federal natural resource and land management agencies, most state fish and 

wildlife agencies, state departments of natural resources, environmental protection agencies, state 

park agencies, tourism boards, most of the major conservation and sportsmen’s organizations, and 

numerous private businesses.  Responsive Management also collects attitude and opinion data for 

many of the nation’s top universities.   

 

Specializing in research on public attitudes toward natural resource and outdoor recreation issues, 

Responsive Management has completed a wide range of projects during the past 25 years, including 

dozens of studies of hunters, anglers, wildlife viewers, boaters, park visitors, historic site visitors, 

hikers, birdwatchers, campers, and rock climbers.  Responsive Management has conducted studies 

on endangered species; waterfowl and wetlands; and the reintroduction of large predators such as 

wolves, grizzly bears, and the Florida panther.   

 

Responsive Management has assisted with research on numerous natural resource ballot initiatives 

and referenda and has helped agencies and organizations find alternative funding and increase their 

membership and donations.  Additionally, Responsive Management has conducted major 

organizational and programmatic needs assessments to assist natural resource agencies and 

organizations in developing more effective programs based on a solid foundation of fact.   

 

Responsive Management has conducted research on public attitudes toward natural resources and 

outdoor recreation in almost every state in the United States, as well as in Canada, Australia, the 

United Kingdom, France, Germany, and Japan.  Responsive Management has also conducted focus 
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groups and personal interviews with residents of the African countries of Algeria, Cameroon, 

Mauritius, Namibia, South Africa, Tanzania, Zambia, and Zimbabwe.   

 

Responsive Management routinely conducts surveys in Spanish and has conducted surveys in 

Chinese, Korean, Japanese and Vietnamese and has completed numerous studies with specific target 

audiences, including Hispanics; African-Americans; Asians; women; children; senior citizens; urban, 

suburban, and rural residents; large landowners; and farmers.   

 

Responsive Management’s research has been upheld in U.S. District Courts; used in peer-reviewed 

journals; and presented at major natural resource, fish and wildlife, and outdoor recreation 

conferences across the world.  Company research has been featured in most of the nation’s major 

media, including CNN, The New York Times, The Wall Street Journal, and on the front pages of USA 

Today and The Washington Post.  Responsive Management’s research has also been highlighted in 

Newsweek magazine.   

 

Visit the Responsive Management website at: 

www.responsivemanagement.com 

 



THE                                                           

OREGON 
PLAN for 
Salmon and 
Watersheds 
 
                
 
 

              
 
Status of Winter Rearing Habitat 
In Four Coho Population Units, 2007 

 
Report Number: OPSW-ODFW-2008-7 
 
 

 
 



 
 

Status of Winter Rearing Habitat in Four Coho Population Units, 2007 
 

Oregon Plan for Salmon and Watersheds 
 

Annual Monitoring Report No. OPSW-ODFW-2008-7 
 

May 2008 
 
 

Jeremy D. Romer 
Kara J. Anlauf 
Kim K. Jones 

 
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 

Corvallis Research Lab 
28655 Hwy. 34 

Corvallis, OR 97333 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Citation:  Romer, J. D, K. J. Anlauf, and K. K. Jones.  2008.  Status of Winter Rearing 

Habitat in Four Coho Population Units, 2007. Monitoring Program Report 
Number OPSW-ODFW-2008-7, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, 
Salem, OR. 



 

 

CONTENTS 
 

Page 
 

CONTENTS.........................................................................................................................i 
FIGURES............................................................................................................................ii 
TABLES .............................................................................................................................ii 
OBJECTIVES AND ACCOMPLISHMENTS FOR WINTER 2007................................iii 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ...............................................................................................iv 
INTRODUCTION .............................................................................................................. 1 
METHODS ......................................................................................................................... 3 

Study Area and Site Selection. ....................................................................................... 3 
Population Habitat Status................................................................................................ 6 
Summer/Winter Comparison .......................................................................................... 6 
Sensitivity Analysis ........................................................................................................ 6 

RESULTS ........................................................................................................................... 7 
Population Habitat Status................................................................................................ 7 
Summer/Winter Comparison ........................................................................................ 15 
Sensitivity Analysis ...................................................................................................... 20 

DISCUSSION................................................................................................................... 20 
Summer/Winter Survey Comparison............................................................................ 21 
Benefit of seasonal surveys........................................................................................... 22 
Status of Habitat in Coho Population Units.................................................................. 23 

REFERENCES CITED..................................................................................................... 25 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 i



 

 

FIGURES 
Page 

Figure 1. Coho population units and population block boundaries within the four 
Monitoring areas: North Coast, Mid Coast, Mid-South, and Umpqua.  See 
Appendices 1a & 1b for lists of populations within each block. ......................... 4 

Figure 2. Location of completed 2007 winter habitat survey sites within the Nehalem, 
Siuslaw, Coquille, and South Umpqua coho population units............................. 5 

Figure 3.  Parr density range (low, moderate, high) for each survey completed. ............. 11 
Figure 4. Cumulative frequency distribution comparing coho salmon parr per km in four 

population units.  Vertical dashed lines represent the (<900) low value and 
(>1850) high value designations as presented by (Rodgers et al. 2005). .......... 12 

Figure 5.  Cumulative frequency distribution comparing coho salmon parr per m2 
estimated from the HLFM across population units.  Vertical dashed lines 
represent the (0.12) low value and (0.3) high value. ......................................... 13 

Figure 6. Cumulative frequency distribution comparing percentages of scour pools 
present across population units. ......................................................................... 14 

Figure 7. Cumulative frequency distribution comparing percentages of alcoves and 
beaver ponds present across population units.................................................... 15 

Figure 8. Box and whisker plots of differences in summer versus winter active channel 
height by population unit (measured in meters). n=72. ..................................... 17 

Figure 9. Seasonal comparison of secondary channel area (m2) separated into dry or 
puddled and wetted channel for each monitoring area. ..................................... 18 

Figure 10. Percent secondary channel area for each population unit by season............... 19 
Figure 11. Average percent beaver pool during each season. No beaver dams were 

observed in the South Umpqua. ......................................................................... 19 
Figure 12. Average number of beaver dams per kilometer in each population unit by 

season................................................................................................................. 20 

 
TABLES 

Page 
Table 1. Survey sites completed in selected population areas for 2007 winter 

surveys. .................................................................................................................7 
Table 2. Summary of habitat variables selected for analysis from each population 

area........................................................................................................................8 
Table 3. Rearing capacity estimates projected by the Habitat Limiting Factor 

Model (Nickelson et al. 1992, 1998).  High quality kilometers are the 
number of kilometers in a population unit that were estimated to support 
more then 1,850 parr per km...............................................................................10 

Table 4. Comparison of selected attributes measure in the summer and winter at 
72 sites. Results from the Wilcoxon signed-rank tests. Habitat variables 
placed in major habitat groupings.  Alpha level for p-values is 0.05. ................16 

 

 ii



 

OBJECTIVES AND ACCOMPLISHMENTS FOR WINTER 2007 
 

Objectives for conducting winter habitat surveys in 2007 were 1) complete 25 surveys 
approximately 1000 m in length in each of four randomly selected Oregon coastal coho 
salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch) population units (Nehalem, Siuslaw, Coquille, South 
Umpqua), 2) describe the status of winter habitat surveyed in 2007 for those population 
units, 3) estimate the potential winter capacity for juvenile coho in streams within those 
population units, 4) describe the differences observed in stream habitat between winter 
and summer with emphasis on slow water and secondary channel habitats, 5) determine 
the number of survey sites necessary to represent each population unit within the desired 
confidence recommended in the Conservation Plan, and 6) address the general 
importance of continued winter survey seasons. 
 

• Completed 87 surveys during winter 2007, and described channel morphology, 
physical structure of stream channel habitat, and instream wood. 

• Used Habitat Limiting Factors Model 7.0 to rate quality of coho habitat in four 
population units. 

• Employed Habitat Limiting Factors Model 7.0 to estimate potential habitat 
capacity for juvenile coho in four population units. 

• Discussed habitat capacity estimates relative to previously estimated values. 
• Compared winter to summer habitat variables at 72 sites. 
• Illustrated differences between seasons regarding secondary channels, dry 

channels and beaver dams. 
• Performed sensitivity analysis in order to determine how many sites need to be 

surveyed in each population area to meet goals set by Oregon Coast Coho 
Conservation Plan (Nicholas 2006). 

• Reinforced the importance of conducting winter surveys for facilitating 
assessment of habitat status and determining winter rearing capacity in coastal 
streams. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
We described the status of habitat in four Oregon coastal coho salmon 

(Oncorhynchus kisutch) population units (Nehalem, Siuslaw, Coquille, South Umpqua) 
during winter 2007, estimated the potential winter rearing capacity of streams within 
those population units, and described the differences observed in stream habitat between 
winter and summer with emphasis on slow water and secondary channel habitats. Sample 
sites were randomly selected and spatially balanced within the distribution of coho 
salmon (juvenile and adult) in Oregon coastal watersheds south of the Columbia River. 
Twenty five sites were targeted within each of the four population units. Each survey was 
approximately 1000 m in length and adhered to protocols in Moore et al (2007). The 
Habitat Limiting Factors Model (HLFM) was used to estimate habitat capacity and 
quality for rearing juvenile coho. The HLFM predicted that the Nehalem and Siuslaw 
basins could support the highest density of juvenile coho, and the South Umpqua the 
least. Seasonal changes in habitat were similar to that reported in a previous study. 
Winter surveys facilitated the assessment of habitat status and estimating capacity 
because the surveys were conducted at the time when habitat is most limiting to survival 
of juvenile coho. Winter surveys were particularly valuable in capturing secondary 
channel and slow water habitat units such as beaver ponds and alcoves.  We also 
performed a sensitivity analysis to determine the number of survey sites necessary to 
represent each population unit within the desired confidence range of 30% recommended 
in the Coho Conservation Plan.  Twenty five target sites were not adequate to describe 
the winter parr capacity within a 95% confidence interval of +30% in each population 
unit. Confidence intervals of estimates of parr per km ranged from 34 to 60% and mean 
parr per m2 ranged from 20 to 45%.   
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INTRODUCTION 
 

In a recent assessment of coastal coho salmon by the Oregon Department of Fish 
and Wildlife (2005), the authors concluded that productivity in 21 of 21 coastal coho 
populations was limited primarily (13) or secondarily (8) by the complexity of stream 
habitat used by juvenile coho during their first winter of freshwater residence. The 
Oregon Coast Coho Conservation Plan (Nicholas 2006), written in response to the 
assessment, concluded that recovery of coho populations will depend largely on 
improvement of freshwater habitat.  The Conservation Plan (Nicholas 2006) presents 
population specific goals for the amount and quality of winter habitat needed to achieve 
desired status of coho populations.  Monitoring objectives in the Plan are 1) describe the 
status of freshwater habitat in each population unit with a focus on features important to 
overwinter survival of juvenile coho, 2) estimate carrying capacity in each population 
unit with + 30% confidence, and 3) measure progress towards meeting the habitat goals 
of the Conservation Plan. This report describes the first two monitoring objectives for 
winter habitat in four population units: the Coquille, South Umpqua, Siuslaw, and 
Nehalem. 
 

Winter habitat surveys are conducted to describe the freshwater habitat conditions 
that may limit the survival of juvenile coho during the season at which the conditions are 
limiting. The Habitat Limiting Factors Model (Nickelson et al. 1992a, Nickelson et al. 
1992b, Nickelson 1998) estimates the capacity of streams to support juvenile salmon 
based on quantitative descriptions of summer and winter habitat. The model assigns value 
to the size, type and complexity of habitat units, giving highest value to slow water pools 
such as alcoves and beaver ponds, and pools with large wood.  Because winter habitat 
limits the capacity of most coastal streams to support juvenile coho (Rodgers et al. 2005), 
accurate estimates of winter habitat are essential to life cycle modeling and to meet 
objectives of the Conservation Plan.   
 

Rodgers et al. (2005) estimated potential carrying capacity of stream habitat 
within each coastal coho population unit, but statistical confidence was limited by the 
source and manipulation of the data.  Although the data set was extensive, most of the 
reaches were not randomly selected, and a regression model was used to extrapolate 
conditions from summer to winter (Rodgers et al. 2005).  Summer surveys provide 
applicable information, but at low flow conditions. Summer weather and stream flows are 
predictable and conducive to field work; study sites are more accessible, work days are 
longer and warmer, lower water levels enable walking in the channel more easily, and 
water clarity is high. However, while more difficult logistically, winter surveys provide 
estimates during high flow conditions thought to be most important to juvenile coho 
survival.  The winter surveys are conducted during “base flow” when off-channel habitats 
and secondary channels are inundated, but not over floodplain. The winter 2007 survey 
sites were selected using the Generalized Random Tessellation Stratified (GRTS) sample 
design (Stevens 2002) from a pool of sites previously surveyed during summer. This 
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provided an opportunity to describe status within coho population units and refine the 
summer to winter conversion regression model.  More sites are visited during summer 
than winter, and the sample pool will expand if we can use summer surveys to predict 
winter conditions. A thorough description of seasonal habitat variation will determine the 
appropriateness of using summer habitat data to assess habitat conditions during the 
winter.  
 

The objectives of this report are to provide the status of winter habitat surveyed in 
2007 in four Oregon coastal coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch) population units 
(Nehalem, Siuslaw, Coquille, South Umpqua), estimate the potential winter capacity of 
streams within those population units, and describe the differences observed in stream 
habitat between winter and summer with emphasis on slow water and secondary channel 
habitats.  We also performed a sensitivity analysis to determine the number of survey 
sites necessary to represent each population unit within the desired confidence 
recommended in the Conservation Plan (Nicholas 2006).   

 2



 

METHODS 

Study Area and Site Selection. 
Sample sites were randomly selected and spatially balanced within the 

distribution of coho salmon (juvenile and adult) in Oregon coastal watersheds south of 
the Columbia River. Details of the survey program are described in Anlauf et al. (2007) 
and the GRTS sample selection in Stevens (2002).  This region is stratified into four 
monitoring areas (MA), North Coast, Mid-Coast, Mid-South Coast, and Umpqua, which 
constitute the extent of the Oregon Coastal Coho Salmon Evolutionarily Significant Unit 
(ESU).  Coho population boundaries in the Oregon Coastal Coho Salmon ESU are 
subdivided into independent and dependent populations based on population dynamics, 
genetic information, geographic distribution, species life history, and morphological traits 
(Lawson et al. 2004, Wainwright et al. 2006) (Figure 1). We selected one coho 
population at random within each of the four monitoring areas to survey for the 2007 
winter survey season (January-March) (Figure 2).  
 

Twenty five sites, and an oversample, were selected within each population. Sites 
selected were a subset of sites surveyed in previous summer seasons. Each survey was 
approximately 1000 m in length and adhered to protocols in Moore et al. (2007). Winter 
surveys do not include estimates of shade, percent active erosion, percent undercut, 
boulder counts, or riparian vegetation transects.  These attributes are collected during 
summer surveys; our focus during winter surveys is on attributes that may differ as a 
result of increased flow. 

 3



 

 
Figure 1. Coho population units and population block boundaries within the four 
Monitoring areas: North Coast, Mid Coast, Mid-South, and Umpqua.  See Appendices 1a 
& 1b for lists of populations within each block. 
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Figure 2. Location of completed 2007 winter habitat survey sites within the Nehalem, 
Siuslaw, Coquille, and South Umpqua coho population units.  
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Population Habitat Status 
 

Surveys were summarized at the site (~1000 m reach) level to describe channel 
morphology, physical structure of stream channel habitat, and instream wood.  Juvenile 
coho carrying capacity for each population was estimated using the Habitat Limiting 
Factors Model (HLFM version 7) (Nickelson et al. 1992a, 1992b, and Nickelson 1998), 
updated in 2007. This model applies a density value (per m2) of juvenile coho to the 
surface area of each habitat unit.  The value is based on the capacity (number of juvenile 
coho) that a habitat type can potentially support.  The capacity is summed across all 
habitat units in the reach, and standardized to a kilometer reach. The standardized values 
are extrapolated to the kilometers of stream within coho distribution for each population 
unit to generate a total potential capacity. Parr per kilometer estimates of 1850 and above 
were considered to be high, and below 900 were considered poor. Parr per meter squared 
values greater than 0.3 were considered high, and values below 0.12 were considered 
poor.  Attribute estimates and confidence intervals were estimated using S-Plus (Version 
7.0, Insightful Corporation).  The script employed a local-neighborhood (LNB) variance 
estimator (Stevens and Olsen 2003).  The LNB variance estimator reduces the uncertainty 
(lower variance, greater precision) in the estimate by taking advantage of any spatial 
patterns in the distribution of a variable.  

Summer/Winter Comparison 
 
We selected only previously surveyed sites within population units.  Although 

some of the sites had been surveyed as early as summer 1999, for the summer/winter 
comparison we only included surveys within the previous four years.  Habitat attributes 
were analyzed using the S-Plus statistical package.  We used Wilcoxon signed-rank tests 
to compare habitat variables between paired summer and winter surveys. Wilcoxon 
signed-rank tests were used as they are robust against non-normal distributions and the 
occurrence of outliers.  

 
Secondary channel variables such as percent secondary channel area, and 

secondary channel length were examined and compared between seasons using Wilcoxon 
signed-rank tests, and illustrated with bar graphs. Bar graphs also illustrate the 
differences in the number of beaver pools and percent beaver pool area between seasons.   

Sensitivity Analysis 
 
A sensitivity analysis was performed to address appropriate sample sizes based on 

the variability in certain biological parameters. We based our sample size estimates for 
2007 on previous summer sampling.  The winter information will help to provide a target 
sample number for upcoming winter seasons by giving a statistically rigorous and 
representative estimate of population habitat capacity. Detailed explanation of methods 
found in Lichatowich and Cramer (1979).  We also used the sample size estimator in S-
Plus (Version 7.0 Insightful Corporation), as expressed in the equation below. 
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n = (tα + tß)

22S2/δ2 

 
Where  
δ = difference between means of two normal distributions 
S = Coefficient of variation 
α = Probability of making a Type I error; 0.05 
ß = Probability of making a Type II error; 0.2 
 

RESULTS 
 
Survey targets were met in three of the four populations (Table 1); we only 

completed 11 sites in the Coquille strata because of time constraints.  We were not denied 
access to any sites so the surveys in the Nehalem (25), Siuslaw (28) and South Umpqua 
(20) represented a random, spatially balanced sample across stream sizes and land 
ownerships within each population unit.  Three of the sites we selected in the South 
Umpqua were non-target, that is, they were not within coho distribution.  We surveyed 11 
of 25 sites in the Coquille, and even though the sites may not be randomly and spatially 
balanced within the population area, the streams ranged in size from 3 to 21 meters wide 
at bankfull stage and were distributed throughout the drainage.  All 84 sites were 
previously surveyed during the summer, but only 72 within the past 4 years (2003-06). 
 
Table 1. Survey sites completed in selected population areas for 2007 winter surveys. 
 
Population Area 

Surveys 
Completed 

 
Non-target 

 
Denied Access 

Nehalem 25 0 0 
Siuslaw 28 0 0 
Coquille 11 0 0 
South Umpqua 23 3 0 
Total 87 3 0 
 

Population Habitat Status 
 
Secondary channel and off-channel habitat, beaver ponds, pools, and large wood 

are important habitat features for juvenile coho during the winter. The Coquille had the 
largest proportion of pool habitat, followed by the Nehalem and Siuslaw, and the South 
Umpqua (Table 2).  However, the Nehalem and Siuslaw have the most beaver ponds and 
alcoves by percent unit area (Table 3).  No beaver ponds were observed in the 20 sites in 
the Umpqua. Percent secondary channel area (secondary channel area as a percent of 
secondary plus primary channel area) ranged from 1.5% (South Umpqua) to 3 % 
(Nehalem), although the actual area was highest in the Nehalem and Coquille.  The 
Siuslaw streams, on average, had the highest number of pieces, volume of wood and key 
pieces.  The Siuslaw also had more complex pools, those with at least 3 pieces of wood, 
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although the Nehalem and Coquille were similar on average.  The South Umpqua was the 
lowest in all categories. 
 
 
Table 2. Summary of habitat variables selected for analysis from each population area. 
n=number of survey sites in a population area.  Refer to Moore et al (2007) for 
description of protocol. 
 

Variable Population (n) Mean (SD) 
Nehalem 25 1011 134 
Siuslaw 28 991 138 
Coquille 11 916 163 

Primary Channel Length (m) 

South Umpqua 20 985 104 
Nehalem 25 7844 4234 
Siuslaw 28 5276 4056 
Coquille 11 7351 5694 

Primary Channel Area (m2) 

South Umpqua 20 4606 2654 
Nehalem 25 1.96 1.22 
Siuslaw 28 2.12 1.46 
Coquille 11 3.10 3.99 

Gradient (%) 

South Umpqua 20 3.4 2.7 
Nehalem 25 10.4 4.7 
Siuslaw 28 6.3 3.7 
Coquille 11 10.4 6.4 

Active Channel Width (m) 

South Umpqua 20 7.0 4.4 
Nehalem 25 278 319 
Siuslaw 28 98 105 
Coquille 11 210 304 

Secondary Channel Area (m2)

South Umpqua 20 130 221 
Nehalem 25 47 16 
Siuslaw 28 65 27 
Coquille 11 49 18 

Number of Units/Survey (#) 

South Umpqua 20 37 19 
Nehalem 25 42.5 28.3 
Siuslaw 28 45.7 28.3 
Coquille 11 48.9 22.5 

Pool Habitat (%) 

South Umpqua 20 26.8 21.9 
Nehalem 25 16.9 11.0 
Siuslaw 28 27.7 22.5 
Coquille 11 13.8 9.5 

Wood Volume (m3/100m) 

South Umpqua 20 11.4 18.2 
Nehalem 25 6.9 3.6 
Siuslaw 28 9.4 6.1 
Coquille 11 8.2 3.8 

Complex pools (#/km) 

South Umpqua 20 2.6 2.3 
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The winter habitat and structural complexity metrics were used in the Habitat 
Limiting Factors Model to estimate habitat capacity and quality for rearing juvenile coho. 
Habitat capacity estimates were based on 84 winter surveys across the 4 population units.  
The mean density of juvenile coho predicted by the model ranged from an average of 529 
coho per km or 0.09 per m2 in the Umpqua to 2,940 per km (Nehalem) or 0.31 per m2 in 
the Siuslaw (Table 3).  Parr density values for individual sites are presented in Figure 3. 
Total parr capacity for a population area is a function of capacity at each site and 
expanded to all streams in the population. Approximately 30% of the surveyed length in 
the Nehalem, Siuslaw and Coquille population units had high habitat capacity estimates 
(>1850 parr/Km), while 85% of the surveyed length in the South Umpqua exhibited low 
(<900 parr/km) capacity potential (Figure 4). The capacity and density values, as 
estimated in the HLFM model, are closely tied to the amount of pool habitat, with added 
weight to beaver pond and alcove habitat.  For example, Figure 6 shows that the Coquille 
had the highest amount of scour pool habitat and the Umpqua the least.  The Nehalem 
and Siuslaw basins, on the other hand, had a moderate amount of scour pool habitat, but 
the highest amount of alcoves and beaver pools (Figure 7). Beaver pond and alcove 
habitats are relatively scarce; fewer than 25% of the sites in any population area had more 
than five percent (surface area) in alcove or beaver pond habitat (Figure 7).   The net 
result is that we predicted that the Nehalem and Siuslaw could support the highest density 
of juvenile coho, and the Umpqua the least.  
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Table 3. Rearing capacity estimates projected by the Habitat Limiting Factor Model 
(Nickelson et al. 1992, 1998).  High quality kilometers are the number of kilometers in a 
population unit that were estimated to support more then 1,850 parr per km.  BP&ALPool 
is the percent of total wetted channel area in beaver pools and alcoves. 
 

Population 
Unit Variable n Mean SE 95% CI 

(+%) 

Total 
Kilometers 
Available* 

 
 

High 
Quality 

(km) 

Nehalem Parr/Km 25 2,940 901 60 1297 363 

Siuslaw Parr/Km 28 1,704 323 37 1438 403 

Coquille Parr/Km 11 1,237 216 34 1088 294 

S.Umpqua Parr/Km 20 529 110 46 1948 195 

Nehalem Parr/m2 25 0.28 0.06 42   

Siuslaw Parr/m2 28 0.31 0.05 28   

Coquille Parr/m2 11 0.19 0.04 38   

S.Umpqua Parr/m2 20 0.09 0.01 20   

Coquille %BPALPool 11 0.02 0.02 153   

Nehalem %BPALPool 25 0.11 0.04 76   

Siuslaw %BPALPool 28 0.12 0.03 49   

S.Umpqua %BPALPool 20 0.00 0.00 48   

Coquille %Scour Pool 11 0.47 0.06 25   

Nehalem %Scour Pool 25 0.32 0.03 19   

Siuslaw %Scour Pool 28 0.34 0.03 19   

S.Umpqua %Scour Pool 20 0.26 0.04 28   

*Total Kilometers available = number of estimated kilometers of potential rearing habitat within that population unit.  
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Figure 3.  Parr density range (low, moderate, high) for each survey completed.  
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Figure 4. Cumulative frequency distribution comparing coho salmon parr per km in four 
population units.  Vertical dashed lines represent the (<900) low value and (>1850) high 
value designations as presented by (Rodgers et al. 2005). 
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Figure 5.  Cumulative frequency distribution comparing coho salmon parr per m2 
estimated from the HLFM across population units.  Vertical dashed lines represent the 
(0.12) low value and (0.3) high value. 
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Figure 6. Cumulative frequency distribution comparing percentages of scour pools 
present across population units. 
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Figure 7. Cumulative frequency distribution comparing percentages of alcoves and 
beaver ponds present across population units.   
 

Summer/Winter Comparison 
Seventy two sites were resurveyed in the winter within four years of the summer 

surveys. We observed statistically significant increases in wetted width (p-value 0.03), 
primary channel area (p-value <0.001), scour pool depth (p-value <0.001), riffle depth (p-
value <0.001), density of deep pools (p-value <0.001), and residual pool depth (p-value 
<0.001) during the winter survey season (Table 4).  The relative amount of channel 
habitat in pools did not change, and although the number of pieces of wood increased 
slightly (p=0.03), the volume did not change. 
 

A statistically significant difference was also found between summer and winter 
surveys for two channel metrics, active channel height  (ACH) and flood prone height 
(FPH) (p-value 0.01) (Table 4).  The active channel height was estimated to be on 
average 0.06m higher (+ 0.04 95% CI) in the winter (Figure 8), but varied between 
population units.  A few outliers are apparent which have may have skewed the means. 
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Table 4. Comparison of selected attributes measured in the summer and winter at 72 sites. 
Results from the Wilcoxon signed-rank tests. Habitat variables placed in major habitat 
groupings.  Alpha level for p-values is 0.05.  

                                                                Summer                    Winter 
Variable                                                  (Mean±SD)                   (Mean±SD)          z-value     p-value 
 
Geomorphic  
Primary Channel Length (m) 1008.8 ± 127 993.8 ± 130 1.97 0.05 
Primary Channel Area (m2) 5258.0 ± 3756 6378.7 ± 4455 -5.06 <0.001 
Secondary Channel Length (m) 75.0 ± 83 70.0 ± 65 0.32 0.75 
Secondary Channel Area (m2) 201.3 ± 317 172.0 ± 254 0.89 0.37 
Secondary Channel Area (%) 3.7 ± 4.7 2.4 ± 2.5 2.43 0.02 
Wetted Width (m) 4.82 ± 3.2 6.14 ± 4.1 -2.1 0.03 
Number of Units (#) 56.4 ± 29 54.2 ± 24 0.42 0.68 
 
Hydrologic  
Pool Area (%) 42.6 ± 26 42.5 ± 28 0.13 0.90 
Scour Pool Area (%) 30.0 ± 21 31.2 ± 21 -0.10 0.92 
Scour Pool Depth (m) 0.60 ± 0.2 0.85 ± 0.3 -6.93 <0.001 
Riffle Depth (m) 0.10 ± 0.07 0.25 ± 0.14 -7.11 <0.001 
Density of Deep Pools (#/km) 1.8 ± 2.3 4.9 ± 5.1 -6.41 <0.001 
Residual Pool Depth (m) 0.49 ± 0.18 0.60 ± 0.22 -4.44 <0.001 
Beaver Dams (#/km) 1.45 ± 3.0 0.63 ± 2.0 3.65 <0.001 
Beaver Pool Area (%) 11.7 ± 24.8 8.6 ± 22.3 1.21 0.23 
 
Channel Metrics  
Active Channel Height ACH (m) 0.53 ± 0.25 0.59 ±0.19 -2.60 0.01 
Active Channel Width ACW (m) 8.00 ± 5.3 8.43 ± 4.9 -1.85 0.06 
Flood Prone Height FPH (m) 1.10 ± 0.50 1.18 ± 0.4 -2.47 0.01 
Flood Prone Width FPW (m) 12.16 ± 8.2 12.20 ± 7.1 -1.76 0.08 
 
Physical  
Wood Density (m3/100m) 15.7 ± 12.3 18.8 ± 17.5 -2.2 0.03
Volume Large Wood  (m3/Reach)

 

170.73 ± 138 188.0 ± 185 -1.00 0.32
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Figure 8. Box and whisker plots of differences in summer versus winter active channel 
height by population unit (measured in meters). n=72.  
 
 

The length and area of secondary channels did not change significantly from 
summer to winter (Table 4).  However, the relative proportion (expressed as percent) of 
surface area in secondary channels was higher during the summer survey season (p-value 
0.02). An overall decrease in the number of beaver dams was observed in the winter 
compared to the summer (p<0.001) although the percent by area did not change 
significantly. 
 

Variation in secondary channels and beaver ponds was observed between 
population units. Secondary channels in the South Umpqua were primarily dry during the 
summer whereas only 20-40% of the secondary channels in the other three population 
units were dry.  However, the percent of secondary channel area was lower during the 
winter in every population area. Higher numbers and relative amounts (percent) of beaver 
pools were observed in the summer survey season in the Nehalem and Coquille, while the 
Siuslaw remained similar from summer to winter.  However, in the Siuslaw some sites 
had beaver ponds built between the time of the summer and winter surveys.  No beaver 
dams were observed in any of the 20 summer or winter sites in the S. Umpqua (Figures 
11 and 12).    
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Figure 9. Seasonal comparison of secondary channel area (m2) separated into dry or 
puddled and wetted channel for each monitoring area. 
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Figure 10. Percent secondary channel area for each population unit by season. 
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Figure 11. Average percent beaver pool during each season. No beaver dams were 
observed in the South Umpqua. 
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Figure 12. Average number of beaver dams per kilometer in each population unit by 
season.  
 

Sensitivity Analysis 
 

Our target sample size for winter surveys was 25 sites.  The coefficient of 
variation (standard deviation/mean) of winter capacity (parr per km) for the four 
population units ranged from 62 to 186%, and confidence interval from 34 to 60%.  
Confidence intervals of estimates of mean parr per m2 ranged from 20 to 45%.  To 
achieve a precision of 30% on these two variables, we estimate that we will need to 
survey 30 to 150 sites per population unit assuming the variance structure remains similar 
to 2007.    
 

DISCUSSION 

 

Nickelson et al (1992) concluded that the production of coho in Oregon’s coastal 
streams is limited by the availability of specific habitats during the winter.  We know 
from previous surveys (Bock et al. 2004) that site-specific habitat characteristics change 
seasonally, and that using a regression model to predict winter carrying capacity based on 
summer surveys is not a perfect substitute (r2 ~ 80%) for winter surveys (Nickelson 1998, 
Rodgers et al 2005).  Prior to the monitoring discussed in this report, we had not 
conducted standardized surveys during the winter at randomly selected sites at the 
population scale. By monitoring habitat in the winter we hope to address more directly 
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the primary limiting factors affecting juvenile coho survival.  Furthermore, because we 
conducted surveys at these sites during previous summers, we were able to revisit the 
issue of seasonal change in habitat, and evaluate the benefit in continuing winter surveys. 

Summer/Winter Survey Comparison 
 

Similar to findings in Bock et al. (2004), attributes related to depth (scour pool, 
riffle depths, residual pool depth, and density of deep pools) changed significantly 
between summer and winter survey seasons (Table 4). Of these variables, the only one 
not expected to change was residual pool depth, a measure thought to be insensitive to 
changes in water height. The residual pool depth is a measure of the difference between 
the maximum depth and depth at the downstream tail of the pool.  This measure is 
generally considered flow independent because it reflects the amount of scour below a 
standardized water surface.  However, the increase in residual pool depth (average 10 
cm) may be explained by increased scour because the absolute water depth in pools 
increased by 25 cm while the increase in riffles was only 15 cm.  We would need to 
monitor the cross sectional depth and thalweg profile of scour pools during winter high 
flows to better understand the process. 
 

We did not see marked differences between seasons in channel and valley form or 
channel dimensions such as active channel and floodprone width and heights.  These 
habitat variables should remain relatively similar regardless of when the survey is 
repeated because the variables are not measured relative to the wetted surface. Although 
we found a statistical difference in mean values of active channel height (Table 4), the 
increase was on average 0.06 m.  The slight increase in channel height was not reflected 
in an increase in channel width.  Outliers that were observed for active channel height 
(Figure 8) are likely a result of a flood prone scour that was recorded as active channel 
height or an underestimate during summer surveys. The floodplain surfaces are more 
easily observed in the winter after the vegetation has died back and high flows have 
swept the banks. 
 

The amount of surface area in secondary channels is a variable used to describe 
complexity of channels and habitat in a stream. We describe the amount of secondary 
channel as either the absolute surface area (m2) or as a percent  of all channel surface 
area. We assumed that the field crews would not observe secondary channels as 
effectively during summer surveys due to thick brush cover and lack of flowing water. 
This assumption was not consistent with results, as the surface area of secondary channel 
observed in the summer is similar to or slightly higher than the winter observations.  
Similarly, lengths of secondary channel are slightly higher in the summer. Some of the 
length or area attributed to secondary channel in the summer may become part of the 
main channel in the winter during high flow.  However, because a significant portion of 
the secondary channels are dry in the summer (Figure 9), the crews are unable to collect 
detailed information.  Only during winter surveys are the surveyors able to record 
specific unit types and depth.  
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Although there was not a significant difference in the surface area of secondary 
channels from summer to winter (Table 4), we did find that the percent of secondary 
channel was higher in the summer.  Because the surface area and length of secondary 
channel was similar between summer and winter, the difference in percent channel 
surface area was most likely due to an increase in all channel surface area in the winter.  
Seasonal comparisons of the structure of habitat in secondary channel are difficult 
because the channels may be ephemeral or intermittent in the summer. In the Umpqua 
basin for example, up to 90% of the secondary channels were dry in the summer (Figure 
9).  The protocol used by the Aquatic Inventories Project (Moore et al. 2007) specifies 
that the active channel width be substituted for wetted width in a dry unit or dry channel, 
which will overestimate the surface area in the summer.  However, the active channel 
width is relatively close to the wetted width in the winter.  The result is that while the 
absolute surface area (summer and winter) are similar or slightly higher in summer, the 
percent of secondary channel is significantly higher in the summer.   Percent secondary 
channel should therefore not be used to compare complexity between summer and winter 
data, but could be used within a season. Measuring percent secondary channel in the 
summer and applying it to winter habitat will also result in an overestimation. 
 

Beaver pools have been shown to increase juvenile coho production potential by 
providing refuge habitat during high flow events, increasing food resources, retaining 
gravel, and storing water (Reeves et al. 1989, Leidholt-Bruner et al. 1992, Nickelson et 
al. 1992, Pollock et al. 2004).  Dams built during the summer may wash out during high 
winter flows (Maser et al. 1981, Leidholt-Bruner 1992), and even though they are often 
rebuilt the following summer as flows recede they have not provided refuge for 
overwintering fish. Beaver pools that do survive the force of the high flows provide 
important slack-water refuge for overwintering fish but need to be recorded during the 
winter season for accurate habitat capacity estimates.  We found the percentage of pool 
habitat provided by beaver dams to be highly variable between monitoring areas, and 
between seasons. Overall, our data shows a significant reduction from summer to winter 
in the number of beaver dams (Figure 12), and except in the Siuslaw where some dams 
were built between the time of summer and winter surveys, a reduction in the percent of 
beaver pools (Figure 11).  Seasonal changes in the periodicity and distribution of beaver 
activity makes it difficult to assess the status of winter habitat provided by beaver except 
with winter surveys. 

Benefit of seasonal surveys 
 

Winter surveys may be able to capture and describe freshwater habitat variables at 
the flows most crucial to the survival of over wintering juvenile salmonids. In addition, 
winter surveys might enable better detection of secondary channels and tributaries, 
produce better estimates of the amount of slack water refuge available to juvenile fish 
during high flows, and provide more accurate measurements of channel metrics. Winter 
surveys also increase the likelihood of encountering redds or adults in tributaries, which 
helps in identifying areas of suitable spawning habitat.  On the other hand, winter surveys 
are more difficult logistically because of access and environmental conditions. 
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Findings presented in this report suggest data collected in the summer is 
applicable to winter conditions although variables associated with water depth, beaver 
ponds, and secondary channels show significant differences between seasons. Changes in 
depth are predictable and follow the pattern observed by Bock et al. (2004).  The amount 
and distribution of beaver pools is less predictable and the relative importance of beaver 
pools to juvenile coho during the winter stresses the importance of conducting winter 
surveys.  The seasonal change in habitat unit composition of secondary channels is also 
difficult to assess during the summer. A cautionary note is highlighted by a study in the 
Umpqua basin. Ebersole (2006) observed that streams important for spawning and winter 
rearing habitat for coho in West Fork Smith River were dry during the summer.  Adult 
and juvenile coho entered the stream from the mainstem immediately after the first fall 
rains.  Spawner density was high as was juvenile coho growth and overwinter survival. It 
is clear that the ephemeral nature of side channels, and also some streams, requires that 
we survey during winter to assess winter habitat conditions.  

Status of Habitat in Coho Population Units 

 
Winter 2007 surveys were viewed as a “pilot” study in order to pinpoint logistical 

challenges of population focused winter sampling, assess sensitivity relative to key 
variables, and assess winter rearing habitat in four coho population units. We propose to 
conduct yearly winter surveys with a targeted sample size of at least 25 sites within 
randomly chosen population units spread across the four monitoring areas. The number 
of populations surveyed annually will vary upon the availability of funding to ensure the 
completion of at least 25 sites within selected populations. Our goal, however, is to 
survey four population units or blocks each year to complete all units (Appendices 1a and 
1b), and repeat the cycle every five years.  Survey sites chosen beyond 2007 will be 
pulled from an updated 1:24k hydrography layer, and the sites will overlap with coho 
spawning survey sites. 
 

Potential juvenile coho capacity and the number of kilometers of high quality 
habitat in each of the selected populations were estimated using HLFM 7.0. Capacity 
estimates in parr/km were considered high at values greater than 1850 and low if they 
were less than 900. Parr/m2 values were considered high if they were greater than 0.3 and 
low if they were less than 0.12. These high/low distinctions were based on survival 
curves presented in the Oregon Coast Coho Habitat Assessment 1998-2003 (Rodgers et 
al. 2005) and refined in the Conservation Plan (Nicholas 2006). The HLFM model places 
emphasis on beaver pools and alcove habitats. These features are abundant in the Siuslaw 
and rare in the Umpqua, helping to explain why the Siuslaw had the highest parr/m2 value 
with nearly 25% of the surveyed length above 0.30  parr/m2  and the South Umpqua had 
a very low mean parr/m2 of 0.08 with 0% of the surveyed length greater than 0.3 (Figure 
5).  
 

The amount of high quality habitat estimated with the 2007 winter surveys is not 
directly comparable to the values published in Rodgers et al (2005). The values presented 
in Rodgers et al (2005) were lower than the estimates presented here because 1) fewer 
stream kilometers are represented on a 1:100,000 scale than on a 1:24,000 scale stream 
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coverage, 2) the regression model used to convert the summer data to winter values 
underestimated the number of higher capacity sites, and, 3) the method used to determine 
the number of high quality miles generated a lower estimate.  However if we look at 
percentages rather than absolute values, which eliminates the stream coverage scale issue 
(1:100K vs 1:24K), the percent of stream miles that were above the benchmark of 0.30 
winter parr per m2 were similar for the South Umpqua (0-3%) and Coquille (9-13%), and 
increased slightly in the Siuslaw (22-28%) and Nehalem (14-20%) when comparing 
estimates from Rodgers et al (2005) and values from winter surveys in 2007, 
respectively.  The relative increases in parr density shown above may be in part explained 
by an increase in percent of beaver pond area from 6.5 to12% in the Siuslaw and 8 to 
11% in the Nehalem population area.  The ability to precisely determine carrying 
capacity and the kilometers of high quality habitat to measure progress toward goals in 
the Conservation Plan may hinge on conducting winter surveys rather than use summer 
data to extrapolate winter values. 
 

We were not able to achieve confidence intervals (CI) within 30% on parr per km 
and parr per m2 in all population units as recommended in the Conservation Plan.  Based 
on 25 sites per population unit, a more achievable goal is CI within 45%.  The higher 
values of parr per km had higher coefficients of variation (CV) because a few sites had 
very high values.  In the Nehalem population, the mean value was considerably higher 
than the median value. Standardizing the values (log) lowers the CV of the parr per km, 
and confidence interval. Given limited resources, sampling additional sites within a 
population unit to lower the confidence interval needs to be weighed against reducing the 
number of population units that could be surveyed. We will reassess the sensitivity of the 
winter surveys following the 2008 season.  Despite the logistical difficulties of 
conducting surveys during the winter, the information provides an accurate and useful 
assessment of winter rearing potential. 
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Appendix 1a. Coho population units categorized within monitoring areas.  Population type 
designation and total coho kilometers (based on a 1:24k coverage) within each population unit 
also indicated. See Appendix 2b for the full list of population units within blocks. 
 
 
Sampling Block Population Unit Population Type Coho 1:24k 
 Kilometers 
  
North Coast Necanicum + (Block 1) Independent & Dependent   169 
 Nehalem Independent 1253 
 Tillamook Independent   721 
 Nestucca Independent   419 
 Neskowin + (Block 2) Independent & Dependent     74 
 
Mid-Coast Salmon River, Devils Lake  Independent & Dependent   122  
 Siletz Independent   536 
 Yaquina Independent   394 
 Beaver Creek + (Block 1) Independent & Dependent   158 
 Alsea Independent   686 
 Yachats + (Block 2) Independent & Dependent   258
 Siuslaw Independent 1389 
 
Mid-South Coast Lakes Basins (Block 1) Independent  304 
 Coos Independent  737 
 Coquille Independent 1051 
 Sixes, Floras (Block 2) Independent & Dependent  287 
 
Umpqua Lower Umpqua Independent 1235 
 Middle Umpqua Independent 1320 
 North Umpqua Independent   631  
 South Umpqua Independent 1882 
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Appendix 1b. Coho population units categorized as dependent within population blocks based on 
coho kilometers and size. * Population units are small, though considered independent. 
 
Sampling Block Population Block Population Unit   
North Coast Block 1 Necanicum *  
  Ecola Creek  
  Arch Cape Creek  
  Short Sand  
  Spring Creek  
  Watseco Creek    
 Block 2 Netarts Bay  
  Sand Creek  
  Rover Creek  
  Neskowin Creek  
Mid Coast Block 1 Schoolhouse Creek  
  Fogarty Creek   
  Depoe Bay Creek 
  Rocky Creek 
  Johnson Creek (Siletz) 
  Spencer Creek 
  Wade Creek 
  Coal Creek 
  Moolack Creek 
  Big Creek (Yaquina) 
  Thiel Creek 
  Beaver Creek* 
 Block 2 Little Creek 
  Big Creek (Alsea) 
  Yachats River 
  Vingie Creek 
  Gwynn Creek 
  Cummins Creek 
  Bob Creek 
  Tenmile Creek 
  Squaw Creek 
  Rock Creek  
  Big Creek (Siuslaw) 
  China Creek 
  Blowout Creek 
  Cape Creek 
  Sutton Creek (Mercer Lake) 
  Berry Creek 
Mid-South Coast Block 1  Siltcoos River (Lake) * 
  Tahkenitch Lake * 
  Threemile Creek 
  Tenmile Creek * 
 Block 2  Johnson Creek (Coquille) 
  Twomile Creek 
  Floras Creek * 
  Sixes Creek *. 
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SUMMARY 

In this report we summarize results of eight years (2007-2014) of habitat surveys for 18 independent 

Oregon coast coho salmon populations across four monitoring strata (North Coast, Mid Coast, Mid-

South Coast, and Umpqua) in the Oregon Coast Coho Salmon Evolutionary Significant Unit (ESU). 

We also sampled dependent population blocks across three monitoring strata (North Coast, Mid 

Coast, and Mid-South Coast). Using a spatially balanced site selection process (Generalized Random 

Tessellation Stratification; GRTS) we surveyed 451 unique sites within the range of coho salmon 

spawning or rearing.  With the exception of the 2014 survey year, habitat data were collected during 

winter conditions (February – March). Habitat sampled in 2014 occurred within the summer field 

season (June – September). We used a Habitat Limiting Factors Model (HLFM) to estimate habitat 

capacity for winter coho parr and the HabRate model to assess habitat quality for each surveyed 

stream reach. HLFM estimates were expanded based on the total coho distribution in each population. 

Based on the habitat data the HLFM predicted the Floras population could support the highest density 

of juvenile coho (1568 parr/km), while the streams in the Siltcoos watershed could support the least 

(290 parr/km). At the ESU-level, there was no detectable change of high quality rearing habitat (≥ 

1850 parr/km) when compared to previous studies, but changes were observed among populations 

over the course of these survey years. We compared individual habitat metrics across populations, 

land use, geology, and between independent and dependent populations. While no significant 

differences were observed between independent and dependent populations, differences in habitat 

metrics were detected among individual populations, land use types, and geologies. In addition, we 

detected a difference in reproductive habitat quality (spawning and emergence) between both 

populations and land use types.   

This report is organized into the following summaries for describing the freshwater habitat conditions 

of coho populations within the Oregon Coast Coho ESU: 

1) Status of channel and valley attributes, stream morphology, substrate composition, and instream 

wood. 

2) Presence of attributes that suggest active habitat forming processes such as beaver activity, 

instream restoration structures, debris jams, and mass wasting. 

3) Summary of land use and geology across populations and association with instream habitat. 

4) Describe winter habitat capacity and habitat quality for rearing juvenile coho salmon using a life 

stage model platform, Habitat Limiting Factors Model (HLFM) version 7.0 (version 5.0 in Nickelson 

et al. 1992a). 

5) Describe overall habitat quality for coho salmon using HabRate (Burke et al. 2010). 
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INTRODUCTION 

The Oregon Coast Coho Conservation Plan for the State of Oregon (Oregon Department of Fish and 

Wildlife 2007) indicated that a lack of stream complexity was a major factor limiting freshwater 

productivity for all coho populations within the Oregon Coast Coho ESU. Stream complexity is often 

indicative of higher quality habitat or essential winter rearing and refuge habitat for juvenile coho 

salmon, particularly during high flow conditions (Nickelson and Lawson 1998, ODFW 2005, 

Ebersole et al. 2006). An analysis in the conservation plan indicated that high quality winter habitat in 

Oregon coastal subbasins is capable of producing ≥ 1850 parr/km. This potential habitat capacity 

represents a large freshwater survival buffer that may help coho persist though extended periods of 

poor ocean survival. 

In 2007, ODFW initiated a pilot study to assess the feasibility of sampling winter habitat at the coho 

population scale. Four Coast Coho ESU populations were selected (Nehalem, Siuslaw, Coquille, and 

South Umpqua) to identify logistical challenges associated with surveying during winter conditions, 

describe observed differences between winter and summer data, and estimate potential winter rearing 

capacity (Romer et al. 2008). The Nehalem, Siuslaw, and South Umpqua were all sampled to a spatial 

extent that adequately covered the known distribution of coho salmon spawning and rearing habitat, 

while the Coquille fell short of the targeted spatial sampling effort. Findings from the Romer et al. 

study suggested that data collected during summer conditions were applicable to winter conditions 

and could be used for capacity estimation within the Habitat Limiting Factors Model (Nickelson 

1998). These data also suggested that surveys conducted during the winter were better at detecting 

secondary channels and slack water refuge habitat, which are critical to juvenile coho overwinter 

survival (Reeves et al. 1989, Nickelson et al. 1992b, and Beechie et al. 1994). The authors concluded 

these benefits outweighed the difficulty of conducting surveys during the winter. During subsequent 

field seasons (2008-2014) we sampled sites surveyed the previous fall by the Oregon Adult Salmonid 

Inventory & Sampling (OASIS) program along with a proportion of sites exclusively within the range 

of juvenile coho rearing. In addition, in 2013 we revisited the Coquille population to adequately 

sample habitat within the distribution of coho salmon spawning and rearing. 

This report discusses the findings from stream habitat surveys conducted between February and April 

from 2007 to 2013, and between June and September in 2014. Surveys represented all wadeable 

streams within each population in the Oregon Coast Coho ESU. We (1) describe status of winter 

habitat in each population, (2) quantify and summarize the habitat capacity for juvenile coho salmon 

in each population, (3) compare stream conditions and habitat capacities between Independent and 

Dependent Coast Coho ESU populations, land use, and geology. 

METHODS 

Study Area and Site Selection 

We used a generalized random tessellation stratified (GRTS) design to randomly select spatially 

balanced points within each of the Oregon Coast Coho ESU populations (Stevens 2002). Further 

details of the sample frame design and site selection are described in Anlauf-Dunn et al. (2012). This 

region is divided into four monitoring strata (North Coast, Mid Coast, Mid-South Coast, and 

Umpqua). Each stratum is composed of coho salmon population areas based on population dynamics, 

genetic information, geographic distribution, species life history, and morphological traits (Lawson et 

al. 2004, Wainwright et al. 2006). In addition, each population is designated as either independent or 

dependent. Dependent populations are those in small catchment areas and may require a periodic 

influx of adult coho salmon from adjacent independent basins to maintain long-term population 
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persistence (Lawson et al. 2004). We sampled individual independent populations across the Oregon 

Coast Coho ESU and dependent population blocks within monitoring strata. 

The underlying lithology of the Oregon Coast ESU is primarily marine sandstones, basaltic volcanic 

rock, and intrusive igneous rock (Spies et al. 2002). The regional climate is heavily influenced by 

marine processes and winter temperatures generally fluctuate between 5o and 15o C (Spies et al. 

2002). Precipitation, primarily rain, generally ranges from 100 cm (inland areas) to 200 cm (coastal 

areas) per year. Land ownership in the Oregon Coast ESU is a mix of private and federal lands, and 

urban, agricultural, and forest land uses.  

Stream Habitat Surveys 

Sites surveyed by the Aquatic Inventories Project were approximately 1 kilometer in length and data 

collection adhered to protocols developed by Moore et al. (2007). Attributes collected and 

summarized at the reach level described physical habitat, channel morphology, substrate composition 

and instream wood (Table 1). These data were used to describe the status, capacity, and quality of 

habitat within coho populations from 2007 – 2014. During all years except 2014, habitat data were 

collected during winter conditions (February – March). Habitat sampled in 2014 occurred within the 

summer field season (June – September). To estimate winter habitat conditions at sites surveyed in 

the summer, a regression model was used to extrapolate conditions from summer to winter (Rogers et 

al. 2005). 

Survey Statistics  

Surveys were selected and summarized for each population; non-surveyed sites were inspected for 

reason dropped. We also summarized the proportion of surveys with beaver activity (chewed sticks, 

trails, dens, etc.) and beaver dams, debris jams, mass wasting, and habitat restoration structures 

(artificial wood and boulder structures) in each population. We described the distribution of surveys 

across land ownership and principle land use within populations using a United States Geological 

Survey (USGS) land use coverage layer in a Geographic Information System (GIS). Land use 

categories were: agriculture, federal forest, private forest, state forest, urban, and other (mix of parks, 

military, and Native American holdings). Lithology was assessed within and compared across 

populations using a USGS GIS geology layer (Walker et al. 2003) to identify the following petrology 

types: intrusive, metamorphic, sedimentary, and volcanic. A 1,000 meter buffer was created around 

individual sites to identify both dominant land use and rock type. 

Habitat Condition  

To provide comparative context for evaluating percent substrate, pool habitat, secondary channels, 

and large wood metrics within the range of coho salmon spawning and rearing habitat we used  

reference values derived from a multi-agency effort to standardize setting reference conditions (Miller 

et al. 2016). Reference sites were selected to represent areas of least human disturbance or the most 

natural state. Once those sites were chosen, we extracted the 25th and 75th percentile values of a given 

habitat metric to compare with current data. It should be noted, reference sites described in Miller et 

al. 2016 only fell within our categories of sedimentary or volcanic rock so we did not compare 

reference thresholds with habitat data associated with rock type.  

Metric data were summarized for each site as a percent composition or scaled to a standardized 

stream length. Sites within a population unit were weighted equally and combined to provide a 

population scale profile of instream physical habitat. Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) procedures 

were used to test differences among instream habitat attributes across individual populations, land use 
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types and lithology. In instances where significant differences were observed, Kruskal-Wallis rank 

sum and chi-squared tests were performed to assess differences between independent variables. All 

statistical analyses were performed with R software (R Development Core Team 2006). 

Habitat Capacity and Quality  

Habitat Capacity: We used the Habitat Limiting Factors Model (HLFM) to estimate rearing capacity 

by assigning a density (juvenile coho salmon/m2) value based on the size, type and complexity of 

habitat units. The HLFM model assigns the highest value to beaver ponds, alcoves, and pools with 

large wood (Nickelson 1998). Capacity to support juvenile coho salmon during winter conditions was 

considered high if the HLFM value exceeded 1,850 parr/kilometer, and low if capacity estimates were 

below 900 parr/kilometer (Anlauf-Dunn et al. 2012). A detailed overview of how the HLFM is used 

to describe habitat capacity at the reach scale is in Anlauf and Jones (2007) and Anlauf-Dunn et al. 

(2012). ANOVA was used to test the null hypothesis of no difference in juvenile coho parr/kilometer 

across populations, land use, and geology. Where a significant difference was observed, Kruskal-

Wallis rank sum and chi-squared tests were performed to assess where these differences occurred.  

Habitat Quality (HLFM): The HLFM was used to estimate the amount of high quality (HQ) habitat 

available in both stream kilometers and as a percentage of the known distribution of coho salmon 

spawning and rearing habitat. These estimates were based on the number of sites within each 

population that exceeded a capacity of 1,850 juvenile coho parr/km. We calculated a site weight 

based on the number of sites surveyed within the distribution of coho salmon. We then multiplied the 

site weight by the number of sites exceeding 1,850 juvenile coho parr/km to estimate the kilometers 

of high quality habitat in each population. The error estimate was derived from the upper and lower 

95% confidence interval based on the nearest estimate to 1,850 parr/km on the cumulative distribution 

function. A more comprehensive overview of the calculation of high quality habitat at the population 

scale can be found in Anlauf-Dunn et al. (2012).  

In addition, we used simple linear regression to assess whether methods used to describe high quality 

habitat estimates in populations sampled from 2007-2014 were similar to those described in the 

Oregon Coast Coho Habitat Assessment (Rodgers et al. 2005). We used a non-parametric t-test to 

assess whether methods were similar when describing high quality habitat estimates across population 

means at the Coast ESU scale. 

Habitat Quality (HabRate): A second model was used to evaluate spawning and emergence habitat 

quality, and summer and winter rearing habitat quality (HabRate: Burke et al. 2010). HabRate was 

designed to evaluate juvenile coho salmon habitat quality based on critical habitat values defined in 

the literature. The model output creates habitat rankings of high (3), medium (2), and low (1) for each 

habitat variable and for each life stage of coho salmon (Anlauf and Jones 2007 and Anlauf-Dunn and 

Jones 2012). We used a Kruskal-Wallis rank sum test to assess differences among HabRate life 

history ratings across populations and land use types. Results of the model ratings were based on data 

collected to evaluate general habitat condition therefore the spawning and emergence ratings were 

mostly influenced by observed percentages of gravel as well as the amount of pool habitat. 

Overwinter habitat ratings can be attributed to available pool habitat, large wood, and channel 

complexity (i.e. percent secondary channels). 
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RESULTS  

Survey Statistics  

From 2007 – 2014 we sampled 451 unique sites across 18 of 21 independent populations. We were 

unable to sample three independent coho populations due to time and budget constraints; Necanicum 

River in the North Coast, Beaver Creek in the Mid Coast, and the North Umpqua River in the 

Umpqua.  We also sampled dependent population blocks within three strata; North Coast, Mid Coast, 

and Mid-South Coast (Figure 1). This study was designed to target population scale sampling within 

wadeable streams and due to this strategy, populations were all sampled with adequate coverage 

across the range of coho salmon spawning and rearing habitat. We did not intentionally stratify by 

land use or geology and we did not sample non-wadeable habitat. Across all populations we surveyed 

4.3% of the stream km of total coho rearing and spawning km in the ESU. Within populations, 

sampling ranged from a low of 1.54% in the South Umpqua in 2007 to a high of 32.41% of the 

accessible stream km in the Sixes River in 2014. The total number of not surveyed sites across 

populations was 133 and the primary reason for sites not surveyed was private landowner denial to 

access (Table 2).  

The vast majority of surveyed sites occurred largely within sedimentary rock which is the dominant 

petrology type in the coast range (Table 3). Volcanic rock made up a significant proportion in most 

populations and about half of the basins also had varying proportions of intrusive rock. Metamorphic 

rock was not present in the Oregon Coast Coho ESU. Most sites were in federal forest or industrial 

timber lands (Figure 2, Table 4), but several populations were found to be almost entirely within other 

land use types; the Tillamook Bay population was largely within the Tillamook State Forest and 

Tenmile Lakes were almost entirely within the Elliott State Forest, while the Middle Umpqua River 

was largely found to be within agricultural land use.  

While beaver activity was observed in all populations, there were no beaver dams observed in the 

Sixes River or Tahkenitch Lake populations. Overall, the proportion of beaver activity observed 

within populations was significantly greater than constructed dams (Table 5). This is likely attributed 

to most Oregon Coast Range beaver dams being small, ephemeral, and generally unable to withstand 

peak winter flow events (Leidholt-Bruner et al. 1992). Large wood stream restoration structures 

(artificially placed wood) were observed most prominently in the Tillamook Bay and Tahkenitch 

populations, while the highest proportion of sites with boulder restoration structures (clusters, weirs, 

wing dams, etc.) occurred in the Lower Umpqua. Debris jams were found in all populations and 

occurrence across sites ranged from a low of 4% in the Sixes to a high of 82% in Coos Bay. Evidence 

of mass wasting (avalanches, earthflows, and landslides) was not observed in the Coos Bay or Mid-

South Coast Dependent populations. The highest proportion of sites with evidence of these events 

occurred in the Salmon River and Middle Umpqua.  

Habitat Condition  

Data were evaluated across populations, land use, and petrology type. Differences were observed 

among all instream habitat attributes across populations (Table 6), therefore we rejected our null 

hypothesis that instream habitat attributes would not differ significantly across individual populations. 

Across land use and petrology types, differences were observed across several habitat attributes and 

all wood attributes (Tables 7 and 8). When habitat data were compared to the reference thresholds 

(25th and 75th percentiles), median values summarized in several populations fell below the lower 

thresholds for a number of habitat attributes. In both populations and land use types several of the 

independent variables fell below the 25th percentiles in all attributes associated with instream wood 

(Figures 3 and 4). The following populations fell below the 25th percentile in wood volume: Coquille, 
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Floras, Middle Umpqua, Mid-South Dependent, North Coast Dependent, Siltcoos, Sixes, South 

Umpqua, Tahkenitch, Tenmile Lakes, and Yaquina. It should also be noted the following populations 

exceeded the 75th percentile in percent bedrock: Alsea, Coos, Coquille, Lower Umpqua, Middle 

Umpqua, South Umpqua, and Yaquina. Agriculture, private forest, and urban land uses all fell below 

the 25th percentiles in all attributes associated with instream wood. 

Habitat Capacity and Quality  

The ANOVA results indicated a significant difference in juvenile coho salmon capacities among 

populations (alpha level of 0.05), but not among land use, geology types, or between independent and 

dependent populations (Table 9). While the majority of population median estimates fell below low 

quality habitat thresholds (< 900 parr/km), several of the populations (Mid-South Dependent, North 

Coast Dependent, Salmon, Siltcoos, South Umpqua, Tenmile Lakes, and Tillamook Bay) had upper 

quartile bounds that fell entirely below that threshold (Figure 5). No significant differences were 

observed among land use types, geology or among independent and dependent populations. All land 

use and geology types median values fell below the low quality habitat threshold.  

We calculated summary statistics within populations for winter habitat capacity estimates of juvenile 

coho salmon and found a high of 1,567.68 parr/km in Floras Creek and a low of 289.50 parr/km in the 

streams that flow into Siltcoos Lake (Table 10). We also found Floras Creek to have the highest 

percentage of high quality habitat within the coho salmon frame (43.64%) while several populations 

(Mid-South Coast Dependent, Siltcoos Lake, and Tahkenitch Lake) were found to have no high 

quality habitat (Table 11). All of the lake population’s mean winter coho parr/km were below the low 

quality habitat threshold and only Tenmile Lakes contained any high quality habitat (11.15%). 

Results of the Kruskal-Wallis chi-squared test assessing differences among HabRate ratings found 

significant differences in spawning and emergence habitat among populations and among land use 

types (Table 12). A multiple comparison test did not detect any differences in spawning and 

emergence habitat between populations, but differences were detected between land uses; agriculture 

and state forest, federal forest and private forest, and private forest and state forest. In addition, 

overwinter habitat was found to be significantly different between populations. The multiple 

comparison test did not detect any differences in overwinter habitat between populations. No 

significant difference was observed among geology types or between independent and dependent 

populations.  

We evaluated site selection methods used to describe measurable criteria and desired status across 

populations defined in the 2005 Oregon Coast Coho Assessment viability analysis (ODFW 2007). 

When we compared results of high quality habitat across surveyed populations from 2007-2014 with 

those described in the 2007 Conservation Plan and Rodgers et al. (2005), our results suggest high 

quality habitat differed within particular populations (p-value = 0.02) (Table 13). But, across the 

entire Coast ESU, results indicate high quality habitat did not change significantly across population 

means (p-value = 0.13). High quality habitat was estimated to be higher by approximately 125 km 

across all populations sampled from 2007-2014. 

Across all populations the current high quality habitat was found to be 31% of the desired high 

quality kilometers outlined in the Conservation Plan (ODFW 2007) and only three populations 

exceeded 50% of desired (Floras, Nestucca, and Siletz) (Table 14). When extrapolated to the ESU, 

the kilometers of high quality stream habitat would need to increase by over 3,600 for the ESU, with 

the lowest increase needed in the Floras population at 13 km. The Siuslaw, South Umpqua and 

Middle Umpqua would all require increases near or greater than 500 km.  
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DISCUSSION 

While many of the observed differences among habitat attributes across individual populations, such 

as percent substrate (i.e. % Fine sediments), were not surprising, some surprises did emerge. The 

dearth of high quality rearing habitat in the streams that flow into Tenmile, Siltcoos, and Tahkenitch 

Lakes was particularly unexpected as these consistently produce the highest spawning density of adult 

coho within the Oregon Coast ESU (ODFW 2015). While over-winter abundance and survival in 

slack water habitat (i.e. beaver ponds and alcoves) has been examined (Nickelson et al. 1992a and 

1992b) and speculation the lakes themselves offer increased rearing capacity has been suggested 

(Nickelson 1998 and Rodgers et al. 2005), little is known regarding specific habitat interactions and 

utilization within these particular populations. Exploring habitat utilization and interaction within the 

lake populations will require integrating empirical fish data, both juvenile and adult, with the existing 

habitat data where the three datasets directly overlap. These data along with sampling fish within the 

lakes themselves may offer clues as to whether life history strategies or habitat availability has the 

greater effect on coho abundance. 

The lack of beaver dams in relation to beaver activity in the Tahkenitch Lake population was viewed 

as a surprise, as was the lack of artificial wood structures in the Nehalem population. These data, 

collected largely as ancillary notes and comments, were viewed as a general description of presence 

or absence within individual sites. In populations where presence of particular activities was not 

observed, i.e. beaver dams, mass wasting, or restoration, activities should be viewed more as a ‘not 

detected’ rather than complete absence. It should also be noted these data are not a required field 

entry. The higher number of recorded activities is likely biased towards newer or larger 

concentrations as these are more readily observed by field crews.  

Sites within populations surveyed from 2008-2014 directly overlapped with sites surveyed for adult 

coho spawning the previous fall. The differences observed in HabRate spawning and juvenile 

emergence across populations and land use types may warrant further investigation utilizing methods 

described in Anlauf-Dunn et al. (2014). These methods may allow for investigation of both spawning 

habitat quality and proximity to juvenile rearing habitat as well as exploring correlations between 

juvenile habitat condition and presence or abundance of adult spawners. Within dependent 

populations both the amount of high quality habitat in relation to catchment area and similarity of 

habitat compared to independent populations was unexpected. Associations between abundance of 

adult spawners and juvenile rearing habitat may be difficult to define within dependent populations 

considering the potential need for a periodic influx of adult coho salmon from adjacent independent 

basins. Determining whether abundance is a result of habitat condition, genetic variation, or ocean 

productivity within these small catchment areas may only be possible by utilizing ODFW Life Cycle 

Monitoring data (Suring et al. 2015).  

Evaluating habitat data to assess differences in spawning habitats across populations may be difficult 

as our habitat methods are tailored to evaluate general stream habitat condition. While tools exist to 

evaluate individual habitat attributes for condition and capacity at the juvenile stages, our modeled 

efforts of adult spawning habitat are limited to qualitative measures due to a lack of life stage specific 

data collected. Future sampling and analyses investigating the quantity of adult spawning habitat 

should include measures of flow, substrate depth profile, and exact size of substrate within particular 

habitats (Montgomery et al. 1999 and Beechie et al. 2008).  

The Oregon Coast Coho Conservation Plan identified goals for HQ habitat intended to help 

populations persist during periods of poor marine survival (Lawson 1993, Nickelson and Lawson 

1998, and ODFW 2007). These goals align to the hypothesis proposed by Nickelson and Lawson 

(1998) that a threshold proportion of habitat must remain of sufficient quality for a population to 
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maintain acceptable probabilities of persistence. Our results indicate low levels of high quality habitat 

at the population and ESU scale when compared to desired goals outlined in the Conservation Plan. 

The comparison of site selection methods from those in this report and Rodgers et al. (2005) suggests 

sampling at the ESU scale is comparable, but stratified sampling within populations is the most 

appropriate method to describe HQ habitat for each individual population. We suggest results of this 

report be used when comparing current HQ habitat with desired status goals identified in the 

Conservation Plan. Population scale habitat surveys from this report may also indicate slightly more 

HQ habitat across the entire Oregon Coast Coho ESU than previously estimated by Rodgers et al. 

2005. This suggests that although habitat improvement has not increased to the extent desired for 

coho recovery, ongoing management actions (i.e. stream restoration and regulatory efforts) may have 

contributed to more, high quality freshwater rearing habitat for coho salmon within the Oregon Coast 

Coho ESU, potentially improving their future persistence. 

Results from report should be viewed as a tool to help prioritized habitat enhancement actions for 

coast coho populations. Stream reaches and sections with higher proportions of agriculture, private 

forest, or urban land use types, should be evaluated for restorative feasibility given these are areas 

with median values for large wood attributes (i.e. number of pieces, volume, and key pieces) that fell 

below the 25th percentile when compared to reference streams. These attributes have often been 

described as a critical component of fluvial process and juvenile salmonid refuge habitat (Fausch and 

Northcote 1992, Ralph et al. 1994, Gurnell et al. 2002, and Johnson et al. 2005). Some of these 

populations (Middle Umpqua and Yaquina) also had the lowest percentage of high quality habitat 

when compared to desired status described in the Conservation Plan. Providing a roadmap for 

restoration practitioners to focus effort where quality of winter rearing habitat for coho salmon can be 

increased to the extent that desired status is satisfied may be the only way to achieve species 

recovery.    
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Table 1.  Habitat attributes used in report analyses, categorized by general stream template grouping.  

 

 

Habitat Category Habitat Attribute 

 

 

Channel and Valley Form  Valley width Index 

 Active channel height (m) 

 Active channel width (m) * 

 Channel gradient (%) * 

 Width: Depth Ratio  

 

Stream Morphology Primary channel length 

 Primary channel area 

 Secondary channel length 

 Secondary channel area (%) * 

 Pool habitat (%) * 

 Slackwater pool habitat (%) * 

 Residual pool depth (m) *  

 Riffle depth (m) 

 Units per 100 m 

 Number of pools 

 

Substrate Composition                                                    % Fines (weighted by habitat unit area) * 

 Sand and organics in riffle habitat units (%) 

 % Gravel (weighted by habitat unit area) * 

 Gravel in riffle habitat units (%) 

 % Bedrock (weighted by habitat unit area) * 

 

Instream Wood Number of wood pieces * 

 Wood volume (m3) * 

 Number of large wood key pieces * 

 

 

* Habitat attributes with ANOVA results.  
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Table 2. Proportion of sites surveyed 2007-2014 in each population relative to total number of sites drawn in random pull and primary reason for 

sites not surveyed.   

    

Population                                  Year                        Proportion Surveyed (%)               Primary Reason for Not Surveying                                   

               

Nehalem  2007      73.33           Lack of Time      

Siuslaw  2007      72.72           High Flows / Non Responsive Landowner              

South Umpqua                            2007      84.62           High Flows / Lack of Time           

Alsea  2008      86.67           Non Wadeable              

Nestucca  2008      70.97           Non Wadeable             

Tillamook Bay                           2009      79.31           Access Denied by Landowner                   

Yaquina  2009      86.20           Access Denied by Landowner               

Salmon   2010        84.00            Access Denied / Non Responsive Landowner           

Siletz  2010                         74.19                        Non Responsive Landowner              

Coos Bay  2011                                64.70                        Lack of Time                 

Lower Umpqua                           2011      75.75           Lack of Time                 

Middle Umpqua 2012      72.22           Lack of Time                

Coquille   2013      57.44           Access Denied by Landowner / Lack of Time                                    

Mid Coast Dependent 2013      83.78           Lack of Time / Inaccessible / Active Logging             

*Floras   2014      72.72           Access Denied by Landowner               

*Mid-South Dependent 2014      71.42           Access Denied by Landowner            

*North Coast Dependent 2014      80.76           Access Denied / Non Responsive Landowner             

*Siltcoos  2014      91.66           Lack of Time              

*Sixes  2014      100           N/A                 

*Tahkenitch  2014      71.42           Access Denied by Landowner              

*Tenmile  2014      80.33           Access Denied by Landowner              

                                      Total Sites Pulled                    Total Sites Surveyed                    Total Sites Not Surveyed   

                         584                         451                          133                    

 

*Indicates surveys conducted during summer field season. 
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Table 3. Lithology within populations based on individual sampled sites. Data depicts total number of 

sites surveyed and percent of petrology type encountered within a 1000 meter buffer around the GRTS 

point.  

 

 

Population               Number of               % Intrusive               % Sedimentary               % Volcanic 

                         Sites  

   

 

Nehalem                         22                   11.68                 56.63                31.69  

Siuslaw                           24                   10.73                 89.27      0  

South Umpqua               22                   15.96                 51.57                            30.96 

Alsea                           26                      0       100                   0  

Nestucca                         22                   17.20     43.86                38.94 

Tillamook Bay              23         2.55     39.22                58.23 

Yaquina                          25          0                  84.60                15.40 

Salmon                           21                     0.56     65.70                33.74 

Siletz                           23                   17.47     82.43                33.74 

Coos Bay                        22          0      94.27                  5.73 

Lower Umpqua              25          0      89.08                10.92 

Middle Umpqua  26          0      86.81                            13.19    

Coquille              27                      0       100                   0 

MC Dependent              31          0       82.28                17.72 

Floras               16                     5.97     88.21                  5.83 

MS Dependent              5                      0       100                   0 

NC Dependent              21                   21.69     38.52                39.78 

Siltcoos                           22                      0       100                   0 

Sixes                           23                     8.30     85.06                  6.64 

Tahkenitch              5                      0                   100                   0 

Tenmile                          20                      0       100                   0   
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Table 4. Percent land use within populations based on individual sampled sites. Data depicts total number of sites surveyed and percent of land use 

type encountered within a 1000 meter buffer around the GRTS point. 

 

 

Population  Number of          % Agriculture          % Federal          % Private          % State          % Urban          % *Other  

         Sites                                                Forest    Forest             Forest 

 

                

Nehalem  22                         0.01                          0                     54.95               45.04                   0                       0                                  

Siuslaw  24                       21.46                    75.74                 2.77                 0.03                0.003                0.003 

South Umpqua  22                         6.13                    92.17                     1.42                    0                  0.28                     0                                      

Alsea  26                         6.36                    86.94                 7.71                  0                      0                      0                             

Nestucca  22                       15.76                     77.07                     7.09                 0.06         0.02                  0.01 

Tillamook Bay  23                         1.36                       2.64                     2.38               93.55                 0.007                0.06 

Yaquina  25                       25.52                       2.35                   71.93                 0.20         0.004                0.002 

Salmon   21                       14.95                     11.58               54.84                 3.70               14.94                  0.001    

Siletz  23                         0.63                       1.88                  97.25                 0.22                    0                    0.02                             

Coos Bay  22                         0.03                       6.78               76.89               16.30                 0.002                0.16   

Lower Umpqua   25                       19.98                     58.72               21.29                  0                    0                       0      

Middle Umpqua  26                       80.17                       7.03               12.80                    0                   0.001                   0 

Coquille                                 27                  0.09                       8.77   91.10      0            0.008            0.04  

Mid Coast Dependent            31                  0.03                     87.94               11.87               0.15            0.01                   0.001 

Floras          16                  5.89                          0   93.94      0            0.17  0  

Mid-South Dependent            5                  0.31                          0               99.49      0            0.20  0  

North Coast Dependent         21                   0.06                     23.62               65.71   0.75            9.86              0     

Siltcoos          22                  0.05                     95.06                 4.88                  0            0.002           0.01 

Sixes          23                  0.02                     10.27   89.71      0                      0           0.001  

Tahkenitch           5                  0.04                     78.28   21.67      0                      0                   0.002  

Tenmile          20                  0.02                       0.05     1.27              98.07            0.08           0.51   

 

 

* Includes, state park, tribal, and military lands. 
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Table 5. Summary of presence of comment codes at each site within individual populations. Values based on the ratio of the number of sites 

presence of observation was identified within individual populations and the total number of sites surveyed. 

 

            Artificial               Artificial 

Population                  Beaver       Beaver          Debris            Mass                     Wood        Boulder 

                                       Dams                  Activity                Jams               Wasting                Structures              Structures 

 

Nehalem                     0.20                       0.56                    0.28                  0.08                          0                              0 

Siuslaw                     0.18                       0.43                    0.25                  0.18                       0.21                        0.07  

South Umpqua         0.04                       0.30                    0.22                  0.26                       0.13              0   

Alsea                     0.14                       0.43                    0.43                  0.11                   0.25                        0.04  

Nestucca     0.13                       0.35                    0.57                  0.43                       0.13                        0.04 

Tillamook Bay     0.13                       0.21                    0.13                  0.29                   0.58               0 

Yaquina     0.24                       0.56                    0.16                  0.04                   0.12                        0.04  

Salmon      0.10                       0.33                    0.67                  0.67                   0.05               0 

Siletz     0.22       0.39                    0.13                  0.39                   0.35               0   

Coos Bay      0.18                       0.50                    0.82                     0                   0.27                        0.18 

Lower Umpqua      0.04                       0.68                    0.68                  0.40                   0.40                        0.20   

Middle Umpqua     0.23                       0.69                    0.81                   0.65                       0.38                        0.15 

Coquille     0.15                       0.44                    0.67                  0.59                     0.15                        0.04 

Mid Coast Dependent    0.03                       0.65                    0.77                  0.26                     0.32                        0.03 

*Floras    0.25                       0.69                    0.19                  0.25                     0.44                         0.13 

*Mid-South Dependent    0.40                       0.80                    0.40                 0                     0.20               0 

*North Coast Dependent      0.33                       0.67                    0.62                  0.38                     0.10                         0.05 

*Siltcoos    0.14                       0.23                    0.73                  0.27                     0.09                        0.05 

*Sixes       0                         0.22                    0.04                  0.35                     0.13                        0.13  

*Tahkenitch       0                         0.60                    0.60                  0.20                     0.60                        0.20 

*Tenmile                     0.20                       0.45                    0.80                  0.40                       0.10               0  

 

*Indicates surveys conducted during summer field season. 
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Table 6. Results of ANOVA assessing differences among instream habitat attributes across individual 

populations. Dependent variable = Habitat attribute; Independent variable = Population. Alpha = 0.05 

        

 

Habitat                                       Residual          DF   MSE  F value P-value  

Attribute                                    DF 

 

 

% Fine sediments 430                 20                 2019.2                4.037             < 0.001 

% Gravel 430                 20                 527.0                  2.246                0.001 

% Bedrock* 430                 20                 33.0                    5.352             < 0.001 

% Secondary channel area*  430                 20                 12.151                4.182             < 0.001 

Gradient* 430                 20                 2.5393                3.295             < 0.001 

% Pool habitat 430                 20                 3115.7                5.945             < 0.001 

% Slackwater pool* 430                 20                 26.27                  2.707             < 0.001 

**Residual pool depth* 429                 20                 0.3920                2.987             < 0.001  

Active channel width* 430                 20                 1.5165                4.62               < 0.001 

Wood volume* 430                 20                 5.455                  5.325             < 0.001 

Key pieces of wood* 430                 20                 22.591                3.724             < 0.001 

Wood pieces/100m* 430                 20                 2.7635                4.781             < 0.001  

 

 

* Habitat attributes were log transformed. **1 site contained zero pools. 
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Table 7. Results of ANOVA assessing differences among instream habitat attributes across populations 

by land use. Dependent variable = Habitat attribute, Independent variable = Land use. Alpha = 0.05.  

 

 

Habitat                                       Residual          DF        MSE              F value             P-value  

Attribute                                    DF 

 

 

% Fine sediments    445                5                   4564                  8.731             < 0.001  

% Gravel                                      445                5                   594.4                  2.438                0.033 

% Bedrock*                                 445                5                   12.701                1.74                  0.124 

% Secondary Channel area*        445                5                   31.63                  10.55             < 0.001 

Gradient*                                     445                5      3.0209                3.662                0.003 

% Pool habitat                              445                5      1627.3                2.591                0.025 

% Slackwater pool*                     445                5                   5.08                    0.483                0.789 

**Residual pool depth*               444                5      0.1171                0.818                0.537 

Active channel width*                 445                5                   0.1463                0.381                0.862 

Wood volume*                            445                5                   13.79                  12.77             < 0.001 

Key pieces of wood*                   445                5                   45.17                  7.092             < 0.001 

Wood pieces/100m*                    445                5      3.304                  5.118             < 0.001 

        

 

* Habitat attributes were log transformed. **1 site contained zero pools. 
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Table 8. Results of ANOVA assessing differences among instream habitat attributes across populations 

by petrology type. Dependent variable = Habitat attribute. Dependent variable = Petrology type. Alpha = 

0.05. 

 

 

Habitat              Residual          DF      MSE      F value             P-value 

Attribute             DF 

 

 

% Fine sediments  447            3                   3302                    6.011             < 0.001 

% Gravel   447            3                   7.03                    0.028                0.994  

% Bedrock* 447                  3                  1.074      0.145     0.933   

% Secondary Channel area 447            3                   7.502       2.282      0.078    

Gradient*   447            3                   6.333       7.794   < 0.001 

% Pool habitat   447            3                   5445                    8.971   < 0.001 

% Slackwater pool*  447            3                   21.25       2.048                0.106 

**Residual pool depth*              447            3                  0.036       0.253      0.860 

Active channel width*              447            3                   0.519       1.365      0.253 

Wood volume*               447            3                   7.921       6.734   < 0.001 

Key pieces of wood*  447            3                   27.14       4.073      0.007 

Wood pieces/100m*  447            3                   3.086       4.682      0.003 

 

 

* Habitat attributes were log transformed. **1 site contained zero pools. 
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Table 9. Results of ANOVA assessing winter parr/km by population, land use, petrology type, and population type (Independent and Dependent). 

Alpha = 0.05.  

 

 

Independent  Dependent    Residual  DF MSE               F value  P-value  

variable variable  DF 

 

 

Population Winter Parr/km* 430                               20 4.232                 4.001              < 0.001 

Land Use Winter Parr/km*                   445                                5                  0.7637     0.635                 0.673 

Petrology Type           Winter Parr/km*                   447                            3               2.297     1.928     0.124 

Population Type         Winter Parr/km*                   449                            1                0.1106     0.092     0.762    

        

 

* Habitat attributes were log transformed. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



   21 

Table 10. Summary statistics within populations for winter parr/km for Oregon Coast coho ESU.  

 

 

ESU Population N Mean StdDev Lower95% Upper95% 

 

 

Oregon Alsea  26             793.32 801.48 538.92 1047.72 

Coast Coos Bay 22             859.87 707.12 683.78 1035.96 

 Coquille 27           1176.62 820.87 892.49 1460.75 

 Floras 16           1567.68         1121.76          1113.13             2022.23  

 Lower Umpqua 25           1129.72 764.82                857.26 1402.18 

 MC Dependent 31           1429.59           1048.00              1148.25             1710.93  

 Middle Umpqua 26             974.49 641.24 784.69 1164.28 

 MS Dependent  5              378.26             403.60                  52.08               704.44   

 NC Dependent 21             597.03             743.32                302.64               891.41 

 Nehalem 22           1213.11 997.63 942.87 1483.35 

 Nestucca 22           1196.15 1098.39 837.42 1554.88 

 Salmon 21             637.92 847.02 308.56 967.28 

 Siletz 23           1010.37 886.87 745.42 1275.31 

  Siltcoos                     22              289.50             318.59               171.12               407.88 

 Siuslaw                     24            1151.37 1130.54 825.83 1476.91 

 Sixes 23           1014.04             867.45                740.83             1287.24       

 South Umpqua 22             489.81 638.48 263.97 715.65 

 Tahkenitch  5              838.32             340.40                566.07             1170.57  

 Tenmile                     20             704.10             720.77                407.05             1001.15  

 Tillamook Bay 23             817.35 944.22 515.92 1118.77 

 Yaquina 25           1058.70 1021.66 751.07 1366.34 
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Table 11. HLFM results by population. High quality (HQ) is considered >1850 winter parr per km. 

 

 

Population                # Sites            Surveyed  Coho    # Sites w/     HQ Habitat       % HQ      %Error      Error 

                 km        km    HQ Habitat         (km)        (km) 

 

 

Alsea                   26                   26.40                      591.39                  4                       89.62                 15.15            11.85           70.09 

Coos Bay                   22                   21.73                      562.37                  3                       77.64                 13.81              9.57           53.85 

Coquille                   27                   26.58                      833.96                  6                     188.28                 22.58            13.02         108.61 

Floras                   16                   16.04                      194.29                  7                       84.79                 43.64            20.99           40.78                     

Lower Umpqua              25                   25.32                      861.74                  3                     102.08                 11.85            11.51           99.23 

MC Dependent               31                   31.37                      288.45                  7                       64.37                 22.32            11.07           31.93 

Middle Umpqua             26                   26.57                      925.01                  3                     104.42                 11.29            10.15           93.92 

MS Dependent                5                      4.91                        67.59                  0                         0.00                   0.00              0.00             0.00 

NC Dependent                21                  20.48                      118.06                  2                       11.53                   9.77            11.73           13.85 

Nehalem                   22                   22.30                    1137.40                  5                     255.07                 22.43            12.47         141.78 

Nestucca                   22                   22.98                      397.27                  5                       86.45                 21.76            13.93           55.34 

Salmon                   21                   21.73                        86.05                  2                         7.92                   9.20            11.41             9.82 

Siletz                   23                   22.20                      514.21                  4                       92.66                 18.02            11.47           58.98 

Siltcoos                   22                   20.13                      115.13                  0                         0.00                   0.00              0.00             0.00 

Siuslaw                   24                   24.19                    1339.42                  5                     276.82                 20.67            11.35         152.02 

Sixes                   23                   22.35                        68.95                  2                         6.17                   8.95            10.15             7.00 

South Umpqua               22                   20.82                    1350.65                  2                     129.73                   9.60            10.60         143.20 

Tahkenitch                    5                      5.15                        42.19                  0                         0.00                   0.00             0.00              0.00  

Tenmile                   20                   21.17                      117.97                  2                       11.15                   9.45            12.43           14.67  

Tillamook Bay               23                   24.48                      557.11                  3                       68.28                 12.26            10.09           56.22 

Yaquina                   25                   25.26                      356.96                  5                       70.66                 19.80            12.28           43.83 
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Table 12. Results of Kruskal-Wallis chi-squared test assessing differences among HabRate life history 

ratings across populations, land use, geology and population types. Dependent variable = Life history 

stage, Independent variables = Population, land use type, geology type, and population type (Independent 

and Dependent).  

 

 

Life history stage DF  chi-square test P-value 

    

  

    

    Across Populations 

Spawning and emergence             20   56.501 < 0.001    

Overwinter habitat            20                           39.848      0.005 

                   

   Across Land Use Types  

Spawning and emergence                   5        31.086  < 0.001 

Overwinter habitat                              5                                         3.410       0.637 

  

                    Across Geologies  

Spawning and emergence                   3                                         6.5594                        0.087 

Overwinter habitat                      3                                         3.2512                       0.355 

 

                    Across Population Types 

Spawning and emergence                   1                                         2.5909                       0.1075  

Overwinter habitat                      1                                         0.0404                       0.8407 
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Table 13. Comparison of total kilometers (km) of high quality habitat (HQ) within populations surveyed 2007-2014 and total km HQ within 

populations described in the Oregon Coast Coho Habitat Assessment (OCCHA) (Rodgers et al. 2005).  

 

 

Population                      2007 - 2014                2007 – 2014                 OCCHA                    OCCHA                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

HQ Habitat (km)                  HQ %        HQ Habitat (km)                 HQ % 

 

 

Alsea                           89.62                      15.15                           69.20                           11.70                     

Coos Bay                           77.64                           13.81                         281.63                           50.08       

Coquille                         188.28                           22.58                         173.81                           20.84                        

Floras                           84.79                           43.64                           30.58                           15.74             

Lower Umpqua                    102.08                           11.85                         177.03                           20.54          

Middle Umpqua                   104.42                           11.29                           93.34                           10.09           

Nehalem                         255.07                           22.43                         131.97                           11.60       

Nestucca                                 86.45                           21.76                           51.50                           12.96                

Salmon                             7.92                             9.20                             4.83                             5.61  

Siletz                           92.66                           18.02                           51.50                           10.02  

Siuslaw                         276.82                           20.67                         204.39                           15.26 

Sixes                             6.17                             8.95                             4.83                             7.00 

South Umpqua                     129.73                             9.61                         109.44                             8.10 

Tillamook Bay                       68.28                           12.26                           43.45                             7.80 

Yaquina                           70.66                           19.80                           88.51                           24.80 

 

 

Sum         1640.60               1515.99  

 

 

Simple Linear Regression: P-value = 0.02 

 

Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test: P-value = 0.13
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Table 14. High quality (HQ) habitat based on sites surveyed from 2007-2014 within each population compared to desired status as outlined by the 

Measurable Criteria in Appendix 2 of the Oregon Coast Coho Conservation Plan. Data only includes independent, non-lake populations 

highlighted in Conservation Plan.  

 

Population                           Coho            HQ Habitat                Desired HQ                % of Desired                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                       

                             km                                 km                       km                               HQ      

      

 

Alsea                           591.39                           89.62                         276.81                          32.38                      

Coos Bay                           562.37                           77.64                         374.98                          20.71                      

Coquille                           833.96                         188.28                         516.60                          36.45                      

Floras                           194.29                           84.79                           98.17                          86.37                         

Lower Umpqua                      861.74                         102.08                         492.46                          20.73                       

Middle Umpqua                     925.01                         104.42                         577.75                          18.07                     

Nehalem                        1,137.40                         255.07                         568.10                          44.90                      

Nestucca                           397.27                           86.45                         122.31                          70.68                        

Salmon                             86.05                             7.92                           30.58                          25.89                        

Siletz                           514.21                           92.66                         178.64                          51.87  

Siuslaw                        1,339.42                         276.82                         817.54                          33.86                      

Sixes                             68.95                             6.17                           30.58                          20.18                           

South Umpqua                    1,350.65                         129.73                         669.49                          19.38                       

Tillamook Bay                       557.11                           68.28                         246.23                          27.73                         

Yaquina                           356.96                           70.66                         307.38                          22.99  

   

 

Sum of Populations       9,776.78                      1,640.60             5,307.60                         30.91            
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Figure 1. Oregon Coast Coho ESU populations surveyed 2007 – 2014.
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Figure 2. Land use within Oregon Coast Coho ESU.  
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Figure 3. Boxplots of habitat attributes (y-axis) within coast coho populations (x-axis). Plots depict 

minimum values, lower quartile bounds, medians, upper quartile bounds, and maximum values. 

Horizontal red lines indicate upper and lower breakpoints for the respective habitat attributes (Miller et al. 

2016). 
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Figure 4 Boxplots of habitat attributes (y-axis) within dominant land use types (x-axis) at individual sites. 

Plots depict minimum values, lower quartile bounds, medians, upper quartile bounds, and maximum 

values. Horizontal red lines indicate upper and lower breakpoints for the respective habitat attributes 

(Miller et al. 2016). 
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Figure 5. HLFM estimates of winter parr/km (ln) (y-axis) within (a) coastal coho populations, (b) land use 

types, (c) petrology type, and (d) population type (Independent and Dependent) (x-axis). The horizontal 

red lines indicate thresholds for high quality habitat (>1850 parr/km) and low quality habitat (<900 

parr/km). 
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