
 

 

OREGON CHAPTER 
OF THE WILDLIFE SOCIETY 
PO Box 2378 
Corvallis, OR 97339 
  

DATE:  MAY 25, 2020 

FROM:  Oregon Chapter of the Wildlife Society 

SUBJECT:  Requests to Ban Beaver Trapping  

TO:  Oregon Fish & Wildlife Commission 

Dear Commissioners: 

The Wildlife Society is an international organization founded in 1937, representing 
nearly 10,000 professionals, including scientists, managers, educators, technicians, 
planners, consultants, conservation officers, students and others who manage, conserve, 
and study wildlife populations and habitat. In Oregon, the Oregon Chapter of The 
Wildlife Society (ORTWS) represents nearly 800 such professionals from many areas of 
public and private enterprise.Our mission is to promote wise conservation and management of 
wildlife resources in Oregon by serving and representing natural resource professionals. A 
central purpose of ORTWS is to support scientifically sound management policies. 

ORTWS is writing in response to multiple requests submitted to the Commission to amend OAR 
635-050-0070 as it pertains to where American beaver (Castor canadensis) may be trapped 
within the state, specifically:  

● Requests to ban beaver trapping within Siuslaw National Forest in response to 
restoration efforts 

● Requests to ban beaver trapping across all federal lands in Oregon 

The best available science does not support permanent trapping bans 
ORTWS does not recommend the adoption of either request based on our review of the best 
available science on current beaver populations and management strategies within the state of 
Oregon. A permanent ban on beaver trapping across the Siuslaw National Forest and/or across 
all federal lands in the state lacks data to support claims that recreational and commercial 
beaver trapping are limiting factors to beaver populations (Figures 1 & 2, Appendix). Annual 
harvest of beavers has decreased since 1950 as a result of reduced hunting and trapping 
efforts, and current beaver populations in Oregon are considered to be very healthy (Hiller, 
2011). Through our review of available research, we determined there is a need for more data 
collection and additional studies on habitat availability and habitat use by beaver throughout the 
state to better inform management decisions. When resources such as water and food are 
limited, beaver move to areas where those resources exist.  



Numerous scientific articles showcase the benefits beaver play as ecosystem engineers and as 
a keystone species across the west (Naiman et al. 1986, Pollock et al. 1995, Gibson and Olden 
2014, Bouwes et al. 2016). Their value to the ecological health of riparian systems and their 
ability to improve habitat for other species cannot be understated. However, management 
decisions that limit sustainable use of wildlife resources must be evaluated based on biological 
science, and demonstrate effective strategies to accomplish ecological restoration goals.  

A recent beaver relocation study conducted in the Alsea Basin, which included release sites on 
Siuslaw National Forest, did not identify recreational or commercial trapping as a cause specific 
source of mortality (Petro et al. 2015). Another research study conducted in western Oregon 
found no evidence that beaver dispersal is limited by terrain features and that beaver appear to 
move freely within watersheds (manuscript in review, J. Taylor personal communication). 
Ongoing research in western Oregon is developing models to look at the effects of beaver dams 
on water temperature, developing models to predict beaver occurrence, and integrating beaver 
habitat use with climate change scenarios. More studies like these need to be completed in 
order to better understand best practices for managing watersheds that include beaver.  

Sustainable wildlife resource management and responsibility 
Permanent trapping bans would be in opposition to the well established practices of sustainable 
resource harvest and proven wildlife management strategies widely utilized in the North 
American Model of Wildlife Conservation (Organ et al. 2012). The long term success of the 
North American Model comes from seven interdependent principles that must be maintained for 
consistent, sustainable conservation. A core principle of the North American Model is the 
application of wildlife science to discharge management of wildlife resources. Given the lack of 
data on negative impacts of trapping, combined with harvest data showing recreational trapping 
harvest rates per unit effort have been consistent, there is little indication that trapping is having 
a negative population impact (ODFW, private communication, May 13, 2020). Trapping has long 
been recognized as an appropriate management tool for wildlife and habitats (AFWA 2015) , 
and significant efforts have been put forward to implement and maintain appropriate 
management techniques and strategies. Statewide or even regional bans on recognized 
management tools must be supported biologically, be limited in scope both spatially and 
temporally, and allow for the resumption of sustainable use when appropriate.  

The Wildlife Society has adopted internationally accepted principles of natural resources 
conservation. These principles stipulate that management must maintain essential ecological 
processes, preserve genetic diversity, and ensure sustainable population numbers for the 
continued persistence of the species and the ecosystems they affect. Regulated trapping in 
Oregon is consistent with all of the aforementioned criteria and is recognized as an ecologically 
sound method of harvesting and managing furbearers that also provides for recreational and 
economic benefits (TWS 2020). Additionally, we support the Best Management Practices (BMP) 
for trapping that have been developed by the Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies (AFWA 
2020) and encourage ODFW to continue to promote these BMPs in furbearer management and 
outreach programs. Finally, regulated trapping is an important component of the lifestyles and 

https://www.fishwildlife.org/application/files/8815/2944/8183/Trap-Fur-Mgmt_final.pdf
https://wildlife.org/tws-standing-position-traps-trapping-and-furbearer-management/
http://furbearermanagement.com/species-bmp-reports/


tradition of many people, and was the primary economic and political driver behind the U.S. 
establishing the Oregon Territory back in the early 1800s. Maintaining interest and support in 
sustainable activities that rely on the conservation and long-term survival of the species and 
associated habitats is good policy, using a robust foundation of wildlife science. Support for 
beaver populations must include all stakeholders, including those likely to be impacted by 
beaver behavior. Maintaining sustainable trapping activity is an established management 
method that allows the address of beaver conflict, while continuing to maintain funding for 
beaver conservation, and support for beaver populations as a whole. 

Data and research is necessary to better inform management decisions 
Current data on beaver harvest indicate a sustainable population, however there are gaps in 
what land managers want from beaver and what beaver can provide. A review of beaver- 
related restoration practices in the western US indicated the need for investment in research, as 
implementation of restoration practices is occurring without evidence of efficacy or established 
best management practices (Pilliod et al. 2017). ORTWS strongly recommends that the 
Commission support further research related to managing watersheds that include beaver. All 
stream or river restoration projects should have baseline information on seasonal and annual 
use by beaver prior to initiating a project, and follow those observations through and after 
project completion. Monitoring of restoration efforts that include beaver are critical to address 
habitat restoration goals, and associated benefits to salmonids and other species. As wildlife 
managers, and public servants it is critical to address the efficacy of these efforts, to fulfill the 
public trust responsibility.  

We reviewed numerous existing beaver trap bans in Oregon that date back decades, including 
Mt. Hood, Wallowa-Whitman, Ochoco, Malheur, and Umatilla National Forests. Despite an 
average length of ~46 years for trapping limitations, we found no peer-reviewed research or 
written evidence in general that changes in beaver populations, or their effects on the 
landscape, were monitored much less reported.  To allow another beaver trap ban in Oregon 
without baseline information on beaver and a plan for monitoring those effects is ill-advised and 
against the practices of responsible wildlife management.  

Recognizing the complex public acceptance and understanding of trapping 
ORTWS recognizes that significant opposition to trapping exists among the public and we 
strongly advocate for further research to be conducted on furbearers, trappers, trapping 
methods, and attitudes of the public toward trapping to advance understanding and facilitate 
resolution of this controversial issue. Healthy beaver populations improve habitat for a variety of 
species and have large ecosystem benefits. However, beavers also have a history of conflict 
with human populations, with the potential for damage and associated loss of support from local 
communities. As seen in published research from Massachusetts, beaver trapping bans can 
have unintended consequences, such as increasing human-wildlife conflict, that change public 
attitudes (Jonker et al. 2006, 2009; Seimer et al. 2013). Developing management strategies 
must balance both the biological necessity of conserving this important species on the 



landscape, maintaining public support, and engaging a variety of stakeholders in effective, 
science based management to fulfill the public trust.  

On behalf of ORTWS Members and Board, thank you for your time and consideration in this 
matter and please do not hesitate to contact us with questions or to engage further discussion. 

Respectfully, 
ORTWS Board of Directors 
 

“Conservation is paved with good intentions, which prove to be futile or even dangerous 
because they are devoid of critical understanding...” 

Aldo Leopold - Sand County Almanac 
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Appendix 1: 
 
Figure 1: Beaver trapping and hunting take in Oregon from 1997-2016. Notice the total take has 
declined significantly since 1997 in response to reduced trapping and hunting efforts. Harvest 
success per unit of effort has remained steady, this is one indication that populations are stable 
and trapping/hunting pressure is not negatively affecting population (ODFW, 2018).

 
 



Figure 2: Figures below are from the Oregon furbearer program report, 2010-2011 (Tiller, 
2011).
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Standing Position 

 

Traps, Trapping, and Furbearer Management 

 

Internationally accepted principles of natural resources conservation stipulate that resource 

management activities must maintain essential ecological processes, preserve genetic diversity, 

and ensure continued existence of species and ecosystems. Government-regulated trapping in 

North America is consistent with all three criteria and is a versatile, safe, effective, and 

ecologically sound method of harvesting and managing furbearers.  

Trapping is part of our cultural heritage that provides income, recreation, and an outdoor 

lifestyle for many citizens through use of a renewable natural resource. Both trapping and 

hunting provide opportunities for fostering stewardship values and connecting to the out-of-

doors. Trapping is often vital to the subsistence or self-sufficiency of peoples in remote regions 

who have few other economic alternatives. It is also a primary tool of most wildlife damage 

management programs and an important technique in wildlife research. Regulated trapping is 

an important way for biologists to collect information about wildlife, including information 

about wildlife diseases such as rabies that can also affect people. Threatened and endangered 

species also benefit from regulated trapping. For example, foxes, coyotes, and nutria are 

trapped in certain locations in order to protect sea turtles, black-footed ferrets, whooping cranes 

and other rare species from predation or damage to their habitats. 

Despite the values of trapping, portions of the public oppose it, or at least perceive problems 

with some aspects of it. Some object only to certain trapping methods, particularly foothold 

traps on land, but others have moral objections to killing animals. Much opposition to trapping 

is associated with urban-oriented cultures, particularly those dominated by tertiary (service-

oriented) employment. Those who approve of, practice, or benefit from trapping are primarily 

from rural cultures or areas where primary (land-based) employment predominates. This 

dichotomy of lifestyles and values, combined with a general lack of objective information 

about trapping, creates barriers to understanding and resolving controversial issues associated 

with trapping.  

The policy of The Wildlife Society in regard to trapping is to:  

1. Support the use of regulated trapping for sustained harvest of some species of furbearers 

as an effective method of managing or studying furbearers.  

2. Recognize the economic and recreational benefits of trapping. 

3. Recognize that regulated trapping is an important component of the lifestyle of many 

people, including subsistence users and others, who desire to live close to the land, 

derive as much of their sustenance from the land as possible, and take personal 

responsibility for their uses of animals.  

4. Recognize that regulated trapping is a safe, efficient, and practical means of capturing 

individual animals without impairing the survival of furbearer populations or damaging 

the environment.  



 

5. Recognize that animals can be injured by some traps and trapping systems and that 

ethical trapping requires using traps that kill animals quickly or capture and restrain 

animals in systems that reduce or eliminate injuries. This can be accomplished through: 

(a) regulatory and educational programs, (b) research that evaluates and improves trap 

performance, and (c) implementing acceptable and effective improvements in trapping 

technology, further reducing injury to captured animals while maintaining acceptable 

trapping efficiency and safety to users.  

6. Promote development of improved traps, trapping systems, and additional methods of 

taking furbearing animals. Support the development of Best Management Practices 

(BMPs) for trapping in the United States, under the auspices of the Association of Fish 

and Wildlife Agencies, and encourage state wildlife agencies to promote the use of 

BMPs in state furbearer management and trapper outreach programs. Support the 

sustainable use of furbearer resources in carefully regulated management programs.  

7. Promote trapper education programs that cover appropriate trapping techniques, proper 

fur handling, and furbearer management.  

8. Recognize that significant opposition to trapping exists, in North America and abroad. 

Advocate research on furbearers, trappers, trapping methods, and attitudes of publics 

toward trapping to advance understanding and facilitate resolution of controversial 

issues and problems associated with furbearer management. 

9. Promote programs that inform the public, including trappers, about values and benefits 

of properly regulated, sustained use of renewable natural resources, including 

furbearers.  

10. Encourage appropriate government regulation of trapping and rigorous enforcement of 

trapping laws by responsible agencies to assure that optimum furbearer populations are 

perpetuated and that trapping and furbearer management programs are compatible with 

or enhance the management of other species, including threatened and endangered 

wildlife. 

11. Encourage international efforts, especially beyond North America, to improve the 

conservation and management of furbearer species, including the use and adoption of 

BMPs for capturing wildlife, and the training of trappers and professional biologists on 

state of the art developments in furbearer management. 
 

 



 

To: Mary Wahl, Chair, Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission 
CC: Commissioners, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife Staff 
Date: June 10, 2020 
Re: Comments to the Commission and the Department Staff on the need to 
revise trapping regulations on Beaver on federal lands in Oregon. 

I welcome this opportunity to give testimony in support of the beaver 
conservation resolution.  I would like to acknowledge the challenges your 
commission is facing.  I write to urge you to end commercial and recreational 
beaver hunting and trapping on the stated federally managed public lands in 
Oregon, including National Forests, Bureau of Land Management lands, 
National Monuments, National Wildlife Refuges, National Parks and National 
Grasslands.  
 
Currently, I manage lands for Portland Audubon and Wetlands Conservancy 
on the central coast landscape.  Those parcels were identified by the 
community as well as multiple conservation recovery plans – including  
Oregon’s Conservation strategy (they were identified within the Conservation 
Opportunity Areas 18, 19, and 24).  I am also the Chair for the Midcoast 
Watersheds Council which was formed 26 years ago.  The Council deals with 
about 1 million acres from Cascade Head to Heceta Head.  Our Council is just 
one of about 65 watershed council around the state and about 300 around the 
region that are working to recovery ESA listed salmon.  
 
I have been fortunate to work with ODFW, Siuslaw NF and the OPRD on 
various conservation efforts.  My partnerships with fish & wildlife biologists 
and hydrologists have given me a clear roadmap to help navigate landscape 
conservation strategies for the central Coast Range Bioregion.   
 
My father instilled in me the idea that you should be able to swim our rivers 
and eat fish from them as well.  These are called beneficial uses and are clear 
mandates under the Clean Water Act.  I have submitted to you a map of 
Oregon that indicates the streams that are on the 303dlist - those streams are 
in red - they are water quality impaired for at least one of the 13 parameters 
critical to those beneficial uses - temperature and Dissolved Oxygen are just 
two as examples.   
 
 



As you can see from the 303dlist map Oregon has significant water quality 
problems throughout the state.  Of the total stream miles of over 300K miles 
less than 50% have been assessed.  Of those 128K miles about 35K miles are 
designated as impaired.  While this does not tell the whole story qualitatively 
temperature is Oregon’s most ubiquitous pollution problem and that 
parameter influences a host of water quality and habitat problems as well as 
makes many other pollution problems worse or with a worse effect on species 
(e.g., DO, nutrient, metals, toxics).  Is it a surprise that we have 11 ESA listed 
salmon stocks in every bioregion in the state?  Most of those stream miles are 
in the upper watersheds and many of those are on these federally managed 
public lands.  Here the streams are of perfect size for beavers to build dams 
and create ponds and habitat.   
 
Myself and other coastal community members have been working on the Mid-
coast TMDL process with DEQ - it is a very slow process.  As you can see from 
the article (about the Method Beaver Program) I have submitted, other 
communities within the region are using beavers currently to deal with the 
same water quality issues we are facing. 
 
Today, I also want to draw attention to the challenges facing Oregon  - you 
discussed climate change yesterday on your agenda and you know that 
Oregon is trying to devise a water vision to face the challenges ahead.  We are 
all in new territories: but beaver are a big part of the solution for multiple 
conservation issues.  Concepts of natural climate solutions and co-benefits 
from riparian restoration fit in perfectly with the Governor’s water vsion and 
climate and carbon strategies and discussions.  
 

I urge you to end beaver trapping on public lands.  I am totally supportive of 
the Conservation Strategy and believe our concerns with water quantity and 
quality for our community, salmon recovery can be resolved by getting bea-
vers back into the upper portions of our watersheds on public lands. 
 
There are 82 Strategy species that would directly benefit from having beavers 
fully utilizing their former range.  The ecological ripple would be undeniable.  
We know beavers and their dams can provide many ecosystem benefits 
including migratory bird habitat in our beaver ponds, wetlands, and wet 
meadows they form.  We know that their work creates a complexity and 
diversity of riparian habitat conditions across a watershed which increases 
food sources, and expands rearing areas, including snags, for cavity nesting 

https://www.usda.gov/media/blog/2015/07/15/working-beavers-restore-watersheds
https://www.usda.gov/media/blog/2015/07/15/working-beavers-restore-watersheds


species. These habitat features help multiple, sensitive, and declining species 
identified in the Conservation Strategy like the Willow Flycatcher, Yellow 
Warbler, Belted Kingfisher and other neotropical migratory birds.   
 
We know there is a link between water quality and water quantity and the 
work of beavers.  We know there is a link between salmon recovery and 
beavers.  We have invested many millions of dollars in watershed restoration.  
Beavers can help with long term landscape conservation issues and benefit 
many ODFW strategy species.  
 
We can beneficially influence all these issues immediately by ending trapping 
on public lands by amending OAR 635-050-0070 to protect the ecological 
benefits of beaver in Oregon watersheds on public lands.  This does not 
preclude the tool to trap beavers if deemed necessary by the agencies involved, 
but we would encourage the agencies to first try non-lethal controls first given 
its effectivness and benefits to fish, wildlife and water. 
 
Finally, I am more than willing to give the Commission a tour of either a 
Globally Significant Important Bird Area for the ESA listed Marbled 
Murrelet and the Audubon Sanctuary.  Or we could tour the Beaver Creek 
Natural Area/Brian Booth State Park & Wetlands Conservancy lands - a site 
the Hudson Bay trappers set up an encampment over 150 years ago.  We hope 
to work with ODFW to bring Oregon’s state animal back to our landscape 
and be accepted as the keystone species it is. 
 
Paul Engelmeyer,  

Portland Audubon Ten Mile Creek Sanctuary                                             

Wetlands Conservancy Coastal Preserve Program  

PO Box 496 Yachats, OR 97498  

ut I opened the document and I would say this: don’t be worried about 
“overstating miles” because think of all the waters that are never moni-
tored at all.  As long as you are accurate in what you report, it doesn’t 
matter if it’s an accurate reading of what was actually monitored, if you 
see what I mean.  For example, how much of private logging land has 
been assessed?  Certainly should capture the idea qualitatively that tem-
perature is Oregon’s most ubiquitous pollution problem and it reflects a 



host of water quality and habitat problems as well as makes many other 
pollution problems worse or with a worse effect on species (e.g., DO, nu-
trient, metals, toxics) 
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May	21,	2020	
	
Oregon	Fish	&	Wildlife	Commission	
Chair	Mary	Wahl	
4034	Fairview	Industrial	Drive	SE		
Salem,	OR	97302	
	

Re:		 Furbearer	Trapping	and	Hunting	Regulations	for	the	2020-2021	and	2021-2022	
Seasons	

	
Dear	Chair	Wahl	and	Members	of	the	Commission:	
	
Please	accept	the	following	comments	from	the	Center	for	Biological	Diversity	(“Center”)	in	response	to	
the	Notice	of	Proposed	Rulemaking	for	Furbearer	and	Hunting	Regulations	for	the	2020-2021	and	2021-
2022	seasons.	In	our	review	of	the	proposed	regulations,	we	identified	two	key	opportunities	for	the	
Fish	and	Wildlife	Commission	(“Commission”)	to	advance	wildlife	and	habitat	conservation	in	Oregon.	
First,	the	Commission	should	take	immediate	action	to	restore	riparian	ecosystems	by	closing	federally	
managed	public	lands	to	commercial	and	recreational	beaver	trapping	and	hunting.	Second,	the	
Commission	should	take	an	important	step	toward	adopting	a	more	humane	and	consistent	approach	to	
trap	check	times	by	exercising	its	current	rulemaking	authority	to	adopt	a	24-hour	trap	check	time	for	
furbearers	and	predatory	animals,	and	committing	to	work	with	stakeholders	to	amend	and	improve	
trap	check	times	for	all	categories	of	native	wildlife.			
	
The	Center	for	Biological	Diversity	is	a	national	nonprofit	organization	with	over	1.7	million	members	
and	online	activists.	We	work	to	secure	a	future	for	all	species,	great	and	small,	hovering	on	the	brink	of	
extinction.	We	do	so	through	science,	law	and	creative	media,	with	a	focus	on	protecting	the	lands,	
waters	and	climate	that	species	need	to	survive.	
	
We	are	ready	to	work	with	the	Commission	and	Oregon	Department	of	Fish	and	Wildlife	(“ODFW”)	staff	
to	accomplish	these	important	actions.	Specifically,	we	request	that	the	Commission:	
	

1. Modify	OAR	635-050-0070	to	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.		

2. Modify	OAR	635-050-0045	to	require	that	traps	for	furbearers	and	predatory	animals	be	
checked	every	24	hours.			

3. Commit	to	working	with	stakeholders	to	amend	and	improve	trap	check	times	for	all	categories	
of	native	wildlife.		

	
	
	



Banning	Beaver	Trapping	on	Federally	Managed	Public	Lands	
	
The	Center	requests	that	the	Commission	modify	the	proposed	furbearer	trapping	and	hunting	
regulations	and	close	commercial	and	recreational	beaver	trapping	and	hunting	on	the	following	
federally	managed	public	lands	in	the	state	of	Oregon:	
	
National	Forests,	Bureau	of	Land	Management	lands,	National	Monuments,	Federal	Wildlife	Refuges,	
National	Parks,	and	National	Grasslands.	
	
Climate	change	is	increasing	the	frequency	and	magnitude	of	droughts,	wildfires,	and	unexpected	
flooding	in	Oregon	–	all	of	which	comes	at	great	cost	to	people’s	livelihoods	and	to	the	health	and	
abundance	of	fish	and	wildlife.	Restoring	stream	and	riparian	ecosystems	is	crucial	to	mitigating	the	
impacts	of	climate	change	in	Oregon.	Federally	managed	public	lands	are	key	to	this	restoration	because	
they	are	a	major	source	of	water	for	agricultural	and	municipal	use	and	provide	vital	intact	fish	and	
wildlife	habitat	to	large	areas	of	Oregon.		
	
Public	and	private	entities	have	invested	a	great	deal	of	time	and	money	on	stream	and	riparian	habitat	
restoration	to	improve	water	flows,	watershed	conditions,	and	species	recovery.	These	efforts	attempt	
to	artificially	reproduce	what	beavers	do	naturally.	A	more	cost	effective	and	ecologically	sound	
approach	would	be	to	support	active	beaver	colonies	to	enhance,	expand,	or	maintain	restoration	
efforts.	Yet,	Oregon’s	current	regulations	continue	to	allow	the	removal	of	beaver	colonies.	The	
Commission	now	has	an	opportunity	to	ensure	that	its	beaver	trapping	policies	are	in	sync	with	the	
restoration	efforts	so	urgently	needed	to	mitigate	the	impacts	of	climate	change.			
	
The	benefits	of	beavers	on	the	landscape	are	well	documented.	Beaver	dams	and	ponds	adjust	stream	
morphology	and	in-stream	habitat	in	a	variety	of	ways	that	are	beneficial	for	many	freshwater	species,	
including	waterfowl	and	federally	protected	mussels	(e.g.	Pollock	et	al.	2015).	Removing	beavers	means	
fewer	dams	because	of	less	dam-building	and	less	maintenance	of	existing	dams	by	beavers.	Beaver	
dams	in	small	streams	often	wash	out	during	high	winter	flows,	and	beavers	rebuild	them	the	following	
summer	(ODFW	2005).	
	
Beaver	dams	create	areas	of	deeper	water	than	would	typically	be	found	in	small	streams,	and	
impounded	waters	upstream	of	beaver	dams	cover	much	greater	surface	areas	than	the	pre-existing	
stream	channels	(Naiman	et	al.	1986;	ODFW	2005).	As	a	result,	beavers	give	streams	a	greater	carrying	
capacity	of	fish	(Hoffman	2013).	
	
Additionally,	beaver	ponds	and	dams	dissipate	stream	energy	during	floods	or	high	flow	events	and	
create	areas	of	slow	moving	or	still	water	in	an	otherwise	moving-water	environment	(ODFW	2005;	Woo	
&	Waddington	1990).	By	slowing	water	velocities	and	increasing	water	depth	and	storage	capacity,	
beaver	dams	can	contribute	to	groundwater	recharge	and	thereby	help	increase	summer	low	flows	in	
streams	(Leidholt-Bruner	et	al.	1992;	Pollock	et	al.	2003).		
	
By	slowing	river	flow	and	retaining	water	at	ponds,	beaver	dams	can	retain	sediment,	pollutants	and	
nutrients	so	that	the	water	quality	downstream	is	improved	and	stream	sediment	load	is	reduced	
(Gurnell	1998;	Rosell	et	al.	2005).	As	such,	beaver	dams	can	benefit	downstream	mussel	populations	
(Campbell	2006).	
	



Beaver	ponds	and	dams	also	create	complex	shorelines	and	in-stream	habitats	(Naiman	et	al.	1988).	
That	complexity	results	in	greater	aquatic	productivity—and	thus	more	food	for	piscivorous	wildlife—
than	stream	reaches	that	do	not	have	beaver	dams	(Leidholt-Bruner	et	al.	1992;	Snodgrass	and	Meffe	
1998;	Collen	and	Gibson	2001;	Pollock	et	al.	2004;	Smith	and	Mather	2013).	Beaver	dams	also	provide	
natural	cover	that	is	especially	important	for	fish	rearing	sites	(Reeves	et	al.	1989).		
	
Several	studies	show	that	beaver	ponds	attract	and	support	waterfowl.	In	Maine,	McCall	et	al.	(1996)	
found	that	ponds	with	beaver	had	higher	numbers	of	Canada	geese	and	mallards,	and	that	many	Canada	
geese	used	abandoned	beaver	lodges	as	nest	sites.	It	is	well	established	that	wood	ducks	are	often	
associated	with	beaver	ponds	(Carr	1940;	Nevers	1968;	Grover	and	Baldassarre	1995;	Merendino	et	al.	
1995;	Haemig	2012).	Other	waterfowl	are	also	benefited	by	beavers	and	harmed	by	their	removal.	In	the	
Appalachian	Plateau	region	of	New	York,	hooded	mergansers	were	found	more	often	at	active	beaver	
ponds	than	at	inactive	beaver	ponds	or	at	the	wetlands	with	no	recent	record	of	beaver	occupation	
(Grover	and	Baldassarre	1995).	When	beaver	occupied	wetlands	in	Finland	and	their	dam-building	
created	flooding,	the	green-winged	teal	became	more	numerous	(Nummi	and	Poysa	1997).	Broods	of	
the	green-winged	teal,	mallard	and	goldeneye	all	foraged	in	beaver	ponds	as	did	juvenile	green-winged	
teal	and	goldeneye	(Nummi	and	Pöysä	1995).	
	
By	closing	federally	managed	lands	in	Oregon	to	commercial	and	recreational	beaver	trapping,	the	
Commission	can	facilitate	these	beneficial	activities	of	beavers	where	they	will	make	the	biggest	impact.	
The	requested	changes	apply	only	to	the	listed	federally	managed	public	lands.	This	preserves	the	ability	
of	private	landowners	and	state	land	managers	to	permit	commercial	and	recreational	trapping	and	
hunting.	Likewise,	the	requested	changes	do	not	prohibit	efforts	to	remove	beavers	in	response	to	
damage	on	these	federally	managed	public	lands	if	non-lethal	solutions	to	a	conflict	proved	inadequate.	
	
The	current	regulatory	framework	is	inadequate	and	inconsistent.	Current	closures	of	public	lands	to	
beaver	trapping	are	fragmented,	inconsistent,	and	difficult	to	enforce.	The	proposed	amendment	to	
OAR	635-050-0070	would	provide	necessary	clarity	and	consistency	to	the	regulations	and	help	Oregon	
realize	the	ecological	restoration	potential	of	active	beaver	colonies	statewide.	
	
	

Adopting	Humane	and	Consistent	Trap	Check	Times	
	
The	Center	strongly	endorses	a	standard	24-hour	trap	check	time	for	all	categories	of	wildlife.	Oregon’s	
current	trap	check	times	are	inhumane,	inconsistent,	and	woefully	outdated.	Today,	trap	check	times	
range	from	48	hours	to	30	days,	depending	on	how	an	animal	is	defined	in	statute	or	rule.	This	approach	
imposes	arbitrary	suffering	on	different	animals	and	is	out	of	step	with	the	majority	of	states	that	have	
adopted	a	daily	or	24-hour	trap	check	requirement.	Oregon’s	weak	patchwork	of	laws	and	regulations	
causes	terrible	suffering	to	animals	left	in	traps	and	poses	serious	threats	to	non-target	wildlife,	family	
pets,	and	public	safety.	We	recognize	that	the	Commission’s	rulemaking	authority	to	set	certain	trap	
check	times	is	directed	by	statute.	However,	our	request	falls	within	the	scope	of	the	Commission’s	
existing	authority.	We	also	believe	the	Commission	can	and	should	support	the	broader	reforms	
necessary	to	adopt	a	consistent,	reasonable,	and	humane	24-hour	trap	check	standard	for	all	wildlife.		
	

Trap	Check	Times	Subject	to	the	Commission’s	Authority	
	
Per	the	Notice	of	Proposed	Rulemaking,	the	Commission	is	tasked	with	reviewing	and	adopting	the	
General	Furbearer	Regulations	set	forth	in	OAR	635-050-0045.	That	review	includes	trap	check	times	for	



furbearers	and	predatory	animals.	As	outlined	below,	the	Commission	may	review	and	modify	trap	
check	times	consistent	with	the	parameters	established	by	the	legislature.	The	Center	therefore	
requests	that	the	Commission	act	within	the	scope	of	its	authority	to	reduce	trap	check	times	for	
furbearers	and	predatory	animals	to	24-hours.	By	doing	so,	the	Commission	will	take	an	important	first	
step	toward	necessary	reform.		
	
The	Commission’s	authority	to	alter	or	set	trap	check	times	is	directed	by	ORS	498.172,	which	provides:	
	

(1)	A	person	holding	a	license	issued	under	ORS	497.142	(Fur-bearer	trapping	or	hunting	
license	and	tag)	may	not	set	a	trap	for	fur-bearing	mammals	without	checking	the	trap	
at	least	once	during	each	48-hour	period.	
(2)	A	person	may	not	set	a	trap	for	a	predatory	animal,	as	defined	in	
ORS	610.002	(“Predatory	animals”	defined),	without	checking	the	trap	on	a	regular	
basis.		

	
The	legislature	set	parameters	for	trap	check	times	but	deferred	to	the	Commission	to	establish	specific	
trap	check	times	by	rule.	Notably,	the	legislature	specified	that	traps	set	for	furbearers	must	be	checked	
at	least	once	during	each	48-hour	period.	This	language	affords	the	Commission	flexibility	to	set	trap	
check	times	lower	than	48	hours.	The	legislature	provided	less	direction	regarding	predatory	animals,	
requiring	only	that	traps	be	checked	on	a	regular	basis.		
	
OAR	635-050-0045(11)	sets	trap	check	times	for	furbearers	as	follows:	
	

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.	This	regulation	
does	not	apply	to	the	taking	of	predatory	animals.	

	
OAR	635-050-0045(12),	sets	trap	check	times	for	predatory	animals	as	follows:	
	

Any	person	setting	a	trap	for	predatory	animals,	as	defined	in	ORS	610.002,	must	check	
the	trap	as	follows:	

(a)	For	killing	traps	and	snares,	at	least	once	every	30	days	and	remove	all	
animals;	
(b)	For	restraining	traps	and	snares,	at	least	once	every	76	hours	and	remove	all	
animals.	However,	restraining	traps	and	snares	set	by	a	person	owning,	leasing,	
occupying,	possessing	or	having	charge	of	or	dominion	over	any	land,	place,	
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	7	days.	
	

The	current	regulations	for	furbearers	and	predatory	animals	are	inconsistent,	inhumane	and	outdated.	
Today,	traps	for	predatory	animals	may	go	uninspected	from	76	hours	to	30	days.	This	causes	captured	
animals	to	suffer	greatly	for	long	periods	of	time.	Also,	the	longer	traps	are	left	without	inspection,	the	
more	likely	it	is	for	non-target	wildlife	or	other	animals	to	be	trapped	and	killed.		
	
Under	ORS	498.172	the	Commission	may	set	trap	check	times	at	shorter	intervals.	A	24-hour	trap	check	
time	for	furbearers	is	consistent	with	the	statutory	requirement	that	traps	be	checked	at	least	once	



during	each	48-hour	period.	Likewise,	a	24-hour	trap	check	time	for	predatory	animals	is	consistent	with	
the	statutory	requirement	that	traps	be	checked	on	a	regular	basis.		
	
We	therefore	request	that	the	Commission	exercise	its	existing	authority	and	amend	OAR	635-050-0045	
(11)	and	(12)	be	modified	as	set	forth	below:	
	

(11)	All	traps	or	snares	set	or	used	for	the	taking	of	furbearing	or	unprotected	mammals	
any	animal	shall	be	inspected	at	least	every	48	hours	within	no	more	than	24	hours	of	
being	set	and	then	every	24	hours	thereafter,	and	all	trapped	animals	removed.	This	
regulation	does	not	apply	to	the	taking	of	predatory	animals.	
(12)	Any	person	setting	a	trap	for	predatory	animals,	as	defined	in	ORS	610.002,	must	
check	the	trap	as	follows:	
(a)	For	killing	traps	and	snares,	at	least	once	every	30	days	and	remove	all	animals;	
(b)	For	restraining	traps	and	snares,	at	least	once	every	76	hours	and	remove	all	
animals.	However,	restraining	traps	and	snares	set	by	a	person	owning,	leasing,	
occupying,	possessing	or	having	charge	of	or	dominion	over	any	land,	place,	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	7	days.	

	
The	Center	requests	that	the	Commission	modify	the	trap	check	times	for	furbearers	and	predatory	
animals	now	as	a	first	step	to	adopting	a	24-hour	standard	for	all	wildlife.			
	

Supporting	a	24-hour	Trap	Check	Standard	
	
The	Center	believes	the	Commission’s	leadership	is	crucial	to	achieve	a	consistent,	reasonable,	and	
humane	24-hour	trap	check	standard	for	all	wildlife.	Trap	check	times	in	Oregon	are	governed	by	a	
complex	set	of	overlapping	statutes	and	regulations.	We	recognize	that	the	Commission	cannot	act	
alone.	Reform	will	require	coordination	among	the	Commission,	legislature,	and	interested	
stakeholders.	However,	as	the	decision-making	body	charged	with	formulating	programs	and	policies	
concerning	management	and	conservation	of	fish	and	wildlife	resources	and	establishing	seasons,	
methods	and	bag	limits	for	recreational	and	commercial	take,	it	is	critical	that	the	Commission	step	up	
and	demonstrate	its	commitment	to	these	needed	reforms.		
	
	
Thank	you	for	the	opportunity	to	provide	comments.	We	appreciate	your	time	and	consideration	and	
would	be	happy	to	provide	further	details	upon	request.		
		
Sincerely,	

	
Quinn	Read	
Oregon	Policy	Director	
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University of Oregon, Eugene OR 97403 
pmcd@uoregon.edu 

 

My name is Pat McDowell.  I am a river geomorphologist and have been a professor at University of 
Oregon for over 30 years. My research focuses on river channel and floodplain geomorphology and 
habitat, and river restoration.   

My research has been mainly in eastern Oregon, on the Middle Fork John Day River in Grant County, the 
Sprague River in Klamath County, and in other parts of southeastern and northeastern Oregon.  Many of 
these counties experience frequent drought, and extra water storage can make a big difference both for 
instream ecosystems and offstream water users.   

I have seen the influence of beavers in a number of different kinds of streams in Oregon.  Given the 
ability of beavers to influence water flows, we are asking you to close federally-managed public lands to 
beaver trapping and hunting, so that beaver populations can increase through natural multiplication, 
and begin large scale stream and riparian restoration.   

One of the biggest benefits of beaver dams is re-watering streams and floodplainsi.  Beaver dams pond 
water, and that increases water infiltration from the stream into the floodplain.  This stores water in the 
ground during the winter and spring seasons, making it available for slow release over the dry summer 
and early fallii.  This can shift the stream from summer-dry to perennial flow.   

Climate change is expected to have large effects on Oregon’s water resources. 

Based on the Oregon Climate Assessment Reportiii,  

• Oregon’s mean annual temperature is projected to increase 2 to 7°F by the 2050s.   

• Precipitation is predicted to increase slightly by the 2050s, but its seasonality will increase more.  
Summers are likely to become drier and warmer.  Extreme heat and drought events are likely to 
become more frequent.   

• Declining winter snowpack will reduce summer stream flows that are now augmented by the 
“snowpack reservoir”.   

Oregon’s Integrated Water Resources Strategy states “Storing water, via built and natural systems, will 
be an important tool to meet Oregon’s water needs.iv”  Beavers are made for this job.  Restoring beaver 
is an inexpensive, self-sustaining strategy for increasing summer stream flows.   

Droughts are challenging because they occur randomly and can last a year or multiple years.  When they 
arrive, they result in significant financial losses, human adjustments, and ecological impacts.  Given the 
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impact of droughts, it would be a wise and fiscally creative strategy to enlist the aid of beavers in 
restoring our streams especially given the state’s budget challenges.   

The Governor’s 2015 Executive Order directs state agencies to work on drought resiliency strategiesv.  
The 2016 Drought Readiness Council recommended development of measures to increase drought 
resiliency, conserve water and restore stream flowsvi.   

Increasing beavers by closing these federal public lands to beaver trapping and hunting would be a 
drought resiliency strategy for ODFW.  While beavers won’t solve the problem of drought on their own, 
they are a key partner that is low cost and self-sustaining.  This rule change would indicate strong 
leadership in how ODFW manages the state’s fish and wildlife species and their habitat and actively 
works to address key issues, habitats and species listed in the Oregon Conservation Strategy.   

In conclusion, beavers are particularly valuable partners because they are so resourceful and 
determined.  While they would prefer ideal habitat conditions, they are rarely stopped by marginal 
habitat as was made clear to me as I looked at a beaver dam built of sagebrush on a tributary of the 
Crooked River on BLM land in Crook County.    They can and will expand in many streams across Oregon 
if we give them the chance.   

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.  

 

 

 
i Pollock, M.M., G.M. Lewallen, K. Woodruff, C.E. Jordan and J.M. Castro (Editors) 2018. The Beaver 
Restoration Guidebook: Working with Beaver to Restore Streams, Wetlands, and Floodplains. Version 
2.01. United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Portland, Oregon. 189 pp. Online at: 
http://www.fws.gov/oregonfwo/ToolsForLandowners/RiverScience/Beaver.asp  
ii Pollock, M. M., Heim, M,  and Werner, D., 2003.  Hydrologic and geomorphic effects of beaver dams and their 
influence on fishes.  Pages 213-233 in S. V. Gregory, K. Boyer, and A. Gurnell, editors. The ecology and 
management of wood in world rivers. American Fisheries Society, Bethesda, Maryland. 
iii Mote, P.W., J. Abatzoglou, K.D. Dello, K. Hegewisch, and D.E. Rupp, 2019: Fourth Oregon Climate Assessment 
Report. Oregon Climate Change Research Institute. occri.net/ocar4 and 
Dalton, M.M., K.D. Dello, L. Hawkins, P.W. Mote, and D.E. Rupp (2017) The Third Oregon Climate Assessment 
Report, Oregon Climate Change Research Institute, College of Earth, Ocean and Atmospheric Sciences, Oregon 
State University, Corvallis, OR. 
iv Mucken, A., & Bateman, B. (Eds.). 2017. Oregon’s 2017 Integrated Water Resources Strategy. Oregon Water 
Resources Department. Salem, OR.   
v Office of the Governor, State of Oregon, 2015.  Executive Order No. 15-09.  Directing state agencies to plan for 
resiliency to drought, to meet the challenge that a changing climate brings.  
https://www.oregon.gov/gov/documents/executive_orders/eo_15-09.pdf  
vi Mucken, A., & Bateman, B. (Eds.). 2017. Oregon’s 2017 Integrated Water Resources Strategy. Oregon Water 
Resources Department. Salem, OR, p. 73. 

http://www.fws.gov/oregonfwo/ToolsForLandowners/RiverScience/Beaver.asp
https://www.oregon.gov/gov/documents/executive_orders/eo_15-09.pdf


 

 
The Sportsman’s Voice in the Nation’s Capitols 

110 North Carolina Ave., SE   .  Washington, DC 20003  .  202.543.6850   .  202.543-6853 Fax   .  congressionalsportsmen.org 

 

 

 

 

 
 

May 29, 2020 

 

RE: OPPOSE Beaver Trapping Ban on USFS lands 

 

Dear Chair Wahl and Honorable Commission Members,  

 

The Congressional Sportsmen’s Foundation strongly opposes the proposed amendments to OAR 635-

050-0070 pertaining to the location of where beavers may be trapped in the state.  

 

Regulated trapping does not cause wildlife to become endangered. In fact, beaver trapping closures in 

Wallowa County have been in place for over 45 years on United States Forest Service (USFS) lands in 

the Eagle Cap Wilderness. During this time, the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) has 

reported very little change in the beaver population. Conifer encroachment on public land streams and 

increased predation pressure from recovered predatory species are considered one reason beavers have 

not increased significantly.    

 

Trapping is managed through - regulations based on the best-available science that are strictly enforced 

by conservation officers. ODFW continually reviews and develops rules, regulations, education 

programs, and capture methods to ensure the humaneness of trapping. Traps are used not only to 

maintain healthy furbearer populations, but also to manage game species; protect threatened and 

endangered species, habitat and property; reintroduce wildlife to historical ranges; and maintain public 

health and safety. Regulated trapping provides many benefits to wildlife and people and is supported as 

a wildlife management tool by organizations and government agencies including the Association of 

Fish and Wildlife Agencies, the, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, USDA-APHIS-Wildlife 

Services, National Wildlife Federation and The Wildlife Society: 

-  https://wildlife.org/wp-

content/uploads/2020/03/SP_TrapsTrappingandFurbearerManagement.pdf 

- https://digitalcommons.law.msu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1154&context=afwa_reso 

- https://affiliates.nwf.org/2007/04/public-trust-doctrine-and-north-american-model-of-fish-and-

wildlife-conservation/ 

- https://affiliates.nwf.org/1997/04/management-of-fish-and-wildlife/ 

- https://affiliates.nwf.org/1997/04/sustainable-national-forest-management/ 

https://wildlife.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/SP_TrapsTrappingandFurbearerManagement.pdf
https://wildlife.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/SP_TrapsTrappingandFurbearerManagement.pdf
https://digitalcommons.law.msu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1154&context=afwa_reso
https://affiliates.nwf.org/2007/04/public-trust-doctrine-and-north-american-model-of-fish-and-wildlife-conservation/
https://affiliates.nwf.org/2007/04/public-trust-doctrine-and-north-american-model-of-fish-and-wildlife-conservation/
https://affiliates.nwf.org/1997/04/management-of-fish-and-wildlife/
https://affiliates.nwf.org/1997/04/sustainable-national-forest-management/
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- https://affiliates.nwf.org/1996/04/management-of-furbearers/ 

 

The Congressional Sportsmen’s Foundation supports ODFW staff recommendations in opposition to 

the proposed amendment to OAR 635-050-0070 that would ban beaver trapping in specified locations 

in Oregon. Management of Oregon’s wildlife should be based on the best-available science and 

practices. Wildlife management decisions should not be made based off emotion and personal dislike 

of a certain management tool but, instead, should be based off the expertise of professional fish and 

wildlife scientists and best-management practices.   

Sincerely,  

Aoibheann Cline  

Western States Coordinator,  

Congressional Sportsmen’s Foundation  

https://affiliates.nwf.org/1996/04/management-of-furbearers/


June 5, 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: 

 

My name is Michael Broili and I am a landowner in South Beach, Lincoln County, Oregon. Our 

property is adjacent to a beaver inhabited wetland. I am an At-Large board member of the 

Midcoast Watersheds Council and also sit on the Yachats Drinking Water Protection Plan Team. 

Until I retired 4 years ago, I was sole proprietor of a small business that specialized in 

hydrological restoration in the built environment and I served for eight years on the City of 

Shoreline, Washington’s Planning Commission. My overriding passion and life goal is to restore 

the hydrologic function in our urban and rural habitats to highly functioning ecosystems. In my 

20 years of experience in hydrological restoration, the single largest barrier is cost.  

 

The restoration of our state’s hydrologic health is paramount if we are to counter the impacts of 

climate change and population growth on Oregon’s fish, wildlife, water sources and citizens. We 

are already experiencing the effects and increase in the frequency and magnitude of droughts, 

wildfires, and flooding in the state’s streams, wetlands and estuaries. 

 

The financial and economic costs of those events to people’s lives and communities is significant 

and the cost to restore the health of Oregon’s streams, wetlands and estuaries is even more 

costly. To address these issues in innovative and economical ways the Oregon state animal, the 

beaver, is waiting to be put to work. As an engineer, and a keystone species, it’s contributions to 

the ecologic and hydrologic health of the state’s watersheds, streams, wetlands and estuaries is 

great, far-reaching and extremely cost effective in that they work around the clock and for free. 

 

The many contributions beavers make to the health of our ecosystems include: 

• Improvement of fish and wildlife habitat, 

• Reduction of stream temperatures,  

• The capture and storage of carbon, 

• Reduction of stress on municipal and agricultural water sources, 

• Creation of wildfire safe zones, 

• The enhancement of opportunities for restoration partnerships and 

• Recreational and outdoor educational opportunities.  

 

From 2015 to 2019 the state spent between $8.79 million to $27.28 million dollars on coastal 

wetland, stream and riparian restoration to accomplish what beavers can accomplish at a fraction 



of the cost while the economic return in the sale of beaver pelts and castor for those same years 

ranged at most if all were sold from only $ 11,043 to $16,389. 

 

In my considered opinion, we need to put beavers to work if we are to economically rebuild the 

health of the state’s hydrological systems which provide us with clean water, fish, wildlife and a 

host of other environmental services. So, all of that being said I am in favor of closing 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. Please support beaver trapping restrictions on all 

Oregon federally managed public lands. 

 

Respectfully, 

 

 
 

Michael Broili 

P.O. Box 155 

South Beach, OR 97366 

(206) 546-3119 

mlbroili42@gmail.com 
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Randy Comeleo 
Co-founder, Benton County Agriculture and Wildlife Protection Program (AWPP) 

Corvallis, OR 
 
Dear Commissioners: 
 

I’d like to talk about the non-lethal solutions that are available to address any increase in beaver-human 
conflicts that may occur as a result of the closure of federal lands to commercial and recreational beaver 
trapping and hunting.  I’m also speaking on behalf of Michael Callahan, a national expert in non-lethal 
beaver conflict prevention with the Massachusetts-based Beaver Institute. 
 

I’ve also included a letter from Jakob Shockey, owner of Beaver State Wildlife Solutions in Oregon.  
Shockey completed training in the Beaver Institute’s Beaver Corps Training Program.  Each year, the 
Beaver Institute trains dozens of individuals across North America to resolve beaver conflicts using non-
lethal methods. 
 

Four years ago, my wife Pam and I co-founded the Benton County Agriculture and Wildlife Protection 
Program, also known as the AWPP.  This is a county funded and operated program that offers grants for 
the purchase of non-lethal deterrents for beavers and other wildlife.  Beavers were included in the 
Program because of the important ecosystem services they provide and because each year many 
problematic beavers were being killed by the USDA county trapper. 
 

Non-lethal deterrents have proven to be very effective and the grant program has become popular with 
local farmers.  One of the most common reasons cited by Benton County farmers for wanting to use 
non-lethal deterrents is that they believe wildlife plays an important ecological role in the health of their 
farm ecosystem. 
 

I will share with you one of the Program’s beaver conflict resolution success stories and also a study by  
the Beaver Institute which describes a successful large-scale and long-term municipal beaver 
management program in Massachusetts. 
 

I’m sharing these stories and documents with you to emphasize that conflicts with beavers can usually 
be resolved using non-lethal methods. 
 

In January 2019, the Benton County Agriculture and Wildlife Protection Program contracted with Beaver 
State Wildlife Solutions to install a beaver pond leveler on a creek on the outskirts of Corvallis.  Beavers 
had built a series of dams downstream of 53rd Street, a major road in west Corvallis.  The dams were 
exacerbating annual flooding caused by a periodically clogged drain at a low spot in the road.  Benton 
County Public Works had repeatedly used work crews to destroy the beaver dams to prevent flooding of 
the road.  This was a recurring effort because the habitat and stream conditions were perfect for 
beavers and they would quickly rebuild the dams. 
 

The inexpensive flexible pond leveler was installed in about three hours by Jakob Shockey and the 
Beaver Strike Team, a local volunteer citizen action group.  The pond leveler has now been in place for 
two winters and has successfully prevented flooding of the nearby road. 
 

 

Video - Installing a Beaver Pond Leveler in Dunawi Creek: https://youtu.be/bu3R41Sb5fo 
Video - Dunawi Creek Beaver Pond Leveler During Storm: https://youtu.be/xvBQZynZyA4 

 

https://www.beaverinstitute.org/
http://www.beaverstatewildlifesolutions.com/
https://www.beaverinstitute.org/education/get-training/
https://www.beaverinstitute.org/
https://www.co.benton.or.us/awpp/page/about-program
https://www.co.benton.or.us/awpp/page/grant-information
https://www.co.benton.or.us/awpp/page/beavers
https://www.co.benton.or.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/agriculture_amp_wildlife_protection_program/page/6665/awpp_summary_report_2017-2019_11112019_final.pdf
https://www.beaverinstitute.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/Billerica-Beaver-Study-2019.pdf
https://www.beaverinstitute.org/
http://www.beaverstatewildlifesolutions.com/
http://www.beaverstatewildlifesolutions.com/
https://youtu.be/bu3R41Sb5fo
https://youtu.be/xvBQZynZyA4


 
Dunawi Creek floods 53rd Street, December 18, 2018.  Photo: Gazette-Times 

 
Jakob Shockey of Beaver State Wildlife Solutions positions a flexible pond leveler in Dunawi Creek, January 2019. 



 
Jakob Shockey and the Beaver Strike Team prepare to install a flexible pond leveler in Dunawi Creek, January 2019. 

 
Dunawi Creek flexible pond leveler outlet, January 2019. 



 
Dunawi Creek flexible pond leveler, May 2019. 

 
In 2019, the Beaver Institute completed a 20-year study at 55 beaver conflict sites in Billerica, 
Massachusetts and found that non-lethal management saved the town over $7,000 per year compared 
to lethal control of beavers.  In return, beavers provided the town with millions of dollars of free 
ecological services annually.  
 

Our recent experience in Benton County and the long-term lessons from Massachusetts are clear.  
Allowing beavers to flourish and managing them in place whenever possible is superior to beaver 
removal for both taxpayers and the environment.  
 

If we are to have any hope of achieving restoration of ecologically healthy aquatic systems across the 
state of Oregon, then a good place to begin would be providing a refuge for beavers on federal lands. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Randy Comeleo 

https://www.beaverinstitute.org/
https://www.beaverinstitute.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/Billerica-Beaver-Study-2019.pdf
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Beaver Institute Inc. 
14 Mountain Road 

Southampton, MA 01073 
www.beaverinstitute.org 

(413) 695-0484 

 
 

May 31, 2020 

 

Re: Beaver Management in Massachusetts since 1996 

 

To Whom It Concerns, 

In 1996, Massachusetts voters by a 2:1 margin passed a referendum into law that significantly 
restricted beaver trapping. Sponsored by animal welfare advocates this law was opposed by 
trapping enthusiasts and the MA Division of Fisheries and Wildlife who criticized wildlife 
management by voter referendum, and predicted an exponential rise in the state’s beaver 
population and beaver-related problems unless recreational trappers controlled the beaver 
population. They were concerned that the beaver, an important Keystone species, would come to 
be seen by many as a pest.  

Massachusetts is the third most densely populated state in the country. Following the trapping 
restrictions the state beaver population and the number of beaver complaints rose over the next 
several years. This prompted compromise state legislation in 2000 that allowed for prompt 
permitting of beaver trapping and/or water control device installation to resolve any threat to 
human health, safety or property. Lethal traps remained outlawed for recreational trapping. 

Over the ensuing 20 years, both beaver trapping and the installation of water control devices to 
prevent beaver dam flooding problems have been used in Massachusetts with good effect. The 
predicted beaver population explosion and related extensive property damage never occurred.  

Improved water control devices soon became the most cost-effective, long-term, environmentally 
friendly, and humane method to resolve beaver dam problems. They are now viewed as a best 
management practice. Over 1,600 of these devices are currently in place throughout the state to 
protect human interests.  

By coexisting with beavers where possible, Massachusetts is reaping tremendous environmental 
benefits due to the expansion of its beaver-created wetlands. Some beaver-related ecosystem 
benefits include increased biodiversity, more endangered species habitat, water storage, fire 
suppression, stream restoration, ground water recharge and improved downstream water quality.  

In 2019 the Association of Massachusetts Wetland Scientists published a 20-year study 
analyzing the beaver management program implemented in 2000 by the town of Billerica, MA. 
Billerica had the most beaver problems (55 sites) of any town in the state. The town sponsored 
program utilized nonlethal water control devices at 43 sites, and beaver removal at the remaining 
12 sites where water control devices were deemed not feasible. The results of this study detailed 



how nonlethal beaver management saves significant taxpayer money every year, and also 
provides the town with millions of dollars of free ecological serves annually. 

The long-term lessons from Massachusetts are clear. Managing beavers in place whenever 
possible, is superior to beaver removal for both the taxpayers and the environment.  

The Beaver Institute does not oppose beaver trapping, but based upon the available science 
recommends that beaver removal to resolve conflicts with humans be used only as a last resort 
when nonlethal options are not feasible. Coexistence with beavers constitutes the best 
management practice and should be utilized whenever possible. 

Feel free to contact me with any questions, concerns or additional information. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

 

Michael W. Callahan, President 

 
Beaver Institute Inc. 
14 Mountain Road 
Southampton, MA 01073 
Phone: (413) 695-0484 
Web: www.beaverinstitute.org 
 
Also: Beaver Solutions LLC, Owner 
Web: www.beaversolutions.com 
 

http://www.beaverinstitute.org/
http://www.beaversolutions.com/


 

  Beaver Benefits 
 

 
 
 

The North American beaver, Castor canadensis, build dams and wetlands that are among 
the most biologically productive ecosystems in the world, comparable to coral reefs and 

rain forests.i Beaver pond benefits include: ii 
 

Create diverse habitats and ecosystems iii 
Increase biodiversity iv 

Promote salmon/trout recovery v 
Regulate stream flows vi 

Improve water quality, acts as the “Earth’s Kidneys” vii 
Replenish drinking water aquifers viii 

Stabilize the water table ix 
Repair eroded stream channels x 

Restore watershed health xi 
 

Beavers do these AMAZING things, 
for FREE, saving us MILLIONS of dollars! 

 
However, despite these valuable ecological services, beavers can cause significant 

damage. Fortunately though, cost-effective, long-term, environmentally-friendly and 
humane options exist to resolve most beaver conflicts and retain their benefits. 

Beaver trapping is legal, but to retain all the beaver benefits it should be a last resort. 
 
 

Effective Nonlethal Tools Exist for Beaver Problems xii 
 

 
     For more information please see our website 
 

       Beaver Institute, Inc. 
  www.beaverinstitute.org 
 

          
 
This document may be reproduced and distributed. Courtesy of Beaver Institute, Inc. 
 
 
 



 
References: 

 

i U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Functions and Values of Wetlands, EPA 843-F-01-002c, September 2001.  
 
ii U.S. Environmental Protection Agency pdf, 2016, https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-
02/documents/wetlandfunctionsvalues.pdf 
 
The Beaver Restoration Guidebook: Working with Beaver to Restore Streams, Wetlands, and Floodplains, 
Pollock, M.M., G.M. Lewallen, K. Woodruff, C.E. Jordan and J.M. Castro (Editors) Version 2.0, 2017. United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service, Portland, Oregon. 2017, pp. 219 is a comprehensive manual of the beaver scientific 
literature. It can be downloaded in its entirety at: 
https://www.beaverinstitute.org/education/beaver-basics/  
 
iii The Beaver Restoration Guidebook, p 5. 
 
iv The Beaver Restoration Guidebook, pp. 13-19. 
 
v The Beaver Restoration Guidebook, pp. 15-17. 
 
vi The Beaver Restoration Guidebook, pp. 4-5. 
 
vii The Beaver Restoration Guidebook, pp. 7-10. 
 
viii The Beaver Restoration Guidebook, pp. 6 -7. 
 
ix The Beaver Restoration Guidebook, pp. 4-5. 
 
x The Beaver Restoration Guidebook, pp. 11-13. 
 
xi The Beaver Restoration Guidebook, pp. 2-19. 
 
xii https://www.beaverinstitute.org/management/flow-devices/dams/  
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BI Overview: Flow Devices 

 
 

Beavers are a Keystone species that greatly benefit wildlife and the environment. 
However valuable though, sometimes their dams can cause flooding problems for 
people. If the beavers are removed we lose the beaver pond benefits. Also, new beavers 
will be attracted to the habitat creating a very costly cycle. In contrast, flow devices can 
protect property and retain beaver pond benefits.  

What is a flow device? A flow device controls beaver damming to prevent 
flooding issues. Below are descriptions for four common flow device designs for 
different types of sites. The success rates cited are based on hundreds of installations. 

Flexible Pond Leveler 

With a success rate of 90%, 
a Flexible Pond Leveler is 
usually the best option to 
resolve flooding from a free 
standing beaver dam. It is 
designed to prevent beavers 
from detecting water flow 
into the pipe so they won’t block it. This creates a permanent leak in the dam. The height of the 
pipe in the dam controls the water level. The pipe inlet usually needs 3 feet of water depth to 
fool the beavers. 

Diversion Dam 

The simplest flow device designed to protect road culverts is 
the Diversion Dam. Blocked road culverts are the most common 
beaver problems because to a beaver a culvert pipe in a roadbed 
looks like a hole in a dam. By “fixing” the hole they can create a 
large pond. This is strong motivation. 

The Diversion Dam is inexpensive and relatively easy to 
build. It has an 80% success rate. Basically you create an easier place for beavers to dam 
located 10 to 15 feet upstream of the culvert. As shown in the diagram, it can be constructed in 
a semicircle and can be made from of any kind of material (fencing, rocks, etc.) that 
encourages the beavers to dam there rather than the culvert. It works best if it holds back some 
water like a small beaver dam. It can be built to allow wildlife passage. 



Fence and Pipe Device  

The most successful way to protect culverts or any manmade drainage structure from beaver damming 
is by using a Fence and Pipe flow device. With a 99% success rate, this device maintains water flow 
through 10”, 12”, or 15” diameter pipes. An exclusion fence protects the culvert from getting plugged, 
while the pipe acts as a hole in the beaver dammed fence.  

As seen in the diagram, the 
domed intake fence is sunk in 
the pond and is built large 
enough (usually 5-5.5’ diameter) 
so that the beavers cannot feel or 
hear the water flow into the pipe. 
The Fence and Pipe device 

controls the water level based upon the height of the pipe outlet. It just needs a water depth of 
3 feet deep to work. Since beavers do not build dams much higher than their ponds, the pipe 
controls the height of the damming on the fence. Large storm runoff goes over the beaver 
dammed fence and through an unblocked culvert. 

 

Keystone Culvert Fence 

Another way to protect road culverts is to 
install Keystone Fence. With a 95% success 
rate, this design completely eliminates 
damming near the culvert despite continued 
beaver presence. It works for three main 
reasons. First, it creates a large fence 
perimeter of 30 - 40 feet which discourages 
damming. Second, the fence forces the beaver 
to dam further and further from the culvert. 
Third, as the beaver dams further from the 
culvert the opening the water flows into widens so the damming stimuli of the sound and feel of 
moving water decreases the more they dam. This design is ideal for shallow water or high flow 
streams, but needs quarterly maintenance to remove floated debris. 
 
 
 

For more DIY or Professional training information see our website: 
www.beaverinstitute.org 

 
          

This document may be reproduced and distributed courtesy of Beaver Institute, Inc. 
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Billerica Municipal Beaver Management Program 
2000 - 2019 Analysis 

 
by Michael Callahan, Richard Berube F.E., and Isabel Tourkantonis P.W.S. 

Published by Assoc. of MA Wetland Scientists, Spring 2019 
 
 
Abstract: 
 
The North American beaver, Castor Canadensis, is a Keystone species due to its dam building 
behavior. While critically important for biodiversity and a multitude of other ecological benefits, 
beaver dams can cause significant flooding problems for humans. Beaver conflicts with humans 
are typically managed with either lethal beaver removal or nonlethal methods. This study 
compares traditional lethal control versus nonlethal management methods in the town of 
Billerica, MA.  A total of 55 beaver conflict sites were studied from 2000 through 2019. This first 
of its kind study revealed that the sites managed with nonlethal control methods cost significantly 
less than sites that were managed with beaver removal. In addition, nonlethal control methods 
provided millions of dollars of ecological services to the town annually that would have been lost 
with beaver removal.  
 
 
 
Background: 
 
Until colonial times beavers inhabited every waterway in Massachusetts. However, unregulated 
fur trapping extirpated beavers from MA by the 18th century. Farms, roads, homes, etc. were 
often built in drained beaver wetlands.  
 
Beavers returned to western Massachusetts in the 1930’s. As their population increased, they 
slowly spread east. Beavers found good habitat in Billerica’s multitude of wetlands, streams, and 
the Concord and Shawsheen Rivers. When they built dams on the same streams as their 
ancestors, they sometimes flooded human properties. As conflicts arose the beavers were 
trapped, and the dams removed. 
 
In 1963 Massachusetts passed the first wetland protection regulations in the nation. However, 
some of Billerica’s wetland and floodplain areas had already been developed. This increased 
human-beaver conflict potential. Today Billerica’s population exceeds 40,000, with over 1,500 
residents per sq. mile, and the town continues to grow. 
 



In 1996 voters overwhelmingly passed a statewide referendum that significantly curtailed 
trapping. By 1999 reports of serious beaver problems were common in Billerica and restricted 
beaver trapping made it worse. Local residents, businesses and town departments needed help.  
 
The year 2000 was significant for beaver control in Billerica for three reasons. First, the state 
legislature passed regulations authorizing local Boards of Health to issue emergency beaver 
permits whenever human health, safety or property were threatened. This greatly improved a 
slow wetland permitting process. Second, a heavily attended public meeting was held in Billerica 
Town Hall where an expert panel addressed residents’ concerns. And third, the town hired 
Beaver Solutions LLC to develop and implement an innovative town-wide Municipal Beaver 
Management Program. 
 
 
Billerica Municipal Beaver Management Program 
 
Since water is a public resource, and because a beaver dam can adversely affect town property 
such as a road, or multiple property owners, it was decided that it was appropriate for town 
government to take an active role in managing beavers in town. So beaver conflict sites on town 
property or affecting multiple taxpayers were added to the Billerica Municipal Beaver 
Management Program (BMBMP).  
 
A list of beaver problem sites was collected by town officials. These sites were assessed, 
prioritized, and the most cost-effective plan was developed for each site. Following conflict 
resolution, each site was placed on an inspection schedule. This enabled new problems to be 
quickly identified and resolved before significant damage is done. Beaver Solutions began 
submitting status reports to the town every 6 months. 
 
In 2000, the first year of the BMBMP a total of 7 beaver conflicts were resolved with innovative 
water control devices. Water control devices can be Flexible Pond Leveler pipes that are 
installed through beaver dams and are designed to prevent detection from beavers, or Culvert 
Protective Devices that are designed to keep road culverts undammed and flowing normally. The 
flow devices can be constructed to allow wildlife passage. 
 
 
Flexible Pond Leveler Diagram 

 



 
Pond Leveler Being Installed, Rangeway Rd. 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Pond Leveler in Beaver Dam, Rangeway Rd. 

 



 
 

Billerica Culvert Fence w/ Wildlife Passage 
 
 
Within 3 years the BMBMP was successfully managing 35 conflict sites with flow devices, and 
7 sites with trapping. The trapping sites were classified as "No Tolerance Zones" for beaver 
damming because flow devices had either failed or were not feasible at these locations.  
 
Initially there were concerns that using non-lethal management to coexist with beavers would 
result in a proliferation of conflict sites throughout the town. Fortunately though, experience has 
proven otherwise. In the subsequent 16 years, the total number of beaver conflict sites in 
Billerica has only risen from 42 to a total of 55. This is less than one new beaver problem per 
year.  
 
Currently there are a total of 55 BMBMP sites. 43 sites are successfully managed with non-lethal 
water control devices, and the other 12 are "No Tolerance Zones" for beaver damming that are 
managed with trapping.  
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Non-Lethal Beaver Control in Billerica 
 
The 43 beaver conflict sites in Billerica that are successfully managed with non-lethal water 
control devices are all sites that would have traditionally been managed with trapping. Based 
upon the rate of trapping at “No Tolerance Zones”, the use of non-lethal controls over 19 years 
has reduced the number of beavers trapped in town from 1,250 to 222. 
 
Since 2000 a total of $83,731 has been spent by the town on flow device installations and 
maintenance for 43 no-trap sites. The average flow device costs $1,500 and lasts an average of 
10 years before needing replacing, for an annualized cost $150. The monitoring and maintenance 
of a flow device site averages $79 per site per year. Therefore, each beaver conflict that is 
managed with flow devices costs an average of $229 per site per year. 
 
 
 
Beaver Trapping in Billerica 
 
Billerica’s twelve "No Tolerance Zones" are monitored regularly for evidence of new beavers 
and beaver damming. Beavers relocate quicker and more frequently to some of these areas than 
others. Since the inception of the program a total of 222 beavers have been trapped from these 
"No Tolerance Zones". This corresponds to an average of 18.5 beavers trapped in town per year, 
or an average of 1.5 beavers per site per year. By law, all trapped beavers must be killed. 
 
Since 2000, the cost of beaver trapping and beaver dam breaching at the 12 "No Tolerance 
Zones" has totaled $51,350, or $225 per site per year. The monitoring costs for these 12 sites 
averages an additional $184 per site per year. Therefore the annualized cost for each site 
managed with trapping is $409 per year.  
 
 
 
Cost Analysis of Trapping v. Flow Devices 
 
The cost to Billerica taxpayers to trap beavers is $409 per site per year. The flow device cost to 
taxpayers averages $229 per site per year. So, non-lethal beaver control saves an average of $180 
per site per year. Altogether, the 43 nonlethal beaver management sites currently save Billerica 
taxpayers $7,740 annually versus trapping. 
 
Note, this does not mean that all sites should be managed non-lethally because flow devices are 
not feasible for every situation. Approximately 25% of the time beaver removal by trapping is 
the only viable option.  
 
 
More Beaver Benefits 
 
In addition to the greater financial burden of trapping, there are also significant hidden costs to 
beaver trapping. These costs are directly related to the valuable ecological services that vanish 
when beavers and their dams are removed.  
 



Biologists classify the North American beaver (Castor Canadensis) as a Keystone species 
because their dams and tree cutting create habitats that greatly support biodiversity. Beaver-
created wetlands also offer many other important ecological benefits including downstream 
drought and flood protection, water table and aquifer recharge, and improved water quality, 
acting as the “Earth’s kidneys”.1,2 
 
The ecological service values of beaver dams are real and important, but can be difficult to 
quantify, and vary in different regions of the country. In arid regions where water is in short 
supply, or salmon are endangered, or streams are badly incised and in need of restoration, the 
ecological benefits of beavers are nearly invaluable. Many western states have recently adopted 
beaver repopulation programs as a cost-effective way to manage these issues. 
 
While Billerica does not have those issues, it does derive value from beaver dams in a multitude 
of other ways3. Beaver ponds slow stream flow, reduce erosion, reduce turbidity, and remove 
harmful runoff pollutants from the water. Beaver impoundments also moderate stream flows, 
reducing downstream flooding during peak flows and maintaining higher stream flows during 
droughts. Beaver ponds create vibrant ecosystems that support biodiversity, including habitats 
for many threatened and endangered species. They also offer open space and areas for human 
recreation. 
 
 
Ecological Accounting 
 
The use of flow devices at 43 sites in town has prevented the trapping of 38 beaver colonies. In 
Billerica these 38 beaver colonies create an average of 10 wetland acres with their dams, or 380 
total wetland acres that would not exist if the beavers were trapped. Estimates vary but 
ecological value of freshwater wetlands can conservatively be valued at over $5,000 per acre per 
year.4 Therefore the untrapped beavers are providing the town with approximately $2,000,000 of 
free ecological services every year, and over 35 million dollars in ecological services since the 
inception of the program.  

 

 
Billerica Beaver Created Heron Rookery 

 



Summary 
 
In 2000 the Town of Billerica and Beaver Solutions LLC partnered on a unique Municipal 
Beaver Management Program. Currently, a total of 55 beaver conflict sites are successfully 
managed by the program. 43 of these conflict sites have been successfully managed nonlethally. 
The remaining 12 “No Tolerance Zones” are managed with beaver trapping and dam breaching. 
 
The Billerica Beaver Management Program has shown that nonlethal beaver management at 43 
sites saves Billerica taxpayers $180 per site per year ($7,740 per year total) versus beaver 
trapping. 
 
Factoring in the difficult to quantify, but very real economic value of beaver created wetlands, 
you can make the case that where beaver coexistence is feasible, millions of dollars in free 
ecological services are provided to the town annually. 
 
Since 2000, nonlethal beaver management tools have proven of great benefit to Billerica 
taxpayers, homeowners, businesses, and roads, as well as to nature and animal lovers. The 
Billerica Beaver Program is a proven model with nearly two decades of success that other 
communities can and should adopt for economic and ecological reasons. 
 
 
PDF available at: https://www.beaverinstitute.org/research/overview/ 

 
 

Program Director: Richard Berube F.E., Billerica Health Director 
rberube@town.billerica.ma.us 

 
Conservation Oversight: Isabel Tourkantonis P.W.S., Billerica Director of Environmental 

Affairs, itourkantonis@town.billerica.ma.us 
 

Program Contractor: Michael Callahan, Beaver Solutions LLC 
mike@beaversolutions.com 

 
This study was made possible due to the support of the nonprofit 

Beaver Institute Inc.   
 
Citations: 
 
1 EPA – The Functions and Values of Wetlands; https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-
02/documents/functionsvaluesofwetlands.pdf 
 
2 Beaver Institute website library, https://www.beaverinstitute.org/research/library/  
 
3 EPA – The Economic Benefits of Wetlands 
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-02/documents/economicbenefits.pdf 
 
4 Wetlands Management website, 
http://forestandrange.org/new_wetlands/economics_and_recreation.htm 
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PO Box 193, Jacksonville, Oregon 97530 
(541) 761-3312, www.beaverstatewildlifesolutions.com 
 
 
 

May 18, 2020 
 
 

Chair Mary Wahl 
Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission Members 
4034 Fairview Industrial Drive SE 
Salem, OR 97302 
 
RE:  Furbearer rule and restrictions for the 2020-2022 season 
  
 
To the Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission: 
 
I recently spent eight hours clearing a beaver dam from two, 5’ diameter culverts—
using a potato rake and a T post. As I’m sure you are aware, beaver and people 
sometimes have a difference of opinion on how water and streamside trees should be 
managed. This family of beaver had identified these culverts in a road-base as two holes 
in an otherwise perfectly serviceable dam. When I showed up, these holes had been 
patched, the floodplain was reconnected and some seven acres of fescue crop were 
underwater.  
 
As our fellow ecosystem engineer, beaver and their works can disrupt our own 
engineered landscape of culverts and infrastructure, riverfront houses and working 
lands. Because they live in territorial, familial colonies, trapping out the offending 
beavers (either lethally or for relocation) often results in a new colony showing up to 
the “cleaned out” habitat—sometimes within a couple weeks. Frustrated landowners 
and land managers, public works departments and private industry struggle to get off 
this treadmill of beaver removal and resentment for our state animal builds. 
 
As the owner of Beaver State Wildlife Solutions, I’ve been helping people to stabilize 
beaver complications throughout Oregon for the past six years. I am writing you from 
that perspective. Some of my clients are motivated by this animal’s welfare, some by the 



habitat it builds, and some are just ready to “call a truce.” As a career military officer 
once explained to me, he was ready to work with the resident colony rather than 
trapping again and waiting for a new colony to show up unpredictably—as this beaver 
family was “the enemy I know, versus the enemy I don’t know.” 
 
I am aware of the proposal before you to close specific federally managed public lands 
to beaver trapping in interest of the habitat resiliency and water security beaver create.  
As a rural Oregonian, I am often reluctant to promote anything that seems to “take 
away a tool in my toolbox.” That said, I can testify that the vast majority of beaver 
conflicts can be solved with a little human ingenuity and without need for trapping. 
Toward that end, it is vital that ODFW support such non-lethal tools for managing the 
flooding issues beaver sometimes cause such as “pond-levelers” and culvert protection 
systems.  
 
I commend the strides ODFW has made in recent months toward developing Best 
Management Practices for the use of these long-term, proven strategies toward 
managing beaver in place. If we have any chance of seeing the widespread restoration 
of hydrologically and ecologically healthy aquatic systems across our state that beaver 
can provide, we need to get away from trapping as the easy solution. This petition 
proposes an argument for the overwhelming value of live beaver on public lands—to 
Oregonians and Oregon. It can be frustrating to loose tools to regulations and rule-
making, but in this case we already have better tools for addressing where beaver 
activity disagrees with human activity.  In my opinion, concerns that this proposal 
would result in excess beaver damage need not weigh heavily in the balance as you 
consider this petition.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Jakob Shockey, owner 
Beaver State Wildlife Solutions LLC 
 
 
 
cc:  Senator Jeff Golden, Representative Pam Marsh 
 
ODFW:  Curt Melcher, Shannon Hurn, Doug Cottam, Ed Bowles, Bruce McIntosh, 

Tom Stahl, Greg Apke, Derek Broman, Renee Coxen, Brian Bangs 
 
NOAA:  Scott Rumsey, Kim Kratz, Irma Lagomarsino, Chuck Wheeler 
 
USFWS:  Paul Henson, Chris Allen 
 
	



 

Memorandum 

To: Mary Wahl, Chair, Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission 

CC: Commissioners, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife Staff 

Dt: June 9, 2020 

Re: Comments Supporting Changes to Oregon’s Furbearer Trapping Regulations 

 

The purpose of this memorandum is to provide the Commission and the Department Staff with 

comments on the need to revise trapping regulations on Beaver on federal lands in Oregon. 

As part of your review and update of the state's furbearer regulations, it makes sense to end commercial 

and recreational beaver hunting and trapping on federally managed public lands in Oregon, including 

National Forests, Bureau of Land Management lands, National Monuments, National Wildlife Refuges, 

National Parks and National Grasslands.  

Beavers play a critical role in naturally retaining water on the landscape, maintaining floodplains and 

riparian areas, providing homes for other native species, and helping maintain stream flows and improve 

water quality. This is important for both anadromous salmonids as well as adfluvial (river-migrating 

resident fish) and resident fish across Oregon. 

Oregon already Is feeling the impacts of climate change in the frequency and severity of drought, 

wildfire, and flooding. If fish and wildlife are going to survive these arriving and accelerating climatic 

changes, they will need healthy watersheds, streamside habitats and streams with more year-round flows. 

Beavers are an important natural ally in achieving maintaining and restoring healthy watersheds, and 

continued hunting and trapping of beavers across Oregon is counterproductive. 

Beaver are an essential water security and habitat resiliency partner. They build and maintain critical 

ecosystem infrastructure. They are key to helping address Oregon’s water security and fish and wildlife 

habitat needs and provide a key mechanism for helping Oregon address climate change. These benefits 

will occur at little to no cost to the taxpayers.  

Here is a summary list of priority benefits Beavers provide: 

✓ Addresses goals and objectives of the Oregon Conservation Strategy, the Governor’s 100-Year 

Water Vision, and ODFW’s mission statement 

✓ Improves water security and quality for municipal, ranching, and agricultural users. 

✓ Improves, expands, and diversifies fish and wildlife habitat  

✓ Creates safety zones for wildlife and livestock during wildfires  

✓ Creates carbon capture and store areas • Improves rearing habitat for 11 endangered salmonid 

stocks throughout the state.  

✓ Improves stream temperatures  

✓ Improves migratory bird habitat  

✓ Improves and expands recreational opportunities 

✓ Creates opportunities to demonstrate effectiveness of non-lethal solutions of beaver-human 

infrastructure conflicts 

✓ Creates a uniform policy with statewide benefits and eliminates ambiguity in the regulations 



✓ Stream and riparian habitat restoration efforts are maintained by beavers.  

✓ Limited restoration dollars go further because they can be spent on needs outside the 

contributions of beavers 

✓ Fiscally smart  

✓ Retains the ability of federal land management officials to remove beaver  

Narrative Rationale on the Benefits of Beaver Conservation 

Revising Oregon’s Beaver Trapping Regulations addresses existing goals and objectives of multiple 

plans. This includes the Oregon Conservation Strategy (OCS), the Governor’s 100- Year Water Vision 

and ODFW’s mission statement.  

❖ Beaver trapping revisions address all seven Key Conservation Issues in the Oregon Conservation 

Strategy plus four Strategy Habitats and provides the habitat needs of 82 out of 294 strategy species.  

❖ Revised beaver trapping regulations address all four goals of the updated Governor’s 100-Year Water 

Vision: Health (clean water for all who live in Oregon), Economy (sustainable and clean water to 

support local economic vitality), Environment (adequate cool, clean water to sustain Oregon’s 

ecosystems for healthy fish and wildlife) and Safety (water supplies and flood protection systems for 

Oregon’s communities).  

❖ Brings ODFW policy related to management of beavers on these federally managed public lands into 

compliance with best available science.  

❖ Improves water security and quality for municipal, ranching, and agricultural users. Beaver dams, 

ponds and resulting wetlands and wet meadows increase temporary surface water and groundwater in 

the headwaters resulting in water being more slowly and sustainably released. This temporary storage 

helps offset the impacts of drought and decrease the frequency and magnitudes of downstream 

flooding. Abundant wetlands and ponds lead to improved water quality (i.e. cooler stream 

temperatures, less sediment).  

❖ National Forests are key to this effort because drinking water for a large percentage of Oregonians 

comes from these publicly managed public lands. All of these public lands contribute to the waters 

used for ranching and agriculture. Improves fish and wildlife habitat. Habitat abundance, distribution, 

diversity, complexity, and connectivity also increases. These changes increase the ability of species to 

survive increased uncertainty in climate (drought, wildfire, flooding) by making the habitat less 

sensitive and more resilient to climate variability.  

❖ Healthy beaver populations and their habitat creates wildfire safe zones for wildlife and livestock. 

The increase in abundance, size, and distribution of wetlands, wet meadows, and ponds across the 

state creates safe zones during wildfire for wildlife and livestock to retreat to. Forage and habitat 

recover more quickly post-fire than upland vegetation because of the presence of abundant water and 

the fact that many riparian plants are fire-adapted and respond favorably to the disturbance. Beaver 

ponds and wetlands/wet meadows help maintain downstream water quality by trapping sediment that 

might erode off hillslopes post-fire.  

❖ Creates carbon capture and store areas. Wetlands and wet meadows extract carbon from the air and 

store it in roots and decaying matter below ground, and in the abundant riparian vegetation above 

ground. Beaver ponds also capture and store carbon as dead vegetation is submerged under water. 

This natural process of carbon capture and store related to wetlands, wet meadows and ponds directly 

addresses climate change and is currently an underutilized climate change response strategy.  

❖ Improves rearing habitat for 11 endangered salmonid stocks throughout the state. Rearing habitat is a 

key limiting factor and beaver ponds have been identified as a key source of rearing habitat. Beavers 



also create beaver bank lodges which are used as summer rearing habitat for juvenile coho and other 

salmonid species.  

❖ Improves stream temperatures. Currently ODEQ has thousands of stream miles listed as water quality 

impaired for temperature. The rise in water tables in beaver dominated meadows results in increased 

in groundwater contributions to streams and ponds. When combined with deeper pond water depths 

the result is a decrease in stream temperatures. This decrease can, in some cases, result in the stream 

or a segment of the stream being delisted.  

❖ Improves migratory bird habitat. Expanded beaver ponds, wetlands, wet meadows, and structurally 

complex and diverse riparian habitat across the state provides increased food sources, habitat resting 

areas, and rearing areas including snags for cavity nesting species. Benefits threatened, sensitive, and 

declining species like the Willow Flycatcher, Yellow Warbler, Song Sparrow and Yellow-breasted 

Chat.  

❖ Retains the ability of state and federal officials and private landowners to manage beaver. The 

amendment to OAR 635-050-0070 only applies to commercial and recreational harvests on the 

specifically designated federally managed public lands. As such it does not eliminate any options for 

federal land managers when it comes to dealing with beavers and their ability to meet management 

objectives for fish habitat and stream flows. 

❖ Improves recreational opportunities. 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.  

❖ Opens opportunities to demonstrate effectiveness of non-lethal solutions to beaver-human 

infrastructure conflicts in publicly accessible sites, without financial risk to private landowners or 

state, county, or city land managers.  

❖ Creates a uniform policy with statewide benefits and eliminates ambiguity in the regulations. The 

existing regulations are confusing with language used to describe closures varying. Existing 

regulations limit beaver-related benefits to very few places in the state even though drought, 

wildfires, flooding, and municipal and agricultural water needs are a worry statewide. Amendment 

creates a uniform, easily understood set of regulations that brings benefits to entire state.  

❖ Limited restoration dollars go further and restoration self-maintaining because beavers now do the 

stream and riparian restoration. Beaver-created restoration is self-maintaining and self-enhancing as 

long as beavers continue to be around to repair dam breaches. Minimizes spending dollars on 

maintaining restoration effort (repetitive cost, reoccurring costs). Dollars now available to focus on 

species and restoration efforts in areas not influenced by beavers.  

❖ Fiscally smart: The above benefits are gained at little to no cost to the taxpayers because beavers do 

the stream and riparian habitat improvement work and do it better, faster, cheaper and at a statewide, 

landscape scale and maintain the infrastructure. They maintain the changes resulting in no reoccurring 

costs. Costs related to this partnership will be minimal and related to implementing non-lethal 

resolutions to potential conflicts such as blocked culverts and flooded roads. The costs to 

implementing these non-lethal solutions are much more effective than removing the beavers because 

habitat and water benefits are maintained, and the potential conflicts are prevented from reoccurring 

because the beaver habitat is occupied. 

Wild salmonids and trout have evolved and adapted to watersheds with plentiful and widely distributed 

beaver dams and ponds.  In the Middle Fork John Day River tributaries, adult and juvenile steelhead use 

beaver ponds for protective cover and juveniles rely on the rearing environment created by Beavers.  The 

benefit of beaver ponds in coastal streams for juvenile salmonid rearing is evident to everyone from the 

commercial salmon fisher to school children from Astoria to Brookings.  The essential function of beaver 



ponds for native fish conservation and production for fisheries is clearly evident in the focused restoration 

efforts by watershed councils and in the widely accepted scientific literature.   

Beaver and the ponds they create are important for improving fish production in Oregon watersheds from 

the coast, the Willamette Valley and throughout Eastern Oregon.  Beaver and the ponds they create 

improve the productivity of the streams where they are located and are critical habitat for rebuilding 

anadromous fish populations threatened with extinction and providing a hedge against warming 

temperatures occurring due to climate change. 

On the coastal streams and in the interior, ODFW biologists and volunteers construct off-channel ponds 

and placed structure in them that coho salmon juveniles use for rearing to compensate for the absence of 

beaver ponds. This is required because Oregon is still addressing the legacy of the Hudson Bay Company 

which purposely set out to eradicate beaver in Oregon to discourage American commerce and 

immigration to the Territory. It is time that the Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission change that 190-

year legacy by amending OAR 635-050-0070 to protect the ecological benefits of beaver in Oregon 

watersheds on public lands.    

Beavers will create a network of ponds and backwaters that will store and release cool waters for farmers 

and for fish. 

Even though staff believes that beavers populations are not a conservation concern, the comments from 

other public agencies regarding their inability to meet their mandates for habitat condition maintenance 

and restoration that support ESA-listed salmonids and other co-dependent species of fish and wildlife 

with the existing beaver population abundance is a co-manager request not to be ignored. 

Indeed, the federal managers need not defer to ODFW’s regulations should they decide that the existing 

management regime is not sufficient to provide beaver population abundance levels sufficient to enable 

them to meet their regulatory management goals.1 

Please adopt the proposed federal request to close all federally managed public lands in Oregon to beaver 

hunting and trapping, so these remarkable animals can continue to work their magic and help people and 

fish and wildlife thrive. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

David A. Moskowitz 

David Moskowitz 

Executive Director 

 

The Conservation Angler 

3241 NE 73rd Avenue 

Portland, OR 97213 

971-235-8953 

theconservationangler@gmail.com 
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Scientific Literature Related to Beavers and Beaver-Generated Ecosystem and Affiliated Species Benefits 

These citations display the diversity and magnitude of beaver influences on systems and organisms, the value of 

those benefits, and the longevity of that interest over time. 
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Keep Oregon Hunting, Fishing, Trapping and Sport Shooting by asking the ODFW 
Commission to reject this anti-trapping proposal: odfw.commission@state.or.us.

As many of you are already aware, this Friday, June 12,  Governor Brown’s appointed Oregon Fish 
and Wildlife Commissioners will take public testimony on a proposal that if adopted will ban all 
hunting and trapping of beaver on 32,614,185 acres of Oregon’s federally managed lands. If the 
proposal is accepted by a majority vote of the six Commissioners, 53% of Oregon’s total land 
base will be permanently off-limits to science-based wildlife management.  The proposal was 
developed and is supported by Oregon State University academics, far-left environmental 
organizations, radical animal rights organizations, federal agencies, and, sadly, some Oregon 
Department of Fish and Wildlife Fish Division biologists.  You, as Oregon sportsmen and women, 
the societal component who will be most impacted by the ban were never consulted, advised of, 
or included in the external/internal discussion and decision-making processes that led up to the 
anti-trapping proposal being sent to the Commission.
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The US Forest Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, Oregon Watershed Enhancement 
Board/Watershed Councils, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife District fisheries 
biologists, representatives of non-government environmental organizations and institutional 
technocrats (many of whom will be testifying ad nauseum to take away your privilege to 
participate in the time-honored and science-based traditional harvest of beaver, a very 
abundant Oregon Natural Resource) intentionally left you out of the discussion!

The federal agencies that are requesting that the state adopt their preferred management 
directive of “no beaver harvest on federal lands“ have effectively circumvented the 
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) by failing to conduct an analysis 
of the effects of the planned action.  This carefully coordinated effort to ban trapping is 
another example of “Getting Someone Else to Do Your Bidding” or a plain and simple “End 
Run” by radical anti-trapping, animal rights activist elites both inside and outside of state and 
federal management agencies.

What is the immediate biological necessity that requires the adoption of such draconian rule?  
Adoption of the requested rule by the Commission would be a historic and landscape change 
to the way we manage an abundant and sustainable natural resource that was the building 
block of the Oregon territory and, eventually, led Oregon to become known as the Beaver 
State.  Is this a dawning of a new day for the way Oregon manages it’s fish and wildlife 
resource — preservation rather than conservation?

It is long past time that Oregon’s hunters, anglers and trapper conservationists put aside our 
minor differences, come together and loudly scream in the hallways of the Capitol, the 
Governor’s office and the meeting room of the Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission that we 
as sportsmen and women have had enough of the never-ending attacks on our culture and our 
heritage.  Enough is enough!

The lack of respect shown by the Governor’s office, many of our elected state Senators and 
Representatives and several of the Governor’s appointed Fish and Wildlife Commissioners 
towards the hundreds of thousands of Oregon sportsmen and women who support the North 
American Model of Wildlife Conservation is despicable. We have for decades through our 
voluntary purchase of hunting, fishing, trapping and commercial fishing licenses and our 
associated federal excise taxes been the most significant societal component providing the 
bulk of the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife’s conservation funding.  This is a fact that 
cannot be disputed.  Let me reiterate:  The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife relies 
primarily on the people who buy hunting, fishing, trapping and commercial fishing licenses to 
fund the majority of its science-based conservation programs. You, as Oregon sportsmen and 
women, have done more to protect and enhance the Beaver state’s harvestable and non-
harvestable species than any other societal component.  With that said, why do sportsmen and 
sportswomen have to be constantly playing defense against Commissioners and others who 
feel you are no longer an important societal component simply because you make up a small 
percentage of the four-plus million people who call Oregon home?

The animal rights’ elitists really wish that trappers and hunters would just go away. This anti-
trapping proposal is yet another example of their plan to regulate us to extinction.   Their anti-
hunting and anti-trapping efforts reminded me of this Leo Tolstoy quote:  “I sit on a man’s 
back choking him and making him carry me, and yet assure myself and others that I am very 
sorry for him and wish to ease his lot by all possible means – except by getting off his back.”

The PHD’s and those who claim the best available science supports this proposed action are 
guilty of the proverbial political action tactic known as “Smoke and Mirrors.” Their colloquium 
seems to be “If you can’t dazzle them with brilliance, then you must baffle them with (you know 
how the rest of the saying goes).”
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The proponents will and have already paraded study after study before the Commissioners that 
they claim will prove that if the recreational harvest of beaver is banned, salmon will somehow 
miraculously recover. They conveniently overlook the failed federal forest management 
practices that have significantly reduced the early seral habitat suitable for beaver colony 
expansion.  The supporters of the ban claim that we will be saving millions of dollars in salmon 
habitat restoration work by simply banning recreational beaver harvest while they dismiss the 
habitat requirements of other species ranging from Roosevelt bull elk to Oregon’s state  
butterfly, the Oregon Swallowtail.

Their hypothetical assertion that a ban on beaver trapping is the missing link for salmonid 
recovery is a perversion of science and is political anti-wildlife harvest advocacy at its worst.  The 
science that empirically identifies recreational trapping and our beaver harvest as a significant 
risk to salmonid recovery simply does not exist!

The scientists supporting the ban say the science is clear. Beavers are a keystone species that 
are good for the ecosystem.

We agree! This is the specific reason we support science-based furbearer management 
regulations which have been properly discussed and developed with input from all 
stakeholders. We firmly believe that all regulation proposals must be examined through the lens 
of the seven co-equals of Oregon Revised Statute 496.012 Oregon Wildlife Policy. We all must 
remember that furbearer management is the responsibility of the Oregon Department of Fish 
and Wildlife’s Wildlife Division, not federal land managers or fish recovery technocrats.

The beaver harvest ban reeks of hypocrisy! Here is just one example:

Many of the scientists and fishery managers endorsing the beaver harvest ban also support 
mixed-stock ocean commercial salmon “Bubble Fisheries” at the mouths of the same coastal 
river systems they want the beaver ban to cover. Stop the harvest of one extremely abundant 
non-listed species so that we can increase the harvest of a listed species – An interesting 
concept but quite divisive!  I guess it comes down to whose ox is getting gored.

What level of risk are the allowable take-exceptions to the Endangered Species Act having on 
coastal Coho recovery when objectively compared to the recovery risk that can be associated to 
the regulated harvest of beaver on public lands?

Where is the risk assessment?

In a perfect world the Commissioners would ask ODFW’s Fisheries Div. – Wildlife Div. staff a 
couple simple questions:

Does Oregon’s recreational beaver harvest pose a scientifically identified risk to salmonid 
recovery?

 Is the presumed recreational beaver harvest risk assertion supported by empirical data?

As a lifelong Oregon hunter, angler and trapper I have a question for the academics, federal 
fisheries technocrats, ODFW Fisheries biologists, Watershed Councils, the Audobon Society and 
other anti-trapping elitists:  Where does the recreational harvest of beaver rank in a risk analysis 
compare to the predation of salmonids by marine mammals and avian fish-eating species?

As sportsmen and women, we know the answer to this question. There is a plethora of research 
that directly concludes that avian and marine mammal predation has a severe impact on 
salmonid survival at all life stages and can negatively impact salmonid recovery.   However, 
sportsmen have yet to see a well-designed federal avian and pinniped risk management 
programs that would likely increase the abundance of Oregon’s ESA listed coastal salmonids. I 
distinctly remember “Hershel” at Washington’s Ballard Locks preying unchecked on a distinct 
steelhead stock.  Left unchecked, Hershel caused the run to go extinct!

The no beaver harvest request on all federal lands for the sake of the salmon is nothing more or 
nothing less than a “Wolf in Sheep’s Clothing.”



The proposal is not about enhancing the recovery of Oregon’s thirteen Endangered Species 
Act listed runs of salmon & steelhead.  IT IS ABOUT BANNING TRAPPING. 

With that in mind we all must remember that in September 2018, the Commission acted 
without supporting science to adopt regulations that banned trapping of marten in Oregon’s 
coast range.  This unsupported by science regulatory action should cause all sportsman and 
women to be gravely concerned about the future of trapping and science-based furbearer 
management especially after considering that one Commissioner has openly remarked about 
his moral disgust for trapping!

Keep Oregon Hunting, Fishing, Trapping and Sport Shooting by asking the ODFW 
Commission to reject this anti-trapping proposal: odfw.commission@state.or.us.

Stan Steele – Chairman

Life Member:

• Oregon Trappers Association
• NRA
• Oregon Outdoor Council
• Oregon United Sporting Dogs Association
• McKenzie River Guides Association



 

 

Dear ODFW Commissioners: 
 

I am a naturopathic physician and parent of two children, ages 18 & 28. We are an 

active and nature loving family! Many of our happiest and most sacred moments 

together have been hiking, birding and foraging for edible plants and fungi in the 

beautiful forests of Oregon, Washington & California. Five years ago, we visited 

the Redwood forest and were shocked and dismayed to see that the great Jedediah 

Smith River was a mere trickle due to severe drought. Very sobering indeed! 

 

I strongly urge you to please amend OAR 635-050-0070 and close commercial and 

recreational beaver trapping and hunting on all National  

Forests, BLM lands, National Monuments, Federal Wildlife Refuges, National 

Parks, and National Grasslands in the state of Oregon. The current regulations are 

confusing and the new amendment creates a uniform, easy to understand set of 

regulations that bring benefits to the entire state. 

 

In this time of vastly reduced local, state & federal coffers due to Covid-19, we 

need low intervention, cost effective, proven strategies to tackle the state’s 

multiple environmental challenges in one fell swoop. Let’s be fiscally smart and 

let beavers build and maintain critical ecosystem infrastructure at a fraction of the 

cost!! 

 

The science is very clear that protection and repopulation of beavers represents a 

highly cost effective and multi dimensional strategy to address so many of the 

varied environmental and water quality and water scarcity challenges facing our 

state. 

 

Beaver created restoration is fast and cheap as well as self-maintaining, as long 

as beavers are around to repair dam breeches. They eliminate repetitive and 

recurring costs to maintain stream quality and riparian habitat. The cost to maintain 

this partnership with beavers will be minimal and used to implement non-lethal 

solutions to potential issues such as blocked culverts and flooded roads. 

 

Employing non-lethal management solutions will be far less costly than lethally 

removing beavers, as water and habitat benefits will remain intact while potential 

conflicts will be easily and cost effectively averted. 

 

Considering that this industrious and resourceful rodent is our state animal, the 

time is ripe to protect this historical and culturally important species! We know 

that beavers restore and create habitat for literally hundreds of other species 



 

 

including at risk migratory birds and many endangered species of frogs and 

salmon. 

 

We know that beavers improve stream temperatures, decrease stream and river 

flow velocity, and thus impede sediment.  Beavers create safe, calm side channels 

and resting zones for juvenile fish and amphibians. 

 

I am also very concerned about the increasing severity of wildfires in our region. I 

was blown away by the images of the “emerald refuge” created by beavers in a 

landscape burned by the Sharps Fire in Idaho. (photo credit: Joe Wheaton). We 

urgently need to increase the availability of these wildfire safe zones for livestock 

and wildlife.  This summer is predicted to be yet another harsh & destructive fire 

season. Beavers can quickly increase the abundance, size & distribution of fire 

safe  

havens: wetlands, wet meadows and ponds across the state to offset loss of life and 

property during fire season. 

 

I could go on for days, but I will conclude by saying that wetlands, wet meadows 

and ponds, which beavers create and maintain at no cost to the taxpayer, are an 

underutilized climate change response strategy. Wetlands and wet meadows 

capture carbon from the air and store it underground and underwater. 

 

Finally, I want to urge all of the commissioners to not just vote for this 

amendment, but to push for some enforcement measures such as sign posting and 

penalties of up to $10,000 for breaches of this statute. I propose that any 

penalties collected should be directed to a fund for non-lethal management and for 

re-introduction of beavers into degraded habitats that are appropriate and can 

support a healthy beaver population. It is estimated that beavers currently occupy 

less than 5% of their historical habitat. What a loss for the many species that 

depend on beavers and the many habitats that are currently degraded as a result of 

their absence. 

 

Thank you Commisioners for your public service, for listening to all sides of this 

issue, and for voting yes on this amendment to create a safer environment for 

Beaver, our number one water security and habitat resiliency partner! 

 

Much appreciation for your time, 

 

Dr. Holly Zapf 





May 22, 2020 

Chair Wahl, Commissioners, and Director Melcher, 

The Oregon Hunters Association strongly opposes the petitioned request to amend OAR 
635-050-0070 as it pertains to where beavers (Castor canadensis) may be trapped within the 
state.  The requested changes are overreaching and without the basis of true science.  

While letters in support of this change may refer to scientific data, there is, in truth, no empirical 
data to support a ban on beaver trapping as an effective tool for managing the species or improv-
ing salmon populations.  A similar ban was put in place in Washington with no favorable out-
come to salmon runs after 20 years.  Beneficial habitat conditions containing early seral forest 
succession are far more impactful on healthy beaver populations than the nominal number of 
beavers effected by trapping. 

Beaver trapping closures in Wallowa County have been in place for over 45 years on USFS lands 
in the Eagle Cap Wilderness.  During this time, ODFW documented very little change in the 
beaver population.  Conifer encroachment on public land streams is considered one reason 
beavers have not increased significantly, along with predation pressure by a recovered contingent 
of predatory species over the past half century.  

Trapping is an effective tool in the management of wildlife.  To make large-scale changes to reg-
ulations and management practices involving over half the state without proven research and sci-
entific evidence is not in keeping with ODFW’s history of science-based wildlife management 
policy.  It is OHA’s recommendation that before any such change is undertaken, exhaustive re-
search and scientific analysis should be conducted to address beaver population density, habitat 
considerations, predation, overall species health – and then decide if such a broad sweeping ban 
is, in fact, warranted.   

OHA supports the ODFW staff, within both the wildlife and fish divisions, in their opposition to 
the requested changes.  We support science-based management of Oregon’s wildlife, both game 
and non-game species.  In the absence of this research, any broad-sweeping rules changes set the 
dangerous precedent of eliminating impactful management tools without clear scientific justifica-
tion.   

Sincerely, 
 

Fred Walasavage  
OHA Chair



 

 

June 8, 2020 

To:  Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission 

From:  Hans Radtke 

Subject: Proposed Rule for Furbearer Trapping and Hunting 

 

My name is Hans Radtke. I live at the coast south of Yachats. I am an economist who has worked for 

about forty years on natural resource issues in Oregon, in the US and in other countries. I am currently 

semi-retired but work on issues that I judge to be important. One of these issues is how we address 

integrating species protection, habitat protection and economic vitality. 

The beaver is Oregon’s State Animal and is depicted on the flag of Oregon. This acknowledges their 

historical importance. The beaver fur trade in the 1800’s encouraged exploitation and development of 

the “Oregon Country”. Competition between the British and the Americans for the beaver resource, 

between 1810 and the 1830’s attracted fur trappers and settlers to the Pacific Northwest. It also 

depleted the beaver resource. “Such intensive exploitation served to reduce the beaver population to a 

point where it was a comparatively scarce animal by the time statehood was attained”. * 

The State of Oregon has acknowledged the problem of beaver depletion by periodically closing 

commercial harvest of beavers in selected geographic areas. 

The market economic value of beaver pelts was high enough during the early 1830’s that the returns 

from trapping were enough to encourage the braving of harsh and dangerous conditions. It is difficult to 

compare prices over a long period of time.  But using simple inflation adjusted price data where such 

information is available, an example can provide a historical comparison.  For example, a beaver pelt 

that was worth $9.75 in 1950 should be worth $94.33 today. (The difference would be much greater if 

the comparison were between 1850 and 2020). The average market beaver harvester today receives 

about $8 - $13 per pelt, depending on the staff report used as a source. 

Any market economic analysis would conclude that beaver trapping is not a market driven enterprise. 

How does a $12 pelt compare with other values that are related to beavers in our eco-system? A 2011 

report out of Utah ** provided the following estimates: sediment retention at $2 per cubic foot, water 

flow retention at $520 per acre foot, and habitat improvements at $1,000 to $8,000 per acre per year. In 

addition, the report includes a qualitative description of aesthetic and existence values related to beaver 

activity.  

Beavers contribute more to Oregon’s economy when they are alive and working to establish habitat for 

other species, including some listed as threatened or endangered, than when they are taken out for 

their pelts. 

Oregon residents share these important values that the beaver species contribute. Restoration and 

watershed protection programs, through the Watershed Councils, also contribute significant funds to 

local economies. 

On a personal note. I live along Tenmile Creek which is bounded by US Forest lands. We have several 

beaver families in this basin. It has been my pleasure to talk to my children, and now my grandchildren, 

about the engineering exploits of the beaver families on Tenmile. These are the values that economists 



 

 

label “aesthetic” or “existence” values. They are important and they also translate into commercial 

market values.  People will travel to watch wildlife or to be in an area they believe contains and protects 

sensitive species. 

Let us view our beavers as natural engineers that we can partner with to restore and develop our 

sensitive ecological areas throughout the State. I want to be able to tell my grandchildren that we do not 

consider our State Animal a “nuisance”. 

Thank you, 

Hans Radtke 

6340 Tenmile Creek Rd 

Yachats OR 97498 

541 547-3087 

hansradtke@peak.org   

  

* Kebbe, Chester E. “Oregon’s Beaver Story”.  Oregon State Game Commission Bulletin. February 1960. 

** ECONorthwest. “The Economic Value of the Beaver Ecosystem Services - Escalante River basin, Utah.” 

February 2011. 



To: ODFW Commissioners 

From: Bill Montgomery 

Subject: Letter to support restrictions of beaver trapping in the Siuslaw National forest. 

Hello my name is Bill Montgomery. I am writing this comment in support of the restrictions of beaver 

trapping in the Siuslaw National forest. My education is in Water/Wastewater management and I am 

presently certified in drinking water treatment in municipalities.  

Water treatment is designed with barriers in the process that minimize potential hazards such as 

pollutants and pathogens. Our first barrier is Source water protection. This is accomplished by creating 

partnership with land owners, agencies, industry, and supporting the instream needs for a healthy 

habitat. We must protect natural processes.  

Beavers are a natural solution and can benefit our source waters in the rainy seasons by slowing down 

the streams and rivers, and in the late summer months when rainfall is needed. The wetlands the 

beavers create are buffer zones that slow and allow particulates to settle out of the flow. Particulates 

removed naturally, will save a substantial amount of money in water treatment cost and lengthen the 

life of our pumps and equipment at the source. 

 I was talking with Tim Gross the public works director/engineer with the City Of Newport and he 

mentioned his experience at Upper John Day water planning partnership meeting. He said, “Herb 

Winters from the Upper John Day Partnership has been installing artificial beaver dams to 

provide cover from predators to encourage beavers to return to the Upper John Day 

tributaries.  The affects are pretty dramatic and includes expansion of wetlands and associated 

plants as well as the species that live in these areas.  By slowing the water in these areas is 

helps drop out sediment and sediment bourn pollutants like phosphorus and nitrogen. The 

beneficial impact that in-stream storage has on the hydrograph throughout the summer is 

undeniable.” Tim Gross 

As we all know Climate change is an issue. Future predicted drought and the rise in temperatures need 

to be addressed! Beavers can help accomplish this by creating natural storage or holding ponds to 

elevate late summer and early fall river and stream levels. It would be careless of us to not use all the 

natural solution to help mitigate future climate unknowns. The Beaver can help. Beavers are needed! 

 The water treatment technology has improved exponentially in the last 20 years. Through the multi 

barrier process the Giardia and Cryptosporidium are removed, inactivated, or killed. The development of 

advanced filtration, disinfection process, and regulatory oversight assures our communities are kept free 

from pathogen outbreaks. 

In Conclusion, The Beaver benefits the water treatment process. The water providers need the beaver in 

nature to do their work creating natural storage and buffer zones. Please consider banning all trapping 

of the beaver in the Siuslaw National forest! 

Bill Montgomery 



Toledo Or. 

541-272-1090 

 



 
 

 

The Sportsmen’s Alliance opposes any changes to current furbearer trapping regulations. We urge this 

commission to stand with Sportsmen by supporting sound wildlife management decisions.   

To begin, the efforts to outlaw beaver trapping on federal lands has been raised under nearly 

unprecedented circumstances. Typically the United State Fish and Wildlife Service, the US Forestry 

Service and the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife work in concert with one another to ensure 

hunting, fishing and trapping opportunities are preserved forever. On this particular issue there has 

been no quantitative scientific evidence that would justify the US Forestry services opposition to the 

recommendations of wildlife biologists at the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. Not only are 

these short sighted proposals a threat to sportsmen in Oregon but this kind of decision will lead to 

upheaval in our federal wildlife management system and threaten the future of all wildlife management 

in the US.  

Those in favor of the ban on beaver trapping argue that beaver dams provide important habitat for 

threatened fish species. Anecdotal evidence that suggests more beavers will lead to more salmon has no 

scientific data to back it up and would be a severely misguided application of the North American Model 

of Wildlife Conservation. There may be a correlation between beaver dams and salmon but there is no 

evidence to suggest outlawing trapping will lead to an increase in beavers. There is little to no evidence 

that more beavers will lead to more beaver dams, in fact, most scientific evidence suggests that the 

majority of all beavers do not build dams.  

One thing that has been clear throughout this process is that no group or organization has been able to 

provide conclusive evidence that suggests a beaver trapping ban will result in increased salmon 

populations. Biologists at a number of state and federal agencies have a different and separate views on 

this ecological situation. The Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission must reject any attempt to make 

regulatory changes when unclear scientific evidence and inconsistent biological opinions exist. 

For these reasons I provide this testimony to question the ramifications of even considering such a 

proposal. This cannot be construed as an attempt in good faith to increase salmon populations but 

rather a shameful tactic to continue eroding the rights of sportsmen and undermine the conservation 

system our members rely on. If the US Forestry Service hopes to see an increase in beaver populations 

they should dedicate more resources and increase efforts to improve beaver habitat, rather than 

endorse such a blatant attack on the sporting community that fund this agency.  

We urge this commission to stand with our organization by supporting science based wildlife decisions 

and vote no on any proposed changes to current beaver trapping regulations.  
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WATER AND WILDFIRE 
Yearly issues of concern 
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WILDFIRE SAFE ZONE 
The Possibility of Survival 

 

 

Beaver ponds provide an “emerald refuge” in a landscape burned by the Sharps Fire, Idaho. Photo: Joe Wheaton  

           https://www.sagegrouseinitiative.com/beavers-water-and-fire-a-new-formula-for-success/

https://www.sagegrouseinitiative.com/beavers-water-and-fire-a-new-formula-for-success/
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WATER IN THE MIDST OF A SEVERE DROUGHT 

(2007) 
Susie Creek, Elko County, NV 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

September 23, 2007 

1991:  Pre grazing management 

change and beaver activity  

 

2007:  Post grazing management 

change and beaver activity 

 

TIME SCALE OF CHANGE < 16 years 

Photo by Carol Evans 
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TEMPORARY WATER STORAGE, CARBON CAPTURE 

AND STORE, AND HABITAT CONNECTIVITY 
 

Maggie Creek, Elko County, Nevada.  In 2012 MODERATE to SEVERE drought yet 28 miles 

of water-abundant landscape due to abundant beavers and continued good livestock 

management.  Note lush vegetation in wetlands versus dry uplands.  

 

 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Photo by Carol Evans 

April 16, 2012 
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The Voice of Oregon Cattle Ranching since 1913 

1320 Capitol St NE Suite 150, Salem, OR 97301 | (503) 361-8941 | www.orcattle.com 

 

June 9, 2020 

Chair Wahl, Director Melcher, members of the Commission, 

 

The Oregon Cattlemen’s Association (OCA) strongly opposes the petitioned request to amend 
OAR 635-050-0070 as it pertains to where beavers may be trapped within the state. OCA is the 
state’s largest association focused on improving and protecting Oregon’s cattle industry. Beef 
production is Oregon’s second largest agricultural commodity. OCA’s mission is to promote 
environmentally and socially sound cattle industry practices and to protect industry communities 
and private property rights. 

OCA is opposed to eliminating or restricting beaver trapping as it is a necessary tool for farmers 
and ranchers to control beavers. In general, trapping is an effective tool for controlling wildlife. 
While letters in support of this change may refer to scientific data, there is, in truth, no empirical 
data to support a ban on beaver trapping as an effective tool for managing the species or 
improving salmon populations. A similar ban was put in place in Washington with no favorable 
outcome to salmon runs after 20 years. Beneficial habitat conditions containing early seral forest 
succession are far more impactful on healthy beaver populations than the nominal number of 
beavers effected by trapping. 

OCA does not support making extreme changes to regulations and management practices 
without the appropriate research and scientific evidence which would support the ban on beaver 
trapping. In addition, proposed changes should be brought forth and discussed with the 
appropriate agencies. For instance, the recent regulation changes to the Wolf Management Plan 
followed this process of staff and stakeholders working together to produce changes. As of now, 
no such work with stakeholders has been conducted on this issue. 

The Oregon Cattlemen’s Association supports ODFW staff and appreciates this opportunity to 
provide comment on the request to amend OAR 635-050-0070. As the scientific research to 
support this amendment does not exist at this time, OCA urges the commission to deny the 
request to amend OAR 635-050-0070 as it pertains to where beavers may be trapped within the 
state. 

 

 

 



United States 
Department of 
Agriculture 

Forest 
Service 

Siusla

 

Supervisor Office
3200 SWJefferson Parkway, Suite D

 

Corvalli
 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Caring for the Land and Serving People Printed on Recycled Paper 

File Code:     2520 
   Date:      June 10, 2020 

Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission 
4034 Fairview Industrial Drive SE 
Salem, OR 97302 

Dear Chairperson Wahl and fish and Wildlife Commissioner members: 

The Siuslaw National Forest (NF) occupies about 630,000 acres of the western slope of Oregon’s Coast 
Range. For the last few decades, restoration has been the primary focus of Siuslaw NF land management 
activities aimed to restore, maintain and improve habitat of the high proportion of federally threatened 
and endangered species that inhabit the forest. The opportunities for watershed restoration on the 
Siuslaw are unique; lacking major impoundments like the dams found on many other Pacific Northwest 
rivers, it’s possible to restore entire watersheds here for the benefit of threatened coastal Coho salmon 
and other important aquatic species, as well as for the downstream coastal communities that rely on 
this water supply.  

Beavers were historically a critical element of watersheds in the Coast Range of Oregon and today play a 
key role in their health and function while providing ecological importance to a wide variety of other 
species and habitat. Along with our federal, state and local government partners, tribes, private 
landowners, and other conservation partners within the scientific community, we recognize that 
beavers are a key component to the sustainable restoration of watersheds and coastal ecosystems and 
may be an important factor in climate change mitigation. 

Over the last two decades, the Siuslaw National Forest has invested over 22 million dollars of 
Congressionally appropriated funds, revenues from restoration timber sales, and private and state grant 
funds in watershed restoration projects, some of which have received international attention for their 
ingenuity and effectiveness. Beavers are an important tool in the long-term maintenance of the restored 
habitat for salmon and other aquatic species. We have seen beavers return to some restored low-
gradient streams almost immediately; in other restored watersheds we have seen beaver return and 
then disappear, and suspect trapping or poaching may play a factor in their disappearance. The 
presence of a single beaver or family unit can make a difference in the health of a watershed.  

Siuslaw National Forest leadership have submitted a request to the Commission to restrict beaver 
trapping across the forest to support the ongoing investments in watershed restoration. This request is 
the culmination of discussions with multiple restoration partners who have been involved in developing 
coastal Coho salmon strategic action plans and believe that as long as beavers are allowed to be trapped 
on the Siuslaw, our collaborative efforts to restore coastal Coho populations, supply municipal water, 
and ensure resilient landscapes will be stymied.  The request to the Commission was accompanied by 14 
letters of support from concerned citizens, watershed councils, NOAA Fisheries, NW Guides & Anglers, 
NGOs, and the Confederated Tribes of Siletz Indians and Confederated Tribes of Coos, Lower Umpqua, 

w National Forest
s, Oregon  97477



Siuslaw Tribes. Similar beaver trapping restrictions are currently in place, and have been for decades, on 
the Mt. Hood, Ochoco, Malheur, Wallowa-Whitman, and Umatilla national forests in Oregon. 

We appreciate the concerns raised by the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife regarding our request 
to restrict beaver trapping on the national forest. We have met with them to discuss joint development 
of monitoring aimed at developing a baseline understanding, identifying limiting factors and appropriate 
management response.  

The objectives of a ban on trapping and hunting of beaver on the Siuslaw are to: 

• Maintain beavers and their colonies within our immediate aquatic restoration and Coho salmon
recovery areas.

• Maximize the extent of beaver dams and wetlands on the landscape to mitigate impacts of
climate change on water temperature and storage.

• Protect the Forest Service, State of Oregon, and our partners’ investments in time and effort
where beavers have occupied areas important to Coho recovery and aquatic restoration.

We will achieve our objectives when we can document the presence of suitable habitat for beaver; the 
presence of beaver in those suitable areas; and the building and maintenance of dam and wetland 
complexes. The long-term presence of these complexes will be key to achieving our other recovery 
goals. In addition to the areas where active restoration has been completed, new restoration areas are 
being planned and work will continue across the Siuslaw NF and Coho critical habitat. We have recently 
completed a consultation document with NOAA fisheries that allows us to thin conifers in certain areas 
that will maximize not only stream health and ecology but allow a greater hardwood component and 
improved habitat quality for beaver.  

As we continue with our restoration efforts, a trapping closure will improve the likelihood of maintaining 
individual beavers and beaver colonies, and promoting the spread of beaver occupancy across the 
forest, and in the future contribute to the complete restoration of our aquatic and terrestrial systems, 
while allowing us to reestablish all native species. 

Thank you for your consideration and for conduction the important task of formulating policies that 
oversee management and conservation of fish and wildlife resources. 

Sincerely, 

DONNA M. MICKLEY 
Acting Forest Supervisor 
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