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TASK FORCE ON FUNDING FOR FISH, WILDLIFE 
AND RELATED OUTDOOR RECREATION AND EDUCATION 

August 5, 2016 Briefing Paper 
 
What is the HB 2402 Task Force? 
 The Task Force on Funding for Fish, Wildlife and Related Outdoor Recreation and Education 

was created by House Bill 2402 in the 2015 legislative session.   
 HB 2402 was part of a legislative package related to funding for the Oregon Department of 

Fish and Wildlife.  It was supported by fishing, hunting and conservation groups. It was 
approved by House 58-0 and 24-4 by the Senate. 

 The legislation identified a wide variety of interests to be represented on the Task Force, 
including: hunting, fishing and conservation groups; outdoor recreation businesses; tourism 
industry; outdoor education; and diverse/underserved communities. The makeup of the 
task force represents the broad interest in fish and wildlife management and conservation.  
The task force includes: 

o Four non-voting legislative members (Sen. Edwards and Whitsett / Rep. Helm and Krieger) 
o Two ex officio members (ODFW chair Mike Finley and Director Curt Melcher) 
o 16 members appointed by the Governor  What is the Task Force charged to do? 

The Legislature has directed the Task Force to do 3 things: 
1. Identify and recommend potential alternative, sustainable funding sources for the 

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) that: 
 Strengthen ODFW’s ability to carry out conservation, outdoor recreation and 

education efforts that benefit the non-hunting / non-angling public. 
 Equitably allocate hunting and fishing license fees (and federal excise taxes), 

especially in maintaining and enhancing opportunities, improving habitat 
conservation programs, and improving public education directly related to hunting, 
fishing, and their benefits (including within urban and underserved communities). 
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 Ensure an equitable relationship exists between those who pay for existing and new 
revenue sources and the benefits produced / services provided through use of those 
funds. 

 Prioritize actions and allocate resources so as to best ensure the long-term ability of 
ODFW to achieve its entire mission. 

2. Recommend any adjustments necessary to ensure that relevant ODFW program areas 
are funded in accordance with these purposes.  

3. Recommend opportunities for ODFW to better achieve its mission and conservation 
program objectives through leveraging, coordinating and budgeting funds from 
alternative sources and existing sources. 

 
Why is alternative, sustainable funding needed? 
 Balancing the needs of fish and wildlife and humans is becoming increasingly challenging. 

Population growth, development, drought, climate change, ocean acidification, and many 
other changes are putting new pressure on Oregon’s fish, wildlife, and wild places.   

 At the same time, we’re becoming disconnected from the natural world. Children spend 
more than 50 hours a week online. Urban residents have little time to get outdoors. This 
disconnect profoundly affects our health, our well-being, and the future of fish and wildlife. 
In 2015, 27% of Oregonians were identified as obese; that rate is projected to increase to 
49% in 2035. 

 Today, conservation work is funded primarily through fishing and hunting license sales. This 
financing model, established in the 1930’s, cannot support the 21st century strategies, 
scientific research, and investments necessary to ensure future generations can enjoy 
healthy populations of fish and wildlife. The current funding approach is not sufficient to 
address Oregon’s contemporary and future demographics, resource demands, and a 
changing ecological landscape.   

 The current funding approach is simply insufficient to sustain, conserve and manage healthy 
fish, wildlife and habitats, expand hunting and fishing opportunities, or to engage 
Oregonians in related recreation and education opportunities.  
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 HB 2402 represents an opportunity to address the increasing costs of conservation and 
management and related recreational and educational opportunities by instituting new, 
diversified and sustainable sources of revenue to supplement existing funding.   

 
What is the status of the Task Force’s work? 
 The Task Force has been meeting at least monthly since January 2016.  Its 

recommendations are due to the legislature in September 2016 for possible consideration 
during the 2017 legislative session.  The Task Force anticipates submitting preliminary 
recommendations in September and to refine those recommendations in a final report by 
the end of the year. 

 The Task Force contracted for a statistically-valid survey of 900 Oregonian residents’ 
opinions on and values related to ODFW.  The survey asked the public about their 
knowledge and awareness of ODFW and their attitude or opinion towards the agency.  
(Summary of results attached.) 

 After agreeing on goals and principles to guide its recommendation, the Task Force adopted 
evaluation criteria to apply to more than 40 potential funding scenarios.  Criteria included: 
is the funding sufficient to meet the need?  Is it sustainable, stable and flexible?  Is it diverse 
and equitable?  Is there a connection between the funding source and the need?  Is it 
politically feasible and politically insulated? 

 The Task Force asked ODFW to identify the resources needed to more fully implement 
Oregon’s Conservation and Nearshore Strategy, connect Oregonians with the state’s natural 
resources and outdoor opportunities, and to address long-standing issues limiting ODFW’s 
ability to more fully fulfill its mission.  ODFW estimated that $89 million/biennium would be 
necessary. 

 Using a work group format, the Task Force has most recently been defining objectives for 
alternative funding, identifying the funding options that best achieve those objectives, 
developing proposed outcomes and measures, and identifying potential program 
adjustments and leveraging/partnership opportunities. 

 
 



4  

What assumptions has the Task Force made? 
 While ODFW is the only state agency with a fish and wildlife conservation mission, the 

conservation aspects of its mission have not historically been adequately funded. 
 ODFW needs to fully meet State wildlife and food fish management policies, rather than 

simply maintaining current programs at current levels or addressing only known funding 
challenges such as deferred maintenance and PERS. 

 We need to manage for Oregon’s future needs and build public support for adequate 
funding to meet those future needs, rather than focusing only on closing current agency 
funding gaps. 

 The science base (including research and monitoring) needs to be maintained and enhanced 
in order to ensure the State’s statutory direction and agency’s public mission are being 
accomplished. 

 Part of ODFW’s mission is to provide for outdoor recreation, which is a significant economic 
engine in Oregon.  

 Oregon’s future should not be limited by the traditional model of hunting and fishing fees; 
instead a more diversified source of revenues is needed that will allow a more holistic and 
equitable approach to fish and wildlife conservation, management, recreation and 
education. 

 The benefits of ODFW’s programs are shared broadly by both Oregonians and visitors to the 
state, and the cost of those programs should be shared by all. 

 Funding strategies need to provide clear benefit (people understand and value what they 
are paying for).  Strategies should demonstrate a nexus between the values of those paying 
with the outcomes produced, including how new funding approaches would reduce 
pressure on or supplement the role of traditional approaches to paying for programs that 
cover conservation, management, education,  and recreational opportunities. 

 Funding strategies need to consider how diverse and underserved communities would 
benefit from fish, wildlife and habitat-related conservation, management, recreation or 
education programs associated with the funding. 
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What funding options are currently being considered? 
Through an iterative process, the Task Force is seeking input on two new funding sources. Final 
approval will be up to the Oregon legislature. 
 

INCOME TAX 
$20-25 surcharge on individual tax returns 

 Low income filers and license holders exempt 
 $64-$80 million/biennium potential revenue 

1% surtax on individual tax returns 
 Low income filers and license holders exempt 
 $120 million/biennium potential revenue 

BEVERAGE CONTAINERS 
1-2.5 cent tax on beverage containers subject to deposit law 

 $33-$82 million biennium potential revenue 
1-3% tax on beverage containers subject to deposit law 

 $40-$118 million/biennium potential revenue 
Source: Legislative Revenue Office 

 What input is the Task Force seeking at this time? 
 Are these viable, supportable funding options that should continue to be explored?  Are 

there fatal flaws? 
 What concerns do you have about them?  What information would you need in order to 

better understand and potentially support them? 
 If not these options, what options should be considered?  How would they better meet the 

criteria established for alternative funding? 
 Other thoughts about how to achieve sustainable funding for ODFW and the State’s fish and 

wildlife resources? 
 How do I obtain more information? 
Meetings are held primarily at the State Capitol and can be streamed on the legislative website 
at https://www.oregonlegislature.gov/citizen_engagement/Pages/Legislative-Video.aspx 
Meeting agendas, background materials, meeting summaries, and recordings are available at 
https://olis.leg.state.or.us/liz/2015I1/Committees/JTFFFW/Overview   
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS 
PUBLIC OPINION SURVEY CONDUCTED FOR HB 2402 TASK FORCE 

May 2016 
 

 Statewide, statistically valid public opinion survey of 900 Oregonian residents’ opinions on 
and values related to ODFW; 95% confidence level.; gold medal standard survey.    

 The most important fish, wildlife, or habitat issues in Oregon are habitat loss, lack of water, 
low/declining fish populations, urban sprawl, and conservation/management of resources 
in general.    “That healthy fish and wildlife populations exist in Oregon” is the top-ranked 
value, closely followed by “that Oregon’s water resources are safe and well protected.”   

 Satisfaction with the protection and management of fish, wildlife, and habitat in Oregon 
exceeds dissatisfaction:  61% are satisfied, while 18% are dissatisfied.    

 When asked if they could name the agency that is most responsible for protecting and 
managing fish, wildlife, and habitat in Oregon, slightly more than half of the general 
population (56%) either named the correct agency or named an essentially correct close 
derivative of the agency.  However, 44% could not name the correct agency.   According to 
the survey firm, this is a typical result and that 50% could specifically identify ODFW is 
considered good.   

 When asked about satisfaction/dissatisfaction with ODFW’s management of the State’s fish 
and wildlife resources, 65% are satisfied compared to only 12% being dissatisfied.    

 Respondents rated the availability of fish- and wildlife-related recreation opportunities in 
Oregon as 47% excellent, and 34% as good.    

 Overwhelmingly, respondents find the Department to be credible:  88% say it is credible, 
including 58% who say it is very credible.  Only 2% say it is not at all credible.   

 When asked to rate how important specific functions or actions should be for the agency, 
ecological efforts are at the top.  These include “conserving and restoring fish and wildlife 
habitat,” “protecting endangered species,” and “protecting and restoring native fish and 
wildlife species in Oregon.”   Human-centered efforts, particularly informational efforts, 
are the lowest rated.    
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 When asked how they thought the Department was funded, the most common response 
was general state taxes in general (53%).  The next-most common response was fishing and 
hunting licenses (30%).  When asked what they think should be the primary source of 
funding, general taxes was the top response (33%), with fishing and hunting licenses the 
second most common response (19%).    

 When told that only 9% of the Department’s funding comes from general state tax 
revenues, respondents most commonly said that it is too little (41%) or that it is about the 
right amount (40%); a quite low amount say that it is too much (4%).    

 The most credible source of information about the State’s fish and wildlife resources is the 
Department website.  Otherwise, friends/family and Department printed materials are the 
most credible.  

 The largest constraint to participation in fish- and wildlife-related recreation is lack of 
time/personal obligations, closely followed by age/health. Otherwise, top constraints are 
cost and access.    

 


