Subject: Testimony in opposition to HB 4080 (predator damage control districts)

Dear Chair Marsh, Vice Chair Hudson, Vice Chair Brock Smith and Members of the House Committee on
Environment and Natural Resources:

| am a co-founder of and advisor to the Benton County Agriculture and Wildlife Protection Program
(AWPP). This is a county program which provides grant funds directly to farmers for the purchase of
non-lethal wildlife deterrents to protect livestock. After four years, the program has a nearly spotless
record of protecting livestock from cougars, coyotes, and other predators throughout rural Benton
County.

I'd like to make two points about Predator Control Districts.
Predator Control District fees are used exclusively to fund lethal predator control

Predator Control District fees are combined with county tax dollars and sent directly to USDA Wildlife
Services to fund federal government trappers. District fees cannot fund the use of non-lethal wildlife
deterrents because Wildlife Services does not “do” non-lethal predation management.

A 2009 Wildlife Services directive explains that the non-lethal “field activities” of a Wildlife Services
trapper are “limited to technical assistance recommendations” and that non-lethal methods are to be
“applied by the resource owner” (i.e. the farmer).

In Benton County we interviewed farmers and reviewed fifteen years of USDA activity summaries and
verified that Wildlife Services did not provide livestock producers with any proactive non-lethal wildlife
deterrents such as livestock guardian animals, protective housing, electrified fencing, or electronic scare
devices.

Based on our experience in Benton County, the most effective use of taxpayer dollars for predation
management is to invest in the purchase of non-lethal deterrents to prevent livestock losses (see HB
2689) rather than react to livestock losses by killing wildlife.

Predator Control Districts are predominately taxpayer funded yet have no established public record of
effectiveness

According to a 2018 Capital Press article, fees collected from farmers in the Douglas County Predator
Control District accounted for only 44% of the cost of each government trapper. The majority of the
cost, about 56%, was paid for by taxpayers through county tax revenue and state and federal
government matching funds.

Since Predator Control Districts are predominately taxpayer funded, a public record of program
effectiveness should be established before the program is made permanent.

Effectiveness reports should track, evaluate, and describe, at the level of individual (but anonymous)
farms, methods used, their cost, and their effectiveness including amounts of livestock loss, similar to
reports produced by the Benton County non-lethal deterrents grant program.


https://www.co.benton.or.us/awpp/page/about-program
https://www.aphis.usda.gov/wildlife_damage/directives/pdf/2.101.pdf
https://olis.oregonlegislature.gov/liz/2021R1/Measures/Overview/HB2689
https://olis.oregonlegislature.gov/liz/2021R1/Measures/Overview/HB2689
https://www.capitalpress.com/state/oregon/predator-control-districts-mark-first-year/article_6b770781-4ae4-5b84-8ee9-41404c0baee6.html
https://www.co.benton.or.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/agriculture_amp_wildlife_protection_program/page/5324/awpp_summary_report_2017-2019_11112019_final.pdf

In conclusion, rather than rushing to make permanent a mechanism for funding a controversial and
unaccountable federal government trapping program, | believe we should pause and have a thorough
discussion on how we should spend taxpayer dollars on predation management.

Respectfully,

Randy Comeleo



United States Department of Agriculture
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service

WS Di reCtive 2.101 07/20/09

SELECTING WILDLIFE DAMAGE MANAGEMENT METHODS

PURPOSE

To provide guidelines used for basic decision-making, selection of management methods
and techniques, and program direction.

REPLACEMENT HIGHLIGHTS
This directive replaces WS Directive 2.101 dated 10/29/03.
BACKGROUND

Wildlife damage management (WDM) is practiced as a field of specialization within the
wildlife management profession. WS personnel may provide services via technical
assistance, direct-control assistance, or both. Technical assistance and direct-control
assistance encompass the use of nonlethal and lethal management methods. In some
situations such as livestock protection, the number of nonlethal methods available to the
professional wildlife damage specialist for use in direct-control assistance is currently
limited. Most of these nonlethal methods focus on management of the affected resource
and not on control of the offending animal. In these instances, WS involvement in using
nonlethal methods may be limited to technical assistance recommendations which are
more appropriately applied by the resource owner. These methods may include the use
of livestock guarding animals, the electronic guard or other noise making device,
predator-proof fencing, fladry, shed lambing, herding, and night penning. In other
situations such as the protection of aquaculture, seed crops, and airport safety, control
methods may include bird dispersal techniques and repellents, cattail management for
blackbird control, or grass management at airports. To continue providing Federal
leadership in managing problems caused by wildlife, WS supports and promotes
scientific research to develop and improve WDM methods and to provide science-based
information for WDM.

WS activities are developed, conducted, and/or supervised by professionals who are
knowledgeable in the biological, ecological, economic, and social principles that govern
wildlife management decisions. Periodic field inspections, program audits, report
monitoring, and customer feedback help to ensure program compliance with applicable
laws, regulations, and policies.



POLICY

When responding to requests for assistance, WS may provide technical assistance, direct
control assistance, and/or research assistance. Technical and direct control assistance, as
defined below, may involve the use of either lethal or nonlethal methods, or a
combination of the two. Preference is given to nonlethal methods when practical and
effective.

a. Technical Assistance. Technical assistance is defined as advice, recommendations,
information, equipment, literature, instructions, and materials provided to others for use
in managing wildlife damage problems and understanding wildlife damage management
principles and techniques.

b. Direct Control Assistance. Direct control assistance is defined as field activities
conducted or supervised by WS personnel.

1. Direct control assistance may be implemented when it has been determined that a
problem cannot reasonably be resolved by technical assistance or that the professional
skills of WS employees are required for effective problem resolution. Direct control
assistance is often initiated when the wildlife damage involves several ownerships,
sensitive species, application of WS restricted-use pesticides, or complex
management problems requiring the direct supervision of a professional wildlife
manager or biologist.

2. Direct control operations will be conducted upon request only with the written
authorization of the landowner, cooperator, other authorized officials, or in
accordance with another appropriate instrument such as a memorandum of
understanding.

Wildlife damage management strategies can be either preventive (applied before damage
begins) or corrective (applied when damage is in progress). The decision process used to
formulate WS program responses to requests for assistance is shown in WS Directive
2.201, WS Decision Model.

SELECTION OF MANAGEMENT METHODS

The WS program applies an integrated WDM approach to reduce or prevent wildlife
damage. In selecting damage management techniques for specific wildlife damage
situations, consideration must be given to the species responsible and the frequency,
extent, and magnitude of damage. In addition to damage confirmation and assessment,
consideration must be given to the status of target and potential nontarget species, local
environmental conditions, relative costs of applying management techniques,
environmental impacts, and social and legal concerns. These factors must be evaluated in
formulating management strategies and may include the application of one or more
techniques.



6. REFERENCE

ADC Final Environmental Impact Statement, Chapter 1.C.2 - Wildlife Damage
Management, pp 3-7 (October 1997).

ADC Final Environmental Impact Statement, Appendix J, Methods of Control, pp 1-14
(October 1997).

WS Directive 2.105, The WS Integrated Wildlife Damage Management Program
(03/01/04).

WS Directive 2.201, WS Decision Model (07/20/09).

Deputy Administrator, Acting
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HB 2689-1
(LC 1073)
2/24/21 (AG/ps)

Requested by Representative RAYFIELD

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO
HOUSE BILL 2689

On page 1 of the printed bill, delete lines 4 through 28.
On page 2, delete lines 1 through 5 and insert:
“SECTION 1. (1) As used in this section, ‘wildlife conflict species’:

“(a) Means all species of wild cats, bears, weasels, raccoons,
skunks, opossums, beavers, porcupines, rabbits, eagles, hawks,
vultures, owls and wild canines other than wolves.

“(b) Does not mean wolves, deer or elk.

“(2) The State Department of Agriculture shall establish by rule a
Wildlife Conflict Species Nonlethal Deterrence Grant Program for the
purpose of facilitating projects of livestock management or other
nonlethal deterrence by individuals who raise, keep or produce live-
stock or crops in order to reduce conflicts with wildlife conflict spe-
cies.

“(3) Under the program, the department:

“(a) Shall, subject to available funding, award a block grant to a
county that:

“(A) Applies for a grant;

“(B) Has an established program for nonlethal deterrence of wildlife
conflict species; and

“(C) Has a five-member county advisory committee overseeing the

program that consists of one member who is a county commissioner
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or a county employee designated by a county commissioner, two
members who own or manage livestock and are knowledgeable about
the use of nonlethal deterrence practices and two members who sup-
port wildlife conservation or coexistence with wildlife.

“(b) May award a grant to an individual engaged in farming or
ranching, including an individual who raises, keeps or produces ani-
mals or crops for noncommercial purposes, or to a nonprofit entity for
distribution to an individual described in this paragraph.

“(¢) Must ensure that grant funds are not:

“(A) Passed through to a federal or state agency or an animal
damage control program.

“(B) Used to compensate for loss of livestock.

“(4) The department shall adopt rules concerning the block grants
to counties that:

“(a) Establish a process for counties to apply for block grants and
require that applications from counties include information about the
likely effectiveness of projects proposed to the counties.

“(b) Provide for distribution of block grants in an equitable manner
based on the likely effectiveness of projects proposed to the counties.

“(c) Establish a process by which an individual applying for finan-
cial assistance under a county program provides an estimate of the
potential cost of the proposed project.

“(d) Establish a scoring system for a county advisory committee to
use to assess requests for financial assistance based on the likely ef-
fectiveness of proposed projects.

“(e) Require a county that receives a block grant to annually sub-
mit to the department, during the duration of the block grant, a report
that describes the projects funded by the county and the amounts of
financial assistance that the county provided to individuals for the

projects.

HB 2689-1 2/24/21
Proposed Amendments to HB 2689 Page 2
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“(5) The department shall adopt rules providing that:

“(a) An individual who receives a grant from the department under
subsection (3)(b) of this section or financial assistance from a county
program funded pursuant to subsection (3)(a) of this section must:

“(A) Remove all wildlife attractants at the project site, including
excess animal feed, afterbirth and sick, injured or dead livestock.

“(B) Agree not to use lethal methods for control of wildlife conflict
species, except that the individual may take a member of a wildlife
conflict species that the individual discovers in the act of biting,
wounding, chasing or killing healthy livestock.

“(b) Projects supported by a grant from the department under sub-
section (3)(b) of this section or financial assistance from a county
program funded pursuant to subsection (3)(a) of this section may in-
clude, but need not be limited to:

“(A) Acquiring and keeping a guard dog or other animal that deters
a wildlife conflict species.

“(B) Building or enhancing fencing to prevent entrance by a wildlife
conflict species inside the fencing.

“(C) Acquiring or constructing birthing sheds for livestock, visual
or acoustic scare devices or flow devices such as beaver pond levelers.

“(D) Capturing a member of a wildlife conflict species in a nonlethal
trap and releasing the live member of the wildlife conflict species in
another area, with prior approval from the department.

“(6) The department shall annually review the grant program to
assess to what extent the purpose described in subsection (2) of this
section is being achieved. The department shall modify the process for
awarding grants as necessary to better achieve the purpose described
in subsection (2) of this section.

“(7) Each biennium the department shall report to a committee or

interim committee of the Legislative Assembly related to wildlife, in

HB 2689-1 2/24/21
Proposed Amendments to HB 2689 Page 3



1 the manner described in ORS 192.245, on grants awarded to individuals
2 or nonprofit entities, block grants awarded to counties, projects that
3 counties funded and the amounts of financial assistance that counties
4 provided to individuals for projects. The department shall post the re-
5 port on a department website.”.

6 In line 16, before the period insert “, including for the purpose of paying
7 expenses incurred in administering the program described in section 1 of this
8 2021 Act”.

HB 2689-1 2/24/21
Proposed Amendments to HB 2689 Page 4



Predator control districts mark first year

By Craig Reed
For the Capital Press | Apr 12,2018

Douglas County, Ore., wildlife specialist Jim Godfrey sets a snare where evidence shows coyotes have been getting into a sheep
pasture. Godfrey is on of three trappers who work in Douglas County. A predator control district in the county helps fund the
Wildlife Services program.

ROSEBURG, Ore. — Unique landowner-funded predator damage control districts in Douglas and Coos
counties in southwestern Oregon raised $97,000 in their first year.

The money was used to help fund Wildlife Services during the fiscal year of July 1, 2017, to June 30,
2018. Wildlife Services provides specialists who deal with predator animals that impact livestock,
damage timber or are public safety problems.

Some 286 landowners with a total of 110,253 acres invested $34,000 in the Douglas County Predator
Control District. The majority of the landowners are ranchers who want protection for their livestock
from coyotes and cougars.

There were 109 landowners with 196,870 acres who participated in the Coos County Predator Damage
Control District, contributing $63,000. The majority of these acres are timberlands with large companies



Douglas County, Ore., ranchers Dan Dawson, left, and Ron Hjort were key in developing the Douglas County Predator Control
District. In the first year, 286 landowners representing 110,253 acres participating in the district. The deadline to renew or to
sign up for the Douglas district’s second year is May 15. The deadline for the Coos County district is May 1.

such as Weyerhaeuser wanting protection against elk pulling up seedlings and bears peeling bark and
girdling trees.

Both counties are now accepting renewals and new members for their respective districts for the next
fiscal year beginning July 1. The deadline to sign up for the Coos district is May 1. The signup deadline
for the Douglas district is May 15.

The fees will be the same as the current fiscal year: A set rate of 32 cents an acre for Coos County and an
adjustable rate that averages 41 cents for Douglas County.

“Agency funding has diminished to manage problem animals that are under the management of
(Oregon Department of) Fish and Wildlife,” said Jim Carr, chairman of the advisory board for the Coos
district. “This is landowners paying the toll to take care of a state problem. It’s participation by
landowners to help protect their property.”

The predator control district idea was formulated by cattle and sheep ranchers Ron Hjort and Dan
Dawson of Douglas County. The two got the support of their county’s commissioners and then took their
idea to the Oregon State legislature. Legislation was then written, giving each of Oregon’s counties the
opportunity to create a predator control district. Douglas and Coos counties were the first to do so.

Hjort and Dawson explained the district was needed because Douglas County’s funding of Wildlife
Services was decreasing due to reduced federal timber harvest and receipts.



“Funding by the county is up in the air year to year,” Hjort said.

“The county told us if we didn’t come up with some kind of solution, we wouldn’t have a program,”
Dawson said. “We had to come up with our portion, to have a program, so we could leverage our money
with matching funds.”

Douglas County has three wildlife specialists (trappers) at a budget of $230,000. Coos County has two
specialists and a budget of $180,000.

In addition to the respective district and county funding, the two counties receive approximately
$13,000 per trapper from the USDA Wildlife Services, $6,760 per trapper from the Oregon Department
of Agriculture, $6,340 per trapper from the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife and $1,354 per
trapper from furbearer fees.

While Douglas County is continuing to contribute more than just its fee for its owned timberlands, about
$120,000, Coos County has been decreasing its funding more rapidly and will soon only be participating
in the district as the landowner of 15,000 acres of timberland for a fee of about $5,000 annually.

Carr said two trappers can “barely keep up with the issues in Coos County.” He anticipates the Wildlife
Services program in the county having to be cut back to just one trapper and a part-timer in the near
future due to decreases in funding.

Carr expects membership in the district will increase when people discover it will be more difficult to get
help when they call in a problem.

In Douglas County, Hjort said the district is not financing the whole Wildlife Services program, “but it’s a
good start.” He said the addition of more landowners and more acreage in the district could decrease
the per-acre rate. He said there is enough funding to support three trappers in the county for the next
fiscal year.

Hjort explained the trappers protect between $80 million and $90 million worth of livestock in Douglas
County. He added there is additional value in the timber that is protected.

Dawson said the value of confirmed livestock kills by predators in the last six months is $70,000.

“Imagine what it would look like without a Wildlife Services program,” he said. “l don’t know how you
would stay in business. It would be rough. It would turn us into confinement operations. That doesn’t fit
our natural grass operations in this county.

“And emotionally, it is hard to take all those kills,” he added.

Carr said predator control needs to be taken more seriously by the Oregon legislature. Dawson and Hjort
said the eventual arrival of wolves in Western Oregon will add to the need for predator control. They
said rural landowners are the first line of defense against predators before the animals close in on more
populated areas.

“Legislators from populated areas don’t see and understand the problem,” Carr said. “This needs to be
address at the state level, but those folks continue to reduce the funding to control the problem animals
that Fish and Wildlife are charged with managing.”



For more information on the Douglas district, contact Hjort at 541-459-0778. For the Coos district,
contact Carr at 541-982-5188.
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1. Executive Summary

In June 2017, the Benton County Budget Committee approved $45,000 for the Agriculture and Wildlife
Protection Program (AWPP), a two-year pilot program to encourage the proactive use of non-lethal
animal damage deterrents to prevent conflicts with wildlife.

This 2017-2019 program report summarizes (1) educational outreach activities, (2) the reimbursement
grant program, (3) the effectiveness of non-lethal wildlife deterrents used by program participants, and (4)
the level of satisfaction with the Agriculture and Wildlife Protection Program.

Educational outreach activities included a website, two press releases, two magazine articles, a public
presentation, a workshop, a conference session, and three tabling events. The educational outreach
program also contributed $3,000 toward the installation of a beaver pond leveler on Dunawi Creek. The
device was installed as a demonstration project and to help reduce flooding of 53" Street near the
Willamette Pacific Railroad overpass.

The AWPP awarded $35,363 in reimbursement grant funds to eight Benton County farms for the
purchase of wildlife-friendly animal damage deterrents to prevent conflicts with wildlife. Awards were
made based upon the applicant's philosophy of animal damage control and the likely effectiveness of the
proposed non-lethal deterrents project plan. Amounts awarded ranged from $2,621 to the maximum
allowed of $5,000.

Four of the farms were located in Philomath, two in Corvallis, one in Alsea, and one in Blodgett. The
farms ranged in size from 4 to 102 acres. Farmers had experience ranging from 0 to 15 years. Four of the
farms had used non-selective lethal animal damage control methods in previous years. All grant recipients
agreed to not use traps, snares, calling-and-shooting, or poisons for the next three years as part of the
grant application process.

Grant recipients proposed to protect a variety of livestock and crops. Sheep and goats were the most
common livestock/crop proposed for protection. Expected wildlife conflict species included carnivores,
herbivores, domestic dogs, birds of prey, wildfowl, and songbirds. Coyotes and cougars were the most
common expected wildlife conflict species identified by grant recipients.

Two farms awarded grants did not submit reimbursement claim forms or required year-end project
evaluation reports and did not respond to inquiries from county officials. After approximately one year,
all six farms that participated in the grant program experienced little or no crop or livestock losses using
non-lethal deterrents. Record keeping forms indicate that cougars, coyotes, and other conflict species
were often present during the reporting period. The four farms that had previously used lethal animal
damage control and experienced crop and livestock losses in previous years experienced no losses when
using only non-lethal deterrents. Additional yeatly reports will be necessary to determine the long term
success of the program.

Grant participants used a wide variety of non-lethal wildlife deterrents including livestock guardian
animals, electrified fencing, electronic scare devices, and protective housing to protect their crops and
livestock. All grant participants were highly satisfied (94%) or satisfied (6%) with the non-lethal methods
and tools they selected. Program participants were also highly satisfied (72%) or satisfied (28%) with the
individual Agriculture and Wildlife Protection Program elements they made use of.

Overall, program participants were highly satisfied (83%) or satistied (17%) with the Agriculture and
Wildlife Protection Program and all participants said they would apply again for a wildlife deterrents grant
and would recommend the grant program to other farmers.

AWPP Summary Report 2017-2019 | 2



2. Introduction

In June 2017, the Benton County Budget Committee approved $45,000 for the Agriculture and Wildlife
Protection Program (AWPP), a two-year pilot program to encourage the proactive use of non-lethal
animal damage deterrents in an effort to foster the coexistence of agriculture and wildlife in Benton
County.

The AWPP funds (1) educational outreach and expert consultation services and (2) a merit-based, cost
share, reimbursement grant program. Agricultural operations in Benton County that wish to prevent
conflicts with wildlife may qualify for reimbursement grant funds for the purchase of proactive non-lethal
wildlife deterrents to protect livestock and crops.

This community-based program is funded by Benton County and managed by county officials in
partnership with citizen volunteers and representatives from local agricultural and wildlife organizations.

Education and consultation services are provided by Benton County, Oregon State University Extension
Service, Chintimini Wildlife Center, and Program Advisors. The Program Advisors include national
experts in ranching with wildlife, predator ecology, and human-carnivore conflict.

3. Program Goals
The goals of the Benton County Agriculture and Wildlife Protection Program are to:

e Protect livestock, crops and property while coexisting with wildlife;

e Provide an opportunity for use of non-lethal animal damage deterrents to prevent conflicts with
wildlife;

¢ Fducate farmers and the community about wildlife conflicts and non-lethal methods to avoid
conflicts;

e Build a collaborative relationship between the farming and wildlife conservation communities and
Benton County government around common goals.

The AWPP does not evaluate or make recommendations on everyday animal husbandry practices, farm
animal welfare, wildlife habitat, or land use.

Livestock guardian donkey Florencia, Grassward Dairy.
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4. Program Timeline

July 1, 2017
September 2017
Sep 2017 - Apr 2018

February 1, 2018
February 24, 2018
March 17,2018
April 2018

April 4, 2018
April 15,2018
April 30, 2018
July 2018

Oct 2018 - Mar 2019
November 12, 2018
January 17, 2019
January 31, 2019
February 23, 2019

Program Funded for the 2017-2019 Biennium
Task Group formed

Task Group meets monthly to develop program documents and website,
organize education and outreach events, and review grant applications and
select recipients

Publish website and announce grant program
OSU Small Farms Conference information table
Farming with Wildlife Workshop

“Using Covotes to Protect Livestock. Wait. What?”” published, Oregon Small
Farm News

Marys River Grange presentation
Grant application deadline

Notification of grant awards

“Alternative Animal Damage Program Takes Root” published, Growing

Newsletter

Conduct visits to non-lethal deterrents project sites

OSU Science Pub information table

Installation of beaver pond leveler on Dunawi Creek near 53 Street
Project Evaluation Reports and Record Keeping Forms due

OSU Small Farms Conference Ranching with Wildlife session and
information table

5. Educational Outreach

During the 2017-2019 pilot phase, the AWPP allocated approximately $10,000 for the educational
outreach program. The educational outreach program provides educational information in the form of
websites, brochures, press releases, and occasional public presentations and training workshops on wildlife
conflict prevention. The AWPP website can be found at www.co.benton.ot.us/awpp.

Consultation services on the selection and use of non-lethal wildlife deterrents are provided to agricultural
operations in Benton County that are anticipating or have experienced conflicts with wildlife.

Education and consultation services are provided by Benton County, Oregon State University Extension
Service, Chintimini Wildlife Center, and Program Advisors. The Program Advisors include experts in
ranching with wildlife, predator ecology, and human-carnivore conflict.
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Educational outreach and consultation services activities in 2018 and 2019 included a website, two press
releases, two magazine articles, a public presentation, a workshop, a conference session, and three tabling
events.

The program also contributed $3,000 toward the installation of a beaver pond leveler on Dunawi Creek.
The device was installed as a demonstration project and to help reduce flooding of 53 Street near the
Willamette Pacific Railroad overpass. The Benton County Public Works Road Fund contributed $500
toward the installation of the device. The pond leveler was installed by Jakob Shockey of Beaver State
Wildlife Solutions with assistance from citizen volunteers.

Outlet pipe of beaver pond leveler installed on Dunawi Creek to help reduce flooding of 53" Street.

6. Grant Program

The AWPP grant program required an application for non-lethal wildlife deterrent reimbursement funds.
All grant applications were evaluated by citizen volunteers and reviewed by county officials. Successful
applicants were notified of the amount awarded. Successful applicants purchased approved deterrents
and submitted reimbursement request forms and receipts to the county office. Checks for up to the
amount awarded in the name of the applicant were issued. Successful applicants were required to keep
project records, report conflicts, evaluate their project, and abide by program requirements.

6.1 Who was Eligible for Grant Funding?

Agricultural operations in Benton County, of any size, on leased or owned land, that were anticipating or
experienced conflicts with wildlife were eligible to apply for reimbursement funds. Commercial and
hobby or lifestyle farms were eligible to apply. Though non-lethal deterrents projects were required to be
located in Benton County, it was not necessary to be a resident of Benton County to apply. Applicants
agreed to raise livestock or crops at their non-lethal deterrents project location(s) for at least one year to be
eligible to receive grant funds.

6.2 What was Eligible for Grant Funding?

Non-lethal wildlife deterrent equipment, devices, and housing which proactively protect livestock and /ot
crops were eligible for funding. Examples of non-lethal deterrents included, but were not limited to:
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guardian animals, certain types of fencing, birthing sheds, visual and acoustic scare devices, and flow
devices such as beaver pond levelers.

Non-selective lethal wildlife control methods such as traps, snares, calling-and-shooting, denning (killing
animals in their burrows or dens — usually with poisons), or poisons were not reimbursable, or allowed,
under the program.

Reimbursement funds could only be applied to new purchases made after the grant award date.
Retroactive costs or purchases made prior to the grant award date were not allowed.

6.3 How Much Grant Funding was Available?

During the 2017-2019 pilot phase, the AWPP allocated approximately $35,000 for the cost share
reimbursement grant program. Fach applicant could request up to $5,000 in reimbursement grant funds.

6.4 Selecting Non-Lethal Methods and Tools

Applicants selected methods they believed would work best for their particular operation and described
how they would be used in their plan for conflict prevention in the grant application. The specific
technique(s) employed depended on the wildlife species present, history of conflicts, type and size of the
operation, site characteristics, cost, and available resources. A single non-lethal method can rarely be used
successfully in most situations, so it was important to review all methods and match several tools to each
specific situation and vary their use frequently. Non-lethal deterrents work best if used before conflicts
with wildlife occur. Once wildlife has learned to exploit an unprotected resource, it can be challenging to
prevent future conflict.

6.5 Grant Application Evaluation and Selection Process

All grant applications were evaluated by citizen volunteers and representatives from local agricultural and
wildlife organizations using a blind review process. Grant awards were based on responses to questions in
the reimbursement grant application form. In general, awards were made based on agreement between
the applicant’s philosophy of animal damage control and goals of the AWPP, the likely effectiveness of
the proposed non-lethal deterrents project plan, and availability of funds. Other areas evaluated included
the applicant’s recognition of potential challenges, expectations for deterrents, conflict history, and
commitment to using non-lethal deterrents to coexist with wildlife.

A simple checklist-style scoring system was developed as a tool to quickly score and rank applications for
comparison. The scoring system was based on, and directly linked to, each of the questions found in the
grant application form. One point was awarded for each key element in the application. A key element is
one that indicates the proposed non-lethal deterrents project plan will be effective. Key elements were
summed to obtain a total score for the application. An application with more key elements had a higher
total score and received a higher ranking than an application with fewer key elements. A high-ranking
application was more likely to be successful than a low-ranking application. There was no minimum score
for an application to receive grant funding. Though applications were scored and ranked, the scoring
system did not need to be used during this grant cycle since there was sufficient money to fund all eligible
Project Plans.
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6.6 Grant Program Requirements

Reimbursement Funds: The grant funds received can only be used for the purchase of non-lethal
deterrents to prevent wildlife-caused damage to, or loss of, livestock or crops.

Cost share: Grant recipients agree to make an in-kind (non-cash) contribution of at least 25% of the
requested grant amount over the three-year period following the award of the grant. In-kind
contributions could include, but are not limited to, labor costs associated with the installation and upkeep
of deterrent methods and devices, care and feeding of guardian animals, and labor costs for constructing
protective housing that prevent conflicts with wildlife.

Record Keeping: Grant recipients agree to maintain a detailed record of their non-lethal deterrents
project operations for three years from the date the grant is awarded. The records will include
descriptions of any conflicts with wildlife which were prevented or resulted in damage or loss.

Reporting: Grant recipients agree to immediately report any damage to, or loss of, livestock or crops
resulting from a failure of the deterrents used. Reports should be made to the AWPP county contact so
that consultation with wildlife conflict experts is initiated and adjustments to deterrents can be discussed.

Project Evaluation: Grant recipients agree to submit an annual Project Evaluation Report for three years
following the award of the grant. The Project Evaluation Report evaluates the effectiveness of the non-
lethal deterrents project over the previous calendar year ending on December 31. This information will be
used to identify effective methods and tools and evaluate satisfaction with the AWPP.

Restrictions: Grant recipients may not use non-selective lethal wildlife control methods such as traps,
snares, calling-and-shooting, denning (killing animals in their burrows or dens), or poisons anywhere on
the property where the funded non-lethal deterrents project will be implemented for three years following
the award of the grant. Non-selective lethal methods can kill non-target species and non-offending
individuals. Indiscriminate killing may have unintended consequences.

Attractant Removal: Grant recipients agree to remove all wildlife attractants at the project site including
excess animal feeds, afterbirth, and sick, injured, or dead livestock.

Special Situations or Exceptions: Targeted killing (e.g. shooting) of an offending individual wild animal
is allowed under the program but only when the animal is caught in the act of biting, wounding, killing or
chasing healthy livestock. Shooting wildlife that respond to calls (calling-and-shooting) is not allowed
under the program. Wild animals engaged in scavenging dead or dying livestock may not be killed.

Site Visits: County staff with AWPP citizen volunteers may schedule site visits to farm properties or
other locations where non-lethal deterrents project activities are conducted.

Note: Any use of lethal control must fall within the rules and regulations set forth by the Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife. Threats to human health and safety involving wildlife should be
directed to the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife.

6.7 Grant Program Results

The AWPP awarded $35,363 in reimbursement grant funds to eight Benton County farms for the
purchase of wildlife-friendly animal damage deterrents to prevent conflicts with wildlife. Awards were
made based upon the applicant's philosophy of animal damage control and the likely effectiveness of the
proposed non-lethal deterrents project plan. Amounts awarded ranged from $2,621 to the maximum
allowed of $5,000.
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Four of the farms were located in Philomath, two in Corvallis, one in Alsea, and one in Blodgett. The
farms ranged in size from 4 to 102 acres. Farmers had experience ranging from 0 to 15 years. Four of the
farms had used non-selective lethal animal damage control methods in previous years (Table 1). All grant
recipients agreed to not use traps, snares, calling-and-shooting, or poisons for the next three years as part
of the grant application process.

Table 1. Characteristics of eight farms awarded $35,363 in reimbursement grants.

Farm Location Size Farming Protecting Formerly Used Funded
(Acres) (Years) Lethal Methods? | Amount

1 Corvallis 4 0 Livestock and Crops New Farm $4,261

2 Philomath 50 5 Livestock No $5,000

3 Philomath 10 12 Livestock Yes $5,000
4 Alsea 67 15 Livestock Yes $2,621

5 Blodgett 52 7 Livestock Yes $3,713

6 Philomath 102 4 Livestock and Crops Yes $4,768

7 Corvallis 7 2 Livestock and Crops No $5,000

8 Philomath 23 4 Crops No $5,000
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Livestock guardian dogs Shasta and Lassen, Red Bird Acres Farm.

Grant recipients proposed to protect a variety of livestock and crops (Table 2). Sheep and goats were the
most common livestock/crop proposed for protection. Expected wildlife conflict species included
carnivores, herbivores, domestic dogs, birds of prey, wildfowl, and songbirds. Cougars and coyotes were
the most common wildlife conflict species identified by grant recipients (Table 3).

Table 2. Livestock and crops proposed for protection at eight farms awarded reimbursement grants.

Livestock / Crop Farm1l | Farm2 | Farm3 | Farm4 | Farm5 | Farm 6 | Farm 7 | Farm 8
Sheep X X X X X
Goats X X X X
Pigs X
Chickens X X X
Turkeys X
Hazelnuts X
Vegetables X
Fodder Crop X
Specialty Cut Flowers X
Industrial Hemp X
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Table 3. Expected wildlife conflict species at eight farms awarded reimbursement grants.

Conflict Species Farm1l | Farm2 | Farm3 | Farm4 | Farm5 | Farm 6 | Farm 7 | Farm 8
Cougar X X X X X X X
Coyote X X X X X
Bobcat X X X X

Fox X X
Black Bear X
Dog X
Raccoon X X
Skunk X
Elk and/or Deer X X X X
Rabbit X
Hawk and/or Owl X
Steller’s Jay X
Wild Turkey X

Two farms which were awarded grants (Farms 7 and 8) did not submit reimbursement claim forms or
required year-end project evaluation reports and did not respond to inquiries from county officials. Six of
the eight grant recipients (Farms 1-6) fully participated in the program by purchasing and installing wildlife
deterrents and submitting year-end project evaluation reports. Information in Tables 4-7 below refers to
these six farms.

During the first year of implementation, all six farms that participated in the grant program experienced
little or no crop or livestock losses using non-lethal deterrents. Record keeping forms indicate that
cougars, coyotes, and other conflict species were often present during the reporting period. Overall, only
six beets and one chicken were lost after all non-lethal deterrents were installed. The four farms (Farms 3-
0) that had previously used lethal animal damage control and experienced crop and livestock losses in
previous years experienced no losses when using only non-lethal deterrents (Table 4).
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Table 4. Crop and livestock losses three years prior to (2015-2017) and after (2018) non-lethal
deterrents project plans were implemented. Farms 3-6 used lethal methods prior to 2018.

Farm Location 2015 2016 2017 2018
1 Corvallis Not Farming Not Farming Not Farming 6 Beets
2 Philomath > 150 Fowl 10-20 Fowl 5 Fowl ? 1 Fowl ?
3 Philomath 6 Fowl 3 Goats, 12 Fowl 3 Fowl No Losses
4 Alsea 3 Fowl 2 Fowl 5 Fowl No Losses
1
5 Blodgett 2 Sheep No Losses 10 Fowl, % acre No Losses
Root Crops
6 Philomath No Losses 14 Fowl 2 Goats, 4.6 No Losses
acres Hazelnuts

1 Started using first livestock guardian dog in 2017.
2 Four chickens were killed by hawk and/or ow! before all non-lethal deterrents were installed. A total of 2,400 chickens
were raised in 2018.

Livestock guardian dog Angel and ram Diego, Silvernail Farm and Orchard.

Grant participants used a wide variety of non-lethal wildlife deterrents including livestock guardian
animals, electrified fencing, electronic scare devices, and protective housing to protect their crops and
livestock. During the first year of implementation, all grant participants reported being highly satisfied
(94%) or satisfied (6%) with the non-lethal methods and tools they selected (Table 5). Program
participants also reported being highly satisfied (72%) or satisfied (28%0) with the individual Agriculture
and Wildlife Protection Program elements they made use of (Table 6).

Overall, program participants were highly satisfied (83%) or satistied (17%) with the Agriculture and
Wildlife Protection Program and all participants said they would apply again for a wildlife deterrents grant
and would recommend the grant program to other farmers (Table 7).
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Table 5. Level of satisfaction with non-lethal methods and tools used to protect crops and livestock (HS =

Highly Satisfied, S = Satisfied, D = Dissatisfied, HD = Highly Dissatisfied).

Non-Lethal Deterrent Farm 1 Farm 2 Farm 3 Farm 4 Farm 5 Farm 6
Livestock Guardian Dog HS HS!
Livestock Guardian Donkey HS!
Portable Electric Fence HS HS HS S HS
Woven Wire Fence HS HS
Electrified Wire Fence HS HS
Protective Housing HS
Electronic Scare Device (Light) HS
EIectrorzlscOSlJc:(;;e Device HS HS
Mylar Flagging HS
Non-Toxic Bird Deterrent Spray HS

I Not purchased with AWPP grand funds

Sheep, electric fencing, and Nite Guard predator light, Leaping Lamb Farm.
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Table 6. Level of satisfaction with individual Agriculture and Wildlife Protection Program elements.
Blank cells indicate program elements that were not used by the program participant (HS = Highly
Satisfied, S = Satisfied, D = Dissatisfied, HD = Highly Dissatisfied).

Program Element Farm 1 Farm 2 Farm 3 Farm 4 Farm 5 Farm 6
Educational Outreach - - - - - -
Weblinks in Application Form S HS HS HS
Weblinks on AWPP Website S HS HS HS
Farming with Wildlife Workshop HS
Small Farms Conference Table HS HS
Ranching With Wildlife Brochure
Consultation Services - - - - - -
AWPP Representatives HS HS HS HS
OSU Extension Service HS HS HS HS
Chintimini Wildlife Center HS
Grant Program - - - - - -
Guidelines & Information Pages HS HS HS HS S S
Application Form HS HS HS HS S S
Record Keeping Form HS S HS HS S S
Project Evaluation Form S S HS HS S S
Amount of Financial Assistance HS HS HS HS S HS

Table 7. Overall level of satisfaction with the Agriculture and Wildlife Protection Program (HS = Highly
Satisfied, S = Satisfied, D = Dissatisfied, HD = Highly Dissatisfied).

Question Farm 1 Farm 2 Farm 3 Farm 4 Farm 5 Farm 6
What was your overall level of
satisfaction with the AWPP? HS HS HS HS > HS
WO.U|d. you apply again for a Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
wildlife deterrents grant?
Would you recommend the Ves Ves Ves Ves Ves Ves
program to other farmers?
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