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MEMORANDUM

TO: Financial Estimate Committee

FROM: Chris Allanach, Legislative Revenue Officer
DATE: July 14, 2026

SUBJECT: Analysis of Initiative Petition 28

This memo provides an economic and revenue analysis of Initiative Petition (IP) 28. At a high
level, IP 28 proposes to expand liability under Oregon’s crimes of animal abuse, animal neglect,
and sexual assault of an animal to reach conduct that is currently lawful. Certain economic sectors
would be eliminated and, depending on implementation, other sectors could be significantly
transformed.

This memo briefly describes the proposed policy, outlines legal uncertainties, and describes the
analytical approach. The subsequent sections embody the analyses of the economic and revenue
impacts (direct, indirect, and induced). The memo concludes with a brief discussion on the
Humane Transition Fund.

Proposed Policy

Oregon Revised Statutes Chapter 167 (Offenses Against General Welfare and Animals) specifies
certain crimes based on the treatment of animals. Broadly, these are crimes based on the abuse,
neglect, or sexual assault of an animal. Current law also lists specific exemptions from these
defined crimes. IP 28 would broaden the applicability of these criminal laws by removing these
exemptions. The IP also creates the Humane Transition Fund to compensate specified individuals
and organizations that experience adverse economic impacts should the measure become law.

As used in IP 28 “animal” is defined as “...any nonhuman mammal, bird, reptile, amphibian, or
fish.” Upon passage, the following exemptions would be removed from current law:

1. Livestock transport by owner or common carrier

2. Rodeos or similar exhibitions

3. Commercially grown poultry

4. Animals subject to “good animal husbandry practices”
5. Slaughtering of livestock

6. Lawful fishing, hunting, and trapping

7. Wildlife management practices under color of law

8. Lawful scientific/research/teaching involving animals
9. Control of vermin or pests

10. Handling/training techniques
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Legal Interpretation

This memo does not contain a legal analysis, but does rely on consultations with Legislative
Counsel. It reflects our best understanding of how courts would likely interpret the proposed law
if enacted. To the extent there are alternative legal interpretations, the analytical approach and
results could vary. One example is whether shellfish are included in “fish” as part of the IP 28
definition of “animal”. In this case, two models are run, one excluding and one including shellfish.

Many legal questions do not have succinct or definitive answers. One broad theme is that legality
will depend on current business practices. Examples include the transporting of animals, the
conditions of poultry egg production, and operational standards for zoos and wildlife refuges. Any
operational changes required to comply with IP 28 could be minimal, or they could be (financially
or structurally) significant. To that end, four models are used to provide a breadth of potential
impact ranges. Finally, the potential role for an expanded veterinarian services sector is an
additional area of uncertainty.

Analytical Structure

The structure of IP 28 suggests two parts to a comprehensive analysis. The first part is to examine
the impacts on the affected businesses and workers in Oregon, namely the production and
processing of meat and seafood and the role they play within Oregon’s agricultural sector. The
second part is to explore the impacts on outdoor recreation, namely hunting and fishing.

One standard approach to evaluating economic impacts is to use an input-output analysis. This
approach relies on the various interconnections within a regional economy and categorizes effects
as direct, indirect, or induced. Direct effects are generally the start of an analysis with a clearly
defined change in economic activity, such as the addition of a new business in a region. Such an
analysis begins with the details of the proposed change: number of employees, projected output,
etc. Indirect effects would then be estimated based on the existing economic linkages in the
region, largely the business-to-business activity that the initial change would create. They are the
second tier of increased (or decreased) demand for services, supplies, or other inputs. Induced
effects are the result of changes to economic activity from changes in household earnings and
consumption, basically the economic activity that follows the household spending.

Because IP 28 would make various current legal activities unlawful, there are challenges with
relying on this standard modeling. The approach taken here is to leverage the input/output
structure to describe the economic activity of the affected sectors. There are two groups of
affected sectors: directly affected sectors (business activity that would be made unlawful) and
closely related sectors (business activity that is strongly tied to the directly affected businesses.)

Given the legal uncertainties and the subsequent operational changes that could be required by
businesses to comply with IP 28, four models are used to analyze the potential range of impacts.
In broad terms, these models range from a narrow legal interpretation of prohibited activities and
the elimination of directly affected sectors to a broader legal interpretation of prohibited activities
as applied to the directly affected sectors plus the possible impacts on closely related sectors.
These models are used to produce estimates for 2027 as a baseline.

Following the input-output analyses is a review of an existing study on the economic contribution
to Oregon’s economy from the hunting and fishing recreational sector.




Economic Impacts

Passage of IP 28 would extend certain legal protections for the treatment of domestic animals to
non-domestic animals. Consequently, the economic impact would be felt by businesses that rely
on or work with non-domestic animals (e.g., livestock). These impacts would vary significantly,
from minor changes to current practices - or possibly none - to the closing of a business.

In addition to the legal caveats noted above, an area of significant uncertainty is how businesses
not directly involved with the prohibited activities would respond were IP 28 to become law. For
those that would face new compliance costs, staying in business would depend on the ability to
absorb or share those costs. Without extensive knowledge of the cost structures in these
businesses, sectors, and the wider regional industry, estimating the economic impacts is
challenging.

Another important consideration is that IP 28 does not change the demand for hunting, fishing or
the consumption of animal products. Hunters and Anglers would move their activities to other
states. To meet the demand for animal products, there would likely be a shift toward imports. As
some businesses adjust their operations, there may be a shift in economic activity among
businesses.

In an attempt to capture the range of impacts, the analysis provided here relies on four different
models using the IMPLAN software. The assumed share of a given sector affected by IP 28 is
shown in Exhibit 1. The models are described here first.

Model 1: The direct impact is limited to sectors in which prohibited activities occur. Primarily these
are animal slaughtering, hunting, and fishing (excluding shellfish). The animal production
and commercial fishing sectors are partially affected because it is assumed certain
activities would remain lawful. Examples of these activities include beekeeping, the
raising of horses, and deep sea fishing.

Model 2: The direct impact is identical to Model 1 but expands the prohibition to shellfish farming
and fishing.

Model 3: This model is identical to Model 2 but expands the direct impact to six additional sectors
that are closely related to the primary sectors used in Models 1 and 2. Given the
complexity and uncertainty of the potential responses, this model assumes the economic
activity of these sectors is reduced by 50%. Without proposing business restructuring
specifically, this model reflects the net impact of (possible) significant changes.
Extermination services is a small part of a “building services” sector and seafood
products reflects the (assumed) continued activity from deep sea fishing.

Model 4: This model is identical to Model 3 except the 50% reduction in the closely related sectors
is increased to the elimination of those activities in Oregon. The assumption here is that
the impact of prohibiting specified activities makes the continuation of other, closely
related economic activities financially unfeasible.

If approved by voters, the measure would take effect 30 days after passage. That said, there are
questions regarding timing and administrative implementation (in addition to the legal questions
described above). These models are run for 2027. Revenue impact estimates are grown forward
from this baseline.




Exhibit 1
Share of Economic Sector with Affected Activities

Sector Name Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Animal Production 58% 65% 65% 65%
Commercial Fishing 36% 72% 72% 72%
Commercial Hunting 100% 100% 100% 100%
Poultry Processing 100% 100% 100% 100%
Animal Slaughtering 100% 100% 100% 100%
Services to Buildings' 3% 6%
Ranching and Farming 50% 100%
Poultry Production 50% 100%
Meat Processing 50% 100%
Byproduct Processing 50% 100%
Seafood Products 36% 72%

! Includes extermination services

Direct Impacts

As stated, some sectors could be fully eliminated while only portions of other sectors would be
affected. Due to data limitations, these partial sector impacts are initially based on North American
Industry Classification System (NAICS) data.' These sectors were then mapped to the sectors
used by IMPLAN. In the context of IP 28, direct impacts are defined as the economic
consequences of prohibiting those activities that would be deemed unlawful.

In each of the four models, the economic activity would be reduced (by sector) by the percentages
shown in Exhibit 1. The direct impacts from these changes would be the amount of economic
output, jobs, labor income, and value added that would be eliminated if IP 28 were to be enacted.
One of the challenges for producing these estimates is to identify how much of a given sector
could or would be affected. Some sectors, such as slaughtering are assumed to be eliminated.
Other sectors (e.g., animal production) contain a mix of activities, only some of which would
become unlawful. Models 1 and 2 are limited to sectors with what would be unlawful activities.
Model 2 is based on a more expansive set of prohibited activities.

Models 3 and 4 build on the analyses by incorporating a second group of industries that are
closely related and, therefore, likely to be affected by the prohibitions in the primary sectors. These
sectors generally do not include activities that would be made unlawful, but passage of the
measure could affect current business operations.

Cattle ranching provides an illustrative example. Currently, many cattle are transported out of
Oregon to be slaughtered." A direct reading of IP 28 suggests the primary intent is to ensure that
in Oregon animals are not abused, neglected, or sexually assaulted. Raising cattle in Oregon is
not outright prohibited though the slaughtering of animals inside Oregon would become unlawful.
In a similar manner, the processing of meat or fish would not become illegal, but the animal death
would have to occur outside Oregon.

Extermination Services provides a different kind of example. IP 28 would prohibit the killing of
animals such as mice and rats but not insects (they are not included in the definition of “animal”




used in IP 28). Businesses that currently offer these services would be required to change their
practices by, say, either offering some kind of catch and release service or simply not providing
the service.

A broad theme for possible impacts on closely related firms is that businesses may simply face
increased costs. For example, businesses that produce eggs, wool, or fiber could be required to
change certain aspects of their operations. Such changes could range from minor to significant.
As another example, and again depending on the legal interpretation, the question of whether
hens would be required to free range or have a given amount of space more than is presently
required is key to understanding the full implications of the proposed measure.

Indirect and Induced Impacts

In addition to the direct effects, other sectors of Oregon’s economy would be affected. Broadly
speaking these effects are categorized as either indirect impacts or induced impacts. One can
think of the indirect impacts as the change in business-to-business activity following the direct
impacts. Induced impacts are the result of changes in household spending following the changes
in business activity.

Estimates for the indirect impacts capture the changes in economic activity in the sectors that
have linkages to the directly affected sectors. They either provide inputs to or rely on the outputs
of those sectors. Examples include businesses that produce or sell animal feed, and stores that
sell (or buy) other goods, services, or equipment to (or from) the directly affected sectors. They
include:

Support Activities for Agriculture and Forestry (e.g., breeding services)

Food Manufacturing (e.g., processing of meats or seafood, rendering)

Merchant Wholesalers, Nondurable Goods (e.g., distribution of meats and seafood)
Food and Beverage Retailers (e.g., grocery stores)

Other Retailers (e.g., fishing and hunting supplies)

Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services (e.g., veterinary services)

ook wN =

These indirect impacts would be negative for the banning of fishing and hunting (discussed in the
next section) and for businesses that would be eliminated by the IP. Businesses that supply
slaughtering equipment are a clear example; they would face a reduction in the demand for their
goods and services. The consequence of removing these activities from Oregon’s economy would
extend beyond those specific sectors, leading to a reduction in aggregate income and jobs.
Estimating these impacts depends on the ability to clearly identify and estimate the direct impacts.

While the prohibitions are expected to result in less economic activity, businesses that are able
to enact structural or procedural changes could result in additional economic activity. For
example, there could be a shift in how certain activities are conducted, such as activities related
to animal breeding. Depending on the legal interpretation, these activities could lead to an
increase in the demand for veterinary services. Also, businesses that change their current
practices to follow the new law could have a change in the demand from one set of goods or
services to a different set of goods and services.

Induced impacts capture the feedback process of the impact on households. In the case of IP 28,
the estimated reduction in business activity would likely lead to a reduction in household income.
The change in household income leads to impacts on most, if not all, sectors of the economy,
driven by how households spend that income.

Exhibit 2 shows the estimated statewide impacts on jobs, output, labor income, and value added
for each of the four models. As described above, the results indicate broader impacts moving




from Model 1 to Model 4. As a reminder, the difference between Model 1 and Model 2 is largely
one of legal interpretation regarding prohibited activities. The estimated number of direct jobs lost
(full-time and part-time) would be roughly 2,400 to 3,600. Including the indirect and induced
impacts, that range increases to 4,400 to 5,900. The estimated total impact on labor income would
range from $225M to $300M. Value Added from the prohibited activities is between $250M and
$325M; included the indirect and induced impacts, those figures are $460M and $570M.

Exhibit 2
Economic Impacts for 2027
Model 1
Labor Income Value Added
Type of Impacts Jobs ($M) ($M)
Direct $523 2,380 $131 $247
Indirect $291 1,364 $46 $123
Induced $141 702 $49 $88
Total $955 4,445 $226 $458

Labor Income Value Added
Type of Impacts

($M) ($M)

Direct $604 3,600 $190 $327
Indirect $291 1,365 $46 $123
Induced $189 942 $65 $118
Total $1,084 5,907 $302 $568

Model 3
Labor Income Value Added
Type of Impacts Jobs ($M) ($M)
Direct $2,615 10,274 $368 $843
Indirect $612 2,356 $203 $304
Induced $445 2,220 $154 $277
Total $3,673 14,851 $724 $1,425

Model 4
Labor Income Value Added
Type of Impacts Jobs
yP P ($M) ($M)
Direct $4,623 16,921 $545 $1,358
Indirect $1,167 4,457 $383 $576
Induced $720 3,589 $249 $448

Total $6,510 24,966 $1,176 $2,382




Model 3, which relies on the assumption of a fifty percent reduction in economic activity for
businesses that are closely related to the prohibited activities, shows a significant increase in
the estimated impacts shown in Models 1 and 2. Direct jobs would be reduced by just under
10,300 with indirect and induced effects resulting in an additional 4,500. Total labor income
across Oregon would fall an estimated $725M.

Model 4 is based on the assumptions that these closely related sectors would also be
eliminated, rather than experiencing a substantial modification or revisioning. If businesses in
these sectors were no longer operating in Oregon, the direct job loss would be an estimated
17,000 with total job loss reaching just over 25,000. Direct labor income would fall by roughly
$550M; including indirect and induced effects would bring that estimate to just under $1,200M.

One limitation of this analysis is that it doesn’t account for any potential increase in economic
activity that may occur. To the extent there is an increase in demand for goods or services as a
result of IP 28, these impacts could offset, to some degree, the loss of prohibited activities. The
models do not account for efficiency driven market adaptations or business resiliency in the face
of a changing legal landscape.

Regional Impacts

Regional considerations are important to contextualize these estimates. The distribution of these
activities throughout the state is not uniform. Different regional economies rely on these activities
more than others. For example, the impacts on the fishing industry would primarily affect coastal
communities, but even that impact is unlikely to be felt uniformly along Oregon’s coast. The
impacts on these local economies are likely to vary with the specific sectors affected. Examples
of concentrated activity include:

Animal production in Tillamook, Lane, and Clackamas counties
Animal slaughtering in Clackamas, Linn, and Malheur counties
Commercial Fishing in Lincoln, Coos, and Clatsop counties

Commercial Hunting in Gilliam, Clackamas, and Coos counties
Poultry Processing in Yamhill, Washington, and Lane counties

Recreational Fishing and Hunting Impacts

The analysis to this point focuses on businesses that operate in specific economic sectors. IP 28
would also generally prohibit lawful fishing and hunting, which are significant sources of economic
activity in Oregon. For insight into the impacts of recreational dollars spent on fishing and hunting,
this memo relies on a 2019 study that evaluates the economic impacts of hunting, fishing, and
wildlife viewing. Only the portions of the analysis that focus on hunting and fishing are included
here.

A 2019 study by Earth Economics, titled “Economic Analysis of Outdoor Recreation in Oregon”,
provides estimates for the value that fishing and hunting in Oregon have on employment, wages,
and State & Local taxes, in addition to spending estimates. Exhibit 3 shows their estimated
impacts for fishing and hunting in Oregon.




Exhibit 3
Impact of Recreational Fishing and Hunting, 2019

Spending Wages State & Local
Sector ($M) Employment ($M) Taxes (M)
Fishing $397 3,669 $124 $17
Hunting $228 2,219 $73 $11
Total $625 5,888 $197 $28

Revenue Impacts

Estimated revenue impacts for IP 28, with the exception of outdoor recreation, are shown in
Exhibit 4. State government and local government estimates are provided separately. The state
estimates are reported for income taxes and other taxes while local estimates are provided for
property taxes and other taxes. State income taxes include both personal and business income
taxes; other taxes include the impacts of all other taxes, such as the Corporate Activity Tax, motor
fuels taxes, and the state transient lodging tax. Similarly, other taxes for local governments include
local transient lodging taxes, meals taxes, local fuels taxes, etc.

As expected, Models 1 and 2 show similar levels of impact. The reduction in total state tax
collections due to direct impacts ranges between $12M and $18M. Incorporating both indirect
and induced effects increases those figures to $21M and $29M, respectively. The reduction in
local government tax collections (excluding property taxes), for direct, indirect, and induced,
would be in the neighborhood of $7M to $10M.

Model 3 includes a 50% reduction in economic activity for the closely related sectors. The
results indicate an estimated increase in the state revenue loss to roughly $37M for the direct
impacts and to $67M for all three types of impacts. The results for Model 4, which include the
elimination of activity in the closely related sectors, show those estimated impacts increasing to
$56M and $109M, respectively. For local governments, the tax revenue reductions would be an
estimated $18M under Model 3 and $28M under Model 4 (direct, indirect, and induced).

Estimating the impact on property taxes provides a unique challenge. While other taxes are a
function of income or consumption that would be reduced, the property tax is imposed on
something that doesn’t go away, but for which the value could be reduced significantly. For
example, to the extent meat production as an economic activity no longer operates in Oregon,
there is a question of how to value the corresponding land. On the one hand, there is a clear loss
of value. That said, depending on zoning changes and the economic use of the land, the
magnitude in the change in value is unclear. Also, the dynamic between real market value and
maximum assessed value adds another degree of uncertainty.

Property tax estimates based on current law are included in Exhibit 4. While these estimates
provide a measure of current property tax levels, due to the previously discussed challenges,
reliable estimates for the impact of IP 28 would require a clear picture of the interconnected and
unknown administrative and behavioral responses. The estimate for the directly affected sectors
ranges from $16M in Model 1 to $58M in Model 4. Combining the direct, indirect, and induced
effect, those estimates increase to $23M and $93M, respectively.




Exhibit 4
Revenue Impacts for 2027

Model 1
State Taxes ($M) Local Taxes ($M)
Income Other Property Other
Direct $5.4 $6.7 $16.1 $4.5
Indirect $2.4 $2.2 $3.6 $1.2
Induced $1.9 $2.7 $2.9 $0.8
$9.8 $11.6 $22.6 $6.5

Model 2
State Taxes ($M) Local Taxes ($M)
Income Other Property Other
Direct $7.3 $10.7 $28.4 $7.7
Indirect $2.4 $2.2 $3.6 $1.2
Induced $2.5 $3.6 $3.8 $1.1
$12.3 $16.4 $35.9 $10.0

Model 3
State Taxes ($M) Local Taxes ($M)
Income Other Property Other
Direct $17.2 $20.0 $43.1 $125
Indirect $7.0 $8.5 $10.8 $3.1
Induced $6.0 $8.5 $9.0 $2.7
$30.2 $36.9 $62.9 $18.3

Model 4
State Taxes ($M) Local Taxes ($M)
Income Other Property Other
Direct $27.1 $29.2 $57.8 $17.3
Indirect $13.3 $16.4 $20.5 $5.9
Induced $9.7 $13.7 $14.6 $4.3
$50.1 $59.2 $93.0 $27.5

Exhibit 5 combines the revenue impact estimates provided in Exhibit 3 and 4, growing them to
forward to produces estimates for the 2025-27 and 2027-29 biennia. Mapping the estimated
economic and revenue impacts to a biennial framework carries with it various assumptions,




particularly with potential administrative issues and the timing of tax collections. As described in
the discussion on Exhibit 4, the impact on property values depends on various factors that are
not known. Consequently, the revenue impact is deemed indeterminate.

Exhibit 5
Biennial Revenue Losses

2025-27 ($M)  2027-29 ($M)

State Taxes

Income + Other (Model 1) $24 $102
Income + Other (Model 2) $28 $118
Income + Other (Model 3) $47 $200
Income + Other (Model 4) $68 $290
Local Taxes (except Property Tax)
Other (Model 1) $8 $34
Other (Model 2) $10 $41
Other (Model 3) $14 $59
Other (Model 4) $19 $78
Property Tax Indeterminate

Humane Transition Fund

Section 11 of IP 28 states:
To the greatest extent allowable by law, all subsidies distributed in Oregon to be used for a
purpose that would no longer be allowable by the implementation of this Act shall instead be
credited to the Humane Transition Fund.

In the 2025-27 Legislatively Approved Budget, the Oregon Department of Agriculture (ODA) was
appropriated $6.5M for meat inspections, confined animal feeding operations, predator control,
and wolf financial assistance grants. The Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife (ODFW) was
appropriated $12.2M to hatchery management programs, predator control, avian predation, and
wolf management. That said, it is unclear if any of these funds meet the definition of a “subsidy”
as used in IP 28. And there do not appear to be any other funds that would qualify as a “subsidy”."

There may be Other Funds that may meet the definition of “subsidy”, but they are based on
hunting and angling licenses that would no longer exist were IP 28 to become law.

Another interpretation of “subsidy” might be a reference to various provisions in Oregon’s tax
code, commonly referred to as Tax Expenditures. The Department of Revenue (DOR) produces
this report each biennium as a companion document to the Governor's Budget.” A table that
organizes these tax provisions by policy area can be found here. While many of the provisions
refer to various crops, some of them may be applicable with respect to the potential
implementation of IP 28.
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https://www.oregon.gov/dor/programs/gov-research/Documents/TaxExpendituresBySubjectArea_2527.pdf

i https://www.census.gov/naics/?58967 ?yearbck=2022

i https://www.nichemeatprocessing.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/07/Small _scale _meat JGardner 4-2-
09.pdf

i https://issuu.com/traveloregon2019/docs/economicanalysisofoutdoorrecreationinoregon_otc-ea and
https://www.dfw.state.or.us/agency/docs/Factsheet-Economic%20Impact%200R%20Counties-
Earth%20Economics%202019.pdf

v There may be relevant federal subsidies, but presumably Oregon does not control the disbursement of
these funds.

v https://www.oregon.gov/dor/programs/gov-research/Documents/2025-
27%20Tax%20Expenditure%20Report Web%20(SECURED).pdf
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