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BY PAUL W. ADAMS

lthough the con-
cept of “cooper-

ative federalism”
dates back to the
1930s, the Clean
Water Act (i.e., the
1972 amendments to
the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act) helped bring this
approach into modern environmental
policy. Under this landmark 1972 legis-
lation, the federal and state govern-
ment would become partners in tack-
ling water pollution problems that had
grown very serious throughout the US
after largely state-level water quality
programs had proven ineffective. This
cooperation and sharing of responsibil-
ities is especially evident in the non-
point-source pollution control pro-
grams that evolved for forest practices,
which today includes more states with
voluntary and quasi-voluntary forestry

programs than states with regulatory
programs like those so familiar in the
Pacific Northwest.

The current riparian rulemaking
process in Oregon is proving to be an
interesting test of cooperative federal-
ism given that neighboring Washington
and California require significantly
wider, longer, and more restrictive
riparian buffers than Oregon. With
these states having “raised the bar” for
regulatory restrictions along forest
streams, federal agency representatives
have submitted oral and written testi-
mony to the Oregon Board of Forestry
(OBOF) in support of comparable
restrictions. Testimony by one agency
staff member prompted my commen-
tary (A Red Flag: The Science is Clear)
in the June/July/August 2015 issue of
the Western Forester, and reflects some
of the high theater seen and heard at
recent OBOF meetings as various
aspects and rule alternatives have been
discussed and debated.

As of this writing in early October,
the OBOF is expected to consider two
major packages of new riparian rules
that are distinctly different, although
both alternatives would significantly
increase restrictions on timber harvest-
ing along small and medium streams in
western Oregon where salmon, steel-
head, or bull trout are found. The more
restrictive rule package would require
90-foot, no-cut buffers or 100-foot
restricted harvest buffers, and with
both of these options the buffers would
extend 1,000 feet upstream of where
fish use ended. An analysis required by
Oregon law of the economic impact of
proposed rules showed an estimated
value of the leave trees within 90-foot
no-cut buffers in western Oregon to be
$76.8 million on industrial lands and
$112.7 million on private nonindustrial
lands, for a total of $189.5 million.

The high economic stakes of more
restrictive rule packages have not
missed the attention of industrial and
nonindustrial forest owners in western
Oregon, and both groups have been
active in attending and offering informa-
tion and comments at meetings of the
Regional Forest Practices Committees
and the OBOF. It is important to note,
however, that social science research
suggests that nonindustrial landowners
may be as concerned about maintain-
ing their private property rights as they
are about the economic impacts. And,
even as Oregon’s population has
become increasingly urban, the pas-
sage of ballot measures 37 and 49
shows that voters are supportive not
only of private property rights but also
of landowner compensation when reg-
ulations become overly restrictive.

Both state and federal officials have
acknowledged landowner concerns
about economic and other impacts of
various rule proposals that have been
discussed by the OBOF in recent
months. The more restrictive rule pack-
age now under consideration includes
an exemption for nonindustrial
landowners with an as-yet unspecified
maximum acreage or riparian percent-
age. And in the notes that accompany
the less restrictive package, the follow-
ing statement appears [emphasis
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More Science to the Rescue?
When public debates arise about forest resource policies, forestry professionals

often stress the need for more technical facts and figures (“science”) related to the
issue of concern. The expectation is that if everyone has more technical data and
knowledge, a policy solution also will become more apparent.  

But will more science, research, or technical analysis provide an obvious policy
answer? Not necessarily, especially if there is substantial disagreement about the
trade-offs or priorities of the values that are embedded in the policy choices. When key
stakeholder groups have different values or significantly different priorities among
those values, the policy solution more likely will come from a political process (negotia-
tion, compromise, voting, etc.) or, in especially difficult situations, a major court deci-
sion or a charismatic leader who can effectively distract people from their differences.

Nearly a half-century ago two social scientists (Thompson and Tuden 1959) pro-
posed a model for identifying where a solution to a public problem was most likely to
be found based on its complexity and whether there is agreement on the key facts and
values involved. The illustration here is adapted from that model and suggests (espe-
cially given the strong and continuing debates about forest laws/regulations, as well as
the many lawsuits and
appeals on public forests)
that “more science” only
comes to the rescue when
we are dealing with a rela-
tively simple issue, i.e.,
where there is already gen-
eral agreement on the key
values and priorities
involved. At this point in
time, riparian forest policy in
the Pacific Northwest is any-
thing but a simple issue.
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added]: “Maintaining 50-foot and 70-
foot RMA widths and separate stan-
dards for Small and Medium SSBT
streams will reduce the risk of Measure
49 claims and keep landowners and our
Regional Forest Practices Committees in
the game…as teammates, rather than
adversaries. That will also make volun-
tary implementation of new prescrip-
tions for some distance upstream of the
end of SSBT use more likely.”

Yet acknowledging landowner con-
cerns is not the same as supporting cre-
ative solutions to protecting and
enhancing fish habitat, particularly with
federal agencies that largely operate in a
“command and control” culture where
cooperative federalism typically stops
with state regulatory agencies and rarely
cultivates relationships with individual
landowners. This culture apparently
also supports a limited, numeric-stan-
dard centric view of policy options, i.e.,
one that seems fixed in a simplistic,
1970s approach to resource “protec-
tion,” rather than a rigorous application
of a 21st century understanding of
watershed ecology and management.
What else might explain the apparent
dismissal of encouraging results from
recent studies of the water quality and
fisheries effects of current forest prac-
tices (i.e., the Watersheds Research
Cooperative’s paired watershed studies
in western Oregon)?

Thus, perhaps it is time to truly
“raise the bar” with a more enlightened
riparian policy approach that carefully
considers not only the diverse, dynam-
ic, and complex nature of riparian and
aquatic resources but also the similar
attributes of the human species that
owns and manages these resources. Of
course, such a holistic approach would
be very challenging, but it could also
release some of the great, positive
potential that exists among the thou-
sands of landowners and managers
who would welcome the opportunity to
work in an indisputably cooperative
manner to maintain and improve our
natural resources. ◆

Paul W. Adams is chair of the Oregon
SAF Policy and Legislation Committee.
An SAF Fellow, he can be reached at
adamspaulw@gmail.com.

Riparian Restoration: Lessons
from the Field

BY JON A. SOUDER

uccessful riparian
restoration is

often more challeng-
ing than the typical
revegetation that
foresters are comfort-
able and experienced
with. Landowner
objectives and strategies differ, requiring
a larger number of decisions and trade-
offs; there are typically more constraints
on site preparation and post-establish-
ment activities, and while many factors
that adversely affect survival and growth
of the plantings are similar, some are
unique to riparian areas. This article will
focus on afforestation of cleared agricul-
tural areas based on my experiences
of over 15 years as executive director
of the Coos Watershed Association in
Charleston, Ore.

The Coos watershed (Coos) is 630
square miles on the south-central
Oregon coast and contains the largest
estuary on the Oregon coast. The estu-
ary is of the “drowned river valley” type,
with fringing tributary sloughs that his-
torically had tidal wetlands at their
mouths and streams flowing through
narrow river valleys above their heads-
of-tide. The estuary is also fed by a larg-
er river system that drains approxi-
mately 60% of the watershed. Tide
extends upriver 20 miles and the valley
floor is a broad alluvial terrace, often
diked, with adjacent pasture lands.
Valley slopes tend to be steep and the
sandstone lithography leads to high
levels of landsliding, especially when
vegetation is removed. Land uses are
predominantly agriculture and rural
residential homesites (0.5 to 5 acres) in
the valleys outside the urban areas sur-
rounding the estuary, with both non-
industrial and industrial forest on the
slopes and ridges.

Traditionally, reforestation has had a
simple objective: get a stand of trees
established at the least cost and man-
age them to grow as fast as possible.
Riparian restoration is different. Land-
owners in the Coos have a diverse set of
objectives ranging from regulatory

compliance for buffer strips, fencing,
shade, and future large wood recruit-
ment; streambank protection, particu-
larly when hardened banks are expen-
sive or prohibited; aesthetics, such as a
park-like grove or flowery trees and
shrubs that attract bees and other polli-
nators; and increasingly, participation
in an incentive payments program such
as the USDA’s Conservation Reserve
Enhancement Program (CREP), for car-
bon sequestration, or through a conser-
vation easement. Understanding
landowner objectives is the critical first
step to designing effective riparian
restoration projects since this will guide
subsequent choices. The best example
of this is a landowner we worked with
who didn’t want to plant any Douglas-
fir because he didn’t want any attrac-
tion to harvest in the future.

Once the objective has been deter-
mined, there are generally multiple
strategies that can be employed.
Perhaps the most fundamental choice
relates to planting densities and the
commitment to maintenance until the
plantings are “free-to-grow.” This can
be thought of in the traditional evolu-
tionary strategy of “r selection,” where
lots of offspring are produced, but each
as a low probability of survival; versus
“k selection,” where fewer offspring are
produced but more care is invested in
each. The r approach is to plant dense-
ly, scrimp on maintenance, and then
expect that the survivors will be suffi-
cient to meet your objectives; in con-
trast, the k approach is to plant at a
density closer to the desired final sur-
vival and invest the resources needed to
ensure this outcome. While I know of
no study that has directly compared the
two riparian restoration strategies, my
experience is that planting fairly dense
and then protecting and maintaining
the project for at least five years will be
successful. 

Along with determining density, the
selection of species is a concern.
Decisions include whether the species
are native or introduced (we’ve had
hybrid poplar and apples requested).
Some landowners have strong opinions
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