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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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related to species: many in the Coos do
not like willow because they feel it is dif-
ficult to control and their forebearers
spent a lot of effort to remove it; we’ve
found that alternatives such as red osier
dogwood are acceptable and have many
desirable characteristics. If future har-
vest is expected, fast-growing species or
those that have unique value will be pre-
ferred. Alternately, if the management
objective is to return ecological func-
tions, a broad diversity of shrubs and
trees, conifers, and hardwoods is likely
to be desired. Another approach is utiliz-
ing vegetation succession by planting
pioneer species first to capture the site,
and then coming back later (10-20 years)
to under plant with shade-tolerant
species such as cedar and hemlock. My
experience is that if restoring a diversity
of plant species is an objective, both
shade-tolerant and intolerant species
can be planted at the same time with
adequate consideration of their needs
(watering, shade cards, or cloth); howev-
er, growth and vigor of the shade-toler-
ant plants will be reduced for at least the
first 5 years.

The extent of the planting area will
be an important landowner considera-
tion. The amount that someone is will-
ing to devote to the restoration will be
affected by their overall operation and
potential restoration effects. Too nar-
row, and the plantings may not have
the benefits anticipated and the entire
project could be compromised if the
stream channel shifts; too wide, and
other desired land uses may not be
viable. Funders—such as CREP—have
minimum widths, and the amount of
most incentive payments is based on
the area restored. A minimum rule of
thumb to allow for some channel
migration is that the width should be at
least the bankfull height plus 10 feet; if
possible, devoting the entire area of the
meander belt is safest. The objective for
many riparian plantings is to shade the
adjacent stream; if this is the case,
planting only one bank can be suffi-
cient. We’ve had some very successful
projects in narrow valleys where the
landowner was only willing to provide
the minimum width on the south and
west aspects; we’ve had others where
we miscalculated and lost stretches of

fence to stream channel changes.
Establishing desired plantings is just

the first step in a long journey. Similar to
traditional reforestation, site prepara-
tion is critical. Be prepared because
clearing competing invasive species
such as Himalaya blackberry oftentimes
releases other weeds in the soil seed-
bank—we’ve gone through cycles of
blackberry, field bindweed, and finally
Japanese knotweed during riparian
establishment. Planting considerations
are largely similar, but some tools such
as hoedads don’t work well on flat
ground (shovels are better), while sharp-
ened cuttings can be pushed directly in
or assisted with a planting bar (which
looks like a pogo stick). If you’re using a
k selection strategy, protecting the stalk
with aluminum foil will control small
mammal girdling and vexar tubes will
reduce browsing, which if intense may
even require fenced exclosures. Our
experience is that plantings in exclo-
sures survive and grow at approximately
twice the rate of unprotected ones.
Since we plant in the winter, we have
not resorted to watering. Most of our
plantings then require at least 5 years of
annual maintenance in the summer
until they are free-to-grow.

Successful riparian restoration

requires a long-term perspective: the
job is not complete until the expected
benefits are achieved. Thus, free-to-
grow is just a stage, and the risks to the
restoration project change over time: we
have had beavers move in and com-
pletely decimate a stand of black cot-
tonwood (and reducing competing veg-
etation during maintenance makes it
easier for them). We’ve had landowners
go bankrupt, and the new owners
decide not to continue with the CREP
contract; we’ve seen a change in per-
spective with new owners wanting a
more open, “park-like” riparian zone by
removing established shrubs and decid-
uous trees. Riparian restoration, thus,
differs from traditional reforestation
because management objectives may
change with ownership; in contrast with
typical forestland, the riparian stand is
likely not the primary reason the parcel
was purchased. Continued communica-
tion with landowners is key to ensuring
that the benefits from riparian restora-
tion persist over time. ◆

Jon A. Souder is assistant professor of
Forest Watershed Extension at Oregon
State University in Corvallis. He can
be reached at 541-737-8561 or
jon.souder@oregonstate.edu.
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Tired of Your Old Cruise Gear Fogging Up?
The RD1000 BAF scope is the perfect solution to cruising
in wet weather and dark stands. Users see the projected
Basal Area Factor and potential sample trees with crystal
clear clarity; even in the dark of winter. Your tree count
will improve and you will cruise faster with the RD1000.

Join hundreds of timber cruisers who use the RD1000
to measure heights and diameters (with user input
distance to tree). It measures diameter any point on the
bole. The RD1000 is rugged and built for use in the Northwest.
$1,595.00 with Free Training

For information or for trade-ins, contact Jon Aschenbach:

• BAF range: 1 to 127
• Works great in dark stands or sun
• Battery life up to 1 month on 2AAs
• Diameter Range: 2 to 100 inches

• Corrects for slope faster than old
style gear

• No more pumping the brake button!

Resource Supply, LLC
11607 SW Winter Lake Dr. • Tigard, OR 97223
503-521-0888 • videos: www.ruggedready.com
www.resourcesupplyllc.com
jon@resourcesupplyllc.com 


