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Tamarisk Tensions 
in the August 2005 [ealure article, "Tiff 

over Tamdrisk Can J Nuisance Be Nice, 
'ji)t)?" the author rJises several iS~lles 

about which there is currently scientific 
debate, and presents $Ol11e of the differ­

ing perspectives. i\ phenomenon sur­
rounding discussion:> of tamarisk in the 

vVcst is relre81ed and reinforced in the 

;irtic!c-tbe polarized nature' of the 

debare. Cher the years, this polarization 

h;j~ fueled acrimonious exchanges be­

tw<:>en scientists and led to wJ1fusion 

regarding the effects of tamarisk, thus 

hindering the ability of resource man­

agers to formulate clear poiicies for 

managing tlllS specieS. Unfortunately, 

the au thor has perpetuated the polar­
ized nalure of the tamarisk debate by 
1J.bt'ling two camp~"revisioJ1ists" and 

"trad itio ll<llists." 

1 suggesl that instead of continuing to 

view those engaged in research on, or 

lTIJnagctnmt of, tamarisk as falling into 

ont' camp or another, alJ participants 

recognize and seek to hetter unuerstand 

the ecological complexity behind the 
issues. It is this complexi,y that enables 

those with different perspectives to find 

examples that support their "side." 

Tamarisk grows across a huge geographic 
are,l, encompassing severa) ecoregi.ons, 

along dynamic riparian lands managed 

by entities wirh different priorities. There 
are many instance~ where tamarisk in­

v3sion has been facilitaled by stream­

now regulation, but there are others 

wbere tamarisk has invaded relatively 

pristine sites. Tamarisk's abundance and 

ir~ associated effects on ecosystem~ 

vary greatly. Different wildlife taxa re­

spond differently to tamarisk-some 
are unaffected or benefit, others do not 

thrive'in ramarisk habitat. 'lhmarisk may 

usc more or less water than other vege­

tation thaI might replace it. Sdentists 
and resource managers should stay 

tocu~ed on seeking to bdtl'r understand 
this complexiry, so that they can best 

support the dl'vclopment of appropri­
ate management strategies. 
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'1 he st3ff of J3I,lSO."'Cf reserves the r;t.h t to ' 
edit le{iers lnr c1,][Ily wllhoul' JlOI.ll)'l~b the 
author. Letters ;:Arc publi.';hed a~ 5p(lC(~ become"t 
"",,il;!bk. 

~..Jlf~~: n,,,,. Th" pho:ogr"Ph nf the turtle in llgurc I of "A (\jo,o,i~J ApprQ.:ch [or /\nalyz!ng 
I Ell" ironmental Cunllicb: A Ca.;e Study or Horst:~slH~ Cr,lt) Albc~tion" (BwSol!nce 35: 733-748) was 

l_.\"ken b~_~:~<,jn:~_.~~~=.mJ. 

One key issue that 1 think was un­

derreported in the article i~ that of 

restoration or revegetation associated 

with tamarisk control. The ext'ent to 

which wildlifi:' use or water use chnnges 

following tamarisk control depend~ 

largely on Wh'lt vegetarion replaces 
tamarisk. Thus, the feasibility and cost 

of producing and maintaining de~irt'd 

replacement veget:,Hion deservi' careful 

consideration tJero1'e emharking on COf]­

trol efforts, nol after, as is of'ten the casc. 

Finally, I had asked that the word 
"mesic" be <ldded 10 a commcn t attrib­

uted to me in rhe artide .'>0 that it read. 
"Recent studies do not show that 

tamilrisk consumes more water than 

mesic native species." The scientific ~v­

idence does not clearly show that 

tamarisk uses more wakr than me,ic 

(moi~t si te) ni' tiw ri parian species such 

as cottonwood 8nd willow. There is, 
however, evidence that tamarisk uses 

more Ivater tban many xeric (dry site) 

native species (e,g., some grasses and 

shrubs). 
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