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Tamarisk Tensions

in the August 2005 feature article, “Tiff
over Tamarisk: Can a Nuisance Be Nice,
Too?” the author raises several issaes
about which there is currently scientific
debate, and presents some of the differ-
ing perspectives. A phenomenon sur-
rounding discussicns of tamarisk in the
West s revealed and reinforced in the
article—the polarized nature of the
debarte. Over the vears, this polarization
has fueled acrimonious exchanges be-
tween scientists and led to confusion
regarding the effects of tamarisk, thus
hindering the ability of resource man-
agers to formaulate clear policies for
managing this species. Unfortunately,
the author has perpetuated the polar-
ized nature of the tamarisk debate by
labeling two camps— "revisionists” and
“traditionalists”

1 suggest that instead of continuing to
view those engaged in research on, or
management of, tamarisk as falling into
one camp or anather, all participants
recognize and seel to better understand

the ecological complexity behind the
issues. It is this complexiry that enables
those with different perspectives to find
examples that support their “side”
‘Tamatisk grows across a huge geographic
area, encompassing several ecoregions,
along dynatnic riparian lands managed
by entities wirh different priorities. There
are many instances where tamarisk in-
vasion has been facilitated by strearn-
Dow regulation, but there are others
where tarnarisk has invaded relatively
pristine sites. Tamarisk’s abundance and
irs associated effects on ecosystems
vary greatly. Different wildlife taxa re-
spond differently to tamarisk—some
are unaffected or benefit, others do not
thrive in ramarisk habitat. Tamarisk inay
use more or less water than other vege-
tation that might replace it. Scientists
and resource managers should stay
focused on seeking to better understand
this complexiry, so that they can best
support the development of appropri-
ate management strategies.
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One key issue that 1 think was un-
derreported in the article 1s that of
restoration or revegetation associated
with tamarisk control. The extent to
which wildlife use or water use changes
following tamarisk control depends
largely on what vegetation replaces
tamarisk. Thus, the feasibility and cost
of producing and maintaining desired
replacement vegetation deserve careful
consideration before emharking ou con-
trol efforts, not after, as is often the case.

Finally, 1 had asked that the word
“mesic” be added to a comment attrib-
uted to me in the article so that it read.
“Recent studies do not show that
tamarisk consumes more water than
mesic native species” The scientific ev-
idence does not clearly show that
tamarisk uses more water than mesic
(moist site) natiye riparian species such
as cotronwood and willow, There is,
however, evidence that tamarisk uses
more water than many xeric {dry site)
native species (e.g., some grasses and
shrubs).

PAT SHAFROTH

Fort Collins Science Center
US Geologival Survey

Fort Collins, CO 80526

Note: BioScience regrets the
missing “mesic.”

? fadttor’s nore. The photograph of the turtle in Hgure L of "A Biosocial Approech for Analyzing
| Emnvironmental Conllicts: A Case Study ol Horseshoe Crab Allocation” ( BroScience 55: 735-748) was

taken by Massimo Danma.
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