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Twcnty f‘ ive ripirian- revegetation pfo;ccts and two altemauvc mit} gatxons were .

ke - .

‘ cvaluéted in Arizona. Sites were visited and agency personncl were mtcrv:ewed to detat! o

npz(nan revegetanon méthodologies and catcgonm revegetatlon pro;ccts based bn how ‘

. well they achzeved thcxr objectives. ,

/ ) Rlpanan revegetation " is limited in’ its ability to' improve degradcd‘riparian, LT

ecosystems and is most effective when the ¢auses of site degradation are addressed.

P

Of the selected successful rcvegetation projects, 73% ihcorp;_)rated other forms of ° .
n)n‘ngatlon (e -2 xmproved land m#fagement strategtes, bank stablhzatxon structurcs, Y
|mgatlon) that either mdxrcclly or directly addressed the causes of site degradanon

g . B
Over 33% of the succe$sful revegetation projects expenenced prolific natural

cn e e e e ee— e e A o

, ' regeneration, demoristrating the potential for natural regencrative processes to accomplish -
. b It 2 ) '
s

! revegetation o/b;epnves. Of .the unsuccessful revegetation projects, 85% did not achieve !
“ :

- —objectives due to low water availability or flooding. ( " b

8 . ! . ‘._"'L 1

¢ A ' X 4 P ¥4
The appropnatcness of using riparian revegetatxon should be determmed ona s:te T B ,’" \ ’
\

‘ 4 A‘!\y."
R ’.‘

! l L
E by site basis usmg two check-lists developed from the results of this study. The ﬂrst \
: ¢
Vo ‘ ‘ - [
" check-list deSCnbes the potem:al cf(ectweness of amf cial revegetanon the second chcck-v

’S.

hst describes the potennal that prohﬁc natural regeneratlon will‘occur.
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Idemlfylng the Causcs ‘of Site Degradatmn ’ ' . e
+
Yo o i

CN L Anatysrs of succcssfui and unsuccéssful pro;ects mdlcates that atidressmg thc*’ .

1

+

objwwcs/ !denufymg the causes of site detenorauon and designing methods of

, o ! \
t}‘hncnt should, thercfore be lhe first pnonty of any mitigation plan 7

L ' w“ o
' Gcnerally‘ nalural rcgcneranén \ will oceur’ when. three environmenmi

i .
, charactenshcs are prowdcd concum:nny a seed source (or parent vegetanon that can

}
.sprom), sufficient and timely- water avadabai:ty for Seed..q ermmatxon and subsequient

A3 -

PR PR I : \

establishment, and’ stab]c substratc devoid of darect competition (Barbom' ot al. 1987)

Y .

v

Prior lo miugaudn all 27 sités were chamctcnzcd by reduced densities and dwersmes

of riparian vcgctanon. .pqssnbly mdxcatmg that one.of moré of the key -ingredients”
. . ‘ : -
. ! . ) L N : '
.+ necessary for natural rcgcncra:ion were either abscrﬁ"or being obstructed. :
' S N ' /\

lntemxptmg natural river flow, a drop in the water tablc, mtensc competm n from

ammals and plants and unstablc substrate were, q.(l cxtted as pro!gab!c causes of sm:

"h

b
¥, P

’ reduce the potential for natural propagatlonofanpanan species. If arti cxal rcvegetatlon

is used withdut addrcssmg the causes of site dcgradatlon, it seems likedly that whatever e

N ¢ ¢ 'k

.- As pn:venung ori!owmg the estabhshment of npanan vegelanon naturally will also.

4 -— A \ ﬁ . !’\ . ; Ji
pre\?cnt'thc csmblishmem ‘of riparian vegetation.artificially. . b

. ‘causes of sitc degrada!io’n prior to planting is cxtrTer 1mportant in achlevmg pro_}ect o

‘

dctcnomtlon among thc succcssful gr’o;bcts (Table 5) All of these fac‘jors have acled to
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Table 5. Successful projects categorized according to percent sumval of artificially-planted vegetation for 19 riparian sites

in Arizona. .
S'i-c Probable Cause of Deterioration Type of Secondary Mitigation Performed Water - | Oblgeie RViparian YVopotation Prier 4
' ’ Availability’ ~ to )
Metipnt ion
- <20% Survival
1. Canyoa Creek 1) Overgranng by bvestock 1) Fence construction, 2) Bank stabilining- Scaticred old greeth aloog remm
(Site ) 2) Unstablc stream bank s ractures; 3) Placemcot of boulders and large fligh . channel. - .
)) Wide shallow stream chanael tree trunks in the channd
) 2. Gentry Creek Overgrazing by bvestock Fence construdioa for livotock management High  _ Scattered old growtd aloog Lreem
(Se £4) chasned.
3. Barro Creek " 1) Over-grazing by bvestack: 1) Implcmentstion of improved livetock low High diverwity of riparian speces —-
Site 112) 2) Low water table menagecment tystem; - (in plantation) remained. .
- 2) Imigation
4. Bartictt Loss of natural river flow regimes due lo ¢ pope Medium Old growth riparian trees seatterwd
(See F15) dam coostruction. ' aJong river chazmed.
s. Needle Rock Loss of natursl river flow regunen due to - nooe Medinm Otd grv-(h ripariaa troos ecsttored
(Site 116) dam coastrudioa. along river channel.
" Protific Natural Comeback ’
6.  Colemsn Lake Overgrazing by hvestock 1) Dynamite, ) Very High No obligate riparian troce, with &
(Site ,2) 2) Feocee constroction for lxvo\tock managqoent moch redoad anderwory:
. . r
7. Tobac (S2e 195) Flood plain instability enhanced by Use of stream bank stabiliring structore Mediom 3 | ‘Q}&#e riparian trecs optresm
major flood ecvent ’ - ;
8. Nogales Wash ; Flood plaia indability enhanced bry none - High Obligate riparien trees wpatresm
(Ste 17) major 800d event ¥
9. Shecpbead n Overgn:l.'ina by bvestock . 1) Fence coastruction for hvestock management High ‘Drrcr-e riparien rqdm M
: Spring 2) Lack of fine sediment in the streem 2) Construction of check dams »“' . =t spring soarce. -
(Site £9) channd - - ... - -
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. <Table S (continued). .
~ > co— ¥ — —
o . . e
Site - Csuseis) of Degradstion Other Mitigstion ..~
. - N v ‘(
r Prolific Naturat Comeback (continued)
10. Aravaips Chnyon 100 to 1000 yaar flood event none
"Site £19)
‘ . o >
11, Hassayampa Overgrazing by livestock and overute Fence construction sround the porimaeter of Sceatisred old growth on sita end.
Presorve by recreationists tho_ site High Upstreem. -\_,_‘\ .
{Sita £22) - - : - . - S~ -
f - I =2
>20% Survival . -~ #
12. N. Tubac (Site #6) Flood pisin instability enhancoed by - Une of stream bank stabilizing structure Maodium Obigats ripacisn trees uOTtrosm, )
- R ’ major flood avont . ' .
L 4
13. Francis Cresk Owvergrazing by livestock Improved livestock manasgement system «  Medium Scattered oid growth |
(Sita £11) Y-, =
14, McEuen Seep Owergrazing by livestock Fence construction for livestock management Medium’ No obicsta riperisn troet
{Site £17) - - - -
15 Clay Mines Year-round livestock grazing and road ) -
Speng congtruction , nona Medium Noow
(Site £18) - - -
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¥ «
Cause(s) of Degradation . Other Mitigation T Water ' Rapuhn mem Prioe to
T e ' . . Avoilebility' - " Metig stion
. - >20% Survival {continued) g
s - - . " E—
) 1§ Seven Mile Wash 1) Stability of Stream-bank; : —_ | No obigete ripecisn trees, some__
. iSite 2201 2} Water avsilability Bank stabilizing structures Medium . Baccharie ghtinoss — =
“~ ¥ - >_- . - -
- ~ - . - S~
17. Goose Flats Low water availability due to 1) Iigation . low- No obhgate riperian trees
\“\ {Site £223) consistently low water table 2) Holes augered prior to planting
N T oe— N " . .
18.° 83*Awenue v he 1) Major land manipulation prior to and
_ R&te £28) T =< | Low Water Availability ~7 | following planting: . High s Kore -
* ’ - 2} Imgation with water truck "
e 19. suq.\r Drke ' Voqotativo'lCompomionr_ 1) Initial clearng of voge'rntion' Modium Kone
. : (Site £26} e ' T~ 2) Holes augered prior to planting
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Very High - chr-rotmd water hbk: fluctuations

d

o %

e

7 il
T

s —

tions rarcly drop 0.5-m-below-the soil.surface;
Medium - : Year- roundwucr hbk fluctuations rarcly drop 2.0 rf below the soil surface;

ngh _Y'c-r mrdnlcrhbﬁ.mmmmmﬂydm l 0 below the 20l rerface:
" elow™’ Year-round wates table ﬂucunbomnrdydmpB 0 m below the 2ol sarface;
Vcry Low -- Ydf round water ublc ﬂucuubom frcqua\ﬂydmp3 0 m or more below the soil lurfux‘
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