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Understanding heterogeneity at multiple scales

Deciphering the arrangement and function of heterogeneity at multiple
spatial and temporal scales in the landscape remains a fundamental
challenge in environmental science




Scales of heterogeneity and riparian response in the
Sabie River
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ZONE — Upper, Mid, Lower sections of river in a downstream direction
CHANNEL TYPE — Braided, Bedrock Anast., Mixed Anast. & Pool-rapid
ELEVATION — 1m elevation intervals in a vertical direction in the channel




Patch mosaics
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areas — zone and channel type scales
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Patch areas — elevation scale
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Responder = woody riparian

RESPONDER  vegetation. Type and amount
of residual (survived the flood)
and new (established after the
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F
U
N
C
T
I
O
N

How is riparian vegetation distributed among patches at different scales?
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Community composition
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New and residual vegetation proportions
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Climate, flow and sediment regimes
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