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Humans have destroyed and still destroy, totally or
partly, many natural ecosystems, examples:

forest felling - 150 000 km? of tropical rain forests
annually in 1990s!

drainage — reduction of wetlands (- water sources,
climate), ca. 1/8 of the area of CZ; river requlation ->
degradation of river floodplains -> increase of flood risk;
e.g. the lenght of the Elbe river shortened by 1/3
mining — 1% of land surface; in CZ ca. 700km?, in the
Most region ca.400km?; destruction of habitats and the

whole landscapes
ploughing of meadows — in CZ ca. 1/3, i.e. 300 000 ha







exploitation — conservation - restoration

Restoration ecology - ,,restauracni ekologie*
ekologie obnovy

Restoration ecology (ekologie obnovy) — science vs.
Ecological restoration (ekologicka obnova) — practical
activity

links (or a part?) to conservation biology
- conservation management (ochranarsky management)



Three basic approaches to restore disturbed
habitats:

-Samovolna obnova (natural regeneration,
spontaneous/unassisted succession/recovery)

- Rizena obnova (assisted regeneration, manipulated
succession)

- Umela obnova, rekultivace (technical reclamation)



Main problems in CZ.

- Restoration of landscape structure (e.g., important for flood
protection, erosion, local climate, recreation activities, etc.)

- Restoration of ecosystems on arable land

- Restoration of mining sites
- Restoration of stream and rivers (and their floodplains)
- Restoration of degraded meadows

- Restoration of natural structure and species composition
of forests



Restoration of landscape structure, Benesov u Cernovic, Dr. M. Sriitek




Restoration of ecosystems on
arable land
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Re-grassing by regional seed mixtures (Bilé Karpaty)




Restoration of degraded meadows

iEUznice River floodplain
<+ mown transect .




Alopecurus pratensis

Phalaris arundinacea

Ranunculus repens

Urtica dioica

Average species density per 1m?

Number of species in sampling

plot

Number of target (meadow)
species

Number of ruderal species

Total number of species along

the transect

—Restoration

1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1998 2001

Degradation

14.4 203 218 265 331 304 235 116
28.0 351 095 4.4 0.7 0.9 328 37.0
0.0 5.8 258 29.2 343 435 09 0.0
18.4 7.8 2.6 0.2 0.1 0.0 1.8 13.6
40 7.3 8.9 6.9 8.1 8.2 5.0 4.5
23 35 55 60 62 o7 27 27
3 4 14 17 19 18 6 6

5 6 12 10 10 8 4 S
28 48 61 /1 79 70 31 29







== FU subsidies (since 2004):
3 bill. CZK per year, under the
items mowing or grazing
the highest amount of money in

SWe nature conservation




Restoration of streams and their floodplains
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Obr. 7.9: Hvdregramy povodiovich vin na DOLOCE
Borovi v profilu mostku (delni profil reviealizovaného
uscku) s povodne 19, 8. 2001,
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The: Luzmce River floodplain
durlng floods in August 2002



The modified Luznice River
floodplain in August 2002




Restoration of disturbed forests
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Influence of air

polution in the past
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Restoration of mining sites






















Average number of species

20 4

in a sample

¥y |

10 A

Total number of species occurring in the spoil heaps
reaches ca. 400 (out of 2 800 in the Czech flora)
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Expensive technical reclamations prevail:

reclamation of 1 ha spoil heaps or extracted sand pits
costs app. 1.5 mil. CZK

CZ government has spent 37 bil. CZK since 1992, +
private firms 11 bil. CZK to restore areas disturbed by
mining

Most the money were spoiled!

(for restoration of historical monuments only about 12
bil. CZK in the same time!)

Spontaneous restoration of disturbed sites usually
proceeds towards valuable (target) ecosystems much
better than technical reclamation (exception: some
toxic sites, erosion, contamination, specific reasons —
recreation activities etc.) and costs nothing.
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