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Summary
The Town of Waitsfield owns properties along the Mad River that are used for recreation but also have
great ecological values. This plan aims to address invasive plant management on two properties, the
Austin and Tardy parcels. The Austin parcel has five invasive plant species on the property including
common buckthorn (Rhamnus cathartica), shrub honeysuckle (Lonicera sp.), Japanese knotweed
(Fallopia japonica), reed canarygrass (Phalaris arundinacea), and Dame’s rocket (Hesperis matronalis).
The Tardy parcel has shrub honeysuckle (Lonicera sp.) and Japanese knotweed (Fallopia japonica). For
such small parcels, there are a lot of invasive species, but because the properties are small, this also
makes successful management possible. Species were prioritized based on a system developed by the
Nature Conservancy based on a balance between the lowest cost and effort for the highest benefit.
Common buckthorn is the highest priority because it occurs in very small numbers and could easily and
effectively be controlled. The second priority is Japanese knotweed, which is the most abundant invasive
plant. Management would allow for floodplain restoration to help protect the surrounding area from
future flood damage, among other benefits. Finally, honeysuckle, reed canarygrass, and Dame’s rocket
are the lowest priority, though still important. Japanese barberry, though not on the property, is nearby,
and this is a high management priority on the adjacent town parcel. The property should also be
monitored over time for new introductions of invasives, particularly along roads and trails.
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Site Description
Property Description
The Austin parcel is a 5-acre parcel located along the Mad River that was donated to the Town of
Waitsfield in 1999 and conserved with the Vermont Land Trust (VLT). The property is located south of
Irasville and east of Vermont Route 100. It is bordered by Vermont Route 100 on the west, Mill Brook on
the north, the Mad River on the East, and a private river access road on the south. The parcel is part of a
larger series of properties owned and managed by the Town of Waitsfield to provide public access,
recreational, and open space opportunities. The Austin parcel is nearly contiguous to the Lareau
swimming hole and park and is across the river from Wu Ledges. A trail runs along the western edge of
the Austin parcel, parallel with Rt 100, as part of a larger trail system in Waitsfield.
The property was formerly part of a farm located north of Mill Brook. The Austins used the pasture land
on this property to graze their sheep. Since the Town gained ownership, the parcel was hayed by local
farmer Hadley Gaylord until the land flooded during Tropical Storm Irene in 2011. Since then, the main
field has reverted to meadow due to lack of mowing.
The Tardy parcel is a 6.9-acre parcel located south of the Austin parcel, across the bridge and on the
opposite side of the road. This parcel was conserved with VLT in 2003. The property also borders the
Mad River. Located at the edge of Waitsfield Village, it is highly regarded for its contribution to the
village gateway. In the fall of 2011, this was a site for the temporary storage of gravel from Hurricane
Irene. More recently, this year, the town approved temporary storage of equipment, including a field
office and earthen material, for a Route 100 construction project. This represents the current state of
the property with the understanding that when the project is finished, the contractors will remove the
gravel to another location and restore the property following a site restoration plan.
Natural Resources
Both properties are in the Mad River watershed and have frontage on the Mad River. Austin is also
bordered by Mill Brook. These properties provides an important buffer for the river, allowing it to reach
its floodplain where waters can slow and drop sediment without damaging infrastructure. Both are also
located within the river corridor, which gives the river channel room to move naturally over time as it reestablishes bends and curves that act to slow and reduce erosion during flood events and helps reduce
the risk of flooding in downstream areas, including Waitsfield Village.
According to the Natural Communities Inventory conducted in 2006 by ecologist Brett Engstrom, there
are areas of sugar maple-ostrich fern riverine floodplain forest and shallow emergent marsh on both
properties. On the Austin parcel, hydric wetland soils are likely associated with the small shallow
emergent marsh and alder swamp wetlands. Their condition and hydrology are likely influenced by
beavers. Recent evidence of beaver activity includes trail chews and lodges. Wildlife such as white-tailed
deer, bear, newts, frogs, turtles, and a wide variety of songbirds likely make use of the varied and
dynamic habitats associated with beaver wetlands. Non-native invasive plants are abundant in and
around these wetlands and along the riverbanks, which degrades their condition and function.
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Land Management Goals
The Town of Waitsfield has identified management goals through a public planning process, and outlines
the following goals:
●
●
●
●

Conserve habitat for native plants and animals, including game and nongame wildlife
Limit non-native invasive species to the event possible
Conserve biodiversity
Promote and manage non-commercial non-motorized recreational uses that are compatible
with other management goals
● Promote education and community use
● Conserve scenic beauty and open space values
● Protect riparian buffers, aquatic habitats, wetlands, waterways, water quality, and streamflow
The town hopes to restore the meadows to floodplain forest while also managing for invasive plants,
and allowing for recreational and educational opportunities. Through management and restoration,
these parcels can help to protect the down from flood damages and erosion hazards in the future.

Why Manage Invasive Plants?
Invasive plants are increasingly encroaching on forests, wetlands and cultivated areas in Vermont, and
can threaten the health of the land. If left unmanaged, invasive plants can reduce forest productivity,
severely degrade natural areas, and even pose human health risks. The successful management of
invasive plants offers a number of benefits: maintaining forest productivity, promoting native species in
the plant communities that characterize our lands, and reducing risk of human health issues associated
with some invasive plants (for example, giant hogweed can cause skin burns). Accordingly, the desired
condition for the property is to be free of invasive plants to the extent practical.

Current Invasive Plant Inventory of Property
We inventoried plant species that are currently classified as invasive in the state of Vermont (see
Appendix B for information about survey methods). Although there are many non-native plant species in
Vermont, only species that cause or are likely to cause economic or environmental harm or human
health risks are classified as invasive. In addition, our inventory was intentionally focused on the
forested area within the property.
The Austin parcel has five species of invasive plants: common buckthorn (Rhamnus cathartica), shrub
honeysuckle (Lonicera sp.), reed canarygrass (Phalaris arundinacea), Dame’s rocket (Hesperis
matronalis), and Japanese knotweed (Fallopia japonica) (see Map 1). The Tardy parcel had shrub
honeysuckle and Japanese knotweed (see Map 2). Japanese knotweed is by far the most prominent
invasive plant, with honeysuckle and reed canary grass close seconds, and only a few instances of
common buckthorn and Dame’s rocket.
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Common Buckthorn
Description
Common buckthorn is a deciduous shrub or small tree that can grow
to be about 25 feet tall. The bark is dark gray and the inner bark is
orange. The dark green leaves are usually sub-opposite, oval, slightly
serrate with three to four pairs of curving veins and a somewhat
folded tip. There were only two clumps of common buckthorn found
on the Austin property, one along the trail in the southeastern corner
of the property, and the other along Mill Brook along the northern
border of the property. In both cases, the plant or plants found were
mature.
Threat
Buckthorn can impact both native plants and animals. The berries contain emodin, a natural laxative
that prevents mammals and birds from digesting the sugars in the berries. Plants also increase the
amount of nitrogen in the soil, impacting native species growth and habitat composition.
Control
There are both mechanical and chemical control options for common buckthorn. Mechanical control of
mature plants includes cutting stumps and covering the stumps with burlap or black plastic to prevent
re-growth or simply digging up larger plants using a weed wrench. Chemicals can also be applied to the
stumps, but this must be done by a certified applicator.

Shrub Honeysuckle
Description
There are four invasive species of bush honeysuckle that invade Vermont
forests. These include Amur honeysuckle (Lonicera maackki), Morrow’s
honeysuckle (Lonicera morrowii), Tartanian honeysuckle (Lonicear
tatarica), and Bell’s honeysuckle (Lonicera bella). All of them are deciduous
shrubs with opposite, egg-shaped leaves, fragrant flowers, and red or redorange berries. They can grow to be 15 feet high. The four species are
difficult to distinguish from one another but can be distinguished from
native honeysuckle because all four invasive species have a hollow pith.
Shrub honeysuckle was found primarily along the trail in varying densities and age classes, from small
seedlings to large mature individual plants.
Threat
Honeysuckle, like buckthorn, has negative impacts on both wildlife and plants. Because honeysuckle
stems are sturdier and closer to the ground than some native species, songbirds build their nests and
suffer higher predation rates because raccoons, skunks, and other predators can easily scramble up.
Forest regeneration is also severely impacted by honeysuckle, as the shrubs tend to form dense
populations in the forest understory, thus outcompeting native shrubs and trees. In turn, sunlight can no
longer reach the forest floor, reducing the diversity and abundance of native wildflower and fern
populations.
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Control
Mechanical control of small plants includes hand-pulling when the ground is soft. Plants must be pulled
by the base of the stem to ensure the entire root system in unearthed. A weed wrench can be used to
pull larger plants. Pulled plants should be hung upside down from trees to ensure they do not re-root.
For mature plants, stumps can be cut in the fall or winter and wrapped with burlap or black plastic to
prevent regrowth. Chemicals can also be applied to cut stumps, and other chemical control options
include low volume foliar spray, which is good for dense populations. Chemical treatment must be done
by a certified applicator.

Reed Canarygrass
Description
Reed canarygrass is a perennial cool season grass that grows 2 to 6 feet
high. It has densely clustered single florets that are green to purple,
changing to beige over time. The grass reproduces vegetatively through
horizontal stems growing below the soil surface, called rhizomes, thus
creating a thick impenetrable mat at or directly below the soil surface.
Reed canary grass was found throughout the wetland area. At this stage it
is not particularly dense, ranging from 5 to 25 percent cover in different
areas. It has yet to form a monoculture.
Threat
Reed canary grass forms dense, highly productive single species stands
that pose a major threat to many wetland ecosystems. The species grows so vigorously that it is able to
inhibit and eliminate competing species. The plant has little value for wildlife, few species eat the grass,
and the stems grow too densely to provide adequate cover for small mammals and waterfowl. This
species is also considered a serious weed along irrigation banks and ditches because infestations can
increase siltation.
Control
Reed canarygrass often grows in dense stands, making removal fairly difficult. Hand removal may work
in small stands, or chopping or mowing plants before they go to seed can be effective over a long period
of time. Controlled burning is another mechanical method that can be used in dense populations to kill
biomass, litter, and seeds. Finally, herbicides can be applied that are either broad-spectrum or grassspecific, but this must be done by a certified applicator.

Japanese Knotweed
Description
Japanese knotweed is an upright, shrub-like, herbaceous perennial
that can grow to over 10 feet in height. The plants have large oval to
somewhat triangular leaves. They have greenish-white flowers
followed by small winged fruits. Knotweed is often found along river
shores in dense thickets. Knotweed was the most abundant invasive
on the Austin parcel. Dense patches were found along both the Mad
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River and Mill Brook. The population has also begun to spread into the field and along the trail in small
to large clumps.
Threat
Insect populations are reduced in areas with knotweed in comparison to native vegetation, which in
turn impacts fish, birds, and mammals that rely on those insects for food. River banks with knotweed are
also more susceptible to erosion than those with native plants because knotweed has a less complex
root structure and therefore poor ability to retain soil.
Control
The primarily mechanical control option is to cut stalks at least four times throughout the growing
season. These cuts should be repeated for at least five years to ensure the reduction in vigor of the
population. Proper disposal of cut stems is also important to guard against spread from regenerating
stems. This can be done by piling plants in one spot on a tarp to dry them out. Plants can also be cut and
smothered using heavy materials such as layering plastic and traps with old carpet pieces or something
similar. Chemical control for small infestations includes first cutting stalks in late June and a second time
after August 1. After the second cut stems are then treated with an herbicide. For larger infestations, a
low-volume foliar spray can be applied. Pesticides need to be applied by a certified professional. There
are also other more experimental options for managing knotweed, including grazing. Knotweed can be
safely eaten by sheep, cattle, horses, and goats, though they prefer new shoots. Grazing will not
completely remove the plants from the area but can help to prevent spread into adjacent areas. Like
mowing, over time, grazing can help to reduce the knotweed population.

Dame’s Rocket
Description
Dame’s rocket is a herbaceous, biennial forb that grows up to four feet
in height. It is often mistakenly planted in native wildflower mixes. It has
alternate leaves 2 to 6 inches long and hairy. The showy, fragrant
flowers vary in color from white to purple to pink. This plant often
invades open woodlands, prairies, roadsides, ditches, and other
disturbed areas. It is often confused with the native Garden Phlox but
can be distinguished because Dame’s rocket has four petals while Phlox
has five. Dame’s rocket was found along the trail leading into the Austin
property, though was not found in any of the fields or along the river.
Threat
Dame’s rocket competes with native herbaceous plants at the edges of woodlands, in openings and
semi-open forest areas. It competes for light, moisture, and nutrients, and may inhibit tree seedlings
from germinating and growing.
Control
During any time of year, small plants can be hand pulled by the base of the stem. It is important to get
the entire taproot to prevent re-sprouting. If plants are pulled while in bloom, they should be put into a
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black plastic bag or burned since seeds can still ripen and spread. Flower heads of Dame’s rocket can be
cut just after bloom to prevent seed spreading. A low volume foliar spray can also be used for dense
populations but must be done by a certified applicator.
More information on management techniques for particular species can be found in Appendix C and at
VTinvasives.org.

Invasive Species Management Prioritization
As part of this management plan, we have prioritized species for management. Our strategy for
prioritization is based on a balance between the lowest cost and effort for the highest benefit (see Table
1; see Appendix B for further methodology).
Table 1. Descriptions of management priority ratings.
Management Priority
1
2
3

Description
Lowest effort, highest feasibility (low cost), highest benefit
Medium effort, moderately feasible (medium cost), high or medium benefit
High effort, feasible only at great cost; medium benefit

On the Austin parcel, the highest priority is common buckthorn. This is because the current population
on the property is small, and therefore, current cost and effort for management is low. The longer it is
left, the more likely it will have a chance to spread, making management much more difficult and
expensive. The easiest and most cost effective approach to management would be the mechanical cut
stump approach, cutting each mature plant and covering the stump with burlap or black plastic that is
tied tightly. The plants would need to be monitored over time to check for regrowth, but the initial work
could be completed quickly.
Table 2. Management prioritization for the Austin and Tardy parcels
Species
Common Buckthorn
Japanese Knotweed
Reed Canarygrass
Shrub Honeysuckle
Dame’s Rocket

Priority
1
2
3
3
3

The next priority is Japanese knotweed due to the desire to return the meadow to floodplain forest in
the long-term and the risk of the meadow becoming a knotweed monoculture. Due to surrounding
populations, the goal of this would not be eradication, but rather population management. This is,
however, both a long-term and multi-step process that will require both time and resources. The main
meadow, which was once a farm field, has the potential to be restored as floodplain forest. In order to
achieve this goal, the Japanese knotweed population needs to be managed effectively (see Map 2). The
first step of this process involves establishing a mow strip between the dense knotweed along the river
bank and the meadow for monthly mowing (or grazing) during the growing season. In addition, small
patches of knotweed already established in the meadow should be selectively cut on the same schedule.
Evidence has shown that cutting knotweed monthly during the growing season for a five-year period can
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significantly reduce the population. This is a method that does not require the use of an expensive
chemical treatment. There should also be a planting plan developed for the meadow to help promote
the succession of floodplain forest. A tree planting could be done in the first year or two with spatial
planning to allow continued cutting of knotweed within the meadow area.
The lowest priorities, though still important, are reed canarygrass, honeysuckle, and Dame’s rocket.
These would require time and effort, but current populations are manageable. Because the honeysuckle
population consists of all age classes, multiple approaches could be employed in management. Small
plants can be hand-pulled and larger mature plants can be cut and stumps covered in burlap or plastic.
This should occur before the plants fruit (by late June/early July). The stumps should be monitored for
regrowth. Similarly, the reed canarygrass stems should be cut with a weed wacker or other tool in late
July before flowers produce seeds. If these steps are repeated annually, populations can be controlled
over time. Dame’s rocket can also be hand-pulled since the population is small, ensuring that plants are
pulled before flowers bloom to ensure greatest effectiveness. It may be possible to plan an annual
volunteer day since these are tasks that could be done with volunteers.
On the Tardy parcel, Japanese knotweed is a higher priority due to the risk of continued spread,
particularly with recently disturbed areas from the construction work and gravel storage. There are
areas that could be similarly restored over time to floodplain forest with proper invasive management.
Management can coincide with the work done on Austin. Honeysuckle is a lower priority, though still
important. Again, the small honeysuckle population should be managed at the same time as that on the
Austin parcel.

Early Detection, Rapid Response
While there are multiple invasive plant species found on the town parcels, this does not mean that other
invasive plant species cannot and will not arrive and become problematic. There are some common
invasives not currently found on the properties, but present in surrounding areas that are important to
note. It is always possible for these species to establish on the property, but detecting such arrivals early
often allows for management that is quick and inexpensive. The old adage about an ounce of prevention
being worth a pound of cure certainly holds true in this case; preventing a few individual plants from
becoming a full-fledged infestation can save you a great deal of time and money.
Because of this, we recommend that the Austin and Tardy properties be monitored (particularly along
the trail and other access points) each year for invasive plants that are most likely to establish
themselves on the property in the near future (Table 3). These species should be managed as soon as
possible if they are found.
Table 3. Early Detection, Rapid Response species for the Austin property
Species
Japanese barberry
Garlic Mustard
Oriental Bittersweet
Wild Chervil

Likely habitat
Roadsides, trails, pastures, forests
River floodplains, forests, roadsides, edges of woods, trails
Woods edges, open forests, roadsides, old fields, grasslands
Roadsides and disturbed areas

Japanese barberry (Berberis thunbergii), Garlic mustard (Alliaria petiolata), Oriental bittersweet
(Celastrus orbiculatus), and Wild chervil (Anthriscus sylvestris), are all present in the surrounding areas
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and could easily be introduced and could quickly spread. Japanese barberry is of particular concern
because it is found along the connecting trail on the adjacent property, so it may just be a matter of
time before it is introduced. This small population should be managed as soon as possible. While the
above listed species are those that we have identified as having the highest likelihood of arriving on the
property in the future, there are other invasive plants found in the county, as well as the possibility that
new species not yet present in Vermont might also arrive – information on these species can be found
on vtinvasives.org.
Invasive plants will likely continue to be introduced and persist on these parcel over time, even with a
moderate amount of management effort. Early detection and rapid response should therefore be an
important part of ongoing management of this land.

Cost of Management
There are many different variables that go into estimating the cost of a particular invasive plant
management strategy. Mechanical versus chemical control has a large impact on cost, while the upfront cost of chemical treatment may be higher, manual control can end up more costly in the long-run,
with a higher number of treatments required. Whether work is contracted or conducted by volunteers
also plays an obvious role, as does the species itself and its distribution and abundance. For contracted
mechanical control, charges may range between $295-350 per 8-9 hour day, with up to a dozen visits
required in the first few years then tailing off after that. There may be opportunities to utilize volunteers
to keep costs lower than this. This does not include mowing, which would differ in price. In looking at
chemical treatment, for species including buckthorn, barberry, honeysuckle, multiflora rose, autumn
olive, and burning bush can range anywhere from $80 to $500 per acre for an initial treatment
depending on how bad the invasion is. This is generally the same for foliar applications or cut stump
treatments. Other plants such as poison parsnip, Japanese knotweed, and garlic mustard tend to be a bit
higher, around $250-400 per acre for an initial treatment. Follow up treatments for both types tend to
be much lower, between $100 and $200 per acre or lower.
For a list of licensed invasive management contractors, please see Appendix D.
The other main consideration when thinking about cost is who will do the work. There are many
different options for how to get the job done, though the use of volunteers is a way to reduce costs,
particularly when thinking about mechanical control. Large one-time or annual community events can
be an effective way to remove dense populations of invasive plants from sites. Another option is a series
of regular work days that could occur monthly over the growing season. Both would require the
recruitment of volunteers. There are many opportunities to recruit volunteers from youth groups such
as schools, boy scout/girl scout groups, or 4H clubs, from service groups such as AmeriCorps or Vermont
Youth Conservation Corps, from outdoor groups such as the Green Mountain Club or Trout Unlimited, or
corporate organizations like Keurig Green Mountain which encourage staff members to conduct
volunteer work. Other groups such as the UVM Land crew may be able to help as well. There are a lot of
opportunities for engaging the local community in the fight against invasives and in turn, this can help
reduce management costs.
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Tips for Management and Additional Resources
This report is intended as a prioritization tool for invasive plant management. Please keep in mind that it
is only a snapshot of the status of invasive plants at the time when the inventory and assessment was
done. Although we made our best effort to identify all of the invasive plants within the property, the
possibility exists for some species or infestations to have gone unnoticed.
The feasibility of implementing an invasive plant management plan for any given parcel of land will likely
range widely. It is important to note that most of the time there is no one method that will completely
eliminate each species. An integrated approach using a variety of control methods is often most
successful. Managing invasive plants is an ongoing effort and requires that management be flexible from
year to year. Our recommendations for management prioritization have focused on what we believe to
be the greatest ecological good for the least cost. Some valuable invasive plant management efforts may
be inexpensive and can be accomplished by individuals. Others, however, can be both resource and time
intensive. Where infestation is heavy and control is going to be difficult, we recommend hiring a
professional to do the initial work that will eliminate 95% of the plants. Fortunately, there are sources of
funding and information available to help those interested in invasive plant management (see Appendix
A). An engaged community is the most important asset in the control of invasive plants and successful
control is a wonderful ownership legacy.
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Map 1. Austin Invasive Species Inventory
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Map 2. Tardy Invasive Species Inventory
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Map 3. Japanese Knotweed Management
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Appendix A – Available Resources
Information about invasive plants:
Vermont Invasives: www.vtinvasives.org
This website contains a great deal of information about invasive species in Vermont including:
▪ A gallery of invasive plants including ID tips, photos, and control methods:
www.vtinvasives.org/invaders/images/plant_common
▪ Tips on creating management plans and finding an invasive species contractor:
www.vtinvasives.org/plants/prevention-and-management
▪ Management case studies: www.vtinvasives.org/plants/management-case-studies
▪ Ways to get involved in management efforts: www.vtinvasives.org/take-action
▪ Invasive Plant Atlas of New England: www.ipane.org

Washington County Forester
Dan Singleton
5 Perry Street, Suite 20
Barre, VT 05641-4265
Work Phone: 802-476-0172
Email: dan.singleton@vermont.gov

VLT Staff
Caitlin Cusack,
Regional Stewardship Manager/Stewardship Forester
Phone: 802-989-9616
Email – caitlin@vlt.org

Pieter van Loon,
Director of Forest Stewardship
Work Phone: 802-246-1502
Email – pieter@vlt.org

Potential funding:
The National Invasive Species Council: The National Invasive Species Council will post potential grant
opportunities on their website: http://www.invasivespecies.gov
Cooperative Invasive Species Management Areas (CISMA): These partnerships form when interested
groups team up to address invasive species management within an area. They can provide technical
assistance, generate funding and coordinate activities. There are currently four CISMAs in Vermont for
the Ottauquechee, White River, Battenkill and Upper Connecticut Rivers.
For more information on what a CISMA is, those that exist and how to organize one, see the links below:
http://www.vtinvasives.org/take-action/plants/tips-developing-outreach-or-managementproject/cismas
https://upperctcisma.wordpress.com/about/
http://whiteriverpartnership.org/upper-white-river-cwma/
https://www.facebook.com/Batten-Kill-Watershed-CISMA-635022546649221/
http://www.invasive.org/cismas/
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Appendix B – Methods
Field Methods
To prioritize areas on the property to survey, we used aerial imagery to identify areas where invasive species of
interest were most likely to be found (forestland, shrubland, wetlands, sometimes hedgerows, roads, log landings,
access points and trails). We surveyed for invasive plants by walking subjective transects. The path of each transect
was varied to allow for the best coverage of different habitat types as evidenced by aerial photographs. We made
adjustments to the transects in the field depending upon the density of the invasive plants or the extent of the
visibility within the forest.
Following the VT IMAP invasive plant survey protocol, our main objective was to record observations of invasive
plants on the property, with a focus on forested areas. On smaller parcels, we walked transects throughout the
property and on larger parcels, where it wasn’t feasible to transect the entire property, we focused on areas with
the highest probability of invasives (roads, trails, streams, wetlands, open areas). As we walked throughout a
property, we noted overall coverage of invasive plants. When appropriate, we marked individual occurrences of
plants or created shapes to encompass infested areas. Data was collected using GPS capabilities of a smartphone
and software that allows you to download a map to the phone and then create data points and shapes on the map
while in the field. We strayed from our transects in areas with high densities of invasive plants to more accurately
map the infestations. In areas that were too thickly vegetated to reasonably transect, we made an initial
assessment and then extrapolated to the larger region by looking in from the perimeter. Binoculars were a useful
tool in these cases. For each point or polygon, we noted species, cover class, age class, landscape type, native
vegetation distribution, invasive plant distribution, and maturity. From this field inventory, we used ArcGIS to
create maps with polygon and point observations to best represent the overall invasive plant infestations. This
inventory allowed us to make parcel-level evaluations about best management strategies and prioritization.
Invasive plant observations and assessments were later entered into the Vermont IMAP database.
Prioritization Rationale
For this project, we have developed a coarse cost/benefit assessment using our best professional judgment to
generate management prioritization recommendations. A cost (feasibility) rank of achieving an invasive plant
management objective (high, medium, or low) was determined for each plant by cross-referencing the abundance
and distribution of the plant with the effort that it would take to manage the population with known management
tools. Anticipated benefits of managing plants on this parcel were categorized (high, medium, or low) based on the
threat of the plant to parcel-level management objectives (Table A-1).
The benefits of successful parcel-level management of a given species to the greater region were also considered
in this ranking.
Table A-1. Priority ranking for managing an invasive species
Potential benefit

Cost (inverse of
feasibility)

high

medium

low

high

2

3

*

medium

1

2

*

low

1

1

*

*Successful management of any invasive species noted on the survey would have at least moderate benefits.
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Appendix C – Species Factsheets
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Appendix D- Invasive Management Contractors
Landowner’s note: this list indicates contractors that are certified or have been certified in the
past 5 years to apply herbicides to control invasive plants on forest land and idle lands. Before
selecting a contractor, check with Linda Boccuzzo (802-828-6417, Linda.Boccuzzo@state.vt.us) of
the Vermont Agency of Agriculture to be sure that the specific contractor you are considering has
the current commercial license and the appropriate Categories for the job. This will ensure that
herbicides are legally applied on your land. For any and all herbicide or pesticide questions contact
the Vermont Agency of Agriculture.
Listed order of contractor is not preferential and is only in order as added to the list.

Polatin Ecological Services, LLC

Lewis Tree Service, Inc.

Chris Polatin
PO Box 511
Turner Falls, MA 01376 (Mailing)
334 Mountain Road
Gill, MA 01354 (headquarters)
Phone: 413-367-5292
Email: chris@polatineco.com
www.polatineco.com
Work Area: Statewide

Walter Dodge
225 Ballantyne Road
Rochester, New York 14263
Office:413-245-6166
Mobile: 413-237-9878
Email: wdodge@lewistree.com
Work Area: Statewide

Vegetation Control Service, Inc.
Jeff Taylor, Wildlife Biologist, General Manager
2342 Main St. Athol, MA 01331
Phone: 800-323-7706
jtaylor@vegetationcontrol.com
603-762-1131
Work Area: Statewide

Jim Morey
Morey Consulting Group, LLC
(802) 874-4385
P. O. Box 695
Londonderry ,VT 05148
jmorey@moreyconsult.com

Redstart Forestry Consulting
Courtney Hayes or Markus Bradley
P.O. Box 475
Corinth, VT 05039
(802) 439-5252
courtney@redstartconsulting.com
markus@redstartconsulting.com
http://redstartconsulting.com/index.htm
Work Area: Statewide

Robbo Holleran, Consulting Forester
211 Green Mountain Turnpike
Chester, VT 05143
802-875-3021

Fountains Forestry Inc.
Ethan Tapper
7 Green Mountain Drive, Suite 3
Montpelier, VT 05602-2708
Tel: (802) 223-8644
Fax: (802) 229-2125
montpelier@fountainsamerica.com
Work Area: Statewide

Milan Miller
Consulting Forester
PO Box 14
Williamstown, VT 05679
Tel: 802-433-5382
milan@charter.net
Work Area: Caledonia, Orange, Washington and
Windsor Counties
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Bertrand family maple
Long View Forest Management
Andrew Sheere, CF Senior Forester
Long View Forest Management
48 Picz Rd
Westminster, VT 05158
asheere@longviewforest.com
(802) 428-4050 x102
Fax: (802) 428-4051
Work Area: Windham and Windsor Counties

M.D. Forestland Consulting, LLC
Beth Daut, NHLPF# 388
PO Box 394
Hardwick, VT 05843
(802)272-5547 cell
Work Area: Orange, Washington, Caledonia,
Orleans, Lamoille, Essex, and Franklin Counties

Willard Forestry
Calvin Willard
805 Chamberlin Road
Barnet 802-535-4475

Joe Bertrand
676 Partlow Rd
Swanton Vt, 05488
(802) 868-2676
mapledude61@yahoo.com
Work Area: Franklin, Grand Isle, Lamoille,
Chittenden, Orleans, Washington, and Caledonia
Counties

Got Weeds?
Michael Bald (manual and non-synthetic control
methods)
Royalton, VT
(802) 763-8260
choosewiselyvt@gmail.com
Work Area: Statewide

Turner Forestry Services
Rich Turner
P.O. Box 512
Williamstown, VT 05679
(802) 522-5264 Cell
TurnerForestry@yahoo.com
Work Area: Statewide

Seventh Generation Forestry
Bill Stack
26A Linden Road
Hartland, VT 05048
802.436.1960
e-mail: wrstack@vermontel.net
NH Licensed Forester #413
VT Certified Pesticide Applicator #1311-4236
Work Area: (VT Counties) Windsor, Windham and
Orange Counties

Full Circle Forestry
Ehrhard Frost
6078 Route 113
Thetford Center, VT 05075
(802)785‐4749
Work Area: Orange, Windsor, Caledonia
(Southern) and Washington (Eastern) Counties

Fred Glanzberg
3995 Royalton Hill Rd.
South Royalton VT 05068
(802)763-7800 or (802)299-7960
fredg@sover.net
Work Area: Statewide

Hardt Forestry
Luke Hardt
4719 Bridgman Hill Rd
Hardwick, Vermont 05845
(802) 673-7769
(802) 472-3155 (cell)
luke@hardtforesttry.com
http://www.hardtforestry.com/
Work Area: Addison, Caledonia, Chittenden,
Essex, Franklin, Grand Isle, Lamoille, Orange,
Orleans, and Washington Counties

New England Forestry Consultants,
Inc.
Tony Lamberton, President
P.O. Box 1192
Middletown Springs, VT 05757
(802) 235-1042
tlamberton@vermontel.net
www.cforesters.com
Work Area: Statewide
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Habitat Restoration Solutions
Robert Hyams
5631 Mt Philo Rd
Charlotte, VT 05445
Tel: (802) 734-5630
Fax: (802) 229-2125
robert@madriver.com
habitatresorationvt@gmail.com
www.habitatresotrationvt.com
Work Area: Statewide

Northwoods Stewardship Center
Sam Perron, Sustainable Forestry Specialist
154 Leadership Drive
East Charleston, VT 05833
(802)723-6551 ext. 302
Email: forestry@northwoodscenter.org
www.northwoodscenter.org
Work Area: Orleans, Essex, Caledonia, Franklin,
Lamoille, Washington and Orange Counties

Carr Tree & Timber LLC
Henry Carr, ISA Certified Arborist NE-6944A
569 Dover Road
South Newfane, VT 05351
(802) 558-5244
Email: henry@carrtree.com
www.carrtree.com
Work Area: Windham, Windsor, Bennington
Counties
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