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Personal Statement

[ have owned and operated Habitat Restoration Solutions since 2014 and have undertaken numerous invasive
plant control projects. Clients include private landowners, municipalities, state of Vermont, and non-profits. The
information presented emanates from my perspective as a small business operating within an evolving industry.
While treatment practices are somewhat standardized, business models are not. I am confident that at a minimum,
this plan will provide an effective foundation for establishing a scope of work and subsequent contracts with
invasive plant control contractors to undertake this effort.

Introduction

Catamount Community Forest encompasses roughly 400 acres. The parcel is bisected by Governor Chittenden
Road, effectively creating a north unit and a south unit. The north unit accounts for 300 acres, of which 225 ac are
contiguous forest. This contiguous forest is part of a 580-acre forest block. There is a 100’ wide utility ROW that
runs the length of the property, west to east, and serves as a hard stop to the forest. The 50 acres or so between
the Gov. Chittenden Road and the ROW are a matrix of field, shrub, and treed stands.

The land to the south of Governor Chittenden Road is dominated by herbaceous fallow field growth. There are
approximately 13 wooded acres at the south end, part of a 300-acre forest block.

Non-native, invasive plants (NNIP) are found throughout the property in varying species and concentrations.
Before proceeding with this discussion, let’s first agree on the definition of NNIP: ‘non-native’ is an adjective, and
indicates that the species would not have found its way to its current location on its own - it required human
intervention. ‘Invasive’ is best thought of as an adverb (the plant is acting invasively). To a certain extent,
invasiveness is in the eye of the beholder. But a simple and widely applicable definition would be this...plants that
dominate communities at the exclusion (or significant reduction) of native plants would be deemed as acting
invasively. From an ecology perspective, we generally want to see plant communities that are species-rich and
structurally complex. A monoculture would represent the other end of this spectrum. This definition introduces
the possibility that native plants can act invasively, for which there are numerous examples. And conversely, non-
native plants often function as mere plant community components and from this perspective, are not threatening
ecological function. Simplifying further gets us to the kindergarten version...”plants that share are good, plants that
don’t share are bad.” (It actually works well for all ages.)
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This survey and subsequent plan go beyond the presence or absence of NNIP. Given the plant community diversity
and the finite resources available for addressing NNIP concerns, it makes sense to rank plant communities in terms
of ecosystem services to help direct efforts. Catamount lands can be classified by the following four plant
communities:

1. Forested

2. Scrub shrub
3. Grassland
4. Transitional

While all plant community types provide habitat for their own range of species (and there are many overlaps),
forest habitat is important for climate moderation, groundwater infiltration and aquifer recharge, species diversity,
structural complexity, carbon sequestration, and timber production. The fact that it requires multiple decades (and
even centuries) to develop adds to the case for prioritization.

Within the Champlain Valley, both grasslands and scrublands hold the potential to serve as priority bird habitat.
Catamount has enough of both to be considered significant.

NNIP by Plant Community:

1. Forested - the 225-acre forest block north of the utility ROW is in very good shape by Champlain Valley
standards. NNIP concentrations are found in two problem areas within the stand. In addition, the forest
edge bounded by fields and ROW predictably hosts concentrations of robust, fruiting (and seeding) stems.
In addition, trails serve as vectors, and NNIP seedlings are working their way up the trails from the south
edge into the interior. Management requires a combination of methods that addresses both seedling layers
and mature plants.

2. Scrub shrub - scrub shrub habitat is characterized as areas with 25-50% cover in woody stems. This
closely aligns with the Early Successional Habitat in the Catamount Community Forest’s Audubon Forest
Bird Habitat report. Gray dogwood, nannyberry and other viburnums are the dominant native vegetation in
the drier sections, while wetter areas may have red osier and silky dogwood in addition to the
aforementioned species. There is a mix of tree saplings present including green ash, white ash, American
elm, and red maple. In the Champlain Valley, white pine behaves as a pioneer species that is also found in
these settings. NNIP control in this habitat type is focused on mature plants, as smaller plants are obscured
by herbaceous cover.

[t should be noted that native scrub-shrub vegetation is often managed to enhance Golden-winged Warbler
habitat. This operation typically does not employ herbicide. Guidance and financial resources may be
available for this type of work through Audubon Vermont.

3. Grassland - reed canary grass (RCG) and wild parsnip are the major targets for control work in Catamount’s
grassland habitats. Wild parsnip may be a good candidate for volunteer management at this site, by hand-
pulling flowering stems or employing parsnip predators (cutting tap root below surface) in their second
year. RCG is fairly ubiquitous in Champlain Valley wetlands. Control efforts are undertaken in support of
revegetation efforts. Work to address these issues will require more discussion, as NNIP control alone will
not adequately address these conditions.

4. Transitional - areas of young forest, that are transitioning from scrub shrub. The patch cuts (discussed in
the table below) are a different case. They are in varying states of reforestation, and while on a trajectory to
reforest, they can be managed to persist as scrub shrub communities. The transitional units are a great
habitat complement to the larger forested block. NNIP control in transitional habitats can look similar to
forested habitats, with less established NNIP components.
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NNIP Control by Discrete Management Units

power line ROW
(main trail)

summer, foliar fall as
needed

stands make work more
difficult.

Management | Size | Unit Description Plant Community and Nature | Proposed Treatment Other Considerations Work Plan
Unit of Infestation
1. Sandmans |4 ac Sandmans from Forested - Intact canopy, sub Professional - Cut Much of this target area is | Planning/regulatory
woods trace in east | canopy dominated by buckthorn | stump/brushcut treatment | mapped as wetland, and | .5 days
to slick rock in west, | which transitions into seedling summer 2026 followed by | vernal pools exist. Plans
ranging in width from | layer. Oriental bittersweet (a foliar fall 2026. Reevaluate | will need DEC approval. Y1 CS/BC 2
100-200 ft. vine) is well established. NNIP spring 2027 and prescribe. | Also, access to field edge | Y1 foliar 2
levels are heaviest along field An understory restoration is important. Two lots Y2 foliar 1
edge planting would be helpful. border Catamount to the | Y3-4 foliar 1
west along the field edge.
The south lot is owned by | CS - cut stump
the state, the north lot by | BC - brush cut
private landowners.
2. East Patch | 2.3 ac | Within central patch | Transition - Dense layer of NNIP | Professional - brushcut This is a tricky one. In Y1 2.5days
Cut cut zone, pine stand | seedlings, primarily buckthorn. treatment followed by comparison to the patch Y2-3 2 days
on west, towards This patch cut has received summer foliar treatment, cut immediately to the
Fred and Ethel on intensive treatment, yielding followed by a Fall QC west, the difference is
east, ROW to south. | marginal results. Zone treatment. This is a very night and day. It feels like
immediately to the east up to difficult site that has a case of throwing good
Fred and Ethel equally received extensive money after bad, but
compromised. treatment. Access is walking away is fraught as
difficult due to downed well.
trees. Full sun exposure
increases resistance to
herbicide. Area to the east
that did not receive
treatment are particularly
heavy.
3. North End | 1.5 ac | Northern zone of the | Transitional - Shrubland Professional - cut stump Has received treatment in | 1 day
central patch cuts transitioning into young forest, (cutting and treating the past, has responded
moderate level of woody NNIP exposes surface) and better than east patch cut.
foliar.
4. Aspen 1ac West intersection of | Transitional - Woody NNIP and | Professional or volunteer - | The aspen have .5 day
Release woods trace and bittersweet pull or cut and treat responded well, dense
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Management | Size Unit Description Plant Community and Nature | Proposed Treatment Other Considerations Work Plan
Unit of Infestation
5. Triangle 3ac Deer yard, Forested - Woody NNIP and Professional - some early | This area has received Y1 1.5 day
sandmans, woods bittersweet, variable levels. A season brush cut, can be some work in past. It Y21d
trace, including significant portion of the unit is done in conjunction with appears to be a high-
balsams managed as herbaceous cover. | sandman’s zone, mid- traffic zone which
season foliar followed by increases priority.
late season QC. An
understory restoration
planting would be helpful.
6. Northwest |4 ac Patch cuts resulting | Forested - Light NNIP levels Volunteer - survey and pull | May need to be
patch cuts (est) | from ET guided or cut and treat. coordinated with UVM
harvests
7. Shrubland |18 ac | Bounded by woods | Scrub shrub - Individual Professional or volunteer - | Shrubland habitat is Foliar 2 days
Habitat trace on west, night | specimens and components of | cut stump treatment. June |recognized as an
trail on east, south of | wooded ‘islands’. or fall. Some foliar may be | important component of
ROW warranted (June) the overall Champlain
Valley habitat matrix. This
habitat type exists south
of the Gov Chit, in varying
degrees of NNIP burden.
8. Field Edge | 1.1 West and south Forested - robust woody NNIP Professional or volunteer - | Removal will create Y1 2 days
(ROW) miles | edge of main forest | plants, benefiting from full sun Survey, cut and treat. restoration planting
block. 0.4m exposure, producing many opportunities (native
encompassed by seeds. plants like full sun too.)
Sandman Unit. Control work will generate
a fair amount of brush.
Private lands access
(northwest) would be
helpful.
9. Wooded 2.5ac | Two discrete areas, | Transitional - Young woods, with | Professional or volunteer - | These areas contribute to | Y1 1 day
margin just adjacent to farm moderate level of NNIP. Cut stump and spot foliar. | habitat value and Y2 .5d

south of Gov
Chitt.

road 1 and the south
CCF connector.

aesthetics. This is not
particularly heavy, and a
good time to get after it as
it does receive a fair
amount of sun
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Management | Size Unit Description Plant Community and Nature | Proposed Treatment Other Considerations Work Plan
Unit of Infestation
10. Trail Trail network north Forested - Variable, heaviest at | Volunteer - survey, pull A phone-based platform
Network of Governor south (adjacent to ROW or seedlings, cut and treat would be really useful, to
(North) Chittenden Gov.Chittenden) decreasing larger stems. Find north both record infestations
substantially working north. extent, work south. and subsequent
remediation efforts
11. The Block Fred and Ethel to Forested - Dense stands with A difficult unit requiring This is a heavy lift,
night trail, ROW to heavy NNIP extensive resources, re- additional dollars beyond
the south evaluate in year 6. the $5K/yr will likely be
required.
12.West 17ac | South of power line, | A complex of cover types, A difficult unit requiring This is a heavy lift,
Wetland west property line including dense trees, extensive resources, re- additional dollars beyond

shrubland, and open
herbaceous.

evaluate in year 6.

the $5K/yr will likely be
required.

e Note: It was not feasible to cover every trail during the development of this plan. Pockets of concern as identified by volunteers, town staff, or invasive
species contractors should be added to the plan as it grows and evolves over time. Areas of the trail network outside of the units identified were observed
to be generally in good condition and can be monitored and treated by volunteers.
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Sequencing of Work and Estimated Cost

Sequencing Discussion

Per the request of the town, we have provided a schedule based on $5000 expenditure per year - this can work. That said, a 10-year plan that is front
loaded with higher expenditures in years 1 and 2 would be more effective. ‘Adaptive Management’ is a phrase that has received lots of play in recent
years. It really applies in the case of Catamount NNIP control. The plan has to adapt to plant community response to treatment, which is par for the
course for NNIP control. Secondly, the plan has to adapt to the evolving capacity of the volunteer community. It calls on volunteers to provide control
efforts; volunteers are needed to monitor the site and record findings.

This plan is based on what we know today. Over the next ten years conditions will change at Catamount; in terms of emerging NNIP threats, disturbance
regimes, and land use priorities. For this effort to succeed over the course of ten years and beyond, it needs a champion..someone to really pay attention
to conditions on the ground, to garner and develop volunteer support, and to connect with other entities that can provide perspective and hopefully,
funding to continue this work. NNIP control is often a necessary condition for plant community restoration, and at times, serves as a sufficient condition.
Within the Champlain Valley, other factors (soil compaction, seed bank depletion, drought, insects, fragmentation, altered hydrology) can limit
restoration. In time, this committee may want to consider plans to address these conditions as well.

Cost Analysis

Costs are displayed in thousands of dollars. This was an exercise to sequence activities to stay within the $5000/yr target. There are three points worth
considering. First, there is no longer a convenient metric to apply to pricing. When this work was paid for using NRCS funding, the per acre
compensation rate served as that metric. This work is no longer funded by NRCS and we have lost that metric. Each contractor will have their own
pricing structure and may balk at per acre rates in contrast with time and materials charges. Second, it may be a more attractive job to contractors if they
could take on more than $5K worth in a single season. At $5K per season, it may not be prioritized, and year to year continuity may be a factor. And
finally, plant infestations are not static, they typically become more difficult with each successive growth season. A one-day job in 2026 may not be a one
day job in 2028.
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Management Schedule and Estimated Cost (in $ thousands)

Management | Size | Year |Year2 |Year3 Year4 |Year5 Year 6* | Year7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 | Estimated Cost

Unit 1

Sandmans 4 ac 6.4 1.6 0.8 0.8 Planning/regulatory
.$800
Y1 CS/BC $3.2K
Y1 foliar $1.6
Y2 foliar  $1.6
Y3-4 foliar $1.6

East Patch 2.3 ac 4.0 1.6 0.8 Y1 $4.0K

Cut Y2-3 $2.4K

North End 1.5 ac 1.6 0.8 $2.4K

Aspen 1ac 0.8 $0.8K

Release

Triangle 3ac 24 1.6 Y1 $2.4K
Y2 $1.6K

Shrubland 18 ac 1.6 0.8 2.0 $4.4K

Habitat

Field Edge 1.1 0.8 1.6 $2.4K

(North) miles

Wooded 2.5ac 0.8 1.0 Y1 1 day

margin just Y2 .5d

south of Gov

Chitt.

The Block X X X X Reevaluate Year 6

West X X X X Reevaluate Year 6

Wetland

Annual $6.4K | $4.0K $4.8K $4.8K $4.8K $5.4K ~$5K ~$5K ~$5K ~$5K

Expenditure

e Figures are in thousands dollars. $1.6K represents a full day of a 2 person crew, $0.8K represents a half day
e Year 6 indicates a price increase due to inflated costs...it may be optimistic
e Trail Network and Northwest patch cuts have been omitted as the plan calls for volunteer labor to take these on
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