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Background

Washington County, MN

Washington County,
Minnesota

East-metro area

Part of SWCD
network

— Assist private
landowners with
resource Issues

Limited budget




County description

Washington County
Minnesota Land Cover

Mix of urban and A oo
agriculture,
predominance of rural
residential

Lots of open space,
natural areas

Significant forested
ravines, water
resources

Key to Features







* Innovative staff
* Ability to apply for.
grants

 Authority to form
partnerships




Outreach methods
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ickthorn specific measures
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Buckthorn Management Survey

1380 W FROMNTAGE RD
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TION

] E51-27%-1136 [PHONEI What is the cument status of management? Active None Unknown
( I LTS 1239 1 FANE )
! WWW. MNWCD.ORG What has gone right with the management?

What would you do differently?

Buckthorn Management Survey
What benefits have you seen from the buckthom removal?

Thank you for your interest in participating in this survey, and for your work in managing
buckthorn. The information we gather through this survey will help to direct future efforts What suggestions would you have for others undertaking such a project?
for buckthorn control projects. Flease give as much of the following information as you are
comfortable in providing and return it bo our office at address in the letterhead.

Would you like more information from the WCD and/or have staff visit your site?

Name

Address Flease provide contact infermation here (phone and/or email):

Municipality _

What year did you start removing buckthom from your property? _

Who performed the initial management (circle all that apply)?
Consultant Landowner Volunteer

What methods have you used for the management (circle all that apply):
Chemical Pulling Mowing/Cutting Fire Grazing Other:

If chemical treatment was used, which chemicals(s) did you use?:
Garlon Tordon Roundup Krinite  Other:

Approximately, what percentage of total buckthorn was removed as a result of
management?
0-25% 25-50% 50-75% T5-100%

What was the approximate total cost of the management action (this information will be
used only to give us a better idea of the financial need for removal assistance)?

Was any grant money available/utilized to assist with the project?

If so, from who and how much?

Flease provide a sketch of the areas of your property where buckthorn has been
managed or indicate that buckthern on the entire property has been managed

How many years has the property been actively managed for buckthom after the initial
removal?

ack of these pages to further answes any of these questions if the space provided i nsufficient

Swpervisers:  Lowies Smablidge « Gary Bagmans + Tom Maoyer « Bosemary Walisew « Tom Armuteong, Jr




Survey response

BUCKTHORN
MANAGEMENT
IN WASHINGTON
COUNTY




Survey results

113 surveys returned
— Does not include public and semi-public sites

Range of acreage- hard to quantify

Method of control

— Mechanical only- 21%

— Chemical- even split between Garlon, Tordon,
Glyphosate, 3 “other”

Source of funding

— Landowner sweat — 80% sites
— Grants - 31 sites, averaging $1000-2000



Grants

» Everyone wants “help” !
e Define “help”? :
— Fairy godmother/magic

wand
e Bio-control?

— Cheap labor

— Small grants for m
supplies and equipment



G rantS continued

e Are the results sustainable?

 \WWhen can we document
success?

 How do we select good
candidates?

— Demonstrated success?
— Spread funding around?




Benefits seen?

— Wildflowers

— Soil stabilization
— Breeze

— View

— Encourage others



* What went wrong?

— Resprouts, from non-
treatment

— Stumps left too high
— Unsightly brush

— Bad results from
herbicide

— Opened up “bad” view




More results

» Suggestions

— Don’t rush to replant
shrubs

— Start management
sooner




Observations,
needing further study

 Mowing of new
seedlings

— Effective after two
years?




Observations, needing further
study

* Broadcast spraying of
seedlings
— Refine application methods
— Monitor effects

e Basal bark treatment or
Injection is slow control
— Takes >2 years

 Prescribed fire equally
uncertain




Benefits- natural regeneration

Trout lily

Missourl
gooseberry



Observations,
needing further study

* Natural recovery seems ji.-
better in moist habitats
— Glossy vs common?

— Understory plant A 14 TR\,

community? . '. N N *
— Better if roots are pulled? ‘J)\ ‘
— Garlic mustard associatidﬂ-
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Observations, needing further
study

Treatment of sensitive
systems _
Invaded shrub swamps @
bogs ‘

 All resprout if not chem
treated

groundlayer

* Sunlight encourages |
germination of buckthori
seedlings



Further study needed:

post-treatment succession

Resprouted sumac and

Buckthorn seeds
sprouting In sphagnum




What have we learned?

 Natural regeneration Is
happening on some sites

e Need for caution with
herbicides

 Cutting stumps low allow
more flexibility later

 No magic wand, not even
grants




Conclusions

Great Interest in having
buckthorn gone

No single answer

Lots of technical proble
to solve yet

Don’t under-estimate the
power of encouragement




10NS?

uest

—
D
e
(&)
s’
o]
i
=

Jyheen

www.mnwecd.or



mailto:Jyneen.thatcher@mnwcd.org
http://www.mnwcd.org/

	Post-buckthorn removal; what have we learned? 
	Background
	County description
	Views 
	Assets
	Outreach methods
	Buckthorn specific measures
	Buckthorn Management Survey
	Survey response
	Survey results
	Grants
	Grants continued
	Results
	More results
	More results
	Observations, �needing further study
	Observations, needing further study
	Benefits- natural regeneration
	Observations, �needing further study
	Observations, needing further study
	Further study needed: �post-treatment succession
	What have we learned?
	Conclusions
	Questions?

