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Introduction
Purpose and Description
The City of East Lansing has 31 parkland sites totaling approximately 490 acres. Six of the park sites have
urban forests of 10 acres or more and total about 240 acres of urban forest, including Albert A. White Park.
These urban forests have gone unmanaged, which has allowed infestations of invasive plants. Properly caring
for these urban forests has been a daunting task for the City to do alone, so in 2009 the Parks and Recreation
Department began a volunteer Environmental Stewardship Program that uses volunteers to assist in
restoring the health of the parks’ urban forests. The volunteers have logged many, many hours of time
removing invasive plants and replacing them with native species.
Albert A. White Park, a 48‐acre wooded park features a large red maple swamp and old field, the remains of
an esker that forms a high ridge overlooking an open field and dry‐mesic southern forest, and a branch of the
Taylor drain which drains an assortment of wetland habitats and a larger pond in the center of the park. The
park contains an east‐west section of the Northern Tier Trail through its middle, as well as a softball/soccer
field, pavilion, and paved parking area on its north‐east side. A second parking area, located off of
Pebblebrook Lane provides access to an interpretive nature trail and fishing pond.
The City of East Lansing has received a grant from the Michigan Department of Natural Resources, Urban and
Community Forestry Grant program to conduct a landscape management plan for the park. The plan is to
include an inventory, quality assessment of existing conditions and a long‐term management plan focusing
on improving woodland habitat quality, increasing native plant species diversity and controlling/decreasing
invasive plant populations.

Vision and Mission
Vision Statement
Albert A. White Park offers open areas, nature/ski trails, wooded areas, a small pond, soccer field, softball
field, picnic tables and access to the Northern Tier Trail for residents of the City of East Lansing and the
surrounding area.

Mission Statement
The purpose of this land management plan is to assess the existing conditions and identify areas for future
volunteer stewardship for the park.
Areas of focus for the White Park Management Plan will include the following:
1. Inventory existing conditions including: soils, hydrology, topography, vegetation, invasive plant
species populations, special features for preservation, etc.
2. Quality assessment of these features and existing biotic communities and recommendations for
stewardship focus areas.
3. Long‐term management plan that identifies phases for restoration, management activities and
techniques.
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Figure 2 ‐ White Park Overview
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Inventory and Analysis
Natural History
According to historical survey records and interpretation by MNFI biologists, White Park was dominated by
two major plant communities prior to European settlement: Beech/Sugar Maple Forest and Shrub
Swamp/Emergent Marsh.
Michigan was systematically surveyed by the General Land Office (GLO), between 1816 and 1856. Detailed
notes taken by the land surveyors have provided useful information on Michigan's landscape as it appeared
prior to European settlement. Biologists from the Natural Features Inventory developed a methodology to
translate the notes of the GLO surveys into a digital map that can be used by researchers, land managers and
the general public.
In 2007, Beverly Walters, Botanist for the Michigan Natural Features Inventory provided the City of East
Lansing with a Preliminary Natural Features Survey for White Park.
Beech/Sugar Maple Forest (see map “White Park Land Cover Circa 1800”): This historic plant community is
best approximated as a Mesic Southern Forest by the MNFI Michigan’s Natural Communities database. This
community is dominated by mature American beech and sugar maples on flat to rolling topography, and
mostly loamy soils. Small‐scale wind throw events cause canopy gaps, allowing shade‐tolerant species to
dominate the understory and over many decades eventually dominate the canopy layer of the forest.
Shrub Swamp/Emergent Marsh (see map “White Park Land Cover Circa 1800”): This historic plant community
is best approximated as a Southern Shrub‐Carr, Southern Wet Meadow or Inundated Shrub Swamp by the
MNFI Michigan’s Natural Communities database. All of these communities will grow over organic soils, and
will be dominated by various herbaceous and woody vegetation in various levels of succession from one
community to the next, starting at Southern Wet Meadow and going to Southern Shrub‐Carr, dependent on
water levels.
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Figure 3 ‐ White Park Land Cover Circa 1800 (MNFI, Jan. 2000
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Threatened, Endangered and Species of Special Concern
Ingham County, because of its association with and proximity to Michigan State University, a reputable
research institution with several natural resource and botanical programs, has many occurrences of
threatened and endangered species noted in the MNFI database. Through the Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS), a search was done on section 7 of T1NR4W the section in which White Park lies
and no threatened and endangered species were observed during our surveys. Table 1 lists 12 plant and
animal species that were historically observed within one mile of White Park.
Table 1: Threatened & Endangered Species observed in T1N, R4W, Section 7 (MNFI, 2012)
Common Name
Showy orchid
Torrey's bulrush
White or prairie false indigo
**Virginia water‐horehound
Woodland vole
Virginia spiderwort
Least shrew
Barren Buckmoth
**False hop sedge
Rock cress
Virginia flax

Scientific Name
Galearis spectabilis
Scirpus torreyi
Baptisia lactea
Lycopus virginicus
Microtus pinetorum
Tradescantia virginiana
Cryptotis parva
Hemileuca maia
Carex lupuliformis
Arabis perstellata
linum virginianum

State
Status
T
SC
SC
T
SC
SC
T
SC
T
T
T

Last Observed
Date
05/26/1895
08/08/1893
7/1/1928
9/20/1952
7/13/1938
6/8/1923
Nov 1945
5/6/1905
July‐1891
06/14/1866
06/19/1891

Element
Plant
Plant
Plant
Plant
Animal
Plant
Animal
Animal
Plant
Plant
Plant

**Species typically found in forested swamps that may be found at White Park.

6

White Park Landscape Management Plan

Geology and Soils
Glacial activity at the retreat of the last ice age has had a major hand in developing the topography and
geology of White Park. Glacial deposits in the form of eskers and moraines envelope the central muck soils of
the park. A man‐made pond and ditch still actively drain a significant portion of the park, lowering the water
table from its natural and historical level.
According to the NRCS SSURGO soils data, the majority of the soils in White Park are dominated by [Hn]
Houghton muck (~68%). The exterior of the park, where significant topography is present, is a mix of [UpA]
Capac‐Colwood complex (~23%) and [UtB] Marlette Complex (~9%). [UeB] Boyer‐Spinks complex makes up a
negligible area.
A total of sixteen pH readings, ranging from 6.2 to 7.2 pH, were taken throughout the park. The lowest pH of
6.2 was recorded in the southern hardwood swamp within a thick stand of glossy buckthorn under mixed sun
and shade and moderately wet soils. The next lowest pH of 6.5 was recorded in the wet meadow just north
of the drainage ditch. Reed canarygrass made thick cover, with partial sunlight reaching the ground and the
soil was still moist after extensive drought in the area. The remaining fourteen readings were very close to
neutral (6.8 to 7.2 Ph), making the soil pH favorable for the majority of desired plants used in replanting.
Houghton muck (Hn) is created by herbaceous organic parent material on depressions and outwash plains,
occurring on 0 to 2 percent slopes. It is very poorly drained with the water table being at or very near the soil
surface with a high frequency of ponding. The typical soil profile is muck to 66 inches. Through our field
assessment and data collection, muck soils were found throughout the central area of the park. The muck
had a significant sand component on the edges of this zone with a higher organic content toward the middle.
Urban land‐Capac‐Colwood complex (UpA) has major influences from urban development and fill. Where it is
not primarily urban land, it is characterized as a loamy till and forms on knolls, till plains and lake plains. It
occurs on 0 to 3 percent slopes and is somewhat poorly drained with the water table from 12 to 24 inches
below the surface. Because of the slope, general proximity to muck soils and wetlands, and capacity to drain
at least some water, these soils tend to have little to no ponding. The typical soil profile is various
compositions of loam to 60 inches. Through our field assessment and soil data collection, this soil type was
found in expected areas directly adjacent to and between the low bottom muck flats and the steep slopes of
the moraines/eskers. There was a significant amount of clay loam in several soil samples (see photos).
Urban land‐Marlette complex (UtB) also has major influence from urban development and fill. However, on
the boundaries of this soil type it is relatively unchanged by development and is characterized as a loamy till
forming on end moraines and other glacial till formations. It occurs on 2 to 6 percent slopes and is well
drained, with no ponding. The typical soil profile is loam to 15 inches below the surface, then a clay loam
from 15 to 31 inches and loam again to 60 inches. Field data collection found these soils on the steepest
slopes and ridges of the park, with distinct differences in moisture based on the direction the slope faces.
Each of these soils is typical of a glacially tilled landscape. The majority of the Marlette complex is in the
southeast corner of the park. It is an interesting example of an esker that was formed as pressurized water
flowed beneath a glacier through a narrow passage. When the glacier retreated, deposits were left in the
channel forming intermittent ridges along the path of the retreating glacier.
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Figure 4 ‐ White Park Soils (USDA‐NRCS SSURGO data, 2012)
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Habitats
Habitat conditions are a very important part of the natural features of the park. Habitat for the flora and
fauna of the park create a broader experience for the park visitors on the Northern Tier Trail and on the
interpretive trail located within the park borders.
An existing conditions inventory was completed by LAP/Native Connections during several site visits in June
2012. This inventory was compared to the Preliminary Natural Features Survey completed in March of 2007
by MNFI, the historical surveyor’s notes from the Public Land Survey completed in the late 1800’s, and the
Michigan Natural Features Inventory map circa 1800 for Section 7 of T1NR4W. The inventory was compiled
into the Existing Inventory Map included in this document. The following is a description of the existing
habitats at White Park.

Data and Methods
A major tool in delineating the plant community types was the in‐depth floristic quality data that was
collected, compiled and interpreted for all areas of the park. This data has been compiled into separate
tables for each plant community. The baseline data for the floristic quality data of the individual plant species
were observed and then recorded and the corresponding Coefficient of Conservatism (C) for each species
was given. The C value, ranging from 1 to 10, represents the likelihood that a given plant will occur on a given
site, relatively unaltered from pre‐ European settlement conditions. For example, a plant that is likely to
occur only on a high quality pre‐European settlement remnant receives a value of 10, whereas a native plant
that will occur on a low quality, highly disturbed site receives a value of 0. Non‐native (adventive) plants
receive a value of 0. To better assess the overall floristic quality of a given site, a Floristic Quality Index (FQI)
is assigned to each community. The FQI is derived by multiplying the square root of the number of plants in a
site by the mean C of the site. Two mean C values and two FQIs are calculated for each site: one for native
plants only and one that includes non‐native plants. The FQI is a useful component in assessment of the
overall quality of a site, an important factor in prioritizing habitat restoration.
The floristic quality data also shows the wetness (W) for each plant, ‐5 being strictly wetland occurrence and
5 being strictly upland occurrence. The mean W represents the overall wetness of the community. Other
data, such as the number of native and adventives species, the dominant canopy and ground species, etc.,
are also included.
See the appendix for the Floristic Quality Data and complete inventory for each community identified in this
report.
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Figure 5 ‐ White Park Current Plant Communities (Native Connections, 2012)
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Plant Community Types
Forested areas comprise the majority of White Park with wet meadow/shrub thickets, cattail marsh and turf
grass making up the rest. The habitats of White Park have been classified into community types based on the
presence and predominance of particular species, topography, soils, hydrology and level of disturbance. The
following community types are listed in order of their respective Native FQI scores. (See data and methods
for a description of how Native FQI is derived. See the appendix for complete Floristic Quality data for each
community type.)
(1) Southern Hardwood Swamp (Native FQI 29.7)
Southern Hardwood Swamp is the most dominant plant community in the park. It comprises approximately
26.75 acres or 45.19% of the total area of the park. It directly correlates to the Houghton muck soils that are
common throughout the low areas of the park. There are many native canopy trees growing in several age
classes. There are also many small depressions that form vernal pools. These pools provide significant habitat
to many amphibians, waterfowl and mammals. The southern third of this area is heavily influenced by
drainage from the pond and drainage ditch. At the northern extent of that southern third, there are
remnants of a planted tree/fence row (cottonwoods) traversing east to west through the forest from the
southwest corner of the baseball field. This east/west line appears on historical aerial photographs as a utility
line or old roadway. There appears to be a tree row extending north from this point, as well, towards the
vernal pond on the northeast corner of the park. The ground layer is dominated by the Cinnamon Fern
(Osmunda cinnamomea) and Fowl Mannagrass (Glyceria striata). There are many large dead ash trees
throughout the forest.
Typical Species
Red maple (Acer rubrum) is the dominant tree species, and ranges in size from 25 to 100 cm DBH. Silver
maple (Acer saccharinum) and eastern cottonwood (Populus deltoides) are other common species. The
sapling layer is dominated by red ash (Fraxinus pensylvanica) and hackberry (Celtis occidentalis). The
understory is comprised of ferns, dogwood (Cornus spp.), nannyberry (Viburnum lentago) and many other
wetland shrubs, forbs and gramminoids.
Invasive Species
Invasive species are present in this community. Garlic mustard (Alliaria petiolata) and dame’s rocket
(Hesperis matronalis) are herbaceous plants present along the fringes of the swamp along with common
buckthorn (Ramnus cathartica) and honeysuckle (Lonicera spp.). There are a few occurrences of Japanese
barberry (Berberis thunbergii) along the northern property boundary near the residences and church. There
is a thick stand of glossy buckthorn (Rhamnus frangula) mixed with native poison sumac (Toxicodendron
vernix) and winterberry (Ilex verticillata) near the center of the community where deadfall is prevalent
(2) Pond Area (Native FQI 19.7)
The pond in the southern half of the park gives clues to significant historic site alterations. From the steep
banks and straight edges of the shoreline, this is most certainly an artificially dredged pond fed and drained
by a man‐made or enhanced drainage ditch. The pond doesn’t appear on historical aerial photographs until
1981. The paved trail, intended to give access to the observation platform and southern edge of the pond,
contributes significantly to further disturbance of the potential habitat. There is virtually no buffer zone of
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vegetation on the southern edge, which contributes to the minor erosion occurring on the southern bank of
the pond.
The pond seems to be filling in, most likely with organic matter from adjacent vegetated areas and from the
growth (typical or excessive) of local plant materials. It seems to be slowly returning back to its natural state
as a wetland‐like ecosystem, which existed prior to human excavation.
Including some of the forest to the north of the pond, this is a distinctly different forest type than the
Southern Hardwood Swamp further to the north and the Cottonwood Swamp to the south, as the human
related disturbance is more easily observed. A muskrat was observed swimming in the channel opening
directly west of the pond, as well as mallards and a great blue heron.
Typical Species
This area has a mixed canopy immediately to the north of the pond with cottonwood (Populus deltoides), red
maple (Acer rubrum), boxelder (Acer negundo), and black cherry (Prunus serotina) as well as shrubs such as
gray dogwood (Cornus foemina) and tag alder (Alnus rugosa).
Invasive Species
Honeysuckle (Lonicera spp.), buckthorn (Rhamnus spp.), reed canarygrass (Phalaris arundinacea) and other
invasive species are present in this community.
(3) Dry‐Mesic Hardwood Forest (Native FQI 18.4)
The Dry‐Mesic Hardwood Forest community is relatively rare in the park and occurs only on the esker formed
on the Marlette complex soils in the southeast corner of the park. The esker and the associated habitat is the
most geological unique feature in the park. This feature is a remnant of the last ice‐age and the retreating
glaciers. As the glaciers retreated, they left a trail of deposits in their wake forming what is now the esker.
The glacial‐till soils and the quick rise in elevation make this a much drier site than those immediately
adjacent. The resulting community is comprised of slow‐growing species (red oak and hickory) adapted to dry
and sunny conditions. As the surrounding area has been converted to dense residential housing, the frequent
disturbances (fire and wind‐throw) that historically would have occasional opened the canopy have been
controlled and nearly eliminated. This altered forest regime has resulted in a much denser tree and shrub
canopy with more shade‐tolerant species becoming dominant.
Typical Species
The well‐drained, gravelly loams form upland habitat supports red oak (Quercus rubra), witch‐hazel
(Hamamelis virginiana), and shagbark hickory (Carya ovata). Several large oaks (include red, white (Q. alba),
and black (Q. velutina) dominate the canopy, averaging about 75 cm DBH. The understory is dominated by
white ash (Fraxinus americana) seedlings; and depending on the age of the ash if they succumb to the
emerald ash‐borer, they may leave significant canopy gaps allowing for an altered successional regime.
Invasive Species
There are invasive species in this area ‐ buckthorn, honeysuckle and garlic mustard, among others. These
species are likely to take advantage of canopy gaps as they lay in wait in the shady understory.
(4) Wet Meadow (Native FQI 16.2)
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The Wet Meadow area lies to the southwest of the pond and encompasses both sides of the drainage
ditch/creek as it exits the pond. The hydrology is very disturbed by the drainage ditch, but there are still
typical sapric peat soils. This area is likely in continuous transition from what was likely a more inundated
shrub swamp to shrub‐carr swamp as the water table was lowered and shrubs suited to less saturation were
able to move in. It is likely that this area will continue to transition to an area more similar to the cottonwood
swamp/shrub thicket adjacent to the southeast.
This drainage ditch could well have been a natural creek at one point, but has likely been straightened and
deepened to aid in draining the residential properties directly to the east of the pond on Pebblebrook Lane.
Other areas of the park are also being actively drained by the pond and ditch, including a significant portion
of the forested wetlands directly to the north and south of the pond.
Typical Species
Many sedges (Carex spp.), along with riverbank grape (Vitas riparia), willows (Salix spp.), and common
elderberry (Sambucus Canadensis) are common throughout this area.
Invasive Species
This area is inundated throughout with thick stands of reed canarygrass mixed with native vegetation and
many invasive shrubs, such as buckthorn (Rhamnus spp.), honeysuckle (Lonicera spp.) and multiflora rose
(Rosa multiflora).
(5) Low Diversity Hardwood Swamp (Native FQI 14.2)
There are two occurrences of this Hardwood Swamp community, one directly south of and adjacent to the
cattail marsh, the other southwest and adjacent to the Dry‐Mesic Hardwood Forest/Esker. The two areas are
separated by a swath of turf grass. In general, this forest is similar in structure to the dominant Southern
Hardwood forest in the northern parts of the park, but is much less diverse.
Typical Species
Wild black cherry (Prunus serotina), cottonwood (Populus deltoides) and American elm (Ulmus Americana)
were observed in the canopy, with Jack‐in‐the‐pulpit (Arisaema triphyllum), mayapple (Podophyllum
peltatum) and wild geranium (Geranium maculatum) present in the understory. Two highly conservative
species, swamp white oak (Quercus bicolor) and black snakeroot (Sanicula Canadensis), were noted in this
community.
Invasive Species
There is a large stand of glossy and common buckthorn making up the dominant species on the northern
edge, which borders the cattail marsh. Garlic mustard forms thick stands on the northeast edge by the turf
grass and cattail marsh.
(6) Old Field (Native FQI 13.1)
The Old Field area is also heavily disturbed from agricultural and/or residential use. The area looks to have
been graded for agricultural use as there are mounds of soil material surrounding the field. As the field was
abandoned for pasture, production, etc. it has grown in from the exterior with shrubs and small trees. There
still is some open space in the center but it is filling in relatively quickly.
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The highly disturbed nature of this site represents a unique and educational opportunity to “start from
scratch” and establish a mesic to dry‐mesic prairie even though it is questionable whether that is the historic
plant community.
Typical Species
Eastern red cedar (Juniperus virginiana), eastern white pine (Pinus strobes) and gray dogwood (Cornus
foemina) are prevalent in this area. Several native sedges (Carex spp.) are collectively sub‐dominant as
ground cover.
Invasive Species
Invasive shrubs autumn olive (Elaeagnus umbellata) and common buckthorn (Rhamnus cathartica) as well as
garlic mustard are also common in this area. The dominant plant and major ground cover is the non‐native
Canada bluegrass (Poa compressa).
(7) Cottonwood Swamp (Native FQI 11.8)
The Cottonwood Swamp community is adjacent to the pond edge in the near center of the park. This
community type is likely progressing through stages of succession. It may well have begun as an Inundated
Shrub Swamp that had a much higher shrub and meadow component. As the water table was lowered by the
digging of the pond and drainage ditch, the slightly drier conditions allowed native shrubs and trees such as
cottonwood, black walnut and gray dogwood, as well as invasives such as common and glossy buckthorn to
take hold.
This community is similar to a Shrub‐Carr community which originates when shrub species invade fens, sedge
meadows, wet prairies and prairie fens following an alteration to the fire or water regime. Suppression of fire
and other events that lower local or regional water tables allow shrubs to colonize open wetlands and
assume dominance. The shrubs have since given‐way to cottonwoods and other large trees. Beaver induced
flooding, on the other hand, limits shrub and tree encroachment and maintains the open conditions of
meadows and fens. The shrub‐carr areas in Michigan have greatly expanded since European settlement due
to fire, water alterations and a large decline in the beaver population.
Typical Species
Box elder (Acer negundo) and eastern cottonwood (Populus deltoides) are the dominant tree species with
grey dogwood (Cornus foemina), buckthorn and honeysuckle filling in large open areas, as well. Several size
classes of cottonwood are represented, with canopy trees ranging in size from about 15 to 70 cm DBH.
Invasive Species
In addition to honeysuckle & buckthorn, there are also invasive forbs, garlic mustard and dames rocket
establishing.
(8) Cattail Marsh (Native FQI 10.4)
The Cattail Marsh area is very disturbed and completely dominated by both native and non native cattail
species, and likely hybrids of the two. The ditch that drains the pond to the NE runs along the west edge and
through the middle of the marsh, feeding and draining the marsh. This community provides habitat for
amphibians, small birds and many insects. Although it is heavily disturbed, it is doing well as a cleansing filter
for sediment coming from upstream.
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Typical and Invasive Species
Broad‐leaved cattail (Typha latifolia) (native), and narrow‐leaved cattail (Typha angustifolia) (non‐native)
dominate the vegetation in this community. One highly conservative species (10 out of 10), cuckoo flower
(Cardemine pratensis), is also noted in this area.
(9) Vernal Pond (Native FQI 7)
This Vernal Pond is a small, but very unique area that lies between the Transition Habitat and the Southern
Hardwood Swamp. Stagnant water still remained in the pool until the end of June with rain water and
overland flow being the only source of input and evaporation and evapo‐transpiration being the only
outflow. By the end of July, the pond had dried up, with saturated muck still in the center. There are visible
signs of highly fluctuating water levels and the area was delineated based on high water marks that are
present on trees in the center of the pool, noticeable change in vegetation, elevation and saturated soils on
the fringes of the site. Waterfowl have been observed using the pond in March and many frogs were
observed in June. Signs of deer (tracks in the muck and beds in tall grass) and other visitors were frequent, as
well.
Logs that are currently out of the standing water and lying on top of saturated muck have moss and forbs
growing along their tops. There is a significant change in slope on the east and northeast edge of the pond as
the area transitions to the Transition Habitat.
This area is very sensitive to foot traffic as the soils are saturated nearly year round. However, a great
opportunity exists to educate on vernal pool habitats. If this opportunity is pursued, raised walkways and/or
observation platforms are suggested to keep human traffic in desired paths.
Typical Species
The area is ringed by eastern cottonwood (Populus deltoides). Black willow (Salix nigra), gray dogwood
(Cornus foemina), and maples (Acer spp.) are common throughout.
Invasive Species
A heavy infestation of reed canarygrass (Phalaris arundinacea) is located in the northern part.
(10) Transitional Habitat (Native FQI 6)
The Transitional Habitat area in the North East corner of White Park was likely used for agricultural purposes
as well as historic and proposed residential development. Current ownership maps of the City of East Lansing
show this area and the area immediately to the north are subdivided into small residential lots. The close
proximity to major roadways has likely resulted in heavy use over the past several decades. This area is a
transitional habitat from the dry‐mesic uplands near the road, down to the slightly lower mesic forest and
wet‐mesic forest directly adjacent to the Southern Hardwood Swamp.
From field observations and historic photo analysis, it appears that the NE corner of the property, containing
the “Old Field,” was one of the most historically altered areas of the park. Between the Old Field and road
(where E Lake Lansing Rd turns to the south) there also appears to be significant grading for residential
housing. Very recent aerial photographs show a small home in this area that was recently demolished. The
driveway entrance and various remnants from the housing site still remain. What appear to be spoils from
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both the Old Field and housing site grading remain in the forested areas directly adjacent to each zone and
soil samples taken with a hand soil probe show very compacted and low‐quality soils in several mounds.
Typical Species
Mostly low quality species dominate this area. Virginia creeper (Parthenocissus quinquefolia) and riverbank
grape (Vitis riparia) are common in the understory, along with gray dogwood (Cornus foemina) and American
elm (Ulmus Americana) in the shrub and tree layer.
Invasive Species
Common buckthorn (Rhamnus cathartica), honeysuckle (Lonicera spp.), garlic mustard (Alliaria petiolata),
and dame’s rocket (Hesperis matronalis) along with other invasive species are common throughout this area.
Open Spaces (FQI Not rated)
There are a few open spaces in the park. They have been maintained as turf grass for light recreation in the
southern most areas of the park. Beneath the turf grass in the lowest of these areas, soil sampling shows
dark organic muck that is relatively dry from hydrologic manipulation through active drainage. In the
northeast part of the park, baseball and soccer fields have been created on top of the loamier soils near the
rise to the picnic pavilion and parking lot off East Lake Lansing Road. Directly north of the picnic pavilion
there is a rain garden as well as a strip of roadside grasses adjacent to East Lake Lansing Road. While these
areas were not inventoried for their specific botanical values, there are eastern white pine and spruce trees
occurring along the north edge of the soccer and baseball field as well as along the road north of the
pavilion.
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Invasive Plants
Summary
Surveyors Records, Michigan Natural Features Inventory 1800s Vegetation Map, soil report, geological
features, historic aerial photos and field observations all support the fact that the pre‐settlement habitat for
White Park was a combination of forested wetlands, wet meadows and dry‐mesic forests. Draining the land
for agricultural and residential purposes over the last 100 and more years has altered the majority of the
native ecosystems. The areas with the greatest disturbance coincide with the prevalence of invasive plant
species. With proper management and diligence the most of the native habitats can be restored over time.

What are invasive plants?
Invasive species are plants entering a new habitat from a different part of the country or from foreign
countries. They are plants that flourish in their new environment because they have no or few natural
enemies that control their growth. Plants spread many ways, including human activity, vegetatively by roots
and branches, and by the disbursal of seeds through bird and animal droppings.

Why is it important to control invasive plants?
While some invasive plants have special value in the environment, such as providing food and cover for
certain wildlife, the real problem is that they can flourish and soon overwhelm and crowd out other plant
species and thus become a dominant plant. The result is a less diverse plant community and consequently a
less diverse, insect, bird and animal community. Also, a mono‐culture die out would be devastating to the
area.

What are the major invasive plants in the Park?
Ten invasive and one native plant of concern have been identified (see the White Park Invasive Flora map for
documented locations). These include:
1. Common Buckthorn (Rhamnus cathartica) ‐ This is a Eurasian plant brought to the US as an
ornamental hedge and subsequently used as a shelterbelt hedge and for wildlife habitat. It became
naturalized in the 1900’s and currently exists throughout the Eastern and Midwestern states.
2. Glossy Buckthorn (Rhamnus frangula) – This plant was brought from Eurasia and used as fence rows
and wildlife habitat. It can withstand a variety of habitats and often creeps from low uplands into
adjacent wetlands, outcompeting native vegetation. Open wetlands with low growing native
vegetation are often taken over by this shrub.
3. Honeysuckle species (Lonicera spp.) – There are several species in the park, all with similar identifying
characteristics. They were introduced to the US in the 1800’s as ornamental and wildlife friendly
shrubs. They are an invasive plant throughout the Midwest and East Coast. Honeysuckle can thrive
on a variety of soils and will retain leaves and berries into late fall.
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4. Garlic Mustard (Alliaria petcolata) ‐ This plant is a European native that was introduced into the US in
the 1800’s for food and medicinal uses. It has spread through most of the states from the East to the
West Coast.
5. Dames Rocket (Hesperis matronalis) – A native of Europe, this plant was introduced in wildflower
mixes. It produces up to 20,000 seeds per plant in long seed pods and grows in habitats similar to
Garlic Mustard. The bright purple and pink flowers standout along forest edges and old fields.
6. Japanese Barberry (Berberis thunbergii) ‐ The Japanese barberry was introduced from Japan around
1875. People used the berries as food (jam) and for dye making. The shrub is currently used as an
ornamental. The Barberry’s habitable range extends from the east coast to Montana.
7. Autumn Olive (Elaeagnus umbellate) – This plant was brought from Eurasia and recommended as a
conservation shrub and wildlife habitat until its invasive qualities became apparent. It grows well in
low‐quality and disturbed sites and propogates well from seed and cut stumps.
8. Multiflora Rose (Rosa Multiflora) ‐ This plant was introduced from Japan in 1886. The plant was used
to control erosion, as a “living fence” to control live stock and as a snow barrier along roads. It is
noted throughout the park, but is not a major problem at this point.
9. Tree of Heaven (Ailanthus altissima) – This fast growing tree was brought from China to California
and can now be found across North America and other parts of the world. It causes major concern
because it is a prolific seed producer and also reproduces clonally with allelopathic qualities.
10. Reed Canarygrass (Phalaris arundinacea) – This plant is considered to be native to North America,
but most Midwestern colonies are thought to be escapees from European and cultivated species. It
was bred for drought tolerance and vigorous growth and used for erosion control. Where it
establishes, it forms a thick monoculture, void of other plant species.
11. Poison Ivy (Rhus radicans) ‐ This is the only truly native plant that needs to be controlled in the Park.
It exists throughout the site in wooded as well as open areas.
The White Park Invasive Flora map shows the locations of important individual invasive plants and
concentrated groups of invasive plants. The map does not document all occurrences of invasive plants in the
park—invasive plants are common throughout the entire park.
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Figure 6 ‐ White Park Invasive Flora (Native Connections, 2012)
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Land Management Plan
Land Management Strategy: Goals and Objectives
The basic strategy for the reestablishment of a vigorous, productive and attractive landscape recognizes five
components listed in order of priority. These are:
a. Removal of Invasive Plants
a. Start with outlying areas of invasives in priority zones
b. Continue with concentrated areas once outlying areas are reasonably under control
b. Identification, Improvement and Reestablishment of Diverse Native Habitats
c. Development of a Long Term Native Plant Planting Program
d. Development of a Community Outdoor Information and Education Program
e. Development of an On‐Going Monitoring Program

Invasive Eradication
The initiation of an invasive species eradication program should be given top priority and will be a lifelong
effort in the management of White Park. Total elimination of the invasive plants is unlikely. Continual
management efforts to remove invasive plants are necessary to keep these plants under control. This plan
identifies a selective approach for controlling invasives by concentrating efforts in specific and manageable
areas identified as priority habitats.

Control Methods
Several control methods are available to use in White Park. Many of these methods can be applied
throughout the year, particularly during spring, summer and fall seasons. Methods can be combined for
increased effectiveness in many circumstances. Plant size, species and dormancy are key factors in choosing
appropriate control methods. While control methods will vary, most measures include the use of herbicides
during initial stages of invasive plant eradication. The following control methods should be considered:

Table 2: Invasive Plant Control Methods (Continued on next page)
Control Method
Description
This can be done by hand for smaller plants, including honeysuckle, barberry and
Dig & Remove Root
buckthorn, particularly when the ground is moist. Larger plants can be pulled out of
the ground with tractor and chain or a weed wrench. ALL roots must be removed;
many plant species will regenerate from very small amounts of root matter.

Hand Pull & Bag

This method is good for forbs such as Garlic Mustard and Dames Rocket after they
have started to flower. The pulled plants must be bagged and disposed of, and
cannot be left on the ground, as the flowers will continue to mature into seeds from
the remaining energy in the plant. If present, seed pods and seeds must be
completely contained and destroyed to avoid reseeding populations.
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Control Method
Prescribed Fire

Description
Periodic burning of an area is one of the most effective methods of controlling
invasive plants in open areas. This option may not be feasible in suburban/urban
settings. Check with local fire ordinances and obtain a permit.

Spot Burning

This is a viable option even in residential areas. Use a specialized propane torch to
direct very hot fire to re‐sprouts of shrubs and trees, such as Buckthorn and Tree of
Heaven. Repeated treatments will likely be necessary. Check with local fire
ordinances and obtain a permit.

Cover & Smother

This method can work well for species prone to monoculture, such as Reed
Canarygrass, when still in small colonies. Mow the entire area and cover with heavy,
black plastic or landscape fabric for at least one growing season. It is a good idea to
go several feet further on all sides than the above ground infestation indicates, as
plants that grow in thick monocultures usually spread from rhizomes. Once plants
have been eradicated, immediately plant with desired species to colonize the area.

Mowing

This method can work well for herbaceous species, such as Dames Rocket and
Garlic Mustard, in large infested areas where pulling is considered too labor
intensive. Mow plants down, with mower for monocultures or weed whip for spot
treatments, before they have a chance to flower. Noticeable population decline will
occur only after repeated treatments are performed, several times per year for
several years.

Cut & Mow

This method can work well for larger trees (Tree of Heaven) if done with due
diligence. First cut the tree to the ground directly after spring leaf flush, when the
tree has used most of its energy stores and hasn’t had time to generate much more.
Then over the next several years, watch for re‐sprouts and suckering, mowing any
new seedlings. Eventually, the re‐sprouts will subside if stressed out enough.

Tillage

This method will work well to stress out rhizomatous plants prone to monoculture
(Reed Canarygrass), making them more susceptible to further treatment by other
methods. Till the entire area with a full width tillage implement to the depth of the
majority of the root system. Repeat every few weeks, alternating with other control
methods such as foliar herbicide application.

Foliar Herbicide
Application

This method can be used for forbs, such as Garlic Mustard and Dames Rocket, and
woody plants, such as poison ivy seedlings. The foliar herbicide must be applied to
the leaves of the plants when they are in basal form or before they have started to
produce any flowers for garlic mustard and dames rocket. Poison ivy can be sprayed
while it is growing as ground cover or very small vines. Thick vines (over 2”) must be
dealt with through other means.
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Control Method
Girdle & Apply
Herbicide

Description

Cut Stumps & Apply
Herbicide (Cut &
Spray)

This method can be used for larger trees such as the Common Buckthorn. Cut a ring
through the bark and cambium around the entire trunk and apply herbicide to the
cut.
For smaller bush stems (less than 2 inches in diameter) use loppers, hand saws
and/or gas‐powered brush saws to create stump and apply herbicide to top of
stump within 15 minutes of cut.

Frill Cut & Apply
Herbicide

Using a hatchet or axe, make several downward cuts into the bark and cambium
and immediately apply herbicide. This method can be used on large plant trunks.

Dormant Herbicide
Application

Spray plants when they are dormant. This is not effective on all plants. Also spray
plants such as buckthorn, which retains its leaves very late, when other plants go
dormant; or invasive plants that leaf out earlier than other plants.

Basil Bark
Application

This can be used on select plants, by saturating the lower 18 inches of the plant
with the recommended herbicide.

Materials and equipment
It is strongly urged that a secure storage structure be constructed on‐site. This structure would be used to
store herbicides and herbicide equipment, to mix herbicides, store materials and equipment for volunteers,
listed below, and as a clean‐up area.
Volunteer equipment for crews of ten would require ten pairs of gloves, 6 loppers, 3 hatchets, 3 handsaws
and a 4‐gallon backpack hand pump sprayer.

Brush Removal
Several options exist for the removal of cut and dead invasive plants. One option is to gather it in piles at
edges of habitats for use as wildlife shelters. Option two is to pile it in open areas and burn the material the
following year. If seeds and/or berries are present on the cut material, it is suggested that it be removed or
burned to minimize germination.

Invasive Plant Eradication Guide
The Invasive Plant Eradication Guide provides an outline of methods and procedures for eradicating the
primary invasive plants in White Park. It is important to emphasize that while initial eradication efforts can
result in a major reduction of the specific invasive plants, these plants will continue to be a threat. The
eradication of these plants will be a continuous and long term effort.
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Methods

Lonicera spp.

Alliaria
petcolata

Garlic Mustard

Year‐round

Early summer

Spring/Fall

Herbicide & Mechanical:
Cut & Spray

Fire:
Spot Burning

Herbicide:
Basal bark spray juvenile plants

Year‐round (avoid
early spring sap flow)

Spring/Fall

Herbicide & Mechanical:
Cut & Spray ‐ Cut stem low and
treat fresh stump with herbicide.

Herbicide:
Foliar application

Spring, summer, fall

Early spring

Spring and Fall

Hand Pull & Bag

Mechanical:
Mowing

Herbicide:
Foliar Application

Manual:

Early spring

Dig & Remove Root

Manual & Mechanical:

Foliar application to small shrubs Spring/Fall

Spring

Treatment Season

Dig & Remove Root

Rhamnus spp. Manual & Mechanical:

Scientific
Name

Honeysuckle Shrubs

Common/Glossy
Buckthorn

Common Name

Table 3: Invasive Plant Eradication Guide

Triclopyr

Glyphosate, Triclopyr

Glyphosate, Triclopyr

Glyphosate, 2‐4 D

Triclopyr

Glyphosate

Herbicide Options

Best results if plants are sprayed before they
flower and/or when other other plants are
dormant.

For large infestations where spraying is not
desired. Mostly a control method, but several
years of consistent mowing will see reduced
populations.

Remove all roots. Bag & deposit plants in landfill.
Pulled plants with flowers will go to seed if left in
sunlight.

This is best with seedlings and small saplings.

Spray stumps within 10 minutes of cutting

Pull when ground is wet. Remove all roots. Hand
pull very small seedlings, use tractor and chain
or weed wrench for larger shrubs.

Spray before other plants leaf and/or after other
plants go dormant.

Resprouts & seedlings are likely after
pulling/cutting. Using directed fire from a
propane torch is an effective option for killing
areas with extensive resprouts.

Spray stumps within 10 minutes of cutting; avoid
early spring sap flow

Pull when ground is wet. Remove all roots. Hand
pull very small seedlings, use tractor and chain
or weed wrench for larger shrubs.

Comments
Common Buckthorn
Bark

Photos
Common Buckthorn
Leaves

Glossy Buckthorn bark
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Hesperis
matronalis

Berberis
thunbergii

Elaeagnus
umbellate

Rosa
multiflora

Japanese Barberry

Autumn Olive

Multiflora Rose

Scientific
Name

Dames Rocket

Common Name

Spring and Fall

Herbicide:
Foliar Application

Spring & Summer

Herbicide:
Basal Bark Spray

Spring & Summer

April to September
Jan. thru March

Mechanical & Herbicide:
Cut & Spray

Herbicide:
Foliar application

Dormant aplication

Cut & Mow

Dig & Remove Root

Spring when ground is
moist

Spring & Summer

Cut & Spray

Mechanical:

Spring & Summer

Spring when ground is
moist

Year round

Mechanical & Herbicide:
Frill Cut & Apply Herbicide

Dig & Remove Root

Mechanical:

Herbicide:
Foliar Application

Herbicide & Mechanical:
Cut & Spray

Cut & Mow

Dig & Remove Root

Spring when ground is
moist
Spring

Early spring

Mechanical:
Mowing

Manual & Mechanical:

Spring, summer, fall

Treatment Season

Hand Pull & Bag

Manual:

Methods

Triclopyr, Glyphosate,
Clopyralid, 2‐4 D
Clopyralid, 2‐4 D, Triclopyr,
Glyphosate

Glyphosate

Glyphosate, 2‐4 D

Glyphosate

Glyphosate

Triclopyr, Glysophate
Clopyralid, 2‐4 D

Glyphosate, 2‐4 D, Triclopyr

Triclopyr

Herbicide Options

Table 3: Invasive Plant Eradication Guide (Continued)

Spray stumps within 10 minutes of cutting; avoid
early spring sap flow

Must remove all roots. Use a tractor and chain
or weed wrench.
Must be persistent, mowing 2 to 3 times per year
for 2 to 4 years.

Completely saturate trunks. Will work best for
juvenile plants.

Spray cut within 10 minutes of cutting; avoid
early spring sap flow
Spray stumps within 10 minutes of cutting; avoid
early spring sap flow

Must remove all roots. Pull with tractor or weed
wrench.

Spray stumps within 10 minutes of cutting; avoid
early spring sap flow

Must remove all roots. Hand dig or pull with
tractor or weed wrench.
Repeated treatment will be required at least
once per year for 2 ‐ 4 years.

Best results if plants are sprayed before they
flower and/or when other other plants are
dormant.

For large infestations where spraying is not
desired. Mostly a control method, but several
years of consistent mowing will see reduced
populations.

Remove all roots. Bag & deposit plants in landfill.
Pulled plants with flowers will go to seed if left in
sunlight.

Comments

Photos
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Poison Ivy

Spring, early summer

Spring & Summer
Spring & Summer

Early summer

Cut & Mow

Mechanical & Herbicide:
Cut & Spray

Frill Cut & Apply Herbicide

Fire:
Spot Burning

Early Spring & Late
Spring

Foliar Application (wicking) &
Prescribed Fire

Foliar application

Spring

Early Spring

Herbicide:
Foliar Application (broadcast)

Throughout Growing
Season

Tillage

Early Spring/Late Fall

Late Spring/Fall

Mowing

Fire:
Prescribed Fire

Early Spring for 1 year

Cover & Smother

Manual & Mechanical:

Spring, early summer

Treatment Season

Dig & Remove Root.

Manual & Mechanical:

Methods

Rhus radicans Herbicide:

Phalaris
arundinacea

Reed Canarygrass

Note: This species is very
difficult to control with
only one method. Since
it typically occurs in thick
monocultures once
established, a
combination of two or
more of the following
methods is
recommended.

Ailanthus
altissima

Scientific
Name

Tree of Heaven

Common Name

Triclopyr, Glyphosate, 2‐4 D

Glyphosate

Glyphosate

2‐4 D, Picloram, Triclopyr

2‐4 D, Picloram, Triclopyr

2‐4 D, Picloram, Triclopyr

Herbicide Options

Table 3: Invasive Plant Eradication Guide (Continued)

Apply during rapid growth and before flowering.
This is a native species; eradication is only
necessary in high‐use recreation areas.

Wick clumps of individual blades with herbicide,
then burn several weeks later. Invasive seed
bank should be depleted and native seed bank
should be stimulated by fire.

Apply when native/desired plants are dormant.

Burn entire area infested, for 5 to 6 years. Check
with local ordinances and obtain a permit.

Must be done every few weeks throughout
growing season to have effect. Not enough
tillage will spur increased growth.

Twice yearly mowing for 3‐5 years will reduce
input to seed bank and potentially increase
sunlight enough for desirable plants to take hold.

Mow before grass starts to flower and cover
immediately. Cover larger area than seems
necessary as rhizomes may spread out from
edges. Must revegetate with desired
speciesimmediately after eradication.

Resprouts & seedlings are likely after
pulling/cutting. Using directed fire from a
propane torch is an effective option for killing
areas with extensive resprouts.

Spray stumps within 10 minutes of cutting; avoid
early spring sap flow
Spray stumps within 10 minutes of cutting; avoid
early spring sap flow

Must remove all roots. Easiest and most
effective when ground is moist.
Cut trees after they’ve flushed their leaves &
reduced energy stores. Resprouts and suckers
will likely show, requiring repeated mowing for
several seasons.

Comments

Photos
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Types of herbicides
While herbicides come in a variety of brand names, such as Roundup, the active ingredients are the critical
information to identify. If an active ingredient includes glyphosate it is non selective and will kill all
vegetation, including grasses. If an active ingredient includes triclopyr or clopyralid, it is selective in action
and will kill some species of plants but not others. There are many possible herbicides for various usages.
Read labels closely to determine if the herbicide is labeled for the target species, is safe to use on untargeted
species, and labeled for the specific conditions of use on the site.

NOTES:
9
9
9

9
9
9
9

See Referenced Articles Manual for more detailed description of eradication methods.
Listed herbicides may not be available in all areas. Check out related herbicides and the appropriate
applications and application rates. Follow labels precisely.
Glyphosate, Triclopyr and Clopyralid are some of the main chemicals used in the various brand name
herbicides. Herbicides containing Triclopyr such as Garlon, or Clopyralid such as Transline, are
selective in action and can sometimes be applied in grass areas, whereas herbicides containing
Glyphosate such as RoundUp are non‐selective and will kill everything. Read labels closely to
determine correct use and rates of a considered herbicide.
A mixture of some herbicides with kerosene or diesel fuel is suggested on the label for some
applications.
It is recommended that a colored dye be added to the herbicide to clearly mark areas covered by the
spray.
Only individuals with chemical certifications should be allowed to apply the herbicides.
Regardless of the type of invasive species or the type of removal, it will often take several years of
observation and repetitive applications to remove the species, due in part to the survival rate of the
seeds, the extensiveness of the root systems and the dissemination of seeds by wind and animals.
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Restoration
The restoration and management of the entire park will require a systematic and focused approach that
leans on priority zones to help guide the restoration and management efforts. Each zone is broken out by
habitat structure as defined in the habitat inventory. Before starting management in any area, it is
recommended that the entire management description for that area be read and understood by those
managing the area.
Priorities were based upon the following criteria: presence of invasive species, ease of restoration effort,
proximity to quality habitats, quality of habitat, special characteristics (geology, special habitat, etc.), and
educational/recreation opportunities. Table lists the zones in order of priority. Priority zones can be restored
concurrently as resources are available. Management of restored areas should continue indefinitely while
restoration of other priority zones continues.
Table 4: Plant Communities in order of treatment priority

Priority Zone
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11

Zone Description
Cottonwood Marsh
Dry‐Mesic Forest/Esker
Main Southern Hardwood Swamp
Low Diversity Hardwood Swamp Southwest and Adjacent to Esker
Vernal Pool
Old Field and Transitional Habitat
Pond Area
Wet Meadow
Cattail Marsh
Rain Garden
Open Turf Grass

Page Number
29
30
31
34
35
36
37
38
40
40
42
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Figure 7 ‐ White Park Priority Zones (Native Connections, 2012)
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Priority Treatment Areas and Restoration Timeline
The following timeline should only be used as a rough schedule for treatment options. It is a long‐term plan
that could take 30 years, more or less, to complete. Individual areas were prioritized based on their visibility,
size, habitat quality, invasive plants and perceived level of interest by the Parks Department. However, the
actual treatment schedule and priorities may be shifted around based on available resources (time, money,
staff and volunteers) and the final interests of the Parks Department. See Table 18, in Appendix, for a
summary of the following treatment schedule.
1. Cottonwood Marsh – Priority is based on the presence of invasives, the likelihood of a quick
restoration, the habitat’s manageability, the habitat’s proximity to two high quality habitats (Dry‐
Mesic Hardwood Forest and Southern Hardwood Swamp), and its function as a gateway to the park.
Even though the habitat quality is low, it is a good place to start with a quick and visible return on
investment.
The basic management concept is to eradicate invasive species and then proceed with a long term
maintenance plan, focusing on the edges of the paths for aesthetics, as well as to reduce seed
sources for invasive plants. Once invasives are eradicated or brought under manageable tolerances,
management should continue while other priority zones are addressed. Since the trail makes a clear
boundary through the middle, the unit should be split into two management zones.
This zone’s current plant community structure is the result of significant disturbance, which has
produced a fairly unnatural mix of plants for this location’s historical conditions. It has become such a
low‐quality area in terms of diversity and significance that rehabilitation would amount to a
complete over hall of the plant community structure through aggressive removal of existing natives
and non‐natives followed up by intensive replanting to bring in a more historical mix of plants. This
could be a future project, but it should wait until the other priority zones are under management.
a. Eradicate reed canary grass (2 to 4 years)
i.
Located at the western tip of the Cottonwood, north of the paved trail, this
infestation is relatively small, but thick and nearly a complete monoculture. Use an
appropriate method from the Invasive Plant Eradication Guide to take care of this
population immediately. Because it is such a dense infestation, all the vegetation
can be eradicated, creating a blank slate.
b. Reseed bare areas with a native seed mix (1 to 3 years)
i.
If eradication of reed canary grass is successful, large bare areas will remain and
require immediate establishment of native species to prevent another infestation
of invasive plants. A sun‐tolerant, wet to wet‐mesic mix that establishes quickly
and with vigor is highly recommended. Species for such a mix would include
Virginia wildrye, prairie cordgrass and switchgrass.
c. Eradicate invasive shrubs and forbs (1 to 3 years)
i.
Working each sub‐management zone (north and south of the trail) from one end to
the other, use appropriate methods from the Invasive Plant Eradication Guide to
eliminate invasive shrubs (honeysuckle and buckthorn) and forbs (garlic mustard
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and dames rocket). Since this area is relatively small and the invasive plants are
relatively few, this should proceed fairly quickly.
d. Maintenance ‐ Invasive species will continue to show from the seed bank and reintroductions
by people, animals and other natural conditions (wind, etc.). A long‐term maintenance
program will have to be developed and diligently followed. Twice yearly or more, inspections
for invasive species should be done by volunteers or staff. Volunteers can easily be taught to
identify each of the species noted in this area. Especially in this area, focus inspections along
the path for aesthetic purposes and also to reduce spread of seeds as birds will tend to
forage on the habitat edges.
e. Expected Outcomes
i.
Short‐term (1 to 5 years) ‐ Invasive plants will continue to show in previously
unknown populations and will re‐sprout from treated areas. Repeated treatments
will be necessary, and eventually undesired communities will decrease to the point
of routine maintenance levels.
ii.
Long‐term (5 to 20 years) – Invasive plants will ultimately be reduced to routine
maintenance levels and desired plant communities will begin to establish. Reduced
understory shade from invasive removal will release species from seed bank as
light hits the soil surface. The same native species that are visible today are likely
to sprout in these areas, though historically present species may re‐appear as the
seed bank is freed.

2. Dry‐Mesic Forest/Esker – Priority is based on geological interest and educational opportunities, the
presence of invasives, the likelihood of a quick restoration, and the habitat’s manageability. This area
is relatively intact and small enough to bring under management fairly quickly. It is a unique
geological feature of the park making it an excellent educational opportunity and a valuable resource
for management.
The basic management concept is to remove invasive species and maintain low levels of invasives,
maintain, enhance, and increase levels of key native plant species and other desirables, and develop
an educational program centered on this community type and underlying geology.
a. Invasive Species Eradication (1‐5 yrs) Being this is a relatively small site, treatment should
begin on one side and sweep to the other side, covering the entire width while treating
invasives. For example, a group could start at the northwestern tip near the paved trail, work
the entire width up the slope, and then proceed to treat the southern panhandle. Continue
by sweeping along the southeastern boarder to the northeast panhandle.
i.
Remove buckthorn and honeysuckle seedlings and saplings using appropriate
methods: hand/mechanical pulling, cut and spray, foliar herbicide application, etc. ,
based on size of shrub.
ii.
Control garlic mustard and dames rocket by hand pulling and bagging for outlying
plants and foliar herbicide application in dense colonies. If enough volunteers are
recruited, hand pulling might be a feasible option for eradicating entire infestation
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over several years. (**Be sure to minimize disturbance to soil as much as possible
by tamping down areas around root pulling)
b. Monitor and enhance short‐term recruitment of desired Dry‐Mesic trees (3‐7 yrs)
i.
Red and white oak and shagbark hickory are somewhat intolerant of shade, as well
as slow growing. However, they are a very important aspect of this community. To
manage towards their future recruitment, remove undesirable species and/or thin
overpopulated native species (black cherry). Ideally small prescribed burns would
be used to mimic natural disturbance and open the canopy. A neighborhood
awareness campaign is suggested prior to any use of prescribed fire.
ii.
By year seven, oak and hickory regeneration should be evident by an observed 50
to 100 seedlings/saplings naturally seeded from existing parent trees. If oak and
hickory recruitment is lacking by year seven, plant large container stock (5 to 10
gallon) saplings grown from locally harvested seeds. Have volunteers collect acorns
and nuts for propagation.
c. Maintenance
i.
Invasive species will continue to show from the seed bank and reintroductions by
people, animals and other natural conditions (wind, etc.). A long‐term
maintenance program will have to be developed and diligently followed. Twice
yearly or more, inspections for invasive species should be done by volunteers or
staff. Volunteers can easily be taught to identify each of the species noted in this
area.
ii.
Continued monitoring for recruitment and successful establishment of desired
canopy, understory and ground layer species, such oak, hickory, witchhazel,
hazelnut, Penn. sedge and bluestem goldenrod, will be required for the long‐term.
If mimicked natural disturbance, such as fire, is not an option, occasional thinning
(every 15+/‐ years) of overpopulated native species will be required to mimic
natural disturbance and keep the canopy open for oaks and hickory.
d. Expected outcomes
i.
Short‐term (1 to 10 years) ‐ Invasive plants will continue to show in previously
unknown populations and will re‐sprout from treated areas. Repeated treatments
will be necessary, and eventually undesired communities will decrease to the point
of routine maintenance levels.
ii.
Long‐term (10 years and on) – A more open, shade intolerant and native
understory will begin to take hold. In thinned areas and open canopies, oak and
hickory will begin to develop into large saplings and mature trees. Ever smaller
populations of invasive species will be observed and eradication will continue in
less intense efforts.
3. Main Southern Hardwood Swamp – Priority is based on the quality of the habitat, the presence of
invasives, and the habitat’s importance to the park’s ecosystem. This particular habitat is relatively
intact, making invasive removal a high priority. The longer this habitat waits for treatment, the
quicker its quality will degrade. It is the largest piece of the park, so it constitutes the majority of the
habitat present on site. The healthier this piece is, the healthier the rest of the site will be.
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The basic management concept is to eradicate invasives in a systematic order, reclaim disturbed
land, and manage and promote native biodiversity. Complete eradication of invasives may be
unattainable due to the exposure and size of the site. Management of this community must start
with the eradication of isolated and outlying occurrences of invasive plants and ‘corralling’ the most
established infestations into manageable clusters. Reclaim areas freed from invasive species by
planting desired species of trees, shrubs, forbs and grasses. Space and plant community diversity will
dictate species selection for reclaiming areas.
a. Eradicate isolated and outlying occurrences of invasive plants throughout entire community
(2‐5 years)
i.
Tree of Heaven – Only one occurrence is documented just west of the baseball
field. Use an appropriate method or combination of methods from the Invasive
Plant Eradication Guide to eradicate this occurrence immediately.
ii.
Barberry – Relatively isolated occurrences will require a ‘search and destroy’
mentality. From the Invasive Plant Eradication Guide, use a combination of one of
the three mechanical methods coupled with foliar herbicide application for new
seedlings.
iii.
Garlic Mustard & Dames Rocket – Since both are herbaceous plants that can be
heavily impacted by hand pulling, enlist volunteers to hand pull outlying
occurrences along trails and high quality areas first, moving deeper into the park as
populations are eradicated. Training on identification will be necessary. Be sure to
remove the entire root system and plant from site and dispose in landfill or burn (if
possible).
iv.
Common and Glossy Buckthorn and Honeysuckle shrubs – Start along trails and
high quality areas in the northern portion of the main Southern Hardwood Swamp,
picking off isolated individuals until manageable clusters remain. Continue this
along trails and high quality areas in southern half of the main Swamp. Move
deeper into the park (further from trails) as individuals are eliminated, eradicating
all isolated occurrences of these species. From the Invasive Plant Eradication
Guide, use the cut and spray method for most circumstances, followed by spot
burning (if possible) and foliar herbicide application for new seedlings.
b. Eradication of thick, consolidated stands of invasive plants (4‐6 years)
i.
Split the unit into manageable zones ‐ Since this community is so large, split the
area into three zones, treating the northern‐most zone first, the middle second
and the southern third last. Splitting the community into zones will make
treatment goals smaller, more realistic and attainable. (See the map for zone
boundaries.) Start treatment on the eastern edges of the Hardwood Swamp, by the
highly controlled sports fields, and work westward towards the residences. This
approach is recommended due to encroachment by invasives from the residential
areas to the east, west, and north. Treat each zone with the same methods
described below.
ii.
Garlic Mustard and Dames Rocket – Use appropriate methods from Invasive Plant
Eradication Guide to eliminate contiguous stands of these herbaceous plants.
Hand‐pulling is realistic only with large groups of volunteers. Foliar herbicide
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application may be a more suitable option to cover large areas with less volunteer
resources.
iii.
Common and Glossy Buckthorn and Honeysuckle – Use appropriate methods from
Invasive Plant Eradication Guide to eliminate contiguous stands of these woody
shrubs. Cut and Treat is often the best option. Volunteers can cut and stack
material, while a certified pesticide applicator can apply chemicals to the cut
stump.
c. Re‐vegetate areas cleared of invasive plants with suitable and desired native plants (5‐10
years)
i.
All areas where thick stands of invasive plants have been removed and relatively
sparse suitable ground cover remains should be planted as soon as possible after
invasives have been reduced to maintenance levels. Don’t plant until you’re sure
you can afford the less intense treatment – be sure invasive plants are to
maintenance levels. Disturbed areas will be prone to re‐colonization by invasive
species. Plant fast establishing and cost‐effective native covers, such as wild‐rye
species, to help prevent invasives from repopulating reclaimed areas.
ii.
Areas where removal of very thick stands of buckthorn near the center of the
swamp have left large canopy gaps can be replanted with a customized woodland
seed mix that is tolerant to intermediate sun and shade. This will leave more open
canopies and create a more diversified landscape than the standard Hardwood
Swamp. Species can include cardinal flower, blue flag iris, turtlehead, buttonbush,
asters, sedges and soft rush.
iii.
Shadier sites, where thick stands of garlic mustard and dames rocket are removed
can be planted with a seed mix that is more adapted to shade, as well as wet
conditions. This will fit within the existing vegetation and the closed woodland
canopy. Plants suitable for this seed mix are great blue lobelia, monkeyflower,
rough goldenrod and many others.
iv.
Appropriate and reasonably attractive shrubs and trees for most areas are
dogwoods, northern white cedar, yellow birch, American beech and black‐gum.
d. Monitor for recruitment and successful establishment of desired tree species as canopy gaps
are created (5 years and onward)
i.
Removal of invasive shrubs, die‐off of old and diseased trees and habitat
succession will create canopy gaps in this shady environment. Notice should be
taken of desired and non‐desired species taking hold in those canopy gaps.
Desired species to monitor for are red maple, American elm, American beech,
hackberry, dogwood species, and winterberry (Michigan holly).
ii.
If recruitment is not occurring at a suitable rate of 4 ‐ 10 saplings for each mature
tree by year 7, enhance establishment by planting the listed species above or other
suitable species.
e. Maintenance ‐ Invasive species will continue to show from the seed bank and reintroductions
by people, animals and other natural conditions (wind, etc.). A long‐term maintenance
program will have to be developed and diligently followed. Twice yearly or more inspections
for invasive species should be done by volunteers or staff. Volunteers can easily be taught to
identify each of the species noted in this area.
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f.

Reclaim portions of the historic hydrology
i.
The Southern Hardwood Swamp would benefit from returning to its historic wet
conditions. Altering the drainage patterns of the swamp could be accomplished
through various modifications to the man‐made drainage systems that are drawing
water away from the site. Not all portions of the swamp’s hydrology can be
reclaimed due to the park’s proximity to residential property. A complete
hydrologic survey of the entire park is required to determine the viability and
impact of a hydrologic restoration within the park.
g. Expected Outcomes
i.
Short‐term (1 to 5 years) ‐ Due to the swamp’s size and exposed edges, invasive
plants will continue to be a significant problem during removal of prioritized
species. New populations will be discovered and treated areas will continue to re‐
sprout. The first five years will see little reduction in invasive populations, relative
to the size of the entire unit, though many individuals will be eradicated. Diligence,
patience and adaptive goals and management plans will be required during this
early stage of management.
ii.
Long‐term (5 to 20 years) ‐ Reduced understory shade from invasive removal will
release species from seed bank as light hits the soil surface. The same species that
are visible today are likely to sprout in these areas, though historically present
species may re‐appear as the seed bank is freed. Canopy gaps from fallen
successional and disease prone species will be replaced by chosen desired species.
Invasive plants will ultimately be reduced to routine maintenance levels and
desired plant communities will begin to establish.

4. Low Diversity Hardwood Swamp Southwest – Priority is based on the presence of invasive plants,
the habitat’s manageability, and the quality of the habitat. This area shares priority concerns with the
larger portions of hardwood swamp to the north, though it is fragmented by an open space through
the middle of it and not immediately connected to the major ecosystem of the park. It will be a
manageable piece to bring under control due to its limited size and habitat structure.
The basic management concept is to eradicate invasives while managing and promoting native
biodiversity. This area is small, with a relatively isolated stand of glossy buckthorn on the northwest
edge of the community adjacent to the cattail marsh. While it is not as diverse as other areas of the
park, the removal of invasives would likely allow plants that have been subdued to show from the
seed bank, increasing the swamp’s diversity.
a. Invasive species eradication (2‐4 years)
i.
Remove glossy and common buckthorn using appropriate methods from Invasive
Plant Eradication Guide.
ii.
Remove garlic mustard and dames rocket using appropriate methods from Invasive
Plant Eradication Guide.
b. Maintenance ‐ Invasive species will continue to show from the seed bank and reintroductions
by people, animals and other natural conditions (wind, etc.). A long‐term maintenance
program will have to be developed and diligently followed. Twice yearly or more, inspections
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for invasive species should be done by volunteers or staff. Volunteers can easily be taught to
identify each of the species noted in this area.
c. Expected outcomes
i.
Short‐term (1 to 5 years) – Invasive plants will continue to show in new areas while
re‐sprouting in treated areas. Repeated treatments will be necessary, and
eventually undesired communities will decrease to the point of routine
maintenance levels.
ii.
Long‐term (5 to 10 years) – As the thicket of buckthorn is subdued in the wettest
areas, native species in the seed bank will reestablish themselves as they are
exposed to increased sunlight and wetter conditions. Garlic mustard will be
brought down to maintenance levels.
5. Vernal Pool – Priority is based on the uniqueness of the habitat, the presence of invasives, and the
interest for education. The vernal pool could be restored at the same time as the northern portion of
the Main Southern Hardwood Swamp or with the Old Field and Transitional Habitat. It is a special
habitat that should receive relatively high priority with either of these two areas of the park.
The basic management concept is to eradicate invasives while cultivating a naturalized habitat and
creating recreation opportunities nearby. Canary reed grass dominates, limiting the overall plant
diversity. Reclaimed land will have to be reseeded and managed so invasives do not repopulate.
a. Eradicate reed canary grass (2 to 4 years)
i.
This is an incredibly vigorous plant and will continue to spread as a monoculture if
a long‐term adaptive management plan isn’t adopted to battle this plant. Use
appropriate methods from the Invasive Plant Eradication Guide to eliminate
continuous stands of reed canary grass. Patience and alternating methods will be
required.
b. Reseed bare areas with native seed mixes (1 to 3 years)
i.
If eradication of reed canary grass is successful, large bare areas will remain and
require immediate establishment of native species to prevent another infestation
of invasive plants. A sun‐tolerant, wet to wet‐mesic mix that establishes quickly
and with vigor is highly recommended. Species for such a mix would include
Virginia wildrye, prairie cordgrass and switchgrass.
c. Eradicate other invasive shrubs and forbs (2 to 3 years)
i.
Use appropriate methods from the Invasive Plant Eradication Guide to eliminate
occurrences of other invasive plants such as garlic mustard, common and glossy
buckthorn.
d. Boardwalk and signage (1 year)
i.
Construct a raised walkway to control foot traffic. This will protect the highly
sensitive area, as well as allow access during the spring and early summer when
the ground is saturated, making walking difficult.
ii.
Erect an interpretive sign as an education tool to take full advantage of this unique
resource. The sign can explore different aspects of the vernal pool system such as
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the highly fluctuating water level, as evidenced by the marks on the trees, the
plant growth on top of logs, the animal tracks in the mud and so on.
e. Maintenance ‐ Invasive species will continue to show from the seed bank and reintroductions
by people, animals and other natural conditions (wind, etc.). A long‐term maintenance
program will have to be developed and diligently followed. Twice yearly or more, inspections
for invasive species should be done by volunteers or staff. Volunteers can easily be taught to
identify each of the species noted in this area.
f. Expected Outcomes
i.
Short‐term (1 to 5 years) – Invasive plants will continue to show in previously
unknown populations and will re‐sprout from treated areas. Repeated treatments
will be necessary, and eventually undesired communities will decrease to the point
of routine maintenance levels. As access improves and people start to frequent
the area, an initial correlating increase in abuse (trash, disturbed vegetation, etc.)
might be observed. Additional signs reminding people to respect their surrounding
might be necessary.
ii.
Long‐term (5 to 10 years) – Invasive plants should be well under control, but
maintenance will still be required to keep new occurrences in check. Any previous
abuse from human visitors should be abating, as the culture of the park and the
visitors adapt to the improvements and educational resources (signs, teachers,
etc.) help people to understand the importance of this area.
6. Old Field and Transitional Habitat – Priority is based on the presence of invasives and potential for
creating quality habitat. This area has great potential for a unique ecosystem that would provide
ecological benefits and educational opportunities.
The basic management concept is to eradicate invasives while cultivating a naturalized habitat. This
habitat, in its current state, is heavily disturbed from residential development, roadways, and
agriculture, offering a unique restoration opportunity to convert an otherwise unproductive
fragment of habitat into a dry to dry‐mesic prairie/savanna habitat. Garlic Mustard and Dames
Rocket along the exterior fringes should be taken care of first, then invasive shrub and forbs removal
in the Old Field working out to the edges of the property and uphill.
a. Eradicate invasive plants from the Old Field (1‐3 years)
i.
The stand of garlic mustard and dames rocket on the west edge of the Old Field is
relatively small. Use appropriate methods from Invasive Plant Eradication Guide to
eliminate this occurrence quickly. Hand‐pulling may produce fast and satisfactory
results in this circumstance given the size of the infestation and management unit.
ii.
Work this entire unit from the center of the field outward using appropriate
methods from the Invasive Plant Eradication Guide to eliminate invasive shrubs
common buckthorn, honeysuckle, and autumn olive.
b. Restore Old Field Prairie through thinning and seeding appropriate species (2 to 4 years)
i.
As existing invasive plants are brought under control, remove large trees to open
the canopy, leaving some eastern red‐cedar, eastern white pine and native shrubs
(as is typical in a dry to dry‐mesic prairie/savanna habitat).
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ii.

Once a satisfactory opening is achieved, plant native seed mixes to attain a
prairie/savanna setting. Species such as big bluestem, little bluestem, prairie
cordgrass, nodding wild onion, butterfly milkweed, purple coneflower, rattlesnake
master, stiff goldenrod and golden Alexanders are suitable for the conditions
described.. Some non‐native groundcover (Canada bluegrass) will remain thick but
should co‐exist with native species.
c. Eradicate invasive plants from Transitional Habitat (3 to 4 years)
i.
Using appropriate methods from the Invasive Plant Eradication Guide, eradicate
invasive species in the Transitional Habitat. Use the east edge of the newly
restored Old Field as a starting point and work east towards the sport field. Do the
same from the northeast side of the Old Field working toward E. Lake Lansing Rd.
After these smaller parts are completed, work from the remaining edges of the Old
Field and work toward the large Southern Hardwood Swamp and the Vernal Pond.
d. Maintenance ‐ Invasive species will continue to show from the seed bank and reintroductions
by people, animals and other natural conditions (wind, etc.). A long‐term maintenance
program will have to be developed and diligently followed. Twice yearly or more, inspections
for invasive species should be done by volunteers or staff. Volunteers can easily be taught to
identify each of the species noted in this area.
e. Expected outcomes
i.
Short‐term (1 to 5 years) ‐ Re‐sprouts from cuttings of invasive shrub removal will
require multiple treatments. Garlic mustard and dames rocket will continue to
show in new populations from the seed bank as well as from reintroductions from
other areas.
ii. Long‐term (5 to 20 years) ‐ Invasive plants will be coming up from the seedbank for
many years. Diligence, patience and adaptive management will be required.
Eventually, invasives will be reduced to maintenance levels and a prairie/savanna
will begin to establish on its own and can be enhanced (if desired) with great
educational opportunity.
7. Pond Area – Priority is based on the presence of invasives, recreational and educational
opportunities, and limited potential to improve the habitat. This area is not highly infested, though
invasives are present. The area is dominated by human influence, so the ability to restore the habitat
is limited by the inability to reverse intense disturbances, which are used for recreation. Some
habitat areas can be improved, though, so efforts should be focused in those areas.
The basic management concept is to eradicate invasives while introducing a naturalized buffer strip
around the pond to improve the function and recreational experience of the site. Access to fishing
and viewing is abundant via the platform and bridge, so access via the embankments is unnecessary.
This offers opportunities to reclaim the remainder of the perimeter where habitat is absent. The
embankments should be naturalized where they are not and stabilized where possible. If feasible,
restore the historic hydrology of the site. (See the general observations of the potential effects of
raising the water table in the Wet Meadow management section.)
a. Maintain and work to reduce current levels of invasive plants (1 to 3 years)
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i.

Currently, occurrences of invasive plants are relatively low in this area. A targeted
response to invasive plants can be kept to mostly maintenance levels.
b. Plant a vegetative buffer strip of herbaceous and few shrub species between the paved path
and the water’s edge (1 to 2 years)
i.
Use plants adapted to site conditions, such as wild white indigo, New England
aster, sedges, black‐eyed Susan, yellow coneflower and other showy plants, for a
narrow buffer strip (3‐6 ft). The buffer strip will filter overland flow from the paved
path and turf grass, as well as increase the overall strength and attractiveness of
the shoreline.
ii.
Use signage to educate public on natural processes of the pond ecosystem while
informing them of conservation efforts within the area that need their help for
protection.
c. Maintenance – Invasive species will continue to show from the seed bank and
reintroductions by people, animals and other natural conditions (wind, etc.). A long‐term
maintenance program will have to be developed and diligently followed. Twice yearly or
more, inspections for invasive species should be done by volunteers or staff. Volunteers can
easily be taught to identify each of the species noted in this area.
d. Expected outcomes
i.
Short‐term (1 to 5 years) ‐ Vegetation will establish along the shore of the pond,
limiting access to pond. Members of the public may be concerned by the changes
to their recreation opportunities. Education will be crucial in this phase of public
interaction.
ii.
Long‐term (5 to 10 years) ‐ A more natural embankment will develop within the
buffer strip. Vegetation should be well established with visits by showy insects,
song birds, and other pollinators becoming common.
8. Wet Meadow – Priority is based on the presence of invasives, likelihood of a slow restoration,
manageability, and potential to develop a quality habitat. While this small area could become a very
healthy ecosystem, it is almost entirely populated by invasive species, making recovery an intense
and extended process. Efforts must be persistent and focused, so attention should be directed here
only when time, money, and resources can be set aside for a long‐term, active management process.
Otherwise, efforts will be wasted as invasives recover and reclaim their old positions.
The basic management concept is to eradicate invasives in an intense, persistent effort while
promoting natural flora growth throughout the process. Invasive species removal is the first step to
restoring this wet meadow to its natural form. Since invasives cover the majority of the area,
extensive seeding, planting, and growth management will be required as removal of invasives will
leave large disturbed areas vulnerable to invasive species re‐infestation. Hydrologic restoration is
desirable in this area, though the means to achieve historic hydrology requires a more detailed
analysis than this report can provide. Restoring the hydrology in this area would also restore the
hydrology in the southern extent of the main Southern Hardwood Swamp, as well as the pond area.
(A complete hydrologic survey is required to determine the full impacts of and potential for hydrologic
restoration.)
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a. Split the unit into manageable zones – Since the creek makes a natural division through the
center of the community, split the unit into two management zones along the creek. Treat
the southern zone first since it borders highly controlled areas such as paved trails, pond
water and turf grass. The northern half can be treated after sufficient goals are met on the
southern half. Treat both zones in the same manner described below.
b. Begin the long‐term project of removing reed canary grass (10+ years)
i.
This is an incredibly vigorous plant and is widespread as the dominant ground
cover in this community. It will continue to spread as a monoculture if a long‐term
adaptive management plan isn’t adopted to battle this plant. Use appropriate
methods from Invasive Plant Eradication Guide to eliminate continuous stands of
reed canary grass.
c. Remove multiflora rose (3‐5 years)
i.
Use appropriate methods from Invasive Plant Eradication Guide to eliminate the
isolated but many occurrences of multi‐flora rose throughout the wet meadow.
d. Remove other sporadic occurrences of invasive plants (2‐4 years)
i.
Use appropriate methods from Invasive Plant Eradication Guide to eliminate the
isolated occurrences of other various invasive shrubs such as common and glossy
buckthorn.
e. Reseed bare areas with native seed mixes (2 to 10 years)
i.
As eradication of monoculture species (reed canary grass) moves forward, bare
areas will remain and require immediate establishment of native species to
prevent another infestation of invasive plants. Individual areas should be seeded as
they are opened up. Do not wait until the entire unit is completed. A sun‐
tolerant, wet to wet‐mesic mix that establishes quickly and with vigor is highly
recommended. Species for such a mix would include Virginia wildrye, prairie
cordgrass and switchgrass.
f. Restore the historic hydrology of this site and others (5‐20 years)
i.
As requested, the following is a general observation of the potential effects of
raising the water table: If the water level was raised 6”‐12”, the shore and
pathway directly adjacent to the south edge of the pond would likely remain dry
and stable enough to continue using as‐is as long as a wider and more robust
vegetated buffer strip is established. To the north, in the forested wetlands, the
water table would likely raise enough to saturate a generous area for a significant
portion of the year. While standing water en masse would be unlikely, the organic
muck soils would make a foot path difficult to maintain; a board walk would be
suggested if an interpretive trail is desired. Only those species suited to a higher
water table would thrive. To the west, the wet meadow would also have more
saturated soils and would likely see the greatest restorative benefits from the
raised water table killing some species, i.e. multi‐flora rose and common
buckthorn. An in‐depth and specified hydrologic survey of the ground water and
surface water flow would be required to better understand any potential
consequences of impounding any waterways. (A complete hydrologic survey is
required to determine the full impacts of and potential for hydrologic restoration.)
g. Maintenance ‐ Invasive species will continue to show from the seed bank and reintroductions
by people, animals and other natural conditions (wind, etc.). A long‐term maintenance
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program will have to be developed and diligently followed. Twice yearly or more, inspections
for invasive species should be done by volunteers or staff. Volunteers can easily be taught to
identify each of the species noted in this area.
h. Expected outcomes
i.
Short‐term (1 to 5 years) – Reed canary grass will continue to thrive in stands, but
should be maintainable at current levels. A reduction in multi‐flora rose
populations should be seen relatively quickly.
ii.
Long‐term scenario A [hydrology is not restored] (5 to 20 years) – Reed canarygrass
will be brought under control and populations will eventually be decreased to
satisfactory management levels (a minimum of 10 years). However, without
intense and adaptive management, reed canarygrass will continue to expand and
any restoration efforts in this area will be overrun by this species. Multi‐flora rose
should be nearly eliminated, but individual plants will continue to sprout as seeds
are dropped from birds and other wildlife.
iii.
Long‐term scenario B [hydrology is restored] (5 to 20 years) – Only those woody
shrubs that are adapted to frequent inundation will remain. Most trees and shrubs
will desiccate as they are submerged. A more open meadow of low growing
vegetation will dominate.
9. Cattail Marsh – Priority is based on the lack of harmful invasives, the low quality of the habitat, and
the area’s manageable condition. This habitat can be maintained as‐is with relatively low investment
of resources while other areas receive greater treatment. Even though this marsh area is heavily
invaded with non‐native and hybrid cattail, control of those species is highly labor intensive and may
not be worth the effort. The near monoculture of cattail is likely doing well to filter runoff and could
be left alone.
The basic management concept is to continue routine maintenance while monitoring for invasive
plants with frequent inspections and quick reactions to new occurrences.
a. Monitor for and treat new invasive plant occurrences (long term) – Using frequent
inspections, two to four times per year, monitor the fringes of this community for new
occurrences of invasive plants. When new occurrences are observed, treat immediately with
appropriate methods from the Invasive Plant Eradication Guide.
b. Expected Outcomes
i.
Short‐term (1 to 5 years) – The cattail marsh will look similar to its present state.
The cattails will likely all be hybrids of native and non‐native cattails. Occurrences
of new invasive plants will likely have been observed and hopefully eradicated
before they become problematic.
ii.
Long‐term (5 to 10 years) – As the cattails become thicker, a rise in the land surface
might begin to show as the roots of the cattails create and collect soil. Otherwise,
the marsh will look similar to how it looks now. Invasive plants will be observed
and eradicated by proper management.
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10. Rain Garden and adjacent upland habitat – Directly north of the parking area and picnic pavilion
in the northeast corner of the park there is a constructed depression that was intended to be a rain
garden. To the north of the rain garden and running north along E. Lake Lansing Rd. is a narrow strip
of roadside grass maintained as open space. These areas could both be enhanced by modifying the
rain garden towards a more useful end and converting the roadside area into a low profile dry‐mesic
prairie. An interpretive sign is also highly suggested for the rain garden. These areas receive a low
priority because they were not the central or requested focus of this plan. If desired, these areas
could be moved very high on the priority list because of their visibility and proximity to high‐use
areas, as well as their educational opportunity.
a. Rain gardens ‐ The general intent of a rain garden is to harvest rain water from hard surfaces
(parking lots, roads, roof tops, etc.) during rain events and use that water to grow native
plants adapted to saturated soils and slightly drier conditions. By collecting the rain water
before it courses into the municipal storm water sewer system and ultimately into surface
water bodies (streams, lakes, drains, etc.), surface water quality can be improved by allowing
the polluted runoff to infiltrate into the soil and working through the natural cleansing
properties of soil structure. There is also the opportunity to grow a wide variety of colorful
and attractive plants in highly visible areas. Adapting a true rain garden to existing municipal
construction codes can be a challenge since standards on drainage are very specific for
surface runoff.
i.
Modifying existing rain garden (1 year) – The major issue currently is that there is
no avenue for surface water, except for rain from directly above, to find its way in
the garden. This lack of water has also resulted in a lack of vegetation typical of
rain gardens. Highly compacted soils in the garden will also be an issue for
drainage if large amounts of water are allowed into the garden.
1. Improve infiltration in garden – Before large amounts of water are allowed
to enter the garden, the drainage capacity will have to be improved by tilling
the soil as deep as possible, in order to increase the porosity of the soil. Be
careful not to compact the soil once tillage is complete.
2. Plant native plants – Select a variety of native plants adapted to saturated
soils as well as limited periods of drier soils such as sedges, wild senna,
swamp milkweed, butterfly milkweed, New England aster, etc. The roots of
these plants will go very deep and, in a relatively short amount of time, will
increase water infiltration through “root tillage.” Be careful not to compact
the soil during the planting.
3. Alter surface water flow – The adjacent parking lot and pavilion roof top
present the opportunity to harvest a great quantity of water. To do so,
modifications will be necessary to the parking lot and curb. The storm drain
in the driveway currently collects all of the water from the parking lot,
directing it into the storm sewers and the curb prevents any possible
overflow from coursing to the garden. Covering the storm drain and cutting
the curb will allow water to find the rain garden.
4. Erect an interpretive sign – Rain gardens are an excellent tool to manage
urban runoff and improve surface water quality. This high visibility site
offers a great chance to educate on the potential of this tool. While this rain
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garden, as an isolated project, has a minimal effect on the overall surface
water quality within the City of East Lansing, their potential as a storm water
management tool is huge. If only city‐owned properties had something akin
to a rain garden, a very significant amount of surface runoff could be treated
before it entered surface streams, lakes and ultimately our Great Lakes. If
nothing else, the water cycle can be very clearly described using a rain
garden as an example.
5. Maintenance – The garden will have to be treated as a landscaped feature
and weeded regularly by hand (several times per year). It is a small garden
and weeding will go quickly.
b. Establish roadside dry‐mesic prairie (2 to 3 years)
i.
Eradicate existing turf grass (2 to 3 weeks) – Approximately 2 to 3 weeks prior to
planting, treat the roadside grass with a glyphosate based herbicide, killing all of
the existing vegetation. Inspect the area 1 to 2 weeks after application for
complete eradication. Retreat areas where vegetation still exists.
ii.
Establish dry‐mesic prairie mix (1 to 3 years) – After the roadside grass has been
eradicated, use a no‐till seed drill to sow a suitable seed mix (Junegrass,
switchgrass, asters, goldenrods, golden Alexanders, etc.) with cover crop. Surface
preparation is not needed and a more consistent stand will establish if a no‐till drill
is used.
iii.
Maintenance ‐ During the first full growing season, mow down to 4 to 6 inches
once the planted vegetation reaches a height of 10 to 12 inches to control weeds.
During the second year, mow to 8 inches when vegetation reaches 12 to 18 inches
and hand pull or spot herbicide weeds. During the third year and beyond, burn or
mow to 4 inches every other year in early spring, removing clippings after mowing.
c. Expected Outcomes
i.
Short‐term (1 to 5 years) – Constructed and modified properly, the vegetation in
the rain garden will be vigorous and showy. The diversity and color of the plants
will attract a variety of pollinating insects and birds. Common turf weeds will
always encroach from the neighboring lawns and will have to be pulled. The
roadside prairie will require annual mowing but will be well established by the 5th
year.
ii.
Long‐term (5 to 10 years) – Ideally, as the City of East Lansing learns more about
the positive effects of rain gardens and low‐impact design elements, this rain
garden will be one of many and will be a small part of a large reduction in
pollutants entering local water ways. The roadside prairie will be well‐established
and vigorous, but will still require annual mowing and general maintenance.
11. Open Turf Grass – There are three major open spaces in the park that are capable of supporting
light recreational activities. For the most part these areas should be maintained as they currently are
in order to preserve spaces for people to play sports, picnic, etc. Mowing on a regularly and spot
treatment of common turf grass weeds is a suitable course of action for most areas. One area offers
the opportunity to create a diverse transition zone between two other communities. A brief
description for maintenance and/or habitat conversion of the three open space zones follows:
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a. Turf at southwest entrance – Of the few areas where open turf exists, this area, separating
the Dry Mesic Hardwood Forest and the Cattail Marsh/Southwest, has potential for habitat
conversion. The entire area is currently being maintained as mowed turf grass. The northern
half works well as open space for light recreational activities and can be maintained as is by
mowing, fertilizing and treating for common turf weeds. However, the southern half has wet
to wet‐mesic soils and seems under utilized by people. It could be converted to a wet to
wet‐mesic meadow with suitable native grasses and wildflowers, offering a very nice
transition from one community to the next.
i.
Conversion of turf grass to native wet to wet‐mesic meadow (2 to 3 years)
1. Eradicate existing turf grass (2 to 3 weeks) – Approximately 2 to 3 weeks
prior to planting, treat the turf grass with a glyphosate based herbicide,
killing all of the existing vegetation. Inspect the area 1 to 2 weeks after
application for complete eradication. Retreat areas where vegetation still
exists.
2. Establish wet to wet‐mesic meadow seed mix (1 to 3 years) – After the turf
grass has been eradicated, use a no‐till seed drill to sow a suitable seed mix
(big bluestem, sedges, rushes, wild onion, asters, cardinal flower, etc.) with
cover crop. Surface preparation is not needed and a more consistent stand
will establish if a no‐till drill is used.
3. Maintenance ‐ During the first full growing season, mow down to 4 to 6
inches once the planted vegetation reaches a height of 10 to 12 inches to
control weeds. During the second year, mow to 8 inches when vegetation
reaches 12 to 18 inches and hand pull or spot herbicide weeds. During the
third year and beyond, burn or mow to 4 inches every other year in early
spring, removing clippings after mowing.
b. Sports fields and pavilion (NE quarter of Park) – This is the only designated sports and picnic
area of the park and should be kept as is. Maintenance can limited to common turf
maintenance of mowing, fertilizing and treatment of common turf weeds.
c. Turf at southeast parking lot and entrance – This area is one of the few places where groups
are able to picnic, play catch, gather on the grass, etc. Maintenance can limited to common
turf maintenance of mowing, fertilizing and treatment of common turf weeds.
d. Expected Outcomes
i.
Short‐term (1 to 5 years) – The sports fields in the northeast corner and the turf
grass at the southeast entrance will be maintained as they currently are and little
will change. The area in the southwest that is converted from turf grass to wet to
wet‐mesic meadow will be well established by the 5th year, but will still require
annual mowing for maintenance. Weeds should be under control.
ii.
Long‐term (5 to 10 years) ‐ The sports fields in the northeast corner and the turf
grass at the southeast entrance will be maintained as they currently are and little
will change. The converted area will be vigorous and showy. Maintenance and
mowing will still be required annually.
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Summary
White Park Today and in the Future
White Park exhibits a truly varied landscape with many unique plant communities and landform features.
The esker on which the dry‐mesic hardwood forests lies is a fantastic glimpse into the glacial activity and
natural history of the area. The southern hardwood swamp, comprising the majority of the park, offers a
valuable example of one of the most common wetland types in southern Michigan. In the northeast corner
of the park the old field and transitional habitats allow for an interesting look into the natural progression of
abandoned agricultural enterprise, as vegetation once again takes back an area, albeit in a significantly
altered manner. Within a few feet, the drier uplands of the transitional habitat turns into the saturated muck
of the neighboring vernal pool, showing how quickly an area can transition from one plant community to
another with drastically different potential for plant and animal life.
While White Park has been heavily influenced by humans and invasive species are common throughout all
plant communities, restoration of these communities is possible with diligence, a long‐term mind set and
realistic goals. White Park will never be like it was before European settlement, but glimpses of that past can
be seen here and there and educational opportunities abound for all visitors.
This report should be seen as a start towards the successful management of White Park. Specific goals must
be set based on the resources of the City, the realities of the plant communities and general park make‐up,
as well as the desires and general resources of the community and its volunteers. Continued alteration and
expansion of this plan will be necessary, as well as long‐term monitoring, to work towards and gauge success.
A three‐season (spring/summer/fall) monitoring plan is recommended to produce a clearer picture of the
conditions of the park. In order to accurately measure success, a photographic log is highly suggested.
Photographs should be taken annually from the same point within each zone, at the same time of year and in
each of the four cardinal directions.
With a successful management program in place, White Park will reach healthy levels of biodiversity and
species richness, making it a premiere habitat for local flora and fauna within the city. As the park’s habitats
develop into healthy ecosystems, new recreational and educational opportunities will be created. These
opportunities will be able to more effectively engage the community, promoting healthy lifestyles while
generating a strong sense of responsibility for the environment. Overall, the future of White Park is bright,
making this a special opportunity for the City of East Lansing.
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Appendix
Table 5 – Floristic Quality Data Summary by Habitat Zones 1 through 5 (By Native FQI)
FLORISTIC QUALITY DATA

Southern Hardwood
Swamp (1)

Pond Area (2)

Dry Mesic Forest (3)

Low Diversity Hardwood
Swamp (5)

Wet Meadow (4)

NATIVE SPECIES

80

49

37

31

15

ADVENTIVE SPECIES

16

9

7

9

9

Total Species

96

58

44

40

24

% Native Species

83%

84%

84%

78%

63%

% Adventive Species

17%

16%

16%

23%

38%

3.3

2.8

3

2.9

3.7

2.8

2.4

2.5

2.3

2.3

29.7

19.7

18.4

16.2

14.2

27.1

18.1

16.9

14.2

11.2

‐0.7

‐1.4

1.8

‐2.7

0.4

‐0.1

‐0.7

2.2

‐1.6

1.8

Faculative (+)

Faculative (+)

Fac. Upland (+)

Fac. Wetland

Faculative

NATIVE MEAN C
MEAN C w/Adventives
NATIVE FQI
FQI w/Adventives
NATIVE MEAN W
MEAN W w/Adventives
WETNESS
DOMINANT CANOPY SPP

Acer rubrum

DOMINANT GROUND SPP

Glyceria striata

Quercus rubra

RHAMNUS CATHARTICA

Aralia nudicaulis
Carex pensylvanica

Carex lacustris

Osmunda cinnamomea
HIGHEST C VALUE
HIGHEST C SPECIES

Phalaris arundinacea

10
Athyrium pycnocarpon

6

5

Asclepias incarnata

Arisaema triphyllum

Osmunda claytoniana

Carya ovata

7
Chelone glabra

8
Quercus bicolor
Sanicula canadensis

Corylus americana
Fraxinus americana
Hamamelis virginiana
Lonicera dioica
Parthenocissus quinquefolia
Quercus alba
Quercus rubra
Smilacina racemosa
Viburnum rafinesquianum
DOMINANT INVASIVES

ALLIARIA PETIOLATA

LONICERA SPP.

LONICERA SPP.

LONICERA SPP.

ALLIARIA PETIOLATA

LONICERA SPP.

RHAMNUS CATHARTICA

RHAMNUS CATHARTICA

Phalaris arundinacea

LONICERA SPP.

RHAMNUS CATHARTICA

ROSA MULTIFLORA

RHAMNUS CATHARTICA

RHAMNUS CATHARTICA

RHAMNUS FRANGULA

RHAMNUS FRANGULA
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Table 6 ‐ Floristic Quality Data Summary by Habitat Zones 6 through 10 (By Native FQI)
FLORISTIC QUALITY DATA
Old Field (6)

Cottonwood Swamp (7)

Cattail Marsh (8)

Vernal Pond (9)

Transitional Habitat (10)

NATIVE SPECIES

30

16

14

10

11

ADVENTIVE SPECIES

17

2

5

1

7

Total Species

47

18

19

11

18

% Native Species

64%

89%

74%

91%

61%

% Adventive Species

36%

11%

26%

9%

39%

2.4

2.9

2.8

2.2

1.8

1.5

2.6

2.1

2

1.1

13.1

11.8

10.4

7

6

10.5

11.1

8.9

6.6

4.7

‐0.3

‐1.9

‐2.9

‐3.3

0

0.8

‐1.6

‐1.8

‐3

1.1

Faculative

Fac. Wetland (‐)

Fac. Wetland

Fac. Wetland

Faculative

NATIVE MEAN C
MEAN C w/Adventives
NATIVE FQI
FQI w/Adventives
NATIVE MEAN W
MEAN W w/Adventives
WETNESS
DOMINANT CANOPY SPP

Populus deltoides

TYPHA ANGUSTIFOLIA

Populus deltoides

Typha latifolia
DOMINANT GROUND SPP

POA COMPRESSA

HIGHEST C VALUE
HIGHEST C SPECIES

5
Parthenocissus quinquefolia

8
Sanicula canadensis

10
Cardamine pratensis

5
Lemna minor

5
Parthenocissus quinquefolia

Salix nigra
DOMINANT INVASIVES

ELAEAGNUS UMBELLATA

RHAMNUS CATHARTICA

RHAMNUS CATHARTICA

POA COMPRESSA

RHAMNUS FRANGULA

TYPHA ANGUSTIFOLIA

Phalaris arundinacea

ALLIARIA PETIOLATA
RHAMNUS CATHARTICA

RHAMNUS CARTHATICA
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Tables 7 ‐ 16: Complete Botanical Inventory and Floristic Quality Data by Plant Community (By Native FQI)
A major tool in delineating the plant community types was the in‐depth floristic quality data that was
collected, compiled and interpreted for all areas of the park. This data has been compiled into separate
tables for each plant community. The baseline data for the floristic quality data of the individual plant species
were observed and then recorded and the corresponding Coefficient of Conservatism (C) for each species
was given. The C value, ranging from 1 to 10, represents the likelihood that a given plant will occur on a given
site, relatively unaltered from pre‐ European settlement conditions. For example, a plant that is likely to
occur only on a high quality pre‐European settlement remnant receives a value of 10, whereas a native plant
that will occur on a low quality, highly disturbed site receives a value of 0. Non‐native (adventive) plants
receive a value of 0. To better assess the overall floristic quality of a given site, a Floristic Quality Index (FQI)
is assigned to each community. The FQI is derived by multiplying the square root of the number of plants in a
site by the mean C of the site. Two mean C values and two FQIs are calculated for each site: one for native
plants only and one that includes non‐native plants. The FQI is a useful component in assessment of the
overall quality of a site, an important factor in prioritizing habitat restoration.
The floristic quality data also shows the wetness (W) for each plant, ‐5 being strictly wetland occurrence and
5 being strictly upland occurrence. The mean W represents the overall wetness of the community. Other
data, such as the number of native and adventives species, the dominant canopy and ground species, etc.,
are also included.
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The following definitions and code description are a summary key of the following tables:
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐

‐

Scientific Name in Bold is dominant species
Scientific Name in ALL CAPS is an adventive species
C Value is the Score of Conservatism ‐ described in 'Data and Methods'
Coefficient of Wetness is the numeric score of a plant tolerance to wetness
Physiognomy is a plant's habit (tree, shrub, forb, etc.) and origin status
o Nt – Native
o Ad – Adventive (non‐native)
o A – Annual
o P – Perennial
o B – Biennial
o W – Woody
Wetland Codes
Wetn
ess
Sym
Wetland
Score Description
bol
Category
Occurs almost never in wetlands under natural
UPL
Upland
5
conditions ‐ (estimated < 1% probability)
Occasionally occurs in wetlands, but usually
occur in nonwetlands ‐ (estimated 1% ‐ 33%
Facultative
probability)
FACU Upland
3
Equally likely to occur in wetlands or non‐
wetlands ‐ (estimated 34% ‐ 66% probability)
FAC
Facultative
0
Usually occurs in wetlands, but occasionally
found in nonwetlands ‐ (estimated 67% ‐ 99%
FAC
Facultative
probability)
W
Wetland
‐3
Obligate
Occurs almost always in wetlands under natural
OBL
Wetland
‐5
conditions ‐ (estimated > 99% probability)
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Table 7: Southern Hardwood Swamp Botanical Inventory

^ĐŝĞŶƚŝĨŝĐEĂŵĞ
ĐĞƌƌƵďƌƵŵ
'ZK^d/^'/'Ed
/>Ed,h^>d/^^/D
>>/Z/Wd/K>d
ŵĞůĂŶĐŚŝĞƌůĂĞǀŝƐ
ƉŽĐǇŶƵŵĐĂŶŶĂďŝŶƵŵ
ƌĂůŝĂŶƵĚŝĐĂƵůŝƐ
Zd/hDD/Eh^
ƌŝƐĂĞŵĂƚƌŝƉŚǇůůƵŵ
ƚŚǇƌŝƵŵĨŝůŝǆͲĨĞŵŝŶĂ
ƚŚǇƌŝƵŵƉǇĐŶŽĐĂƌƉŽŶ
ZZ/^d,hEZ'//
dh>WEh>
ŝĚĞŶƐĐĞƌŶƵƵƐ
ŽĞŚŵĞƌŝĂĐǇůŝŶĚƌŝĐĂ
ĂƌĞǆďĞďďŝŝ
ĂƌĞǆďůĂŶĚĂ
ĂƌĞǆĐĞƉŚĂůŽƉŚŽƌĂ
ĂƌĞǆŐƌĂĐŝůůŝŵĂ
ĂƌĞǆůƵƉƵůŝŶĂ
ĂƌĞǆƐƚŝƉĂƚĂ
ĂƌĞǆƐƚƌŝĐƚĂ
ĂƌĞǆǀƵůƉŝŶŽŝĚĞĂ
ĂƌǇĂŽǀĂƚĂ
ĞůƚŝƐŽĐĐŝĚĞŶƚĂůŝƐ
ĞƌĐŝƐĐĂŶĂĚĞŶƐŝƐ
ŝƌĐĂĞĂůƵƚĞƚŝĂŶĂ
KEs>>Z/D:>/^
ŽƌǇůƵƐĂŵĞƌŝĐĂŶĂ
ǇƐƚŽƉƚĞƌŝƐĨƌĂŐŝůŝƐ
ƌǇŽƉƚĞƌŝƐĐĂƌƚŚƵƐŝĂŶĂ
h,^E/E/
ĐŚŝŶŽĐǇƐƚŝƐůŽďĂƚĂ
ƉŝůŽďŝƵŵĐŝůŝĂƚƵŵ
ƌĞĐŚƚŝƚĞƐŚŝĞƌĂĐŝĨŽůŝĂ
hKEzDh^hZKW
ƵƉĂƚŽƌŝƵŵŵĂĐƵůĂƚƵŵ
ƵƉĂƚŽƌŝƵŵƌƵŐŽƐƵŵ
&ĂŐƵƐŐƌĂŶĚŝĨŽůŝĂ
&ƌĂǆŝŶƵƐƉĞŶŶƐǇůǀĂŶŝĐĂ
'ĂůŝƵŵĂƉĂƌŝŶĞ
'ĂůŝƵŵƚƌŝĨůŽƌƵŵ
'ĞƵŵĐĂŶĂĚĞŶƐĞ
'ůǇĐĞƌŝĂƐƚƌŝĂƚĂ
,ĂĐŬĞůŝĂǀŝƌŐŝŶŝĂŶĂ
,^WZ/^DdZKE>/^

ŽŵŵŽŶEĂŵĞ
ZDW>
ZdKW
dZK&,sE
'Z>/Dh^dZ
^DKKd,^,h^,
/E/E,DW
t/>^Z^WZ/>>
KDDKEhZK<
:</Ed,Wh>W/d
>z&ZE
EZZKt>s^W>EtKZd
:WE^ZZZz
hZKWEt,/d/Z,
EK/E'hZDZ/'K>
&>^Edd>
^'
^'
^'
^'
^'
^'
^'
^'
^,'Z<,/<KZz
,<ZZz
Zh
E,EdZΖ^E/',d^,
>/>zK&d,s>>z
,>Ehd
&Z'/>&ZE
^W/Eh>K^tKK&ZE
/E/E^dZtZZz
t/>hhDZ
t/>>Kt,Z
&/Zt
^W/E>dZ
:KWzt
t,/d^E<ZKKd
DZ/E,
Z^,
EEh>^dZt
&Z'ZEd^dZt
t,/dsE^
&Kt>DEE'Z^^
''ZΖ^>/
DΖ^ZK<d

ŽĞĨĨŝĐŝĞŶƚŽĨ
sĂůƵĞ tĞƚŶĞƐƐ
ϭ
Ϭ
Ϭ
Ϭ
Ϭ
ϱ
Ϭ
Ϭ
ϰ
ϱ
ϯ
Ϭ
ϱ
ϯ
Ϭ
ϱ
ϱ
ͲϮ
ϰ
Ϭ
ϭϬ
ϭ
Ϭ
ϰ
Ϭ
Ͳϰ
ϯ
Ͳϱ
ϱ
Ͳϱ
ϰ
Ͳϱ
ϭ
Ϭ
ϯ
ϯ
ϰ
ϯ
ϰ
Ͳϱ
ϭ
Ͳϱ
ϰ
Ͳϱ
ϭ
Ͳϱ
ϱ
ϯ
ϱ
ϭ
ϴ
ϯ
Ϯ
ϯ
Ϭ
ϱ
ϱ
ϰ
ϰ
ϯ
ϱ
ͲϮ
Ϭ
ϰ
Ϯ
ͲϮ
ϯ
ϯ
Ϯ
ϯ
Ϭ
ϱ
ϰ
Ͳϱ
ϰ
ϯ
ϲ
ϯ
Ϯ
Ͳϯ
Ϭ
ϯ
ϰ
Ϯ
ϭ
Ϭ
ϰ
Ͳϱ
ϭ
ϭ
Ϭ
ϱ

tĞƚůĂŶĚ
ŽĚĞ
&
&
hW>
&
hW>
&
&h
hW>
&tͲ
&
&Ͳ
&hͲ
&tн
K>
K>
K>
&
&h
&h
K>
K>
K>
K>
&h
&Ͳ
&h
&h
hW>
&hͲ
&h
&tͲ
&hͲ
&tͲ
&h
&h
hW>
K>
&h
&h
&t
&h
&hн
&
K>
&Ͳ
hW>

WŚǇƐŝŽŐŶŽŵǇ
EƚdƌĞĞ
ĚWͲ'ƌĂƐƐ
ĚdƌĞĞ
ĚͲ&Žƌď
EƚdƌĞĞ
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
ĚͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
Eƚ&ĞƌŶ
Eƚ&ĞƌŶ
Ě^ŚƌƵď
ĚdƌĞĞ
EƚͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ^ĞĚŐĞ
EƚWͲ^ĞĚŐĞ
EƚWͲ^ĞĚŐĞ
EƚWͲ^ĞĚŐĞ
EƚWͲ^ĞĚŐĞ
EƚWͲ^ĞĚŐĞ
EƚWͲ^ĞĚŐĞ
EƚWͲ^ĞĚŐĞ
EƚdƌĞĞ
EƚdƌĞĞ
EƚdƌĞĞ
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
ĚWͲ&Žƌď
Eƚ^ŚƌƵď
Eƚ&ĞƌŶ
Eƚ&ĞƌŶ
ĚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚͲ&Žƌď
Ě^ŚƌƵď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚdƌĞĞ
EƚdƌĞĞ
EƚͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ'ƌĂƐƐ
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
ĚWͲ&Žƌď

49

White Park Landscape Management Plan
Table 8: Pond Area Botanical Inventory

^ĐŝĞŶƚŝĨŝĐEĂŵĞ
ĐĞƌŶĞŐƵŶĚŽ
ĐĞƌƌƵďƌƵŵ
'ZK^d/^^dK>KE/&Z
ůŶƵƐƌƵŐŽƐĂ
ƌŝƐĂĞŵĂƚƌŝƉŚǇůůƵŵ
ƐĐůĞƉŝĂƐŝŶĐĂƌŶĂƚĂ
ƐƚĞƌůĂƚĞƌŝĨůŽƌƵƐ
ŽĞŚŵĞƌŝĂĐǇůŝŶĚƌŝĐĂ
ĂƌĞǆďůĂŶĚĂ
ĂƌĞǆŐƌĂŶƵůĂƌŝƐ
ĂƌĞǆůƵƉƵůŝŶĂ
ĂƌĞǆƐƚŝƉĂƚĂ
ĂƌĞǆǀƵůƉŝŶŽŝĚĞĂ
ĂƌǇĂĐŽƌĚŝĨŽƌŵŝƐ
>^dZh^KZ/h>d
ĞůƚŝƐŽĐĐŝĚĞŶƚĂůŝƐ
ŽƌŶƵƐĨŽĞŵŝŶĂ
ƌĂƚĂĞŐƵƐŵŽůůŝƐ
h,^E/E/
ůĞŽĐŚĂƌŝƐƐŵĂůůŝŝ
ƌŝŐĞƌŽŶƉŚŝůĂĚĞůƉŚŝĐƵƐ
ƵƉĂƚŽƌŝƵŵƉĞƌĨŽůŝĂƚƵŵ
ƵƉĂƚŽƌŝƵŵƌƵŐŽƐƵŵ
'ĂůŝƵŵƚƌŝĨůŽƌƵŵ
'ĞƵŵĐĂŶĂĚĞŶƐĞ
'ůǇĐĞƌŝĂƐƚƌŝĂƚĂ
,ĂĐŬĞůŝĂǀŝƌŐŝŶŝĂŶĂ
/ŵƉĂƚŝĞŶƐĐĂƉĞŶƐŝƐ
:ƵŐůĂŶƐŶŝŐƌĂ

ŽŵŵŽŶEĂŵĞ
Ky>Z
ZDW>
ZW/E'Ed
d'>Z
:</Ed,Wh>W/d
^tDWD/><t
^/&>KtZ/E'^dZ
&>^Edd>
^'
^'
^'
^'
^'
/ddZEhd,/<KZz
KZ/Ed>/ddZ^td
,<ZZz
'ZzK'tKK
,td,KZE
/E/E^dZtZZz
^W/<Zh^,
DZ^,&>E
KDDKEKE^d
t,/d^E<ZKKd
&Z'ZEd^dZt
t,/dsE^
&Kt>DEE'Z^^
''ZΖ^>/
^WKdddKh,DEKd
><t>Ehd

ŽĞĨĨŝĐŝĞŶƚŽĨ
sĂůƵĞ tĞƚŶĞƐƐ
Ϭ
ͲϮ
ϭ
Ϭ
Ϭ
Ͳϯ
ϱ
Ͳϱ
ϱ
ͲϮ
ϲ
Ͳϱ
Ϯ
ͲϮ
ϱ
Ͳϱ
ϭ
Ϭ
Ϯ
Ͳϰ
ϰ
Ͳϱ
ϭ
Ͳϱ
ϭ
Ͳϱ
ϱ
Ϭ
Ϭ
ϱ
ϱ
ϭ
ϭ
ͲϮ
Ϯ
ͲϮ
Ϭ
ϰ
ϱ
Ͳϱ
Ϯ
Ͳϯ
ϰ
Ͳϰ
ϰ
ϯ
ϰ
Ϯ
ϭ
Ϭ
ϰ
Ͳϱ
ϭ
ϭ
Ϯ
Ͳϯ
ϱ
ϯ

tĞƚůĂŶĚ
ŽĚĞ
&tͲ
&
&t
K>
&tͲ
K>
&tͲ
K>
&
&tн
K>
K>
K>
&
hW>
&Ͳ
&tͲ
&tͲ
&hͲ
K>
&t
&tн
&h
&hн
&
K>
&Ͳ
&t
&h

WŚǇƐŝŽŐŶŽŵǇ
EƚdƌĞĞ
EƚdƌĞĞ
ĚWͲ'ƌĂƐƐ
Eƚ^ŚƌƵď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ^ĞĚŐĞ
EƚWͲ^ĞĚŐĞ
EƚWͲ^ĞĚŐĞ
EƚWͲ^ĞĚŐĞ
EƚWͲ^ĞĚŐĞ
EƚdƌĞĞ
ĚtͲsŝŶĞ
EƚdƌĞĞ
Eƚ^ŚƌƵď
EƚdƌĞĞ
ĚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ^ĞĚŐĞ
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ'ƌĂƐƐ
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚͲ&Žƌď
EƚdƌĞĞ
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^ĐŝĞŶƚŝĨŝĐEĂŵĞ
ĐĞƌŶĞŐƵŶĚŽ
ĐĞƌƌƵďƌƵŵ
ŐƌŝŵŽŶŝĂŐƌǇƉŽƐĞƉĂůĂ
ŵĞůĂŶĐŚŝĞƌůĂĞǀŝƐ
ƌŝƐĂĞŵĂƚƌŝƉŚǇůůƵŵ
ĂƌĞǆďůĂŶĚĂ
ĂƌĞǆĐĞƉŚĂůŽƉŚŽƌĂ
ĂƌĞǆƉĞŶƐǇůǀĂŶŝĐĂ
ĂƌĞǆƌŽƐĞĂ
ĂƌǇĂŽǀĂƚĂ
ŝƌĐĂĞĂůƵƚĞƚŝĂŶĂ
ŽƌŶƵƐĨŽĞŵŝŶĂ
ŽƌǇůƵƐĂŵĞƌŝĐĂŶĂ
ƌĂƚĂĞŐƵƐŵŽůůŝƐ
hKEzDh^&KZdhE/
&ƌĂǆŝŶƵƐĂŵĞƌŝĐĂŶĂ
'ĂůŝƵŵĂƉĂƌŝŶĞ
'ĞƌĂŶŝƵŵŵĂĐƵůĂƚƵŵ
'ĞƵŵĐĂŶĂĚĞŶƐĞ
'ůǇĐĞƌŝĂƐƚƌŝĂƚĂ
,ĂĐŬĞůŝĂǀŝƌŐŝŶŝĂŶĂ
,ĂŵĂŵĞůŝƐǀŝƌŐŝŶŝĂŶĂ
,hDh>h^:WKE/h^
>ŽŶŝĐĞƌĂĚŝŽŝĐĂ
>KE/ZD<//
>KE/ZDKZZKt//
WĂƌŝĞƚĂƌŝĂƉĞŶƐǇůǀĂŶŝĐĂ
WĂƌƚŚĞŶŽĐŝƐƐƵƐƋƵŝŶƋƵĞĨŽůŝĂ
WŚƌǇŵĂůĞƉƚŽƐƚĂĐŚǇĂ
WKWZdE^/^
WŽůǇŐŽŶƵŵǀŝƌŐŝŶŝĂŶƵŵ
WZhE>>sh>'Z/^
WƌƵŶƵƐƐĞƌŽƚŝŶĂ
WƚĞƌŝĚŝƵŵĂƋƵŝůŝŶƵŵ
YƵĞƌĐƵƐĂůďĂ
YƵĞƌĐƵƐƌƵďƌĂ
Z,DEh^d,Zd/
ZŽƐĂĐĂƌŽůŝŶĂ
^ŵŝůĂĐŝŶĂƌĂĐĞŵŽƐĂ
^ŽůŝĚĂŐŽƌƵŐŽƐĂ
dKZ/>/^:WKE/
sŝďƵƌŶƵŵƌĂĨŝŶĞƐƋƵŝĂŶƵŵ
sŝƚŝƐƌŝƉĂƌŝĂ
 Ś ů
ŝ

ŽŵŵŽŶEĂŵĞ
Ky>Z
ZDW>
d>>'Z/DKEz
^DKKd,^,h^,
:</Ed,Wh>W/d
^'
^'
^'
hZ>z^dz>tKK^'
^,'Z<,/<KZz
E,EdZΖ^E/',d^,
'ZzK'tKK
,>Ehd
,td,KZE
t/EdZZWZ
t,/d^,
EEh>^dZt
t/>'ZE/hD
t,/dsE^
&Kt>DEE'Z^^
''ZΖ^>/
t/d,,>
:WE^,KW
Z,KEz^h<>
DhZ,KEz^h<>
DKZZKt,KEz^h<>
W>>/dKZz
s/Z'/E/ZWZ
>KW^
<Edh<z>h'Z^^
:hDW^
>tEWZhE>>
t/>><,ZZz
Z<E&ZE
t,/dK<
ZK<
KDDKEh<d,KZE
W^dhZZK^
&>^^W/<EZ
ZKh','K>EZK
,'WZ^>z
KtEzZZKttKK
Z/sZE<'ZW
WZ/<>z ^,

ŽĞĨĨŝĐŝĞŶƚŽĨ
sĂůƵĞ tĞƚŶĞƐƐ
Ϭ
ͲϮ
ϭ
Ϭ
Ϯ
Ϯ
ϰ
ϱ
ϱ
ͲϮ
ϭ
Ϭ
ϯ
ϯ
ϰ
ϱ
Ϯ
ϱ
ϱ
ϯ
Ϯ
ϯ
ϭ
ͲϮ
ϱ
ϰ
Ϯ
ͲϮ
Ϭ
ϱ
ϱ
ϯ
Ϭ
ϯ
ϰ
ϯ
ϭ
Ϭ
ϰ
Ͳϱ
ϭ
ϭ
ϱ
ϯ
Ϭ
ϯ
ϱ
ϯ
Ϭ
ϱ
Ϭ
ϱ
Ϯ
ϯ
ϱ
ϭ
ϰ
ϱ
Ϭ
ϭ
ϰ
Ϭ
Ϭ
Ϭ
Ϯ
ϯ
Ϭ
ϯ
ϱ
ϯ
ϱ
ϯ
Ϭ
ϯ
ϰ
ϰ
ϱ
ϯ
ϯ
Ͳϭ
Ϭ
ϱ
ϱ
ϱ
ϯ
ͲϮ
ϯ
ϱ

tĞƚůĂŶĚ
ŽĚĞ
&tͲ
&
&hн
hW>
&tͲ
&
&h
hW>
hW>
&h
&h
&tͲ
&hͲ
&tͲ
hW>
&h
&h
&h
&
K>
&Ͳ
&h
&h
&h
hW>
hW>
&h
&Ͳ
hW>
&Ͳ
&
&
&h
&h
&h
&h
&h
&hͲ
&h
&н
hW>
hW>
&tͲ
hW>

WŚǇƐŝŽŐŶŽŵǇ
EƚdƌĞĞ
EƚdƌĞĞ
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚdƌĞĞ
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ^ĞĚŐĞ
EƚWͲ^ĞĚŐĞ
EƚWͲ^ĞĚŐĞ
EƚWͲ^ĞĚŐĞ
EƚdƌĞĞ
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
Eƚ^ŚƌƵď
Eƚ^ŚƌƵď
EƚdƌĞĞ
ĚtͲsŝŶĞ
EƚdƌĞĞ
EƚͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ'ƌĂƐƐ
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
Eƚ^ŚƌƵď
ĚͲ&Žƌď
EƚtͲsŝŶĞ
Ě^ŚƌƵď
Ě^ŚƌƵď
EƚͲ&Žƌď
EƚtͲsŝŶĞ
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
ĚWͲ'ƌĂƐƐ
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚdƌĞĞ
Eƚ&ĞƌŶ
EƚdƌĞĞ
EƚdƌĞĞ
ĚdƌĞĞ
Eƚ^ŚƌƵď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
ĚͲ&Žƌď
Eƚ^ŚƌƵď
EƚtͲsŝŶĞ
E ^Ś ď
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^ĐŝĞŶƚŝĨŝĐEĂŵĞ
ůŝƐŵĂƉůĂŶƚĂŐŽͲĂƋƵĂƚŝĐĂ
ƌŽŶŝĂƉƌƵŶŝĨŽůŝĂ
ƐĐůĞƉŝĂƐƐǇƌŝĂĐĂ
ƐƚĞƌĨŝƌŵƵƐ
ZZsh>'Z/^
ĂƌĞǆŐƌĂŶƵůĂƌŝƐ
ĂƌĞǆůĂĐƵƐƚƌŝƐ
ĂƌĞǆƐƚŝƉĂƚĂ
ĂƌĞǆǀƵůƉŝŶŽŝĚĞĂ
ŚĞůŽŶĞŐůĂďƌĂ
ŝĐƵƚĂŵĂĐƵůĂƚĂ
/Z^/hDZsE^
/Z^/hDsh>'Z
ŽƌŶƵƐƐƚŽůŽŶŝĨĞƌĂ
ŽƌǇůƵƐĂŵĞƌŝĐĂŶĂ
ƌŝŐĞƌŽŶƉŚŝůĂĚĞůƉŚŝĐƵƐ
ƵƉĂƚŽƌŝƵŵŵĂĐƵůĂƚƵŵ
ƵƉĂƚŽƌŝƵŵƉĞƌĨŽůŝĂƚƵŵ
/ŵƉĂƚŝĞŶƐĐĂƉĞŶƐŝƐ
:ƵŶĐƵƐĚƵĚůĞǇŝ
>/'h^dZhDsh>'Z
>KE/ZDKZZKt//
DĞŶƚŚĂĂƌǀĞŶƐŝƐ
KŶŽĐůĞĂƐĞŶƐŝďŝůŝƐ
KƐŵƵŶĚĂƌĞŐĂůŝƐ
WŚĂůĂƌŝƐĂƌƵŶĚŝŶĂĐĞĂ
WƌƵŶƵƐƐĞƌŽƚŝŶĂ
Z,DEh^d,Zd/
Z,DEh^&ZE'h>
ZK^Dh>d/&>KZ
ZŽƐĂƉĂůƵƐƚƌŝƐ
^ĂůŝǆůƵĐŝĚĂ
^ĂŵďƵĐƵƐĐĂŶĂĚĞŶƐŝƐ
^K>EhDh>DZ
^ŽůŝĚĂŐŽĐĂŶĂĚĞŶƐŝƐ
^ƉŝƌĂĞĂĂůďĂ
hůŵƵƐĂŵĞƌŝĐĂŶĂ
hƌƚŝĐĂĚŝŽŝĐĂ
sŝďƵƌŶƵŵŽƉƵůƵƐǀĂƌ͘ĂŵĞƌŝĐĂŶƵŵ
sŝƚŝƐƌŝƉĂƌŝĂ

ŽĞĨĨŝĐŝĞŶƚŽĨ
ŽŵŵŽŶEĂŵĞ
sĂůƵĞ tĞƚŶĞƐƐ
tdZW>Ed/E
ϭ
Ͳϱ
><,K<ZZz
ϱ
Ͳϯ
KDDKED/><t
ϭ
ϱ
^DKKd,^tDW^dZ
ϰ
Ͳϱ
z>>KtZK<d
Ϭ
Ϭ
^'
Ϯ
Ͳϰ
^'
ϲ
Ͳϱ
^'
ϭ
Ͳϱ
^'
ϭ
Ͳϱ
dhZd>,
ϳ
Ͳϱ
tdZ,D>K<
ϰ
Ͳϱ
E/Ed,/^d>
Ϭ
ϯ
h>>d,/^d>
Ϭ
ϰ
ZK^/ZK'tKK
Ϯ
Ͳϯ
,>Ehd
ϱ
ϰ
DZ^,&>E
Ϯ
Ͳϯ
:KWzt
ϰ
Ͳϱ
KDDKEKE^d
ϰ
Ͳϰ
^WKdddKh,DEKd
Ϯ
Ͳϯ
h>zΖ^Zh^,
ϭ
Ϭ
KDDKEWZ/sd
Ϭ
ϭ
DKZZKt,KEz^h<>
Ϭ
ϱ
t/>D/Ed
ϯ
Ͳϯ
^E^/d/s&ZE
Ϯ
Ͳϯ
ZKz>&ZE
ϱ
Ͳϱ
ZEZz'Z^^
Ϭ
Ͳϰ
t/>><,ZZz
Ϯ
ϯ
KDDKEh<d,KZE
Ϭ
ϯ
'>K^^zh<d,KZE
Ϭ
Ͳϭ
Dh>d/&>KZZK^
Ϭ
ϯ
^tDWZK^
ϱ
Ͳϱ
^,/E/E't/>>Kt
ϯ
Ͳϰ
>ZZZz
ϯ
ͲϮ
/ddZ^tdE/',d^,
Ϭ
Ϭ
E'K>EZK
ϭ
ϯ
DKt^td
ϰ
Ͳϰ
DZ/E>D
ϭ
ͲϮ
Edd>
ϭ
Ͳϭ
,/',h^,ZEZZz
ϱ
Ͳϯ
Z/sZE<'ZW
ϯ
ͲϮ

tĞƚůĂŶĚ
ŽĚĞ
K>
&t
hW>
K>
&
&tн
K>
K>
K>
K>
K>
&h
&hͲ
&t
&hͲ
&t
K>
&tн
&t
&
&Ͳ
hW>
&t
&t
K>
&tн
&h
&h
&н
&h
K>
&tн
&tͲ
&
&h
&tн
&tͲ
&н
&t
&tͲ

WŚǇƐŝŽŐŶŽŵǇ
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
Eƚ^ŚƌƵď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
ĚͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ^ĞĚŐĞ
EƚWͲ^ĞĚŐĞ
EƚWͲ^ĞĚŐĞ
EƚWͲ^ĞĚŐĞ
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚͲ&Žƌď
ĚWͲ&Žƌď
ĚͲ&Žƌď
Eƚ^ŚƌƵď
Eƚ^ŚƌƵď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
Ě^ŚƌƵď
Ě^ŚƌƵď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
Eƚ&ĞƌŶ
Eƚ&ĞƌŶ
EƚWͲ'ƌĂƐƐ
EƚdƌĞĞ
ĚdƌĞĞ
Ě^ŚƌƵď
Ě^ŚƌƵď
Eƚ^ŚƌƵď
Eƚ^ŚƌƵď
Eƚ^ŚƌƵď
ĚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
Eƚ^ŚƌƵď
EƚdƌĞĞ
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
Eƚ^ŚƌƵď
EƚtͲsŝŶĞ
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ŽĞĨĨŝĐŝĞŶƚŽĨ tĞƚůĂŶĚ
^ĐŝĞŶƚŝĨŝĐEĂŵĞ
ŽŵŵŽŶEĂŵĞ
sĂůƵĞ tĞƚŶĞƐƐ
ŽĚĞ
>>/Z/Wd/K>d
'Z>/Dh^dZ
Ϭ
Ϭ &
ϱ
ͲϮ &tͲ
ƌŝƐĂĞŵĂƚƌŝƉŚǇůůƵŵ
:</Ed,Wh>W/d
Ϭ
ϱ hW>
hKEzDh^&KZdhE/
t/EdZZWZ
'ĂůŝƵŵƚƌŝĨůŽƌƵŵ
&Z'ZEd^dZt
ϰ
Ϯ &hн
'ĞƌĂŶŝƵŵŵĂĐƵůĂƚƵŵ
t/>'ZE/hD
ϰ
ϯ &h
'ĞƵŵĐĂŶĂĚĞŶƐĞ
t,/dsE^
ϭ
Ϭ &
,ĂĐŬĞůŝĂǀŝƌŐŝŶŝĂŶĂ
''ZΖ^>/
ϭ
ϭ &Ͳ
Ϭ
ϱ hW>
,^WZ/^DdZKE>/^
DΖ^ZK<d
>KE/Z:WKE/
:WE^,KEz^h<>
Ϭ
ϯ &h
>KE/ZD<//
DhZ,KEz^h<>
Ϭ
ϱ hW>
>KE/ZDKZZKt//
DKZZKt,KEz^h<>
Ϭ
ϱ hW>
DĂƚƚĞƵĐĐŝĂƐƚƌƵƚŚŝŽƉƚĞƌŝƐ
K^dZ/,&ZE
ϯ
Ͳϯ &t
WĂƌƚŚĞŶŽĐŝƐƐƵƐƋƵŝŶƋƵĞĨŽůŝĂ s/Z'/E/ZWZ
ϱ
ϭ &Ͳ
t/>WZ^E/W
Ϭ
ϱ hW>
W^d/E^d/s
WŽĚŽƉŚǇůůƵŵƉĞůƚĂƚƵŵ
DzWW>
ϯ
ϯ &h
WŽůǇŐŽŶƵŵǀŝƌŐŝŶŝĂŶƵŵ
:hDW^
ϰ
Ϭ &
WŽƉƵůƵƐĚĞůƚŽŝĚĞƐ
KddKEtKK
ϭ
Ͳϭ &н
Ϯ
ϯ &h
WƌƵŶƵƐƐĞƌŽƚŝŶĂ
t/>><,ZZz
ϴ
Ͳϰ &tн
YƵĞƌĐƵƐďŝĐŽůŽƌ
^tDWt,/dK<
Z,DEh^d,Zd/
KDDKEh<d,KZE
Ϭ
ϯ &h
ϴ
Ϯ &hн
^ĂŶŝĐƵůĂĐĂŶĂĚĞŶƐŝƐ
><^E<ZKKd
^ŵŝůĂĐŝŶĂƌĂĐĞŵŽƐĂ
&>^^W/<EZ
ϱ
ϯ &h
dKZ/>/^:WKE/
,'WZ^>z
Ϭ
ϱ hW>
hůŵƵƐĂŵĞƌŝĐĂŶĂ
DZ/E>D
ϭ
ͲϮ &tͲ

WŚǇƐŝŽŐŶŽŵǇ
ĚͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
ĚtͲsŝŶĞ
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
ĚWͲ&Žƌď
ĚWͲ&Žƌď
Ě^ŚƌƵď
Ě^ŚƌƵď
Eƚ&ĞƌŶ
EƚtͲsŝŶĞ
ĚͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚdƌĞĞ
EƚdƌĞĞ
EƚdƌĞĞ
ĚdƌĞĞ
EƚͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
ĚͲ&Žƌď
EƚdƌĞĞ
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^ĐŝĞŶƚŝĨŝĐEĂŵĞ
'ZK^d/^'/'Ed
ŶĚƌŽƉŽŐŽŶǀŝƌŐŝŶŝĐƵƐ
ŶĞŵŽŶĞǀŝƌŐŝŶŝĂŶĂ
ƉŽĐǇŶƵŵĐĂŶŶĂďŝŶƵŵ
ƐĐůĞƉŝĂƐƐǇƌŝĂĐĂ
ƐƚĞƌůĂƚĞƌŝĨůŽƌƵƐ
ƐƚĞƌŶŽǀĂĞͲĂŶŐůŝĂĞ
ZKDh^/EZD/^
ĂƌĞǆŐƌĂĐŝůůŝŵĂ
ĂƌĞǆǀƵůƉŝŶŽŝĚĞĂ
,Zz^Ed,DhD>hEd,DhD
ŽƌŶƵƐĨŽĞŵŝŶĂ
ƌĂƚĂĞŐƵƐŵŽůůŝƐ
dz>/^'>KDZd
hh^ZKd
>'Eh^hD>>d
ƵƉĂƚŽƌŝƵŵƐĞƌŽƚŝŶƵŵ
ƵƉŚŽƌďŝĂĐŽƌŽůůĂƚĂ
ƵƚŚĂŵŝĂŐƌĂŵŝŶŝĨŽůŝĂ
&ƌĂŐĂƌŝĂǀŝƌŐŝŶŝĂŶĂ
&ƌĂǆŝŶƵƐƉĞŶŶƐǇůǀĂŶŝĐĂ
'ůǇĐĞƌŝĂƐƚƌŝĂƚĂ
:ƵŶĐƵƐƚĞŶƵŝƐ
:ƵŶŝƉĞƌƵƐǀŝƌŐŝŶŝĂŶĂ
>ǇĐŽƉƵƐĂŵĞƌŝĐĂŶƵƐ
D/'K>hWh>/E
D>/>Kdh^K&&//E>/^
DŽŶĂƌĚĂĨŝƐƚƵůŽƐĂ
WĂŶŝĐƵŵŝŵƉůŝĐĂƚƵŵ
WĂƌƚŚĞŶŽĐŝƐƐƵƐƋƵŝŶƋƵĞĨŽůŝĂ
WŚĂůĂƌŝƐĂƌƵŶĚŝŶĂĐĞĂ
W,>hDWZdE^
W/Eh^E/'Z
WŝŶƵƐƐƚƌŽďƵƐ
W>Ed'K>EK>d
WKKDWZ^^
WKdEd/>>Zd
WŽƚĞŶƚŝůůĂƐŝŵƉůĞǆ
WƌƵŶƵƐƐĞƌŽƚŝŶĂ
Z,DEh^d,Zd/
Z,DEh^&ZE'h>
ZhDyZ/^Wh^
^ĐŝƌƉƵƐƉĞŶĚƵůƵƐ
^ƉŝƌĂĞĂĂůďĂ
dŽǆŝĐŽĚĞŶĚƌŽŶƌĂĚŝĐĂŶƐ
dZ'KWK'KEWZdE^/^
hůŵƵƐĂŵĞƌŝĐĂŶĂ

ŽĞĨĨŝĐŝĞŶƚŽĨ
ŽŵŵŽŶEĂŵĞ
sĂůƵĞ tĞƚŶĞƐƐ
ZdKW
Ϭ
Ϭ
ZKKD^'
ϰ
ϭ
d,/D>t
ϯ
ϱ
/E/E,DW
ϯ
Ϭ
KDDKED/><t
ϭ
ϱ
^/&>KtZ/E'^dZ
Ϯ
ͲϮ
EtE'>E^dZ
ϯ
Ͳϯ
^DKKd,ZKD
Ϭ
ϱ
^'
ϰ
ϯ
^'
ϭ
Ͳϱ
Kyz/^z
Ϭ
ϱ
'ZzK'tKK
ϭ
ͲϮ
,td,KZE
Ϯ
ͲϮ
KZ,Z'Z^^
Ϭ
ϯ
YhEEEΖ^>
Ϭ
ϱ
hdhDEK>/s
Ϭ
ϯ
>dKE^d
Ϭ
Ͳϭ
&>KtZ/E'^WhZ'
ϰ
ϱ
'Z^^>s'K>EZK
ϯ
ͲϮ
t/>^dZtZZz
Ϯ
ϭ
Z^,
Ϯ
Ͳϯ
&Kt>DEE'Z^^
ϰ
Ͳϱ
Wd,Zh^,
ϭ
Ϭ
ZZ
ϯ
ϯ
KDDKEtdZ,KZ,KhE
Ϯ
Ͳϱ
><D/<
Ϭ
ϭ
z>>Kt^td>KsZ
Ϭ
ϯ
t/>Z'DKd
Ϯ
ϯ
WE/'Z^^
ϯ
Ϭ
s/Z'/E/ZWZ
ϱ
ϭ
ZEZz'Z^^
Ϭ
Ͳϰ
d/DKd,z
Ϭ
ϯ
h^dZ/EW/E
Ϭ
ϱ
t,/dW/E
ϯ
ϯ
E'>/^,W>Ed/E
Ϭ
Ϭ
E>h'Z^^
Ϭ
Ϯ
ZKh',&Zh/d/EYh&K/>
Ϭ
ϱ
K>&/>/EYh&K/>
Ϯ
ϰ
t/>><,ZZz
Ϯ
ϯ
KDDKEh<d,KZE
Ϭ
ϯ
'>K^^zh<d,KZE
Ϭ
Ͳϭ
hZ>zK<
Ϭ
Ͳϭ
h>Zh^,
ϯ
Ͳϱ
DKt^td
ϰ
Ͳϰ
WK/^KE/sz
Ϯ
Ͳϭ
KDDKE'KdΖ^Z
Ϭ
ϱ
DZ/E>D
ϭ
ͲϮ

tĞƚůĂŶĚ
ŽĚĞ
&
&Ͳ
hW>
&
hW>
&tͲ
&t
hW>
&h
K>
hW>
&tͲ
&tͲ
&h
hW>
&h
&н
hW>
&tͲ
&Ͳ
&t
K>
&
&h
K>
&Ͳ
&h
&h
&
&Ͳ
&tн
&h
hW>
&h
&
&hн
hW>
&hͲ
&h
&h
&н
&н
K>
&tн
&н
hW>
&tͲ

WŚǇƐŝŽŐŶŽŵǇ
ĚWͲ'ƌĂƐƐ
EƚWͲ'ƌĂƐƐ
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
ĚWͲ'ƌĂƐƐ
EƚWͲ^ĞĚŐĞ
EƚWͲ^ĞĚŐĞ
ĚWͲ&Žƌď
Eƚ^ŚƌƵď
EƚdƌĞĞ
ĚWͲ'ƌĂƐƐ
ĚͲ&Žƌď
Ě^ŚƌƵď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚdƌĞĞ
EƚWͲ'ƌĂƐƐ
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚdƌĞĞ
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
ĚͲ&Žƌď
ĚͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ'ƌĂƐƐ
EƚtͲsŝŶĞ
EƚWͲ'ƌĂƐƐ
ĚWͲ'ƌĂƐƐ
ĚdƌĞĞ
EƚdƌĞĞ
ĚWͲ&Žƌď
ĚWͲ'ƌĂƐƐ
ĚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚdƌĞĞ
ĚdƌĞĞ
Ě^ŚƌƵď
ĚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ^ĞĚŐĞ
Eƚ^ŚƌƵď
EƚtͲsŝŶĞ
ĚͲ&Žƌď
EƚdƌĞĞ
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Table 13: Cottonwood Marsh Botanical Inventory

^ĐŝĞŶƚŝĨŝĐEĂŵĞ
ƐƚĞƌůĂƚĞƌŝĨůŽƌƵƐ
ŽĞŚŵĞƌŝĂĐǇůŝŶĚƌŝĐĂ
ĂůĂŵĂŐƌŽƐƚŝƐĐĂŶĂĚĞŶƐŝƐ
ŽƌŶƵƐĨŽĞŵŝŶĂ
'ůǇĐĞƌŝĂƐƚƌŝĂƚĂ
,ĂĐŬĞůŝĂǀŝƌŐŝŶŝĂŶĂ
:ƵŐůĂŶƐŶŝŐƌĂ
DĞŶƚŚĂĂƌǀĞŶƐŝƐ
WĂƌƚŚĞŶŽĐŝƐƐƵƐƋƵŝŶƋƵĞĨŽůŝĂ
WŚĂůĂƌŝƐĂƌƵŶĚŝŶĂĐĞĂ
WŽƉƵůƵƐĚĞůƚŽŝĚĞƐ
Z,DEh^d,Zd/
Z,DEh^&ZE'h>
^ĂŶŝĐƵůĂĐĂŶĂĚĞŶƐŝƐ
^ĐŝƌƉƵƐĂƚƌŽǀŝƌĞŶƐ
dŽǆŝĐŽĚĞŶĚƌŽŶƌĂĚŝĐĂŶƐ
hůŵƵƐĂŵĞƌŝĐĂŶĂ
sŝƚŝƐƌŝƉĂƌŝĂ

ŽĞĨĨŝĐŝĞŶƚŽĨ
ŽŵŵŽŶEĂŵĞ
sĂůƵĞ tĞƚŶĞƐƐ
^/&>KtZ/E'^dZ
Ϯ
ͲϮ
&>^Edd>
ϱ
Ͳϱ
>h:K/Ed'Z^^
ϯ
Ͳϱ
'ZzK'tKK
ϭ
ͲϮ
&Kt>DEE'Z^^
ϰ
Ͳϱ
''ZΖ^>/
ϭ
ϭ
><t>Ehd
ϱ
ϯ
t/>D/Ed
ϯ
Ͳϯ
s/Z'/E/ZWZ
ϱ
ϭ
ZEZz'Z^^
Ϭ
Ͳϰ
KddKEtKK
ϭ
Ͳϭ
KDDKEh<d,KZE
Ϭ
ϯ
'>K^^zh<d,KZE
Ϭ
Ͳϭ
><^E<ZKKd
ϴ
Ϯ
h>Zh^,
ϯ
Ͳϱ
WK/^KE/sz
Ϯ
Ͳϭ
DZ/E>D
ϭ
ͲϮ
Z/sZE<'ZW
ϯ
ͲϮ

tĞƚůĂŶĚ
ŽĚĞ
&tͲ
K>
K>
&tͲ
K>
&Ͳ
&h
&t
&Ͳ
&tн
&н
&h
&н
&hн
K>
&н
&tͲ
&tͲ

WŚǇƐŝŽŐŶŽŵǇ
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ'ƌĂƐƐ
Eƚ^ŚƌƵď
EƚWͲ'ƌĂƐƐ
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚdƌĞĞ
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚtͲsŝŶĞ
EƚWͲ'ƌĂƐƐ
EƚdƌĞĞ
ĚdƌĞĞ
Ě^ŚƌƵď
EƚͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ^ĞĚŐĞ
EƚtͲsŝŶĞ
EƚdƌĞĞ
EƚtͲsŝŶĞ

Table 14: Cattail Marsh Botanical Inventory

^ĐŝĞŶƚŝĨŝĐEĂŵĞ
ƉŽĐǇŶƵŵĐĂŶŶĂďŝŶƵŵ
ŝĚĞŶƐĐĞƌŶƵƵƐ
ĂƌĚĂŵŝŶĞƉƌĂƚĞŶƐŝƐ
ĂƌĞǆůĂĐƵƐƚƌŝƐ
/Z^/hDZsE^
ŽƌŶƵƐĂŵŽŵƵŵ
ŽƌŶƵƐĨŽĞŵŝŶĂ
ƵƉĂƚŽƌŝƵŵŵĂĐƵůĂƚƵŵ
/ŵƉĂƚŝĞŶƐĐĂƉĞŶƐŝƐ
W^d/E^d/s
WŚĂůĂƌŝƐĂƌƵŶĚŝŶĂĐĞĂ
Z,DEh^d,Zd/
ZƵďƵƐƐƚƌŝŐŽƐƵƐ
^K>EhDh>DZ
^ŽůŝĚĂŐŽĐĂŶĂĚĞŶƐŝƐ
dŚĂůŝĐƚƌƵŵĚĂƐǇĐĂƌƉƵŵ
dzW,E'h^d/&K>/
dǇƉŚĂůĂƚŝĨŽůŝĂ
hƌƚŝĐĂĚŝŽŝĐĂ

ŽĞĨĨŝĐŝĞŶƚŽĨ
ŽŵŵŽŶEĂŵĞ
sĂůƵĞ tĞƚŶĞƐƐ
/E/E,DW
ϯ
Ϭ
EK/E'hZDZ/'K>
ϯ
Ͳϱ
h<KK&>KtZ
ϭϬ
Ͳϱ
^'
ϲ
Ͳϱ
E/Ed,/^d>
Ϭ
ϯ
^/><zK'tKK
Ϯ
Ͳϰ
'ZzK'tKK
ϭ
ͲϮ
:KWzt
ϰ
Ͳϱ
^WKdddKh,DEKd
Ϯ
Ͳϯ
t/>WZ^E/W
Ϭ
ϱ
Ϭ
Ͳϰ
ZEZz'Z^^
KDDKEh<d,KZE
Ϭ
ϯ
Ϯ
ͲϮ
t/>ZZ^WZZz
/ddZ^tdE/',d^,
Ϭ
Ϭ
E'K>EZK
ϭ
ϯ
WhZW>DKtZh
ϯ
ͲϮ
EZZKt>sdd/>
Ϭ
Ͳϱ
ZK>sdd/>
ϭ
Ͳϱ
Edd>
ϭ
Ͳϭ

tĞƚůĂŶĚ
ŽĚĞ
&
K>
K>
K>
&h
&tн
&tͲ
K>
&t
hW>
&tн
&h
&tͲ
&
&h
&tͲ
K>
K>
&н

WŚǇƐŝŽŐŶŽŵǇ
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ^ĞĚŐĞ
ĚWͲ&Žƌď
Eƚ^ŚƌƵď
Eƚ^ŚƌƵď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚͲ&Žƌď
ĚͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ'ƌĂƐƐ
ĚdƌĞĞ
Eƚ^ŚƌƵď
ĚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
ĚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
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Table 15: Vernal Pond Botanical Inventory

^ĐŝĞŶƚŝĨŝĐEĂŵĞ
ĐĞƌƌƵďƌƵŵ
ĐĞƌƐĂĐĐŚĂƌŝŶƵŵ
ůŝƐŵĂƉůĂŶƚĂŐŽͲĂƋƵĂƚŝĐĂ
ŝĚĞŶƐĐĞƌŶƵƵƐ
ŽƌŶƵƐĨŽĞŵŝŶĂ
>ĞŵŶĂŵŝŶŽƌ
DĞŶƚŚĂĂƌǀĞŶƐŝƐ
WŚĂůĂƌŝƐĂƌƵŶĚŝŶĂĐĞĂ
WŽƉƵůƵƐĚĞůƚŽŝĚĞƐ
^ĂůŝǆŶŝŐƌĂ
^K>EhDh>DZ

ŽĞĨĨŝĐŝĞŶƚŽĨ
ŽŵŵŽŶEĂŵĞ
sĂůƵĞ tĞƚŶĞƐƐ
ZDW>
ϭ
Ϭ
^/>sZDW>
Ϯ
Ͳϯ
tdZW>Ed/E
ϭ
Ͳϱ
EK/E'hZDZ/'K>
ϯ
Ͳϱ
'ZzK'tKK
ϭ
ͲϮ
^D>>h<t
ϱ
Ͳϱ
ϯ
Ͳϯ
t/>D/Ed
ZEZz'Z^^
Ϭ
Ͳϰ
KddKEtKK
ϭ
Ͳϭ
><t/>>Kt
ϱ
Ͳϱ
/ddZ^tdE/',d^,
Ϭ
Ϭ

tĞƚůĂŶĚ
ŽĚĞ
&
&t
K>
K>
&tͲ
K>
&t
&tн
&н
K>
&

WŚǇƐŝŽŐŶŽŵǇ
EƚdƌĞĞ
EƚdƌĞĞ
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚͲ&Žƌď
Eƚ^ŚƌƵď
EƚͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ'ƌĂƐƐ
EƚdƌĞĞ
EƚdƌĞĞ
ĚWͲ&Žƌď

Table 16: Transition Habitat

ŽĞĨĨŝĐŝĞŶƚŽĨ
^ĐŝĞŶƚŝĨŝĐEĂŵĞ
ŽŵŵŽŶEĂŵĞ
sĂůƵĞ tĞƚŶĞƐƐ
ĐĞƌƌƵďƌƵŵ
ZDW>
ϭ
>>/Z/Wd/K>d
'Z>/Dh^dZ
Ϭ
ĂƌĞǆďůĂŶĚĂ
^'
ϭ
ŽƌŶƵƐĨŽĞŵŝŶĂ
'ZzK'tKK
ϭ
/E/E^dZtZZz
Ϭ
h,^E/E/
ƌŝŐĞƌŽŶƉŚŝůĂĚĞůƉŚŝĐƵƐ
DZ^,&>E
Ϯ
'ĂůŝƵŵĂƉĂƌŝŶĞ
EEh>^dZt
Ϭ
,ĂĐŬĞůŝĂǀŝƌŐŝŶŝĂŶĂ
''ZΖ^>/
ϭ
Ϭ
,^WZ/^DdZKE>/^
DΖ^ZK<d
WĂƌƚŚĞŶŽĐŝƐƐƵƐƋƵŝŶƋƵĞĨŽůŝĂ s/Z'/E/ZWZ
ϱ
KDDKEh<d,KZE
Ϭ
Z,DEh^d,Zd/
Dh>d/&>KZZK^
Ϭ
ZK^Dh>d/&>KZ
^K>EhDh>DZ
/ddZ^tdE/',d^,
Ϭ
,'WZ^>z
Ϭ
dKZ/>/^:WKE/
Ϯ
dŽǆŝĐŽĚĞŶĚƌŽŶƌĂĚŝĐĂŶƐ
WK/^KE/sz
hůŵƵƐĂŵĞƌŝĐĂŶĂ
DZ/E>D
ϭ
sŝƚŝƐƌŝƉĂƌŝĂ
Z/sZE<'ZW
ϯ
ĂŶƚŚŽǆǇůƵŵĂŵĞƌŝĐĂŶƵŵ
WZ/<>z^,
ϯ

Ϭ
Ϭ
Ϭ
ͲϮ
ϰ
Ͳϯ
ϯ
ϭ
ϱ
ϭ
ϯ
ϯ
Ϭ
ϱ
Ͳϭ
ͲϮ
ͲϮ
ϱ

tĞƚůĂŶĚ
ŽĚĞ
&
&
&
&tͲ
&hͲ
&t
&h
&Ͳ
hW>
&Ͳ
&h
&h
&
hW>
&н
&tͲ
&tͲ
hW>

WŚǇƐŝŽŐŶŽŵǇ
EƚdƌĞĞ
ĚͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ^ĞĚŐĞ
Eƚ^ŚƌƵď
ĚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚͲ&Žƌď
EƚWͲ&Žƌď
ĚWͲ&Žƌď
EƚtͲsŝŶĞ
ĚdƌĞĞ
Ě^ŚƌƵď
ĚWͲ&Žƌď
ĚͲ&Žƌď
EƚtͲsŝŶĞ
EƚdƌĞĞ
EƚtͲsŝŶĞ
Eƚ^ŚƌƵď
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Table 17 – Invasive Species by Plant Community

Community

Adventive/Invasive Plants

Common Name

Southern Hardwood Swamp

STELLARIA MEDIA
ALLIARIA PETIOLATA

COMMON CHICKWEED
GARLIC MUSTARD

ARCTIUM MINUS

COMMON BURDOCK

CONVALLARIA MAJALIS

LILY OF THE VALLEY

DUCHESNEA INDICA

INDIAN STRAWBERRY

HESPERIS MATRONALIS

DAME'S ROCKET

LINARIA VULGARIS

BUTTER AND EGGS

SOLANUM DULCAMARA

BITTERSWEET NIGHTSHADE

AGROSTIS GIGANTEA

REDTOP

BERBERIS THUNBERGII

JAPANESE BARBERRY

EUONYMUS EUROPAEA

SPINDLE TREE

LONICERA MORROWII

MORROW HONEYSUCKLE

RHAMNUS FRANGULA

GLOSSY BUCKTHORN

ROSA MULTIFLORA

MULTIFLORA ROSE

AILANTHUS ALTISSIMA

TREE OF HEAVEN

BETULA PENDULA

EUROPEAN WHITE BIRCH

RHAMNUS CATHARTICA

COMMON BUCKTHORN

SOLANUM DULCAMARA

BITTERSWEET NIGHTSHADE

PHALARIS ARUNDINACEA

REED CANARY GRASS

MEDICAGO LUPULINA

BLACK MEDICK

DAUCUS CAROTA

QUEEN ANNE'S LACE

MELILOTUS OFFICINALIS

YELLOW SWEET CLOVER

TRAGOPOGON PRATENSIS

COMMON GOAT'S BEARD

CHRYSANTHEMUM LEUCANTHEMUM

OX EYE DAISY

PLANTAGO LANCEOLATA

ENGLISH PLANTAIN

POTENTILLA RECTA

ROUGH FRUITED CINQUEFOIL

RUMEX CRISPUS

CURLY DOCK

AGROSTIS GIGANTEA

REDTOP

BROMUS INERMIS

SMOOTH BROME

DACTYLIS GLOMERATA

ORCHARD GRASS

PHLEUM PRATENSE

TIMOTHY

POA COMPRESSA

CANADA BLUEGRASS

Vernal Pond

Old Field
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Table 17 – Invasive Species by Plant Community (Continued)

Community

Transitional Habitat

Pond Area

Wet Meadow

Cottonwood Swamp

Adventive/Invasive Plants

Common Name

ELAEAGNUS UMBELLATA

AUTUMN OLIVE

RHAMNUS FRANGULA

GLOSSY BUCKTHORN

PINUS NIGRA

AUSTRIAN PINE

RHAMNUS CATHARTICA

COMMON BUCKTHORN

TORILIS JAPONICA

HEDGE PARSLEY

ALLIARIA PETIOLATA

GARLIC MUSTARD

DUCHESNEA INDICA

INDIAN STRAWBERRY

HESPERIS MATRONALIS

DAME'S ROCKET

SOLANUM DULCAMARA

BITTERSWEET NIGHTSHADE

ROSA MULTIFLORA

MULTIFLORA ROSE

RHAMNUS CATHARTICA

COMMON BUCKTHORN

TORILIS JAPONICA

HEDGE PARSLEY

DUCHESNEA INDICA

INDIAN STRAWBERRY

SONCHUS ARVENSIS

PERENNIAL SOW THISTLE

AGROSTIS STOLONIFERA

CREEPING BENT

LONICERA MAACKII

AMUR HONEYSUCKLE

LONICERA MORROWII

MORROW HONEYSUCKLE

ROSA MULTIFLORA

MULTIFLORA ROSE

RHAMNUS CATHARTICA

COMMON BUCKTHORN

CELASTRUS ORBICULATA

ORIENTAL BITTERSWEET

Phalaris arundinacea

REED CANARY GRASS

BARBAREA VULGARIS

YELLOW ROCKET

CIRSIUM VULGARE

BULL THISTLE

CIRSIUM ARVENSE

CANADIAN THISTLE

SOLANUM DULCAMARA

BITTERSWEET NIGHTSHADE

LIGUSTRUM VULGARE

COMMON PRIVET

LONICERA MORROWII

MORROW HONEYSUCKLE

RHAMNUS FRANGULA

GLOSSY BUCKTHORN

ROSA MULTIFLORA

MULTIFLORA ROSE

RHAMNUS CATHARTICA

COMMON BUCKTHORN

RHAMNUS FRANGULA

GLOSSY BUCKTHORN
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Table 17 – Invasive Species by Plant Community (Continued)

Community

Low Diversity Hardwood Swamp

Cattail Marsh

Dry‐Mesic Forest ‐ Esker

Adventive/Invasive Plants

Common Name

RHAMNUS CATHARTICA

COMMON BUCKTHORN

Phalaris arundinacea

REED CANARY GRASS

TORILIS JAPONICA

HEDGE PARSLEY

ALLIARIA PETIOLATA

GARLIC MUSTARD

PASTINACA SATIVA

WILD PARSNIP

HESPERIS MATRONALIS

DAME'S ROCKET

LONICERA JAPONICA

JAPANESE HONEYSUCKLE

LONICERA MAACKII

AMUR HONEYSUCKLE

LONICERA MORROWII

MORROW HONEYSUCKLE

RHAMNUS CATHARTICA

COMMON BUCKTHORN

EUONYMUS FORTUNEI

WINTERCREEPER

PASTINACA SATIVA

WILD PARSNIP

CIRSIUM ARVENSE

CANADIAN THISTLE

SOLANUM DULCAMARA

BITTERSWEET NIGHTSHADE

TYPHA ANGUSTIFOLIA

NARROW LEAVED CATTAIL

RHAMNUS CATHARTICA

COMMON BUCKTHORN

Phalaris arundinacea

REED CANARY GRASS

HUMULUS JAPONICUS

JAPANESE HOP

TORILIS JAPONICA

HEDGE PARSLEY

POA PRATENSIS

KENTUCKY BLUEGRASS

LONICERA MAACKII

AMUR HONEYSUCKLE

LONICERA MORROWII

MORROW HONEYSUCKLE

RHAMNUS CATHARTICA

COMMON BUCKTHORN

EUONYMUS FORTUNEI

WINTERCREEPER

The following timeline should only be used as a rough schedule for treatment options. It is a long‐term plan
that could take 30 years, more or less, to complete. Individual areas were prioritized based on their visibility,
size, habitat quality, invasive plants and perceived level of interest by the Parks Department. However, the
actual treatment schedule and priorities may be shifted around based on available resources (time, money,
staff and volunteers) and the final interests of the Parks Department.
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Y1 Y2 Y3 Y4 Y5 Y6 Y7 Y8 Y9 Y10 Y11 Y12 Y13 Y14 Y15 Y16 Y17
X X X X X
X X X X
X X X
Y1 Y2 Y3 Y4 Y5 Y6 Y7 Y8 Y9 Y10 Y11
X X X X X
X X X X X
X X X X
X X
X X X

Y1 Y2 Y3 Y4 Y5 Y6 Y7 Y8 Y9 Y10 Y11 Y12 Y13 Y14 Y15 Y16 Y17
X X X X
X X X
Y1 Y2 Y3 Y4 Y5 Y6 Y7 Y8 Y9 Y10 Y11 Y12 Y13
X X X
X X
X

Priority Area 2: Dry‐Mesic Forest/Esker
Eradicate invasive plants
Monitor for & enhance desired species
Maintenance

Priority Area 3: Main Southern Hardwood Swamp
Eradicate isolated invasive plants
Eradicate stands of invasive plants
Re‐vegetate open spaces
Monitor & Enhance for desired species
Maintenance

Priority Area 4: Low Diversity Hardwood Swamp
Eradicate invasive plants
Maintenance

Priority Area 5: Vernal Pool
Eradicate Reed Canary Grass
Reseed bare areas
Eradicate other invasive plants
Boardwalk &Signage
Maintenance

X
X
X

X
X

X

Y14 Y15 Y16 Y17
X
X
X X
X
X X X

X
X

Y12 Y13 Y14 Y15 Y16 Y17

Y1 Y2 Y3 Y4 Y5 Y6 Y7 Y8 Y9 Y10 Y11 Y12 Y13 Y14 Y15 Y16 Y17
X X X
X X X
X X X
X X X

Year 1 thru 17

Priority Area 1: Cottonwood Marsh
Eradicate Reed Canary Grass
Reseed bare areas
Eradicate other invasive plants
Maintenance

Table 18: Conceptual Treatment Schedule (use as guideline)

White Park Landscape Management Plan
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Y1 Y2 Y3 Y4 Y5 Y6 Y7 Y8 Y9 Y10 Y11 Y12 Y13 Y14 Y15 Y16 Y17
X X X X X
X X X X
X X X
Y1 Y2 Y3 Y4 Y5 Y6 Y7 Y8 Y9 Y10 Y11
X X X X X
X X X X X
X X X X
X X
X X X

Y1 Y2 Y3 Y4 Y5 Y6 Y7 Y8 Y9 Y10 Y11 Y12 Y13 Y14 Y15 Y16 Y17
X X X X
X X X
Y1 Y2 Y3 Y4 Y5 Y6 Y7 Y8 Y9 Y10 Y11 Y12 Y13
X X X
X X
X

Priority Area 2: Dry‐Mesic Forest/Esker
Eradicate invasive plants
Monitor for & enhance desired species
Maintenance

Priority Area 3: Main Southern Hardwood Swamp
Eradicate isolated invasive plants
Eradicate stands of invasive plants
Re‐vegetate open spaces
Monitor & Enhance for desired species
Maintenance

Priority Area 4: Low Diversity Hardwood Swamp
Eradicate invasive plants
Maintenance

Priority Area 5: Vernal Pool
Eradicate Reed Canary Grass
Reseed bare areas
Eradicate other invasive plants
Boardwalk &Signage
Maintenance

X
X
X

X
X

X

Y14 Y15 Y16 Y17
X
X
X X
X
X X X

X
X

Y12 Y13 Y14 Y15 Y16 Y17

Y1 Y2 Y3 Y4 Y5 Y6 Y7 Y8 Y9 Y10 Y11 Y12 Y13 Y14 Y15 Y16 Y17
X X X
X X X
X X X
X X X

Year 1 thru 17

Priority Area 1: Cottonwood Marsh
Eradicate Reed Canary Grass
Reseed bare areas
Eradicate other invasive plants
Maintenance

Table 18: Conceptual Treatment Schedule (use as guideline) [continued]

White Park Landscape Management Plan
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