
Presenting your herbicide project to the public 

Tim W. Stallard, Alien Species Control, LLC, 1819 Dimond Drive, Anchorage, Alaska, 
99507, weeds.free.ak@gmail.com 

Herbicide control of invasive plants is a critical element of integrated pest management 
(IPM) and is often the most effective and cost-efficient option for controlling these 
plants. However, some members of the public have strong feelings against using any 
herbicides and have expressed this with a loud voice. This has led to fear of a backlash 
among some public resource managers and has sometimes fostered reluctance to include 
herbicides as a management option. In recent years, more public resource managers in 
Alaska are including herbicides in their IPM toolboxes to control invasives; such projects 
sometimes entail a public meeting. While the professional invasive plant community is 
fairly effective in public outreach efforts about invasive species problems, we are often less 
comfortable ‘‘selling’’ our herbicide projects. Among other contracts, I manage the 
Anchorage Invasive Plant Program, where the Municipal Parks and Recreation 
Department requires him to present to and receive affirmative permission from local 
community councils in order to conduct herbicide work in public parks. With that 
prodding, he has now presented herbicide projects at fourteen public meetings and 
learned quite a bit along the way. In this presentation, I will discuss the importance of 
framing the problematic nature of the target invasive species, describing IPM options and 
why herbicides are the best choice, and putting into perspective the low-risk nature of the 
herbicides involved. 
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(establish your credibility  

with logos…) 
 

Alien Species 
Control, LLC 



 Presenting a project vs. 
asking permission 
 btw, have a plan 

 Pick your battles (more 
receptive communities) 
 Build local and partner 

support.  Get them at 
your meeting 

 Presentation/speaking 
skills 
 Google that for pointers 
 Practice (E.g., on kids) 



Executive Order 13112 defines invasive species as "…an alien (or 
non-native) species whose introduction does, or is likely to cause 
economic or environmental HARM or harm to human health".  
 
Only a small proportion of introduced species are invasive 

Define 
the 

problem 
 



 Weed = unloved plant 
 Invasive = Harm 

 Invade natural areas 
 Crowd out native species and 

form monocultures 
 Disrupt ecosystem processes 

(#2 cause of lost biodiversity 
after direct habitat loss) 

 “Biological Wildfire” 
 Highly adaptable / competitive - 

spread far and wide and hard to 
control  

 Economic harm to agriculture, 
infrastructure, property values 

 Harm to humans or animals 
(e.g., giant hogweed) 

 Noxious = restricted invasive 
plant 

1. Pictures are more 
powerful than words… 

2. Humor and enthusiasm 



 Scale 0-100, species 
rated by ecologists 

 80+ Extremely Invasive 
 70-79 Highly Invasive 
 60-69 Moderately 

Invasive 
 50-59 Modestly 

invasive 
 40-49 Weakly invasive 
 39 or lower very weakly 

invasive 

Prunus padus / European bird cherry 

1. How we prioritize invasive species 
concerns 

2. You are a subject matter expert 



 Alaska is pristine, few 
invasives 

 We Alaskans love our 
natural resources – food, 
work, and/or fun 
 Relating to audience 

 ♬♬♭Invasive pose grave 
long-term harm to resources 

 ♫♫♯ This is a problem we 
can address (hope) 

 Conflict - Struggle through 
IPM options…  

 Resolution - Herbicides - 
best and low-risk option to 
reduce this harm.  Cost 
effective. 

• Subtext: we are biologists, 
consider all options and big 
picture, take a targeted 
approach, and will limit off-
target impacts (build trust) 





 Native to northern Europe 
and Asia 

 Introduced as an 
ornamental tree – still 
legally sold 

 Produces sour cherries that 
are spread by birds. 
 1-3 year seed viability 

 Vegetative reproduction by 
root and stem sprouts 

 Forms monocultures 
 Alleopathic?? 
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 Ranked 74 out of 100 
 Crowds out native 

plants and forms 
dense monocultures 

 Threatens food for 
moose and salmon 

 In rare situations, 
can poison moose 
 







 Prevention 
 Best approach, 

but challenging 
to implement 

 Citizen role 
 Discourage sale 

 Manual removal 
 Mechanical 
 Chemical 
 Biological 



Manual Removal 
 
 
 
 
Effective only on 
small saplings, 
new infestations 
 



 Counter productive 
– stimulates 
additional growth 

 Stumps sprout 
 Roots sucker 

 Creates a thicket 
 Cut branches left 

behind can sprout 
new trees 



Response to 
mechanical control 



 Only effective option 
for mature trees 
because it kills the 
roots  

 Cost and labor 
efficient 

 Very low risk options, 
applied directly to 
individual trees 

• 2010 study by the UAA Alaska Center for Conservation Science 
recommended management begin with control of mature, fruit 
producing trees with DEC approved herbicides. 



 Cut stump 
 Frill / hack and squirt 
 Foliar spray 
 Basal Bark spray 

• Use pictures to inform, 
dispel myths, and 
increase comfort with the 
project 

• Try to have supportive 
allies in the audience 





 Rodeo® / [Aquamaster®] 
(EPA Aquatic Registered 
glyphosate) 

 Garlon® 4 Ultra (triclopyr) 
 Milestone® (aminopyralid) 
 

EPA Risk Categories and Signal words 
Category 1 - Danger 
Category 2 - Warning 
Category 3 - CAUTION 
(includes Raid® and Deet insect repellent) 



 VX      0.0082 mg/Kg 
 Bee venom     2.8 mg/Kg 
 Nicotine     10 mg/Kg 
 Gasoline     50 mg/Kg 
 Caffeine     200 mg/Kg 
 Sodium chloride    3,320 mg/Kg 
 Glyphosate     5,600 mg/Kg 

 
 PPE for applicators: long sleeve shirt and long pants;  shoes 

plus socks.  (not required for all herbicides, but we always 
wear eyewear and gloves).  No scary photos of space suits! 
 



 UAF Coop Extension 
 PNW Weed 

Management Handbook 
 National Pesticide 

Information Center 
 Soil half-life 
 Any notable 

environmental concerns 
(or lack there of) 

 Any bad press 
 Opposition research 

 Print Safety Data Sheet 
(SDS) 
 





Before and after 
photos – tell a story 

^^   Two weeks after 
treatment 
 

One year after 
treatment >> 





 
 

 
 
 
 

What will Alaska’s forests and meadows 
look like in 20 years? 

Tim Stallard 
Alien Species Control, LLC 
Weeds.free.ak@gmail.com 
907.347.2214 
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