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Introduction Objectives Methods

Common reed (Phragmites australis) was introduced to eastern North America in 1. Remove Phragmites from the pond M anagement AppI'O ach Treatment Schedule Vegetation MOIlitOfiIlg
the nineteenth century and colonized many fresh water, brackish, and salt marsh

environments. In the past 100 years, common reed has largely outcompeted the
native, and less dominant, American reed (Phragmites americanus), often forming
near-monocultures that reduce the growth and diversity of native plant species

(Farnsworth and Meyerson 1999)!.
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Understand the cost-benefit of different herbicide application

In the late 1980s, common reed invaded the perimeter of a 1-hectare man-made techniques
pond in Redding, CT, eventually dominating the pond-side flora and reducing the
aquatic viewshed.
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