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Powered Mechanical Device March 2015
Application for use ofa Pf)wered Mechanical Devi.ce T m———
under an Aquatic Nuisance Control Permit & _ | FEXVIRONMENTALCONSERVATION

Per 10 VSA Chapter 50, § 1455 = WATERSHED
For Aquatic Nuisance Control Permit Program Use Only MANAGEMENT DIVISION
application Number: 2 O ) = H | 2 - LAKES & PONDS PROGRAM

Submission of this application constitutes notice that the entities listed below intend to use a powered
mechanical device in waters of the State to control aquatic nuisance plants, insects, or other aquatic
life; and that the entities below have demonstrated that (1) there is acceptable risk to the nontarget
environment; (2) there is negligible risk to public health; and (3) there is either benefit to or no undue
adverse effect upon the public good. Submit an application fee of $35 for a private pond or $175 for all
other waterbodies, made payable to the State of Vermont. All information required on this form must be
provided, and the requisite fees must be submitted to be deemed complete.

A. Applicant Information
1. Entity’s Name: Lake Iroquois Association

2a. Mailing Address: PO Box 569

2b. Municipality: Hinesburg 2c. State: VT 2d. Zip: 05461

3. Phone: 802-355-2411 4. Email: lakeiroquoisassociation@gmail.com

B. Powered Mechanical Device Operator Information (Check box if same as above in Section A: [])
1. Entity’s Name: AE Commercial Diving

2a. Mailing Address: PO Box 417

2b. Municipality: Manchester Center 2c. State: VT 2d. Zip: 05255

3. Phone: 1-802-558-2985 4. Email: gediving@gmail.com

C. Application Preparer Information (Check box if same as above: Section A [@] or B []) : .
1. Preparer's Name: HJENE!}

shD

a)
)

=
S~

2a. Mailing Address: ‘\ w
2b. Municipality: 2c. State: 2d. Zip:
3. Phone: 4. Email:

D. Waterbody Information

1. Name of waterbody: Iroquois Lake - Hinesburg 2. Hinesburg - Chittenden

3. Are there wetlands associated with the waterbody? [ | Yes [H] No
Contact the Vermont Wetland Program: (802) 828-1535 for additional information.

4. Are there rare, threatened or endangered species associated with the waterbody? [l Yes [ ]No
Contact the Vermont Fish & Wildlife Natural Heritage Inventory: (802) 241-3700 for additional information.

5a. s this waterbody a private pond? [ ] Yes [l No If No, Skip to Question D6.

5b. Is this private pond totally contained on Applicant's property? [ ]Yes []No

6. List the uses of the waterbody — check all that apply:
[W] Water supply [ Irrigation [ Boating [M] Swimming (M Fishing [_] Other:
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Powered Mechanical Device March 2015

E. Device Activity Information
1a. Proposed annual activity start date” june 2016 1b. Proposed annual activity end date’ September 20
ot a@ ggig?g;@anﬁaf}i&(ﬂ: 3. Powered mechanical device to be used:

'D\\;ec hocisded Sud v o9~

N

4. Include a detailed waterbody map indicating | 5. Enclose labeled photo(s) or schematic{s) of
the exact proposed activity location(s). powered mechanical device.

6. Attach a narrative description of the proposed project to include the following items:
a) Reason(s) to control the aquatic nuisance;
b) Brief history of the aquatic nuisance in the waterbody; and,
¢) Description of the proposed control activity.

F. Applicant/Operator Certification

As APPLICANT, | hereby certify that the statements presented on this application are true and
accurate; guarantee to hold the State of Vermont harmiess from all suits, claims, or causes of action
that arise from the permitted activity; and recognize that by signing this application, | agree 1o complete
all aspects of the project as authorized. | understand that failure to comply with the foregoing may
result in violation of the 10 VSA Chapter 50, § 1455, and the Vermont Agency of Natural Resources
may bring an enforcement action for violations of the Act pursuant to 10V.S.A. chapter 201.
Applicant/Operator Signature: __- Sl et Date: &/@% Pt
G. Application Preparer Certification {if applicable) ’

As APPLICATION PREPARER, | hereby certify under penalty of law that this document and all
attachments were prepared under my direction or supervision in accordance with a system designed to
assure that qualified personnel properly gathered and evaluated the information submitted. Based on
my inquiry of the person or persons who manage the system, or those persons directly responsible for
gathering the information, the information submitted is, to the best of my knowledge and belief, true,
accurate, and complete. 1 am aware that there are significant penalties for submitting false information,

including the possibility of f} impﬁsorameji:&knﬁwing violations.
7 : &}""'M Date: [ &S] e

Submit this form and the 335 or $175 fee to:
Municipalities are exempt from fees)
Vermont Department of Environmental Conservation
Watershed Management Division
Agquatic Nuisance Control Permit Program
1 National Life Drive, Main 2
Monipelier, VT 05620-3522
Direct ail correspondence or guestions {o the Aguatic Nuisance Control Permit Program at.

ANRE Shwreland@vemrd goy

Application Preparer Signature:
H. Application Fees

For additona] information vist weww waleshedmananament v goy
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LAKE IROQUOIS ASSOCIATION
AQUATIC NUISANCE CONTROL PERMIT APPLICATION

SECTION 6: NARRATIVE
HISTORY AND REASONS TO CONTROL EURASIAN WATERMILFOIL

Lake Iroquois is a 244-acre lake located in Hinesburg, Williston, St. George, and Richmond,
Vermont. Presence of the invasive aquatic plant Eurasian watermilfoil (Myriophyllum spicatum)
was first confirmed in the lake in 1990, near the state fishing access (LIA State of the Lake
Report). Efforts to control the infestation have included: hand-pulling, installation of benthic
mats, and buoy installation to improve boating channels. Weevil stocking was also attempted,
but no apparent benefits have been observed since implementation. Since 2009 the Lake
Troquois Association (LIA) has participated in the Vermont Boat Access Greeter Program to
have a trained greeting staff at the state fishing access point to help clean incoming and outgoing
boats and trailers, educate boaters on invasive species, and record boater data.

Eurasian watermilfoil (EWM) control efforts at Lake Iroquois have expanded as the EWM
distribution and density has increased over the years. Seeing the accelerated EWM growth and
expansion in recent years prompted LIA to evaluate alternate management strategies. Northeast
Aquatic Research, LLC (NEAR) was hired to conduct a comprehensive aquatic plant survey
during September of 2014. The final report, published in February of 2015, shows that
approximately 70 acres or 67% of the littoral zone was thickly infested with milfoil. NEAR
identified 4.3 meters as the maximum depth of colonization of EWM in Lake Iroquois. Based on
available bathymetry data, approximately 43% of Lake Iroquois, or 105 acres of the lake’s 244-
acre total surface area, are capable of supporting EWM growth. (The complete report is available
on the LIA web site: www.lakeiroquois.org)

Lake Iroquois also supports a broad population of native aquatic plants. In 2014, NEAR
documented 23 aquatic plant species. However, this is a decrease in species compared to the 34
species that were present in 2012 according to the LIA species roster. Other than very shallow,
waterlily-dominated areas, there were only two littoral areas totaling less than seven (7) acres
that were primarily native plants. If the recent plant composition trends are to continue, it is
possible that EWM will continue to displace the native plant population as it expands further
throughout the littoral zone. Curbing EWM’s practically unhindered expansion and maintaining
dense native plant growth in Lake Iroquois will be paramount to achieving long-term EWM
control. Two protected plant species were identified by NEAR: Ceratophyllum echinatum and
Eleocharis robbinsii. Both are potentially threatened with the spread of EWM.

The NEAR report recommended several options for control of EWM. This application is being
submitted by LIA for Diver Assisted Suction Harvesting as a first step in an integrated control

plan.




DESCRIPTION OF CONTROL ACTIVITY

Suction harvesting is a very productive, efficient and effective method of removal. This method
can be used in every situation from sporadic growth to dense growth areas. In sporadic growth
areas multiple suction hoses and divers can work together to clear large areas each day. In
heavier growth areas where you would not be moving as frequently, a single suction hose and
diver are generally used to minimize fragmentation and to help maintain visibility. When suction
harvesting a diver physically removes (hand pulls) the targeted plant, being careful to remove the
entire oot system and to minimize fragmentation. They then place the plant into a suction hose
that takes the plant to the surface. Essentially you are hand pulling every plant you just have
a better delivery system to get the plants to the surface. Once at the surface the plant is
discharged onto a perforated discharge table where the water and sediment is allowed to flow
through the perforated top into the discharge/silt curtain and back into the lake. The plants are
left behind and are raked into 20 gallon tubs that are stacked on our bucket barge for transport
back to the spoils area. The plants are not chewed up in the suction / discharge process because
our pumps are set up on a jet loop or a venturi system for suction. This allows us to bypass the
pump and discharge the plants intact on the discharge table, reducing or eliminating
fragmentation in the suction / discharge process. This also allows any marine life that should get
caught in the suction hose to be returned to the water unharmed.

Some people confuse suction harvesting with dredging. We are not dredging the bottom we are
simply hand pulling the target plants and using suction to get them to the surface. The objective
is not to remove the sediment but to remove only the target plants. What little sediment is
removed with the root system of the target plants is discharged back to the lake or pond bottom
through our unique adjustable silt curtain discharge system. The system allows us to discharge
the sediment back to the bottom close to where it came up. This helps us to minimize the amount
of sediment suspended in the water column and allows us to keep our visibility so we can keep
our divers working.

Fragmentation is always a concern regardless of what method of removal (DASH, hand pulling,
bottom barriers) is being used. Although it is impossible to eliminate all the fragments
regardless of the method used it is possible to eliminate most of them. When the plants are brittle
and fragmenting easily we utilize a top down method of suction harvesting. With this method we
suck in the top of the plant first (where most fragmentation happens) then work our way to the
bottom where we remove the root system last. In most situations, when the plants are strong, we
would remove the root mass first with the suction tip of the hose on a 45% angle facing the
surface. This reduces the amount of friction on the plant stems and reduces fragmentation. In
most situations we also use a fragment curtain in a horse shoe shape in the direction of the
current or wind to collect fragments that are floating on or near the surface. The fragment curtain
is cleaned each time it is moved. The only time we don’t use a fragment curtain is if the plants
are very light and sporadic. In these areas we would spend more time moving the fragment
curtain than removing target plants making it less cost effective. We also utilize the top down
method of harvesting in sporadic growth areas to eliminate fragmentation to begin with.




Distribution

Iro quois

of Eurasian Milfoil

Lake - September 11, 2014

I - i - o _ -~ = :
Legend

Dense Eurasian Milfoil (M. spicatum)
Estimated Distribution = 71 acres

Potential Area for Eurasian Milfoil Infestation;
water depth less than 20'
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From: Lake Iroquois Association <lakeiroquoisassociation@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, May 20, 2016 8:01 AM

To: Cetner, Misha

Subject: Re: Lake Iroquois Suction Harvesting ANC Permit Application Technical Questions
Attachments: Map showing priority milfoil clearance.jpg

Follow Up Flag: Flag for follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Misha,

Thank you for your questions. My apologies for the length of time it has taken to respond. I can only plead that as an all volunteer
organization, it can take some time for our volunteers who all have other jobs to gather the information. Here are the answers to
your questions.

1. Thave attached a map showing the two areas of priority for milfoil clearance. The first is to clear a channel from the fishing
access into the central lake. This is a top priority as the milfoil is so dense there and the boats churning through it are causing
fragmentation and spread of the plant. Our second area is in the center of the lake around the rock island. This area was chosen
as being a good visible demonstration area for lake property owners and users to be able to observe the process. Since we have
to do quite a bit of fundraising in order to pay for this, it is important for lake users to be able to see the process and hopefully be
moved to support it financially.

2. T'had already responded that yes, we would like the survey report included as part of the permit.

3. The milfoil is placed into large bins on the DASH boat and transported to the shore. Our volunteers will then bring the bins to
several composting sites within the watershed but away from the lake. The Lake Iroquois Recreation District maintains the land on
the north side of the lake and has a composting site well away from the lake and protected from runoff into the lake. We are
asking permission to use that. In addition, several of our board members have composting sites on their property but protected
from runoff into the lake and they will be taking the material to those sites.

4. This system involves divers hand pulling the millfoil by the roots and using the suction device to deliver it to the boat. The divers
are trained to identify the target species and to only pull that. Because the suction hose is used, it reduces the sediment in the
water thereby maintaining good visibility which insures the divers can see what they are pulling. In addition, the areas of priority we
are targeting are so choked with milfoil that nearly all native species have been choked out.

Please let me know if you need further information. I know we have been very late in submitting this, but please let me know if
there is anything that I can do to expedite this.

Thank you,
Pat Suozzi

President,
Lake Iroquois Association

On Tue, May 10, 2016 at 2:37 PM, Cetner, Misha <Misha.Cetner@vermont.gov> wrote:

In review of the Aquatic Nuisance Control permit application proposing the use of diver assisted suction harvesting (DASH),
please provide/clarify the following technical updates:



- Provide a map of the areas DASH is proposed to occur.

- Asidentified in the application, a comprehensive aquatic plant survey was conducted in September 2014. If you would like,
I will add this report to your application as it contains very helpful information to support this project.

- How will removed material be handled/transported to shore and where will the final disposal location(s) be?

- Provide a summary of how nontarget species will protected.

Attached is the application and the report as a reference. Please let me know if you have any questions.

Thanks,
Misha

VERMONT DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL DONSERVATION
ﬁ WATERSHED
MANAGEMENT DIVISION
LAKES & PONDS PROGRAM
Misha Cetner, Permit Analyst
Lake & Shoreland Permitting
1 National Life Drive, Main 2
Montpelier, VT 05620-3522

802-490-6199 / Misha.Cetner@vermont.gov
www.watershedmanagement.vt.gov
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Re: Lake Iroquois Suction Harvesting ANC Permit Application Technical Questions->Map showing priority milfoil clearance.jpg

~ Distribution of Eurasian Milfoil
 Iroquois Lake - September 11, 2014
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Legend

Dense Enrasian Milfoil (M. spicatum)
Estimated Distribution = 71 acres

Potential Area for Eurasian Milfoil Infestation;
water depth less than 20'
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Proposed DASH Areas for Permit Duration

From: Lake Iroquois Association <lakeiroquoisassociation@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, May 20, 2016 10:01 AM

To: Cetner, Misha

Subject: Additional info for Lake Iroquois Suction Harvesting Permit Questions
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

HI Misha,

Just as a follow up I realized that my answer to your first question - providing a map where DASH is to occur - was not quite
clear. I responded by showing the two areas of priority for this year. However, we are requesting the permit, since it is good for
10 years, in order to do suction harvesting in all of the infestation areas on the lake. We expect to work on this long-term, each
year deciding on areas of focus. As I said, our top priority this year is to clear the boat channel and mark it so that we can prevent
continued fragmentation. In future years, we hope to be able to work our way around the lake.

I hope this clarifies my response. Please let me know if you have further questions.
thanks,
Pat Suozzi

President,
Lake Iroquois Association



Lake Iroquois

Aquatic Plant Survey

Prepared For:

Lake Iroquois Association

Prepared By:
George W. Knoecklein
Northeast Aquatic Research, LLC
Mansfield, CT

February 13, 2015
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Background

Lake Iroquois is situated in northwestern Vermont and is bordered by the towns of Hinesberg,

Williston, and Richmond. The lake has a surface area of approximately 244 acres with

maximum and average depths of 37 feet and 19 feet, respectively (LIA SOTL Report). Lake

Iroquois is considered to be a eutrophic lake by LIA due to phosphorus concentrations that

exceed the threshold of 14 ppb, and chlorophyll-a concentrations that exceed the threshold of 7

ppb.

2014 Project Goal

Northeast Aquatic Research (NEAR) was
hired to conduct an aquatic plant survey of
Lake Iroquois in order to provide an
accurate, up-to-date estimate of the
coverage of invasive Eurasian milfoil. This
invasive non-native aquatic plant was
reported (LIA SOTL Report) to be first
discovered in Lake Iroquois in 1990 near
the state fishing access. Our survey was
conducted on September 11, 2014 and
consisted of observing aquatic plant species
presence and growth form at 136 locations
(waypoints) around the shoreline of the
lake, Map 1. Waypoints were typically
made at regular 200 feet intervals. Plant
cover between points was observed for
similarity to last made point. Significant
differences in species presence prompted
making a new waypoint. The weather on
the date of the survey was not entirely
conducive for conducting detailed aquatic
plant investigation due to strong Northerly

winds, overcast skies, and intermittent rain

2|Page

showers. Due to these factors, venturing
out to the center of the lake to investigate
plant growth around the center island was
omitted due to rough water, however
shoreline surveying was completed without

problem.

Map 1 — Locations of waypoints made
during NEAR 2014 survey

Northeast Agquatic Research



Survey Results

Eurasian milfoil was found to cover approximately 70 acres of Lake Iroquois at high densities
(Map 2). The plant was usually growing to the surface in thick, matted, continuous beds in
depths up to 14.2 feet (4.3 meters), however, in most areas Eurasian milfoil was found growing
out to only 10 or 11 feet of water depth (Map 3).

Map 2 — Distribution of Eurasian milfoil in Lake Iroquois September 2014

Total covering of Dense (most areas
nearly 100% cover and growing to the
surface) Eurasian milfoil = 70.7 acres

Most Prevalent Aquatic Plant Species Found
Floating waterlilies (Nuphar variegata, Nymphea odorata, Ny darata (Tt
Fotamogeton praelongus

.75 Ceratophylium echinalum
Densa Myriophy Eurasian milfoil)

N §

A .
o

0 005 01 0.2 Miles F
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Map 3 — Distribution of Eurasian milfoil in relation to the 10 and 20 foot water depth
contours

Lake Iroquois Aquatic Vegetation Survey 9-11-14

Total covering of Dense (most areas
nearly 100% cover and growing to the
surface) Eurasian milfoil = 70.7 acres

Most Prevalent Aquatic Plant Species Found

:l 201 contour

| ] 10ft contaur

_- ' Floating waterliies (Nuphar variegata, Nymphea odorata, Nymphea ordorata (Tuberosa)
Potamogeton praglongus

.| Ceratophyllum echinatum [TTT7TTT]
Dense Mynophyllum spicatum (Evrasan milfoil) 00.08.08 0.16 Miles

The lake has a large littoral zone of 105 acres, or about 43% of the total lake surface area. On
the date of our survey 70.7 acres of the lake was infested or about 67% of the littoral zone. This
suggests that an additional 33 acres of milfoil colonization is possible in Lake Iroquois. The
outer boundary of the littoral zone was estimated using 14 feet of water depth. This decision
was based on our finding Eurasian milfoil growing to a maximum depth of 14 feet. The outer
edge of the littoral zone is based on the depth of light penetration which will vary from month to

month and year to year as the water clarity changes. Typically, summer clarity is what dictates
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the growth of plants so Secchi disk depth readings taken during the summer can estimate
changes in size of the littoral zone. Average summer Secchi disk depths at Lake Iroquois have
been between 2.8 and 4.6 meters for several years. Secchi disk depth on the day of our survey
September 11, 2014 was 4.2 meters (13.8 feet). However, 5 and 6 meter Secchi disk depths
have been recorded at the lake in the past. This suggests that should the LIA become
successful at reducing phosphorus loading to the lake which leads to a subsequent decrease in
lake phosphorus concentrations and water clarity improves, milfoil will colonize deeper water.
NEAR has found milfoil growing in 22 feet of water depth in clear lakes but the plant has a
theoretical depth maximum of 33 feet. If milfoil was to expand to the 20 foot contour the

coverage would increase to about120 acres, about 70% more than found during our survey.

Aside from the extremely shallow areas dominated by water lilies, there were only two small
areas--combined less than seven acres--of the shallower littoral area that were colonized by

primarily native plants (Ceratophyllum echinatum and Potamogeton praelongus).

Below is a list of all species identified during the September 2014 survey listed from most to

least percent occurrence in the lake. Bold species are protected species in Vermont.

Lake Iroquois Aquatic Plant Species List Survey Date = September 11, 2014
# | Common Species # | Less Common to Scarce Species
1 | Myriophyllum spicatum 6 | Potamogeton amplifolius
2 | Vallisneria americana 7 | Nymphaea odorata (subspecies tuberosa)
3 | Nymphaea odorata 8 | Ceratophyllum demersum
4 | Elodea canadensis 9 | Zosterella dubia
Potamogeton hybrid (crispus x
5 | Ceratophyllum echinatum 10 | richardsonii)
11 | Chara sp.

12 | Potamogeton perfoliatus

13 | Potamogeton zosteriformis

14 | Polygonum amphibium

15 | Eleocharis robbinsii

16 | Potamogeton berchtoldii

17 | Utricularia macrorhiza

18 | Lemna trisulca

19 | Nuphar variegata

20 | Spirodela polyrhiza

21 | Eleocharis acicularis

22 | Nitella sp.

23 | Potamogeton nodosus

Bold = VT protected species
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In Lake Iroquois, milfoil has become the dominant aquatic plant in the lake. The plant has so
overrun the littoral zone that native aquatic plant species are disappearing. NEAR found 23
species during the September 2014 survey compared with 34 species that were present in the

lake in 2012 according to the LIA species roster.

Since 1984, 45 species have been found at one time or another in Lake Iroquois. By 2012, 10
of those species had been lost including two species of special concern, Vasey's pondweed
(Potamogeton vaseyi) and straight-leaf pondweed (Potamogeton strictifolius). By 2014, a
further 12 species were no longer found in the lake (4 of these species are shoreline plants
which may still be present in the lake as NEAR didn't pay special attention to the shoreline
during our survey). There were two species of special concern that were found in 2012 but not
by NEAR in 2014: lesser bladderwort (Utricularia minor) and Nuttall's waterweed (Elodea

nuttallii).

Excluding shoreline plants, species that were present in 2012 and not found during the 2014
NEAR survey include: Lemna minor, Najas flexilis, Elodea nuttalli (Uncommon in VT),
Potamogeton gramineus, Potamogeton spirillus, Potamogeton alpinus, Ranunculus sp. and
Utricularia minor (Rare in VT). Interestingly NEAR found Eleocharis robbinsii in 2014, which is
the first occurrence of this state listed plant in the lake. NEAR also found a hybrid Potamogeton
species identified by Barre Helquist as P. richardsonii X crispus. It is possible that some, or all,
of these species are still present in the lake but have become so scarce as to make them
virtually impossible or very difficult to find, essentially requiring each square meter of the littoral
zone to be thoroughly investigated. These searches require specific detailed surveys designed

to locate and map scarce plants.

If Eurasian milfoil continues to dominate the littoral zone, expanding its dominance from 74%
surface coverage noted during this survey, expect to keep losing species diversity in this once

vibrant plant community.

Milfoil control options

There are only a few ways that aquatic plant infestations can be effectively controlled.
Essentially, it comes down to using herbicides which give the best scale of control for the money
spent. Other methods—other than drawdown—are considerably more expensive, and have

smaller scale of control. The only other large scale control method that is inexpensive is triploid
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grass-carp which is currently illegal in Vermont. The non-chemical methods are; hand-pulling,
mechanical harvesters, drawdown, or milfoil weevils. Table below lists the approximate costs of
different options including the two herbicides allowed in Vermont. Each management option
has pros and cons so choosing a method correctly suited to the specific situation is necessary.
Lake management also involves a significant degree of trial and error with deliberate analysis of
success during and after each management attempt. Robust lake management requires
considering the lake as a whole so that all management is consistent with all aspects of the
water body. Individually attempting management in localized areas without knowing
connections to the rest of the lake typically are not successful long-term, or can cause impacts
to other sections or areas of the lake—essentially transferring the problem to somewhere else.
Once whole lake goals are set and visions established, incorporate before and after survey
analysis to assess success or failure based pre-described goals. Annually provide feedback to

goal setting and visioning to determine if different strategies are needed for the next year.

Table 1 — Comparisons of different Eurasian milfoil control options:

Control
Option Estimated Cost Benefits Drawbacks Bottom line
Only controls plant beds that are
. . Plant control dependent on a . .
Winter None--provided . . exposed during winter freeze.
. Essentially a free number of environmental
Water-level release by gravity . . . . . Plants below drawdown level
. . control option variables include winter air . .
drawdown is possible survive and possible move out
temperature and snow cover .
further into the lake
Winter water level drawdown .
. Requires outlet structure that
impacts a number of lake factors
. . allows water release and
including invertebrate . .
. ) . . elevation difference between
populations, fisheries, dissolved
lake level and downstream
oxygen of deep water.
Purchase cost ~
. 250,000 per . .
Mechanical ? . P . . A staging area, disposal grounds,
. machine + No chemical Heavy plant fragmentation and e .
harvesting/ . . . . and qualified operational
. ongoing labor herbicides nearly immediate regrowth .
cutting . personnel are required
and mechanical
upkeep costs
. Generally increased density of
Contracting , . '
harvested plants and causes Compared to 'mowing one's
harvesters rapid spreading, and density of | lawn,' regrowth is inevitable
$5,000/ acre piasp & y » reg
plants
Diver Not usually recommended for
Assisted $6,000- No chemical Very expensive for large areas of | whole lakes, better option for
Suction 12,000/acre herbicides dense beds small ponds or around personal
Harvesting docks
Slow work progress, re-growth Not likely for long-term control or
possible dense beds
Milfoil Based on No chemical Very few stocked lakes report Labor intensive stocking, typically
Weevils stocking rate of herbicides, biological | success over time. two to three years before plants

7|Page

Northeast Agquatic Research




Euhrychiopsis | about $1/weevil control are affected, may impact M.
lecontei with many 1000s sibiricum-reported to be in Lake
required Iroquois a State of VT listed plant
Herbicides
Fluridone Chemical treatment C'|I5p'Ersed Typically whole lake treatments
. . through whole lake, liquid S s
(Sonar) $300-600/acre Relatively nontoxic L . Longer irrigation restriction
. application requires 60-90 days
Systemic
of contract
L toxicity t
Triclopyr aotjvat?cxg:‘ \;n?sms Requires higher dose than Less effective chemical
(Renovate) $900-1300/acre q & . Fluridone for effective milfoil treatment, requiring a higher
. Can be applied only
Systemic . control dose
to infested areas

At this time, the infestation is seriously out of control and calls of a significant method to reclaim
the lake and the native aquatic plant community it once had. Although it appears that milfoil has
spread to its maximum extent this is not the case. Existing beds of milfoil will continue to
increase in density, that is plant material per square meter will increase, and spread to areas
that did not have milfoil—there were in fact a few areas along the east and south sides where
we did not find dense milfoil stands. The plant will also slowly creep out further into deeper

water as root runners of the deep water plant extend outward, and more quickly if water clarity

improves. Increased density of existing milfoil will further limit native plant survival. Weed
control strategy ideas are offered here for review.
Option 1: Conduct a whole lake Fluridone treatment (probably about $150,000). Since this

herbicide is applied as liquid and the whole lake is dosed, it affects all the Eurasian milfoil in the
lake, such that the following year there will be virtually no Eurasian milfoil in the lake. The
principal drawbacks to this approach are that many other aquatic plant species in the lake will
also be affected, and the chemical needs to remain in the lake for 60-90 days. However, with
such a dramatic loss of native species over the last several years, the remaining species in the
lake now are all in jeopardy of loss. It is possible for milfoil to overwhelm most of the remaining
submersed aquatic plants in the lake. It is likely that some of the common submersed plants will
continue to exist but to what extent this will occur is very uncertain and will remain to be seen.
However, with fluridone, Eurasian milfoil will also return in the following years but at a much
reduced degree of cover and a much lower density such that most of the littoral zone of the lake
will remain open for 2-4 years. During this time the seed bank and dormant root stocks of
natives will begin to grow. In subsequent years the re-occurring milfoil can be effectively
controlled with spot treatments or non-chemical means, leaving native beds to colonize. Over

time native species will return.
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Option 2: Conduct a deep water drawdown during the winter. Provided the lake has capability
to lower the lake level during the winter, and there are no shallow wells along the shoreline, a
deep water drawdown can be very effective at reducing milfoil density in the exposed area. The
deeper the drawdown the more acres of milfoil will be affected. Exposed shore needs at least a
week of sub-freezing temperatures for affective control of milfoil. However, drawdown will also
affect all other plants in the exposed zone, as well as contiguous wetlands that rely on the lake
level for inundation. Drawdown will also affect all the invertebrates in the drawdown zone and
may have impacts on fish populations and long-term water quality. Also, prior to any drawdown,
simple hydraulic analysis of potential refill volumes should be made to insure that there will be

enough runoff in the spring to refill the lake.

Option 3: Treat small areas (10-20 acres) of the milfoil with Triclopyr herbicide sequentially
each year. Pick areas where plants are causing severe impairment for first treatments. Such
areas would include the channel from the boat ramp to deeper water, along shorelines where
the most active use occurs, or where milfoil is interfering with other lake functions. Like
Fluridone Milfoil will regrow the following season but a much reduced density and cover,

allowing for at least one summer season to be milfoil free in the treated areas.

Option 4: Conduct mechanical harvesting of dense milfoil beds along shorelines were active
use is currently impaired. Mechanical harvesters typically cut plants between 4-6 feet below the
surface so provides relief from topped-out plant beds. Plants will regrow reaching the surface in
a number of weeks so this type of control is very short lived, having the poorest control to
dollars spent ratio. Harvested milfoil will need to be off-loaded to shore and removed.
Harvesting using mechanical means produces fragments which eventually root and regrow
causing spreading. Although there may be significant fragmentation by motor boats occurring
now this boats produce considerable less fragmentation than harvesters because boats tend not
to drive through milfoil beds all day. This option is not recommended because it will cause
fragmentation causing further spread, stimulate lateral shoot formation leading to bushier plants,
and cause increased transport of plant material to bottom waters where it will accelerate deep

water oxygen loss.

Option 5: Remove Eurasian milfoil using diver assisted suction harvesting. This method is very
expensive and efficient only over small areas, typically less than an acre. Areas to be suction
harvested have to be chosen carefully because of the limitation on how much can be removed

in any given season. Suction harvesting typically shows control for longer periods due to most
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operators being able to get root material out as well. But, it is not a given that suction
harvesters will be attempting to get as much root material out as they can, as in the interest of
clearing as much area as possible end up just ripping the plants out and leaving most root
material intact. Suction harvesting is suited to small beds and isolated re-growth. This option is
not recommended because of the large costs, poor area of control, and relative lack of control

over the process.

Option 6: Do nothing. For whatever reason doing nothing always results in nothing getting
done. There is a myth that nature will take care of things and if left alone the lake will fix itself.
This is not true. Doing nothing allows milfoil to maintain dominance over the lake which
includes, the water quality, the aquatic invertebrate community, the fisheries populations, the
shoreline animal populations, the recreational use of the lake, and the visual aesthetics. Dense
stands of milfoil will cause phosphorus to increase in a lake by at least four ways, 1) bottom
sediments in a dense stand of milfoil will become effectively isolated from the atmosphere as
vertical mixing in the bed is reduced to near zero. Once isolated, water will become anoxic and
internal release of phosphorus will occur. 2) Milfoil is a generally leaky plant in that phosphorus
translocated from the sediments into the stems and leaves can leak out of the plant into the
water column. 3) Continual build-up of organic matter from annual growth and senescence of
huge amounts of plant material causes increased decomposition on the lake bottom both in the
beds and in deeper water where accelerated oxygen loss will occur furthering internal
phosphorus release from bottom sediments. 4) Dense stands of milfoil will foster growth of
periphyton and associated planktonic phytoplankton which increases recycling of phosphorus in
the water column where it can be used by, and cause, succession to bluegreen (cyanobacteria)

forms. This option is not recommended because over health of the lake is compromised.

Dense stands of any aquatic plant, but most specifically invasive aquatic plants, retard diversity
of aquatic insects within the beds. Loss of aquatic invertebrates affects the entire food chain.
However, often dense beds of milfoil will pose problems for fisheries in that spawning beds are
lost and linkages between young fish and aquatic insects are lost. Sometimes an illusion that
milfoil improves fishing occurs because the edge of the milfoil stands are typically well defined
making bass fishing off the edge of the beds very productive. However, this is not actually the
case because the fish have become concentrated on this edge as there is nowhere else to go
and the sources of prey fish has dwindled. When the entire littoral zone becomes a
monoculture stand of milfoil, most functional aspects of this highly productive part of the lake are

lost.
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Increased lake monitoring is required in any event. The temperature and dissolved oxygen, in
profile from surface to deepest water, should be measured monthly—beginning after ice-out to
October--to track both the location of the thermocline and dissolved oxygen loss in deeper
water. The maximum depth of Lake Iroquois is stated as 37 feet (11 meters) with recent water
clarity of between 3 and 5 meters typical. These data imply a thermocline depth of about 6
meters, leaving about 5 meters of the lake depth from the thermocline to the bottom that is
vulnerable to oxygen loss and subsequent internal loading of phosphorus, ammonium, sulfide,
and methane. Water quality collections from different depths in the water are required to

determine if phosphorus is being generated from an anoxic bottom layer.

Example of a 5 year plan

2015
Submit application to VT DEC for permit to apply herbicides in 2016
$2,500
Annual aguatic plant survey to document extent of Eurasian milfoil and extent of native species—specifically
VT protected species
$5,000
2016
Treat Eurasian milfoil with a whole lake Fluridone herbicide, including notifications
$ 150,000
2017
Two aquatic plant surveys, first in spring, second in late summer
$ 10,000
2018
Two aquatic plant surveys, first in spring, second in late summer
Submission for permit to apply herbicides in 2019
$ 25,000
2019

Spot treat Eurasian Milfoil with Triclopyr -or-

Alternatively: use suction harvesting or bottom barriers on localized beds
$12,500

One aquatic plant survey in late summer
$ 5,000

Note: Cost figures are only estimates and bids should be obtained from actual contractors once LIA decides
on their approach and the actual scope of the work.
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