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K)Following the 2005 publication of the
Wisconsin State Journal article “Why not
try magic potion in our lakes?” about using
whole-lake fluridone treatments to restore
aquatic ecosystems, The Dane County
Board established an Aquatic Plant
Management (APM) Committee in order to
evaluate APM options. The Committee
concluded that high flow and narrow growth
zones made the Yahara Chain of Lakes poor
candidates for fluridone treatment, but
called for a research project to scientifically

\cvaluate early-season EWM control options./

/Who was on the APM Committee? \

e Dane County

e Riparian land owners

e DNR water and fisheries biologists
o UW Center for Limnology

o Wisconsin Association of Lakes

e Madison Fishing Expo

o Lake and watershed organizations

\ o County board supervisor /
\

K’V hat did the Committee do?

o Held nine publicly-noticed meetings

« Invited presentations from lake and aquatic
plant experts

« Considered scientific evidence

e Discussed APM techniques

e Determined Yahara Chain was a poor candidate
for whole-lake treatments

\ o Recommended research on alternate options j

K’V hy was the registered herbicide 2,4-D chosen?\
A technical team conducting work in Minnesota
and Wisconsin indicated early-season, low dose
use of 2,4-D can achieve effective EWM control
with minimal native species impacts. Target appli-
cation rates for this project of 2 ppm were within
label guidelines. See http://www.npic.orst.edu/
factsheets/2.4-DTech.pdf for more information on

\potential risks and regulation. /
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M} authorized the treatment for this project?

1) The US EPA labeled and registered the prod-
uct, requiring review of:

e Application amount, frequency and timing
e Storage and disposal

o Human health impacts

e Ecosystems and non-target species

e Environmental fate

**Reevaluation occurs every 15 years

2) The Wisconsin Department of Agriculture,
Trade & Consumer protection (DATCP) reg-
istered the product for use.

3) WDNR permitted the project application via
NR 107. Permits can be modified or denied if
the proposed treatments will result in hazard
to humans, animals, non-target organisms, or
result in significant adverse effect on the body
of water.

4) Product was applied by a DATCP-certified
and licensed applicator
@v does this project fit into other researchQ
ing on in Wisconsin?

To support more balanced and sustainable ecosys-
tems, WDNR has maintained a cooperative re-
search agreement with the US Army Corps of En-
gineers Research and Development Center to
evaluate the efficacy and risks of using large-
scale, low-dose, early-season herbicide treatments
to control non-native aquatic invasive species
Eurasian watermilfoil (EWM) and curly-leaf
pondweed (CLP). Most projects are grant-funded
and involve detailed aquatic plant surveys, spring
and fall mapping of target species and residual
herbicide and water quality monitoring. Projects
were active on 10 lakes in 2009 and increased to
25 lakes in 2010. We are evaluating long-term na-
tive plant and water quality responses. We also
continue to explore aquatic plant community com-

position in systems with and without EWM across
the state to better understand the ecology.




~ | TURVILLE BAY PROJECT
_ | RESULTS TO DATE

The Turville Bay Research project was designed by scientists and managers of the Army Corps of
Engineers, Dane County, and WDNR to evaluate the use of early-season herbicide treatment and me-
chanical harvesting. We sought to increase selectivity with early-season treatment timing while as-
sessing treatment impacts and efficacy in nuisance control and aquatic plant restoration.

[Controlled study design
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