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Background
The Lake George Park Commission is a New York State agency charged with the long-term
protection of the lake and its users, as defined in NYS Environmental Conservation Law Article 43.
One of the primary responsibilities of the Commission is to prevent and manage invasive species
within the lake, which it has been doing for more than three decades, at a total cost over that time
period exceeding $7 million.
Lake George has long been the object of scientific study. Aquatic plant surveys conducted in 1922
and 1975 revealed no Eurasian watermilfoil (EWM) in Lake George. EWM was first identified in
Lake George in 1985, and management began in earnest in 1986. Within two to three years, EWM
in Lake George was among the top ten species in relative abundance (Eichler et al. 2002).
The first location that EWM was discovered in Lake George was in Northwest Bay, known by our
office as Site #1. For a sense of perspective on the challenges of managing and eliminating this
invasive plant, the milfoil at Site #1 has been hand harvested almost every year for more than 30
years, and we are still managing that site today. There are more than 200 known locations with
milfoil present in Lake George, ranging from a few scattered plants, up to dense beds that are
acres in size. Prioritization of sites to be managed, versus the available resources to do so, are
always of paramount concern.

Ecological Impacts of Milfoil
Eurasian watermilfoil is an aggressive and prolific species that negatively impacts recreational
uses, water quality, and native macrophytes. Topping out at the water surface, EWM can
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significantly impede boating activity, and be a danger to swimmers. Growing in dense, tall
monocultures, EWM negatively impacts water quality as its astounding seasonal growth and
biomass accumulation give way to a fall/winter senescence that annually releases nutrients to the
water column and increases biological oxygen demand on levels that exceed our native
populations. With stem fragmentation, a dense root mass, early season growth, accelerated
growth rates, high biomass, and shading effects, Eurasian watermilfoil significantly suppresses the
growth of native macrophytes. The ability of unchecked EWM to crowd out native macrophytes is
a fact that was first quantitatively demonstrated in Lake George (Madsen 1991).
Building on the above, the loss of native macrophytes can have wide reaching ecosystem impacts.
The literature indicates that reductions in native macrophytes can have a profoundly negative
impact on the ecology of a waterbody as native macrophytes support healthier and larger
invertebrate communities, which in turn support fisheries and higher trophic level predators. The
following is an excerpt from Wilson and Ricciardi 2009. “The establishment of M. spicatum can
reduce the density of many other species of macrophytes, including native milfoils (Grace and
Wetzel 1978; Smith and Barko 1990; Boylen et al. 1999). In situations where M. spicatum
supports lower invertebrate diversity and biomass than its congeners, the displacement of native
macrophytes by M. spicatum could conceivably cause habitat-wide alterations in epiphytic
invertebrate communities that have consequences for higher trophic levels. Reductions in the
diversity, biomass, and mean body size of epiphytic invertebrates may impact fish and other
vertebrate predators by lowering the quality and accessibility of prey (Werner and Hall 1974;
Eggers 1977; Kovecses et al. 2005). Overall, these results suggest that the impacts of M. spicatum
invasion on epiphytic invertebrates may have multiple indirect effects at local and habitat-wide
scales. Structurally similar, even congeneric, macrophytes do not necessarily provide equivalent
habitat for invertebrate communities, which appear to be sensitive to subtle differences between
macrophyte species.”
In the concluding comments from a 1991 publication on EWM, Madsen et al. warn that, “The
expansion of Eurasian watermilfoil and formation of dense beds not only creates an impairment of
human uses, but will significantly alter the diverse littoral zone vegetation of Lake George, as well
as other lakes in which this species occur,” (Madsen et al. 1991). Indeed, prolific spread of
Eurasian watermilfoil is exactly what we’ve seen in Lake George and area waterways. As noted
above, following introduction EWM quickly became a dominant aquatic plant in Lake George, and
no doubt reduces the habitat for native species. This is an unfortunate occurrence throughout
New York State and the Adirondacks. A 2010 report by Darrin Freshwater Institute identifies over
300 waterbodies in New York State impacted by Eurasian watermilfoil. Eurasian watermilfoil was
first discovered in the Adirondacks at Chateaugay Lake in 1979, and has since spread to at least 55
waterbodies within 12 counties of the Adirondack Park (APIPP 2014).
In a 2014 report by the Adirondack Park Invasive Plant Program (APIPP) regarding invasive
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species impacts in the Adirondacks, they note, “Dense pockets of Eurasian watermilfoil provide
poor habitat for waterfowl, fish, and other wildlife and alter water quality by decreasing available
oxygen and increasing water temperature, leading to a reduction in native plants and animals,
including fish. Phosphorous and nitrogen concentrations in water increase due to the
decomposition of plant material from Eurasian watermilfoil at the end of the growing season.
Eurasian watermilfoil infestations create pockets of stagnant water that provide breeding grounds
for mosquitos. The physical presence of Eurasian watermilfoil interferes with swimming, boating,
and fishing and has been shown to reduce tourism and property values.”

Economic Impacts of Invasive Species
The potential economic impact of invasive species has been well documented in the Lake George
and Adirondack regions. Excerpts from two recent studies, one in Lake George (2020) and one for
the Adirondacks by the Adirondack Park Invasive Plant Program (APIPP 2014), speak volumes to
the risks.
“Tourism in the Adirondack Region is valued at $1.5 billion dollars annually and generates
approximately 19% of employment, amounting to approximately 20,000 jobs (ROOST, 2018)…
Together, Warren County and the Lake George Region draw an average 8 million visitors a year and
economic activity tied directly Lake George is estimated to be worth around $2 billion annually
(Town and Village of Lake George, 2016 and Williams, 2019).
Should the lake not be maintained or if the water quality was irreparably damaged in some way, it
would result in significant economic loss to the Lake George Region and the Adirondack Region as a
whole… Visitors to Lake George want to be able to enjoy the lake in a variety of ways, over 85% of
visitors to the Adirondacks wish to stay in waterside lodging and approximately 70% seek to swim,
fish or boat while visiting the region (Johnstone, 2014). If the water quality of Lake George is not
maintained, there [is a] likelihood that many of the visitors who seek water‐based activities and
lodging would choose to vacation elsewhere, taking tourism dollars outside the region…
… Lake George’s most widely spread aquatic invasive plant is Eurasian watermilfoil (Myriophyllum
spicatum)… Eurasian milfoil infestations can also have large negative impacts on shoreline property
values, a study in Vermont found a decrease in property values of up to 16% for lakes with very dense
beds of the invasive species while a similar study of over 170 lakes in the northern forest Region of
Wisconsin found that lakes invaded with milfoil experienced an average 13% decrease in land values
after invasion (Zhang, 2010; Madsen, 1991; and Horsch, 2009),”
‐

“Assessment of the Economic Value of Clean Water in Lake George”, 2020.

The potential loss in economic value and real property value is a significant risk among Lake
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
75 Fort George Road, P.O. Box 749, Lake George, NY 12845 │ Ph. 518.668.9347 │ Fax: 518.668.9347 │ email: info@lgpc.state.ny.us

George communities and the Adirondacks as demonstrated in a 2014 report by APIPP.
“Total direct economic loss from the invasive species evaluated in this report to the recreation and
tourism sector in the Adirondack region, including impacts on swimmers, boaters, anglers, and fall
tourists, is estimated at $46–$51 million a year… Sixty‐nine percent of those surveyed in the White
Mountain Region of New Hampshire, similar in some ways to the Adirondacks, said they would
decrease visitation if water clarity and purity deteriorated (invasive species can exacerbate issues
related to water quality and water purity). This was the most significant deterrent to visitation and
was estimated to result in a decrease of 17.5% in visitor days, total sales, household income, and
jobs…
The largest share of the total estimated direct economic impact is the potential impact on property
values. The impact of aquatic invasive species, particularly Eurasian watermilfoil, on property values
has been studied and found to range from 1% to 16%. Other studies confirm that a reduction in
water clarity (and its diminishment from cultural and non‐cultural eutrophication) results in
decreasing property values. A study in the Adirondacks found that multiple measures of water
quality, including the presence of Eurasian watermilfoil, have significant effects on property values
overall, even for properties that are not directly on the water. According to this study, the presence of
invasive species on the nearest lake decreases property values by $10,459.
The total value of residential properties in the Adirondack Park is estimated to be approximately $14
billion. If we assume a conservative impact of 3% on property values Park‐wide, approximately $420
million in property value could be at risk from increasing numbers and densities of aquatic invasive
species, such as Eurasian watermilfoil. A slightly less conservative estimate of 6% impact that is still
within the low end of the range suggested by the research increases this impact to $840 million.
While this is a simplistic method of computing impact, it is a reasonable (and likely conservative)
indication of the order of magnitude of the impact if an aquatic invasive species, in isolation or in
combination with others, were to spread throughout the Park. Currently, second homeowners pay a
premium for property within the Park. The presence of aquatic invasive species can be expected to
have a dampening effect on their willingness to pay a premium, which will also have a dampening
effect on property values.”
‐

The Actual and Potential Economic Impact of Invasive Species on the Adirondack Park:
A Preliminary Assessment, 2014

The reason that the Commission and others throughout the Adirondacks invest in aquatic invasive
species prevention and management is because it is absolutely necessary to preserve local water
quality and the economy of our communities that are tied to it.
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Regional Costs of Invasive Species Prevention and Management
“Survey findings show that approximately $3.56 million was spent by 88 organizations on invasive
species in the Adirondacks in 2013. More than half reported that their spending had increased over
the past five years and expect their spending to increase over the next five years, signifying an
increase in the invasive species threat and subsequent demand for action… Eighty‐five percent of all
reported investments on invasive species were directed at aquatic invasive species with 15% targeted
at terrestrial invasive species… Aquatic plants (e.g. Eurasian watermilfoil) are currently receiving
over half of the total investment in invasive species in the Adirondacks,” (APIPP 2014).

AIS Prevention:
In order to limit the spread and management required of invasive species, these species must first
be prevented from entering and leaving waterbodies. To this end, the Commission, with financial
support from the EPF, Warren County, local municipalities, and non-profit advocacy groups,
operates a cutting-edge boat inspection program to prevent the introduction and spread of aquatic
invasive species into Lake George. This program, which costs $500,000/yr to operate on Lake
George, is a tremendous benefit not only to Lake George, but through exit inspection, provides a
great benefit to other Adirondack waterbodies and communities . A similar program,
administered by the APIPP Prism with EPF dollars, is administered throughout the Adirondack
Park to prevent the spread of invasives, such as Eurasian Watermilfoil.

EWM Management Goals in Lake George
The Commission and its partners spend hundreds of thousands of dollars annually to curb the
spread and impact of this invasive species. The goal of the Commission’s EWM management
program is to eliminate all known dense and moderate beds, and keep them from re-emerging.
This will allow for a financially manageable maintenance level of hand harvesting of sparse
populations of EWM in the waterbody. It is unreasonable to anticipate that this invasive species
will ever be eradicated in the lake given current technologies, so the goal is to keep this invasive
species in check and to minimize recreational and economic impacts. Once all beds are eliminated
in Lake George, the ongoing annual maintenance level costs are anticipated to be approximately
$150,000-$200,000. Without diligent annual effort, scattered populations of plants will turn
quickly into dense beds once again. All options for management are researched by the
Commission each year, with the goal of finding the most effective and efficient means to address
EWM in a long-term, sustainable way.
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Options for Management of Eurasian Watermilfoil
There are four primary options for managing Eurasian Watermilfoil: Benthic barriers, Hand
harvesting, Diver Assisted Suction Harvesting, and Aquatic Herbicides.
1. Benthic Barriers can be successful at eliminating beds of milfoil, however they
simultaneously eliminate essentially all life in the treatment area. Additionally, they create
barren pockets of disturbed lake bed, which are extremely vulnerable to introduction of
invasive species, such as EWM. Not only is this method highly disruptive, but it is also
extremely labor intensive and includes material costs. Benthic barriers were used as a
management option to treat Asian clams in Lake George at a cost of $80,000/acre. The
Commission has used benthic barriers to help control EWM for more than two decades,
with mixed success, but that practice was abandoned in 2014 due to cost and inefficiency in
maintaining these barriers to obtain effective use.
2. Hand harvesting can be successful a means of removing EWM by removing the plant and
root parts from the Lake. This method, historically the most widely used method in the
Adirondacks, also has its limitations. The success of hand harvesting is highly dependent
on the nature of the lake bottom, because the entire root mas of the plant must be removed.
In areas with dense sediment or rocky substate, it is impossible to remove the root of the
plant, and the plant will re-grow the next year. Additionally, these mode of physical
handling and removal of the EWM is highly prone to fragmentation of the stem. Stem
fragments can easily lead to new growth; an issue we’ve observed and worked hard to
manage on Lake George. Lastly, hand harvesting is disruptive to the Lake bottom; akin to
weeding a garden at a large scale this is physically disruptive to the lake bed and creates
localized turbidity. Hand harvesting is conducted throughout the growing season. It is
recommended that sites be revisited at least twice in a growing season to ensure adequate
removal. Commission experience over three decades of using this method with multiple
different contractors shows that a successful harvest sees species return/repopulation rate
of 20-40%.
3. Diver assisted suction harvesting (DASH) is similar to hand harvesting. The diver pulls the
plant by the roots out from the lake sediment, and puts the plant material (including water
and sediments from the lake bottom) into a suction hose which leads to a topside vessel
where plant material is screened out and water is returned to the Lake. The vacuum aspect
of DASH also tends to result in less fragments leftover, which is a great benefit to reduce repopulation of the site. Due to the connection of the diver, vacuum hose, and vessel, this
means of EWM removal is relatively immobile. As such, this method is most efficient in
areas with dense beds where divers are relatively stationary for long periods of time.
Similar to hand harvesting, hand removal of plants with DASH can be highly disruptive to
the Lake bottom, and the vacuum/return mechanism of the DASH extends turbidity to the
entire water column above and surrounding the treatment area. DASH is conducted
throughout the growing season. It is recommended that sites be revisited at least twice in a
growing season to ensure adequate removal. Similar to hand harvesting, a successful
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suction harvesting effort also sees species return/repopulation rate of 20-40% depending
on site conditions.
Given the unique skill sets and equipment required, the availability of contractors that
perform physical milfoil management services are limited in the Adirondack Region, and
the costs are high. Currently, there are just three companies that provide these services:
Aqualogic, AE Commercial Diving, and Invasive Species Dive Solutions (formerly AIM). AE’s
costs for a single diver using a Diver Assisted Suction Harvester is currently $8,750/week,
which is up from $7,500 in 2021.
On Lake George, the Commission has historically had three to four dive crews working
concurrently through three months of the summer. These are treatment costs that are
simply not viable for most waterbodies, and if not successful, these are costs that are
unsustainable for any waterbody/community. Indeed, the $8,750 per week cost for one
diver pulling EWM is not only concerning for other waterbodies, but even Lake George,
who has more financial resources than most.
4. Systemic Aquatic Herbicides (Specifically ProcellaCOR EC): Research on the systemic
aquatic herbicide ProcellaCOR since its development in year 2010, plus more than 250
applications to date in the United States (including more than 100 in the Northeast US)
have shown that EWM is selectively eliminated from the native aquatic plant population
like no other herbicide in history. ProcellaCOR is applied at approximately 7 parts per
billion, which is approximately 1,000 times lower in dosage than the previous generation of
aquatic herbicide such as Sonar and Renovate. It has no potable water or contact
recreation impacts. Conducted early in the growing season when the plant has limited
biomass (10-20%), the plant slowly dies over a period of weeks and falls to the lake
bottom. Unlike harvesting methods, no disruption to the lake bottom occurs, and no
turbidity is created. The manufacturer of ProcellaCor guarantees complete species removal
for at least three years post treatment, with no identified impacts to public health or fauna,
and exceedingly limited impacts to native vegetation. There is considerable information
available on the efficacy of ProcellaCOR, and this narrative is not intended to replace that
information.
EWM Program Management Cost and Long-Term Sustainability
With the limited availability of aquatic dive companies that manage EWM in the Northeast, and the
large number of waterbodies that are working to deal with the challenges of EWM, there must be
an honest analysis of all of the available tools to manage this invasive species. The annual cost of
managing EWM in Lake George over the past decade has averaged approximately $200,000$300,000 per year. Funds for this program come through an annual allocation from the NYS
Environmental Protection Fund, traditionally $100,000 per year. This is supplemented by
additional funding from the Lake George Association of a similar amount, and sometimes grant
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funding is secured to provide additional needed resources.
If beds of EWM were able to be managed one time and then remain clear for a period of several
years, this funding would be sustainable. However, the Commission has found that at least half of
the sites it manages will re-populate between 25-100% EWM within only 2-3 years’ time. Some
sites, particularly ones that are a monoculture of EWM and live in soft sediments, respond well to
hand harvesting and suction harvesting efforts. The re-growth in these areas can be as low as 510% the following year. These sites still need to be monitored and re-harvested, as an ongoing
effort to keep these sites from becoming dense beds once again. Most of the sites that are
managed in Lake George are harvested every year, at significant cost. Since not all sites can be
managed every year, there are several sites that go for several years without harvesting, allowing
significant re-growth and thusly increased cost to manage.
By contrast, as several years of ProcellaCOR treatments have shown throughout the U.S. and
Northeast, the use of this aquatic herbicide has shown efficacy of up to 100% milfoil control, for a
guaranteed minimum of three years of no re-growth. This represents a staggering difference
between these two methodologies, and concurrent cost-reduction.
As an example, Minerva Lake had been using hand harvesting of its EWM populations for several
years, at a cost of approximately $70,000 per year, repeatedly. Following approval to apply
ProcellaCOR, their 41 acre treatment cost only $27,000 and the treatment was 100% successful at
controlling the milfoil population in Minerva Lake. Since the company guarantee is a minimum of
three years, that equates to a cost of $9,000 per year total. With the likelihood that any EWM
regrowth after that three year timeframe will be significantly less than the pre-treatment, the
annual cost drops to even less than $9,000 per year.
This is opposed to $70,000 per year, every year, with no end in sight. The math indicates that the
cost of ProcellaCOR to control milfoil over a five year period is approximately 10% of the cost of
hand harvesting. The supplemental benefits include no turbidity associated with hand harvesting,
no day-long boat/engine/compressor noise associated with DASH methods on that small lake, no
annual Town management and oversight of a dive contractor, and less impact on the overall
aquatic environment. Final cost of treatment equates to a staggeringly low $700 per acre, with the
density of the EWM population not a factor at all (which is critically important in the cost of
harvesting efforts). The economics, and environmental benefits, could not be more clear for
Minerva Lake.
On Lake George, the costs are not anticipated to be quite so stark for the two demonstration
projects that are under consideration currently. With smaller sites (approximately 4 acres each),
and deeper water, the cost per acre naturally is higher due to the fixed costs of undertaking the
effort. However, it is anticipated that the cost of the treatments will be approximately $8,000 per
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acre for the two sites. Historical management costs for the Blairs Bay site average approximately
$15,000-$20,000 per acre, with strong regrowth of milfoil the following year. This leads to followup harvesting efforts of a lesser but still costly nature, equating to approximately $10,000 per
acre. The Blairs Bay site was not harvested for one year due to contractor changeover and
equipment issues, and by the following year the EWM site was larger than before management
began. At this point, the Commission and LGA agreed to halt any new harvesting efforts in Blairs
Bay due to the harvesting program being ineffective. That was 2018, and the dense milfoil bed has
only grown in size since.
The Commission is proposing to undertake two small demonstration ProcellaCOR treatments in
Lake George not only to address these milfoil sites, but to learn more about the value of such
treatments versus the Commission’s current DASH management efforts. It is incumbent upon all
lake managers to evaluate all of the available tools available to make the best decisions possible
for their lakes. Given the federal and state approvals for ProcellaCOR, its groundbreaking longterm efficacy, its almost non-existent impact upon non-target species, these demonstration
projects represent a very reasonable introduction of this tool on Lake George.
It is with consideration to the above, the larger environmental and economic impacts of EWM and
its management techniques, that the Commission seeks a wetlands permit from the Agency.
Agency Jurisdiction Specific to Blairs Bay and and Native Milfoil, M. alterniflorum
As noted in the plant survey of Blairs Bay (Bombard 2021), the subject wetland is dominated by
Eurasian watermilfoil with the species representing 37% of the plant abundance among the
sampled sites. Additionally, EWM represents 29% of both the moderate and dense sites that were
sampled. However, despite the dominance of Eurasian watermilfoil at this site, by regulation the
value of this wetland is deemed to be high due to the presence of a native milfoil, M. alterniflorum.
A plant survey conducted in furtherance of a pending ProcellaCor treatment has found “trace
amounts” of native milfoil (Myriophyllum alterniflorum). Specifically, the report states, “this plant
is not uncommon in the waters of Lake George, from depths of 3 to 10 deep… It was found at one
site in Blair’s Bay (3%) in trace amounts. The one site (#3) during the survey with M.
alterniflorum noted was listed as 4 feet deep; a diver reported a few plants seen on the stream
delta in Blair’s Bay,” (Bombard 2021).
The Natural Heritage Program has identified this native milfoil species, Myriophyllum
alterniflorum, as being “threatened” in New York State. By regulation, the trace presence of this
“threatened” plant among a dense Eurasian watermilfoil bed technically raises the value of this
wetland area to “1”.
It is encouraging and worth noting that despite its categorization, M. alterniflorum is very
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common throughout Lake George, and is also documented among other lakes in the Adirondacks.
In fact, a preliminary review of literature on the topic reveals M. alterniflorum can be found in the
following Adirondack waterbodies:
1.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Lake George (Taggett and Boylen 1989)
Loon Lake (Taggett and Boylen 1989, Eichler 2005)
Schroon Lake (Eichler and Bombard 1993, Taggett and Boylen 1989)
Paradox Lake (Eichler and Bombard 1994)
Chazy Lake (Eichler and Boylen 2008)
Brant Lake (Eichler et al. 1999)
Lake Luzerne (Eichler 2009)
Upper Saranac Lake (Evans et al. 2013, Wilson and Ricciardi 2009)
Chateaugay Lake (Wilson and Ricciardi 2009)
Fern Lake (Eichler and Bombard 1993)

With respect to Lake George specifically, which is recognized as having relatively high species
diversity, native milfoil appears ubiquitous (Taggett and Boylen 1989). In fact, at the request of
the Natural Heritage Program, a 1989 study by RPI of “rare aquatic plants” found that, “Several of
the plants were common throughout the lake. The most common were Isoetes macrospora and
Myriophyllum alterniflorum… Myriophyllum alterniflorum was found as scattered plants or in
small beds. This plant grows in water 1-2m deep,” (Taggett and Boylen 1989). Among sampled
sites, Myriophyllum alterniflorum was found to have a 24% frequency (see Table #2-1 in Taggett
and Boylen 1989). In a subsequent study, it was noted of native milfoil that, “This species typically
grows on sandy sediments in shallow water (less than 2 meters) throughout the Lake George
basin,” (Eichler and Boylen 2007).
Given the small number M. alterniflorum plants in the Blairs Bay EWM treatment area and the
prevalence of this species throughout Lake George, any “trace” amounts impacted by the
treatment is outweighed by the benefits created by the treatment. Specifically, removal of the
dense Eurasian watermilfoil bed will give way to an area that may be reinhabited by native
species. And, we would anticipate that the native milfoil will return and grown in the bay, as it
does in the littoral zone throughout the Lake. To spare a few M. alterniforum without regard for
the degraded quality of the larger remaining wetland, would cause only further proliferation of the
invasive species that we know crowds out and threatens our native species.

Summary
Surface waters define our communities, and they are the life blood of a tourist economy that
sustains these communities. Any threat to the quality and ecology of these waters threatens all of
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us and our progeny. Eurasian watermilfoil and other invasive species are known threats to waterbased recreation, ecology, and water quality. We have worked diligently for years to secure our
waters with AIS prevention, and we have worked diligently to remediate our waterbodies with AIS
management. After 30+ years of professional EWM management that includes benthic barriers,
hand harvesting, and DASH, the Commission has found that (1) benthic barriers are two disruptive
and prone to reinfestation, and (2) unfortunately, some areas simply don’t respond well to
physical removal by hand harvesting and DASH. In response, as a Lake management Agency
responsible for the water quality of Lake George and the expenditure of resources, the
Commission seeks to utilize a new tool in the toolbox for EWM, a selective systemic herbicide. The
herbicide, ProcellaCOR, is authorized by EPA and NYS DEC, and recognized as being highly
effective at low doses with no identified impacts to public health or fauna, and exceedingly limited
impacts to native vegetation. With ProcellaCOR, sites that have not responded well to physical
techniques, may finally be remediated and restored to their natural condition.
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Good morning Leigh and Brian,

Attached, please find the only proposal the Commission received (bids due yesterday)
for an upcoming four year contract for DASH milfoil control on Lake George. The
Commission’s current contractor, AE Commercial Diving submitted the proposal. The
cost has gone up from $7,500 per week to $8,750 per week, with just one person
harvesting per dive crew (we try to use four crews at a time as funding allows, so
$35,000 per week is what we spend on Lake George currently).

AE is an excellent company to work with, and very diligent in what they do, but it’s very
expensive. We spent a combined $1.3 million in just the past three years on this strategy
on Lake George, and while we have made good progress, the costs are simply
unsustainable and our grant funding has been expended.
By contrast, Minerva Lake’s treatment with ProcellaCOR (similar combined acreage to
our Lake George DASH efforts) was completed for less money than we spend in a week
on our Lake George DASH program. Very importantly, Minerva also spent zero dollars
the following year (and probably the next few as well), with no recurrent milfoil
identified subsequent to management, which is absolutely unheard of in our DASH
program.

Also attached is a new Excel file from Amy Smagula from New Hampshire who manages
their invasives program. When compared to the costs of New Hampshire’s ProcellaCOR
treatments, continuing our traditional DASH program for our difficult bays makes little
financial (and ultimately environmental) sense versus ProcellaCOR. I think our three
state agencies share the collective goal of establishing long-term milfoil reductions in
Lake George that minimize impacts to the lake. While DASH can be effective, the
turbidity and nutrient resuspension from pulling tens of thousands of plant every year
concerns all of us. We spend much of the summer in Harris Bay pulling milfoil (our
largest and most problematic site), and this bay experienced our first ever HAB two
years ago.

I just thought it very important that I present to you the bigger picture of milfoil control
on Lake George and the long-term challenges we face. Thank you both for your
considerable effort on our applications; we realize it takes a lot of work on the regulatory

side to get a project prepared for final consideration.
Have a great weekend,

Dave Wick

Executive Director

NYS Lake George Park Commission

PO Box 749, 75 Fort George Road, Lake George, NY 12845
Office: 518-668-9347    Cell: 518-361-0985    Fax:518-668-9347
www.lgpc.ny.gov

Summary of ProcellaCOR Treatments/Costs in New Hampshire
2018

compiled February 2022 by NHDES

Waterbody Name

Target Species

Mean
Actual
Lake Size
Depth
Treatment
(acres) Treatment
Area (acres)
Zone (ft)

Balch Lake

Myriophyllum
heterophyllum

704

3 to 7

Beaver Lake

Myriophyllum
heterophyllum

15

3

Captains Pond

Myriophyllum
heterophyllum

9025

5

Chance Pond

Myriophyllum
heterophyllum

15

4

Chicks/Woodman

Myriophyllum
heterophyllum

20

3 to 4

Cobbetts Pond

Myriophyllum
heterophyllum

483

4 to 7

Contoocook Lake

Myriophyllum
heterophyllum

38

5

Crooked Pond

Myriophyllum
heterophyllum

29

5

Danforth Ponds

Myriophyllum
heterophyllum

91

3 to 6

Deer Meadow
Pond

Myriophyllum
heterophyllum

21

Flints Pond

Myriophyllum
heterophyllum

Forest Lake
Glen
Lake/Piscataquag
R.

13.5

Grayed cells below indicate non-treatment year, other color coding used to offset different years when treatment occurred

Cost

Cost/acre

$ 14,675.00

$

Actual
Treatment
Area (acres)

Cost

Cost/acre

67.3 $

92,792 $

1,379

15 $

12,780.00 $

852.00

Actual
Treatment
Area (acres)

Cost

Cost/acre

1.3 $

8,630 $

6,638

3.67 $

11,930 $

3,251

1,087.04

15.9
1.84

$

2,207 $

2022- TBD/Proposed

2021

2020

2019

$ 13,615.00 $

Actual
Treatment
Area (acres)

Cost

Cost/acre

5.4 $

9,742 $

1,804

15 $

14,380 $

959

Actual
Treatment
Area (acres)

15

Cost

Notes/Project Summaries1, 2, 3

$14,995

2018 treatment was affected by flow/dilution to a small extent, though milfoil growth in 2018 was 100%
with no stems remaining after treatment. No regrowth in 2018; however, repeat growth in 2019 and
expansion in 2020 necessitated a retreat in 2021. This is an impounded river system.
Wetland complex between two infested waterbodies. Upstream waterbody milfoil density reduced, so
wetland complex treated in 2020 to reduce fragments heading to downstream waterbody. Good control
from 2020 through 2021 so far.

856.29

Treatment of a small marina complex in 2019, no regrowth to date.
Long-time DASH lake with high expenditures and not able to get ahead of growth. Treatment in 2019
addressed all areas of acrive growth. No regrowth in treatment year or in 2020. A couple of new stems
documented in 2021, hand h arvested by divers.
$ 13,208.00

$

2,015

20

$21,850

3

13.8 $

13,203 $

957

10

$14,890

48

4

8.83

$ 13,140.00 $

1,488

Myriophyllum
heterophyllum

87

5

Myriophyllum
heterophyllum

119

4 to 5

Gorham Pond

Myriophyllum
heterophyllum

103

4

Horseshoe Pond

Myriophyllum
heterophyllum

37

6

Lees Pond

Myriophyllum
heterophyllum

179

5

Long Pond

Myriophyllum
heterophyllum

89

5

Myriophyllum
heterophyllum

128

4 to 5

Melendy Pond

Myriophyllum
heterophyllum

17

5

Monomonac

Myriophyllum
heterophyllum

711

9

Namaske Lake

Myriophyllum
heterophyllum

Myriophyllum
heterophyllum

1oo+

5

Naticook Lake

Myriophyllum
heterophyllum

72

3

Northwood Lake

Myriophyllum
heterophyllum

687

Opechee Lake

Myriophyllum
heterophyllum

427

Ossipee System

Myriophyllum
heterophyllum

Otternic Pond
Phillips Pond
Pine Island Pond

Post Pond

Myriophyllum
heterophyllum
Myriophyllum
heterophyllum
Myriophyllum
heterophyllum
Myriophyllum
heterophyllum

5.1 $

26.8 $

7.1 $

10,766 $

10,445 $

22,131 $

30.5 $

40,945 $

836

50

$40,025

3

1.8 $

4,000 $

2,222

3802

10

82

n/a

n/a

n/a

1.84

$

9,692 $

5,267

$44,860

$679.70

34

6

20

$28,710

$1,436

85

4

45.6

$42,845

$940

42

5

19 $

4

171

5

Suncook Lakes

Myriophyllum
heterophyllum

592

2 to 6

Suncook River

Myriophyllum
heterophyllum

700

3

Sunrise Lake

Myriophyllum
heterophyllum

257

4 to 5

Turee Pond

Myriophyllum
heterophyllum

47

6

Winnipesaukee

Myriophyllum
heterophyllum

44566

5

Winnipesaukee

Myriophyllum
heterophyllum

10

5

2

44566

44566

33

44566

44566

383916

22.5 $

22.9 $

32,380 $

18,323 $

35,945 $

19,506 $

2,149

18.5

$19,997

25

$32,950

6,774 $

11.02 $

16,182 $

1,468

29 $

21,396 $

738

A treatment in 2020 to target variable milfoil resulted in no regrowth through the 2021 growing season.

22 $

25.4 $

38,874 $

28,822 $

2,950

1,767

1,135

Patchy and generally low milfoil density over time, this was to treat a small area in an inlet where density
was too high for divers to reasonably harvest growth before fragments generated and spread.

755

25

3.5 to 5

10.13 $

20.22 $

8.9 $

$

7.7 $

13,231 $

7,464.00 $

20,920 $

1,487

298.56

10.9 $

1.5 $

1,799

13 $

20,920 $

21,973 $

23,000 $

38,798 $

62,112 $

7,994 $

880

808

2,270

1,919

5,698

1,609

30

20

14,141 $

$29,420

$19,350

50

$48,340

9.7

$16,240

50

75

$32,070

$67,965

5,329

936

This is a complex system with much wetland fringe and several backwater areas. Treatment in 2021
targeted growth at the upstream end of the infestation, but unfortunately was performed when rains were
$981 regular and flows increased. Some regrowth in areas of treatment zones. Treatment proposed in 2022 will
target areas of regrowth, and continue to expand management areas in downstream areas that were not
influenced by drift from 2021 treatment, or specifically targeted in 2021. This river has a long history of
growth and management, including other herbicides and diving/DASH.
Historic and persistent areas of growth ins ome coves of this man-made lake. Likely from seed stock
(sediment was collected and studied and viable seed for variable milfoil confirmed through growth
experiments in laboratory). ProcellaCOR effectively targeted locally dense variable milfoil growth in 2019.
No regrowth in 2020, a few stems in 2021 and divers were deployed to hand harvest.
No milfoil observed after treatment, but planning for some persistent growth along wetland frindge.
$968
ProcellaCOR.
Winnipesaukee areas have a long history of management with a mix of historic herbicide use, diving, DASH
and benthic barrier placement. The system is mapped regularly, divided up by towns around this big lake,
and then triaged to dive/DASH small areas of growth that can be done reasonably and cost effectively before
$967 those small areas spread. Larger-denser areas are managed by herbicides to reduce density/size, and
converted to dive projects if needed for follow up. ProcellaCOR has reduced much of the persistent variable
milfoil in these areas, for sustained control. While treatments appear to be annual, most are treatments in
different areas, and re-treatment is uncommon unless an area is affected by flow/dilution or if it is
particularly stubborn to control.
$1,674

This is a small dredged marina area in a bay/cove off the lake, fed by an inlet.

Winnipesaukee areas have a long history of management with a mix of historic herbicide use, diving, DASH
and benthic barrier placement. The system is mapped regularly, divided up by towns around this big lake,
and then triaged to dive/DASH small areas of growth that can be done reasonably and cost effectively before
$641 those small areas spread. Larger-denser areas are managed by herbicides to reduce density/size, and
converted to dive projects if needed for follow up. ProcellaCOR has reduced much of the persistent variable
milfoil in these areas, for sustained control. While treatments appear to be annual, most are treatments in
different areas, and re-treatment is uncommon unless an area is affected by flow/dilution or if it is
particularly stubborn to control.
Winnipesaukee areas have a long history of management with a mix of historic herbicide use, diving, DASH
and benthic barrier placement. The system is mapped regularly, divided up by towns around this big lake,
and then triaged to dive/DASH small areas of growth that can be done reasonably and cost effectively before
$906 those small areas spread. Larger-denser areas are managed by herbicides to reduce density/size, and
converted to dive projects if needed for follow up. ProcellaCOR has reduced much of the persistent variable
milfoil in these areas, for sustained control. While treatments appear to be annual, most are treatments in
different areas, and re-treatment is uncommon unless an area is affected by flow/dilution or if it is
particularly stubborn to control.

This is a small cove/inlet to Wolfeboro Bay of Lake Winnipesaukee, with a history of very dense milfoil
growth across the 33 acre cove and small side cove (also an inlet). Much history involved with past herbicide
products, diving and DASH. ProcellaCOR was first used in 2018, but due to flushing from heavy rains,
treatment was not highly effective, and persistent growth and regrowth occurred before end of growing
season. No control in 2019, and in 2020 the town wanted to treat again, and due to reduced efficacy in
2018, manufacturer provided herbicide at no cost, so treatment just involved cost of contractor services.
Treatment was more than 95% effective, but the treatment in the small side cove was not effective due to
shallow nature of cove and inability of treatment boat to get all the way in to treat full area of growth, plus
inflow diluted treatment at leading edge. Retreatment of this area in 2021 led to excellent efficacy due to
better access and lower flow, and no regrowth by end of growing season in 2021.

25

15.1 $

53,603 $

39,610 $

2,717

6

29.8 $

$33,120

Variable milfoil regrowth three years after ProcellaCOR treatment, unfortunately. Native milfoil rebounded
post treatment (M. humile) but no variable milfoil for three growing seasons. New variable milfoil growth
$928
observed in 2021 expanded quickly from initial patches observed ins pring, and despite diving, plant
expanded fast, and will need treatmetn in 2022. Indeterminate if this was from regrowth from seed stock
(historic variable milfoil populations did flower), or dormant root crowns, or if it was a new introduction.

4,640

27.2 $

17,760 $

This is a very large,multi-basin system with a number of rare plants and natural communities. Treatment
areas have been small, scattered and limited, and rotate around the lake to minimize potential impacts to
sensitive species. Efficacy on variable milfoil has been exellent, and has controlled growth in historically
persistent areas of growth. Spot treatments will continue as needed, rotating around the lake.
First-time ProcellaCOR treatment proposed for 2022 in this system. Historic treatment with other products
has only provided short-term/seasonal control.
Mid-June for variable milfoil control with fanwort, then go back and treat fanwort early July. $32,950
Robinson and $28,710 for Otteric
Treatment in 2021 for milfoil growth scattered around shore and co-mingled with fanwort (fanwort targeted
with another herbicide). No regrowth in 2021. 2022 treatment
A treatment in 2020 was conducted to reduced growth of variable milfoil that was ringing the perimeter of
the pond. Treatment was effective, with no regrowth in treatment year, and only two stems found in the
lake in 2021, which were removed by divers. There is a continuous upstream source of milfoil to this
waterbody from a drinking water supply.

Post Pond has had historic treatments of EWM with other herbicides, as well as management by diving and
DASH. Milfoil was widespread around the lake, complicated by wetland fringe which harbors fragments, as
well as restrictions on treatments due to the presence of two rare plants (Bidens beckii and Heteranthera
$1,081 dubia). Treatments have not affected either plant, but setback on treatment zones to proximity of these
plants have complicated control of EWM. Spot treatments have been done using ProcellaCOR with good
efficacy since 2019, but regrowth occurs as a result of not being able to treat as broadly as needed to
effectively target all EWM in the system. Diving and DASH continue, as will spot treatments when plant
densities get to large to reasonably dive or DASH on them.
A ProcellaCOR treatment in 2019 effectively targeted areas of historically persistent growth. Since that
treatment, only a couple of stems have cropped up each summer (mostly outside of historic treatment areas,
and divers have been able to remove them quickly and easily. There has been no need for treatment in this
system since the initial ProcellaCOR treatment.
A large procellaCOR treatment was performed in 2020 to reduce growth of milfoil that was not well
controlled by other products and methods. The waterobyd is a shallow impoundment of a river system, with
much native plant growth. ProcellaCOR effectively controlled variable milfoil in this dificult system, with no
regrowth through 2021 growing season.
ProcellaCOR is proposed for first use in this system in 2022. The system is a mix of variable milfoil and
$1,318
fanwort.

867

35.7

6.02 $

4 to 7

5 to 6

12,250 $

662

45 $

24,927 $

925

1,414

1.46 $

33 $

34,220 $

964

5.7 $

54.3 $

7

5

2,304

37 $

74

Scobie Pond

24,884 $

8,916

66

Myriophyllum
heterophyllum

10.8 $

6,687 $

9

11

This is a large border lake with MA, mostly cove treatments in NH for areas of historically persistent growth.
Spot treatment in 2020 with ProcellaCOR for some of those coves, no treatment needed in 2021. New
growth in other coves (not treated in 2020) will need treatment in 2022.

This is a large river system that flows north from MA. Much upstream growth of multiple invasive species.
Combination treatments performed for multiple years to allow for opening the river up for recreational use
$1,175 with lower invasive species densities. Other products used to target fanwort, Eurasian water milfoil and
curly-leaf pondweed do not provide long-term control of variable milfoil, so ProcellaCOR use in 2021 was
introduced to target that species. Proposed for 2022 if needed, due to re-introduction from upstream
infestations in another state.
Treatment in a small cove to target variable milfoil. Cove is shallow and hard to dive. No regrowth
following treatment in 2020, but there is low density historic milfoil in other parts of the lake, managed by
diving.
Treated in 2021 with 100% control within treatment zones, as well as in some proximal areas not directly
treated (drift observed downstream of treatment areas with excellent efficacy in untargeted coves about
$801 0.25mi downshore in lake. This was a bonus as growth in those coves was minimal when treatment was
being planned, but increased in density beyond diver capabilities (also shallow), so a side benefit of a nearby
treatment.
Treatment of two shallow inlet coves that were hard to manage by diving and DASH. 100% efficacy through
end of growing season.

$770

88

General notes for all projects:

$933

$30,815

4

Historically treated with other products with short-term control for a season. ProcellaCOR used in 2020 with
no regrowth through 2021 season. Unfortunately fanwort was introduced and took over quickly, and is now
dominant plant in the system, but still no milfoil by end of growing season in 2021.

River systemwith two impounded basins, variable milfoil throughout. Historic treatments with other
products provided short term control. ProcellaCOR in 2019 yielded good results, with no regroth through
2020 growing season. Regrowing in spotty areas in 2021 was not managed effectively with DASH,
$884
necessitating an herbicide treatment in 2022. Large proportion of waterbody needs treatment, but concerns
about large percent treatment area and limited local funds have scaled back the treatment acreage, but
strategic herbicide placement will hopefully allow for reduced treatment area and good control through
downstream drift of herbicide through the system.
Difficult to control areas in this small pond, historic use of a variety of herbicides, ProcellaCOR first used in
2018 with good control, no regrowth through end of 2019, some regrowth in 2020, not held in check by
diving, necessitating a small treatment in historic problem areas in 2021. No regrowth in 2021 following
treatment.

40

246

1

$27,990

47,719 $

Myriophyllum
heterophyllum

Myriophyllum
heterophyllum

2,489

57.1 $

Powwow Pond

Winnisquam

30

1,543

10

1,313

Myriophyllum
heterophyllum

$33,575

$1,602

Several areas treated in 2019 due to persistent growth. No regrowth in those areas through 2021. Diving is
taking place in other areas of the lake, though growth in those areas is minimal. Good control with
treatment in this impounded river system subject to water level fluctuations.

0.75 $

25,743 $

Winnipesaukee
Tboro

38

$151,700

19.6 $

Myriophyllum
heterophyllum

8,962 $

11,570 $

$47,090

129.1

6

Winnipesaukee
Meredith

29.4

948

170

Myriophyllum
heterophyllum

964

74,442 $

Myriophyllum
heterophyllum

Winnipesaukee

18,325 $

78.5 $

Potanipo Lake

Myriophyllum
heterophyllum

19 $

1,342

1,298

Winnipesaukee

836

3.6 $

21,157 $

Myriophyllum
heterophyllum

26,670 $

No regrowth following 2018 treatment, two small treatment areas that year for persistent areas of growth.
Treatment in 2020 was lakewide to address historic milfoil growth that had previously been managed nearannually with other herbicides and DASH. 2020 treatment resulted in no regrowth in 2020, and no regrowth
in 2021.
2019 treatment to address dense areas of growth that were too time-consuming/inefficient for divers to
target. 100% efficacy in those zones of treatment, though scattered plants in other areas of the lake
managed by divers.

7.5 $

16.3 $

Winnipesaukee

31.9 $

1,516

4 to 7

Rocky Pond

Treatment in feeder stream and western end of lake where bulk of growth was did well to reduce milfoil
densities. No regrowth obsereved after treatment and through 2021.

826

111

Myriophyllum
heterophyllum
Myriophyllum
heterophyllum

1,373

2,048

Myriophyllum spicatum

Robinson Pond

15,108 $

Historically treated with other products, swithced to ProcellaCOR in 2020. Not all areas of growth addressed
by treatments, different treatment areas each year as diving and DASH were employed in some areas. Due
$1,093
to variable quality of diving services some areas that should have been controlled by diving were not wellcontrolled, necessitating treatment in subsequent years due to expansion of milfoil footprint. ProcellaCOR
works well in this system, but dilution can be a factor in some spots.
No regrowth observed following 2021 treatment, however, due to dense emergent native vegetation, an
$1,489 inlet channel was not surveyed prior to treatment, and it does contain milfoil, so we plan to treat that area
in 2022.
2021 treatment had 100% control of variable milfioil growth, no growth observed end of season. Prior to
2021 small scale diving was able to keep milfoil densities low, but expansion obsered in 2020 necessitated
treatment in 2021.
One treatment in 2018 in historic problem areas of lake (shallow wetland/inlet with high boat traffic from
campground area) effectively controlled milfoil in this system in those areas. A couple of stems of milfoil
grow in other areas of the lake and are hand harvested.

640

4 to 5

Nashua River/Mill
Pond and Canal

Otter Lake

1,346

11 $
2,572 $

704.24

Treated in 2020 with good control lake-wide. Growth was ringing the lake.

25,992 $

4.02 $

34,508 $

1,518.16

12.9 $

Marsh/Jones/Dow
ning

49 $

16,422 $

Small scale diving/isolated Diver-Assisted Suction Harvesting in off-treatment years. Prior to 2019 other
herbicides had been tried with short-term duration control. Large-scale treatment on NH side of lake
(border lake with Maine) performed well with excellent efficacy. Only minimal diving needed in 2020+2021.
This area is a small shallow wetland area, with growth fed by occasional fragments coming downstream
from Beaver Lake. Very shallow, difficult to dive due to native vegetation density. Treatments are done as
$1,000
needed to keep milfoil density low, and mostly have included spot treatments, other than in 2019 when the
whole wetland was treated.
Small scale diving performed in off-treatment years, but historic persistent growth in one cove of the lake
was well reduced by treatment.

1,199

8.7

12.2 $

Cost/acre

5.5

$27,185

$14,270

Winnipesaukee areas have a long history of management with a mix of historic herbicide use, diving, DASH
and benthic barrier placement. The system is mapped regularly, divided up by towns around this big lake,
and then triaged to dive/DASH small areas of growth that can be done reasonably and cost effectively before
$1,087 those small areas spread. Larger-denser areas are managed by herbicides to reduce density/size, and
converted to dive projects if needed for follow up. ProcellaCOR has reduced much of the persistent variable
milfoil in these areas, for sustained control. While treatments appear to be annual, most are treatments in
different areas, and re-treatment is uncommon unless an area is affected by flow/dilution or if it is
particularly stubborn to control.
Winnipesaukee areas have a long history of management with a mix of historic herbicide use, diving, DASH
and benthic barrier placement. The system is mapped regularly, divided up by towns around this big lake,
and then triaged to dive/DASH small areas of growth that can be done reasonably and cost effectively before
$2,595 those small areas spread. Larger-denser areas are managed by herbicides to reduce density/size, and
converted to dive projects if needed for follow up. ProcellaCOR has reduced much of the persistent variable
milfoil in these areas, for sustained control. While treatments appear to be annual, most are treatments in
different areas, and re-treatment is uncommon unless an area is affected by flow/dilution or if it is
particularly stubborn to control.
Winnisquam is a long and large lake system, which has historically had milfoil introduced from upsteam lake
systems through inflows. Variable milfoil was targeted from north to south in the system to stratetically
manage it with direction of flow through the system, while upstream sources are also being mitigated. The
2019 treatment areas were different than those treated in 2020. No re-treatment has been needed in either
set of treatmetn areas. Some follow-up diving has been needed for very low-density growth each year,
though not all areas that were treated had regrowth.

a)Procellacor was non-detect in water column within 24-48 hours post treatment
b)White water lilies, watershield and floating heart showed some epinasty or control during treatment. White water lilies usually rebounded by end of growing season in treatment year, often flowering. Watershield and floating heart rebounded in next growing season.
c) White water lilies appeared to be more impacted in May/June treatments, less in August treatments. Yellow water lilies less affected in May/June treatments, more affected in August treatments.
d) All New Hampshire projects utilize an integrated and adaptive approach at management. Diving and Diver-Assisted Suction Harvesting (DASH) are used for small, low-density sites. Sites that are not reasonably controlled by non-chemical means will be treated with herbicide. Herbicide treatments will be followed up by diving, if needed.

Maps of treatment areas as well as herbicide treatment year-end reports available upon request to Amy.Smagula@des.nh.gov
Some projects were excluded from this table, including those at Army Corps of Engingeer Flood Control Area sites where only small scale treatment is performed in areas of public access rather than comprehensive management, as well as other sites on small private waterbodies wehre state involvement only included permitting, and not mapping or funding.
4
In Back Bay in 2020 treatment, herbicide product was supplied at no cost by manufacturer due to a warrantee on initial treatment that was not met. Only contract costs for treatment were paid for this project, no herbicide cost was factored in, so cost is much lower than normal.
3

DISCLAIMER: This is a snapshot of these projects for summary purposes only, the devil is in the details, as they say, so please don’t consider this a comprehensive report on NH projects, it is just a summary.
Some information like costs may be inaccurate, but should be close to final dollar cost of projects. In some cases I do not receive every invoice from local entities, who are billed directly from contractor.
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Southern terminus - 302 Warrick Road (Adirondack Camp)
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Blairs Bay & Sheep Meadow Bay
Lake George, NY
EWM Harvest data

Year

Blairs Bay
Harvest

Sheep Meadow Bay
Harvest

2020
2019
2018
2017

286 bags/7150#

2016

575 bags/14,375#

2015

64 bags

2014

43 bags

2.13 bags

2013

741 plants

3398 plants

2012

not needed

4291 plants

2009

2593 plants

211 plants

2008

24 plants

65 plants
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Eurasian Milfoil Management Report
Lake George 2017

Submitted to:
The Lake George Park Commission (LGPC)
75 Fort George Rd, Lake George, NY 12845
www.lgpc.state.ny.us
The Fund for Lake George (FUND)
PO Box 352, Lake George, NY 12845
www.fundforlakegeorge.org
The Lake George Association (LGA)
2392 New York 9N, Lake George, NY 12845
www.lakegeorgeassociation.org
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Site
#
1
4
5
6
7
11
14
15
19
25
26
30
43
46
48
56
107
117
145
161
164
165
185
202
204

Site Name
NW Bay
Huddle Bay
W. Green Island
Sunset Bay
LG Village
Warner Bay
Harris Bay
Finkle Brook
Dunham's Bay
Basin Bay
Bay SW of Cannon Pt
North Tea Island Bay
Bolton Bay
Leontine/Clay Shoal
Gull Bay
S. Sawmill Bay
Elizabeth Island
Glenbernie - Blair's Bay
Juniper Island
E. of Speaker Heck Island
N. Leontine Shoal
Basin Bay Shoal
Oahu Island
Long Island SE
Roger's Rock Campground

Year Totals

2017
224
2
4
100
152
606.75
12.5
8
99
87
3
0.5
14.5
110
0.5
10
286
0.5
84
4
16
20
118
26
1,988.25

2016
1005
428
21
212
385
34
69
13
424
54
575
3,220

2015
310.5
265
170.84
261
840
829
571
166
50
12.5
269
57
2.5
20
123
64
0.5
0.25
7.25
5
1.75
24
4,050.09

2014
44
196
36.75
44
632
627.68
856.55
14.25
122.51
0.01
7
48
0
6.21
16.16
43
0.32
0.1
1.21
0.13
0.65
63.5
2,760.03

Site Totals
1583.5
463
211.59
833
1493
1,820.68
2,419.3
192.75
214.51
111.51
432
121
3
40.71
534
0.5
203.16
968
1.32
84.35
12.46
21.13
22.4
118
113.5
12,018.37

Totals represent bags harvested. Each bag is estimated at 25 lbs.
Site #’s in green represent new sites harvested in 2017
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Site 1 Northwest Bay – Extensive harvesting in 2016 reduced total bags harvested in 2017 by
77.7%. Due to the large area and relative fertility of the bay multiple swims are in order each year.
The one positive in swiftly moving through this area is EWM seems to only be found in 2 main
spots, the mouth of NW Bay Brook and along the east shore roughly halfway from the entrance of
the bay to NW Bay Brook. Although EWM seems to be contained here it is to note that these two
beds may act as feeder systems for other parts. Very few scattered plants have been harvested
throughout the bay, however, it is recommended that multiple swims including full shoreline
swims be implemented to keep EWM levels manageable.

Aquatic Invasive Management, LLC. 52 Burt Lane Au Sable Forks, NY 12912
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Site 4 Huddle Bay – No data collected in 2016. Huddle Bay has seen a steady decline in EWM
levels from year to year. It was surprising to see such little growth when, in 2015, 265 bags were
harvested and after a year of no harvesting there were only 2 bags collected. Huddle Bay is very
fertile and covers a great deal of area due to the bay being so shallow. Combine that with heavy
boat traffic and it becomes ideal for EWM growth and dispersal. It is worth noting that crews
conducted an initial survey and harvested hot spots. Much of the bay was determined to be clear
but given Huddle’s history of growth it is recommended a full survey and swim be done preferably
before boat traffic becomes heavy.

Aquatic Invasive Management, LLC. 52 Burt Lane Au Sable Forks, NY 12912
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Site 5 West Shore of Green Island – Also referred to as the EnCon Docks this site holds EWM
tight to shore and sometimes in thick concentrations. Another site that was not included in 2016,
Green Island was last visited in 2015 when just under 171 bags were harvested. Returning in
2017, crews harvested 4 bags with the heaviest concentrations among the fuel dock area.
Throughout the years there have consistently been scattered plants and a few dense areas heading
south from the fuel docks but crews surveyed these areas and found it to be relatively clear except
for a few plants. This site is ideal when the wind makes traveling the main lake treacherous.
Aquatic Invasive Management, LLC. 52 Burt Lane Au Sable Forks, NY 12912
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Site 15 Outlet of Finkel Brook (above) – The outlet of Finkel Brook includes the delta for which
all sediments entering from there are deposited. Highly fertile, this site consistently produces a
dense, healthy EWM bed just north of the delta. Constant harvesting throughout the years have
not made major headway and it is quite possible another method, such as benthic barriers, may
assist to suppress heavy growth rapidly then hand-harvesting can maintain the area and keep
EWM manageable. One of the variables that may hinder this plan are the fact that mats may
become disturbed or dislodged in times of heavy inflow from the brook. The last complete harvest
was in 2015 where 166 bags were taken. 12.5 bags were taken in 2017 and it was determined
efforts should be shifted to other areas until an alternative plan can be implemented.

Site 6 Sunset Bay – Considered the “model” for proper EWM management, Sunset has seen
multiple techniques through the years resulting in an area that can be considered maintenance
phase. After a complete harvest in 2016 and multiple harvests in 2017 the mats were removed at
Aquatic Invasive Management, LLC. 52 Burt Lane Au Sable Forks, NY 12912
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the end of the season. Crews spent time to remove all mat material and rebar, collect loose
fragments and any remaining plants that happened to still be present. Harvest comparisons from
2016 to 2017 saw a 76.6% reduction in bags. Since decomposing material left under mats are now
exposed it is imperative that monitoring begin as soon as possible to reduce EWM reestablishing
itself in this newly cleared area.

Site 11 Warner Bay – Continuing on a downward harvest trend, the 2016 Warner Bay harvest
yielded a 74.4% decrease of 2015 totals and saw a percent decline of 28.3% from 2016 to 2017.
Aquatic Invasive Management, LLC. 52 Burt Lane Au Sable Forks, NY 12912
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Warner Bay received extensive efforts throughout the past 4 years and has dramatically improved
considering its large area and heavy boat traffic. Crews repeatedly hit problem areas and
discovered a few satellite beds previously unidentified. Since the entire littoral zone is inundated
with EWM sufficient time should be spent here in order to keep pace with EWM dispersal
throughout the bay. Multiple harvests and additional spot checks, possibly early mornings on
calm, sunny days when the water is glass, will help keeping EWM levels at close to maintenance
levels. There is considerable work to be done in Warner Bay but constant harvesting will reduce
EWM levels further.

Site 14 Harris Bay – EWM here is primarily concentrated near the islands with scattered plants
observed NE near the Lake George Boat Co. mooring buoys. Dense beds have been repeatedly
harvested and Harris Bay has been in a steady decline from year to year. Due to more time spent
and additional satellite beds being discovered Harris Bay recorded an uptick in bags harvested by
57.6%. The optimism here is that crews were able to harvest more EWM in 2017 and the hope is
that 2018 efforts will see a decrease in overall EWM harvested. It is recommended harvests
continue at short intervals near the islands while expanding outward towards lesser EWM areas.

Aquatic Invasive Management, LLC. 52 Burt Lane Au Sable Forks, NY 12912
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Site 19 Dunham’s Bay – Of the three major bays, Dunham’s Bay is by far the best managed. 2017
registered the lowest bag total in all the years with 8. This is a 76.5% decrease from 2016 where
only 34 bags were taken. A combination benthic barrier/hand-harvest approach has led to
Dunham’s Bay being in a sustained maintenance phase. Constant diligence and presence here will
help continue this trend of extremely scattered plants. The fact that Dunham’s is in such good
shape allows crews to spend very little time covering this area and lets them move to other areas
of greater attention. It would be easy to let Dunham’s Bay out of grasp which is why it is
recommended that when crews are working near this area to visit occasionally and quickly survey
to spot potential increases in EWM growth.
9
Aquatic Invasive Management, LLC. 52 Burt Lane Au Sable Forks, NY 12912
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Site 25 Basin Bay & Site 165 Basin Bay Shoal – The last harvest in 2015 yielded 12.5 bags. 99
bags were taken in 2017 marking a percent increase of 692%. This percentage would be
concerning but thanks to limited growing areas it remains at a manageable level. The hot spots in
Basin Bay are the mid-bay shoal (Site 165), west shore divot, and northern corner (cut off on
map). With distinctly delineated boundaries and quick drop-offs Basin Bay can take less than a day
to complete. Recommend starting at the rockpile and moving south along the connector to shore
and follow in a clockwise direction to ensure full coverage.

Aquatic Invasive Management, LLC. 52 Burt Lane Au Sable Forks, NY 12912
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Site 26 Bay SW of Cannon Point – A very dense and contained bed of EWM has established itself
here. Over the years crews have knocked this bed down to easier levels although much work is
needed to truly manage this site. From 2015 to 2016, a 74.4% decrease was observed in bags
harvested. 2017 saw a 26.1% increase in bags harvested. An assumption could be made that since
this bed is directly below a condominium complex with an expanse of lush lawn that if chemical
fertilizers are being used they are subsequently washing into the lake creating this highly fertile
area for EWM to grow. If this deems to be true, it is recommended that less chemicals be applied
and buffer zones, such as hedges or shrubs, be planted down slope in order to catch fertilizer that
may leach into the lake.

Aquatic Invasive Management, LLC. 52 Burt Lane Au Sable Forks, NY 12912
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Site 30 North Tea Island Bay – EWM totals reflect an area in good management condition.
However, it is not EWM that is dominating this site but rather Curly-leaf Pondweed (CLP). Crews
were able to harvest scattered EWM throughout this small area and then shifted focus to
harvesting CLP. A total of 3 bags of EWM were harvested and 97 bags of CLP taken. This area was
heavily matted, however, EWM & CLP have established outside of this area primarily between the
mats and shore. Even though curly-leaf pondweed is not as aggressive as Eurasian milfoil it still
has the ability to overwhelm and dominate native species as evident here. Future consideration to
harvesting both species should be accounted for when harvesting this site.
Site 43 Bolton Bay & Site 56 S. Sawmill Bay – Encompassing the marinas, Bolton Bay and
counterpart S. Sawmill Bay are shallow and sandy with only a few areas conducive for EWM
growth. Only 0.5 bags were removed from both areas and should be harvested when accompanied
by Finkel Brook and West Shore of Green Island or when conditions favor crews working closer to
Norowal docks.

Aquatic Invasive Management, LLC. 52 Burt Lane Au Sable Forks, NY 12912
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Site 46 Leontine/Clay Shoal - This rock out crop runs north to south directly between Leontine
and Clay Islands and is in 12ft-15ft of water. This scattered to moderate site held a large dense bed
until crews began harvesting here. Large rocks and lack of sediment make management efforts
time consuming in that EWM grows from within the rocks and anywhere it can take root. No data
was collected in 2016 and 2017 saw 14.5 bags harvested. This is roughly on par with 2015 totals
of 20 bags. EWM runs the full length of the shoal and, if not for the rocky substrate, would be a
quick swim. The main focus in an area such as this is to properly harvest the complete root system
and collect any fragments that may fall into the rocks, thus, taking care with proper handling
techniques is a must.

Aquatic Invasive Management, LLC. 52 Burt Lane Au Sable Forks, NY 12912
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Site 48 Gull Bay – After the first full harvest in 2016, Gull Bay EWM levels were reduced 74.1% in
2017. Gull Bay has largely been unmanaged since benthic barriers were placed some years back.
Crews began hand-harvesting in 2016 and removed 424 bags. The following year a total of 110
bags were removed marking a dramatic decrease from a relatively unmanaged site in the first
year. Gull Bay is set to follow that of Sunset Bay meaning crews should complete multiple harvests
throughout the growing season and assess the possibility of pulling the barriers at the end of the
2018 season. Gull Bay could still be considered a moderate to dense site and may not be fully
ready for mat removal. It is recommended all EWM be harvested from around the mats and once
that is accomplished proceed with fragment collection until deemed clear. Only until that
assessment has been established could removing the mats be considered.

Aquatic Invasive Management, LLC. 52 Burt Lane Au Sable Forks, NY 12912
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Site 107 Elizabeth Island – This site proved to be problematic in years past being small but
fertile and the existence of “satellite” patches in and around this site. Numerous diver hours were
spent on clean-up swims. Since 2015, EWM levels at this site have been reduced by 91.9%. 2017
saw the lowest bag totals (10) since 2014 when just over 16 bags were harvested. Multiple swims
throughout the season reduced a possible moderate/dense site to scattered. Management here
should be relatively easy and quick. It should be noted that EWM has slowly crept north and south
to where it is no longer in the channel. Crews should express diligence and survey farther when
EWM begins to thin in case a bed has established itself beyond its northern and southern
boundaries.

Aquatic Invasive Management, LLC. 52 Burt Lane Au Sable Forks, NY 12912
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Site 117 Glenburnie/Blair’s Bay – With an extremely fertile and expansive growing area EWM
grows fast and dense here. Each year crews spend an increasing amount of time harvesting and
consistently remove bag totals in the hundreds yet the percentage decrease from 2016 to 2017
was 50.1%. EWM has expanded south along the fertile drop off since harvesting began before
2014. Couple the fertility and expansion of the growing area the EWM here is noticeably fragile
and fragments easily exacerbating the problem. Crews wind up chasing their tails and can easily
spend enormous amounts of time here. It is recommended an all-out assault approach by keeping
a crew harvesting for as much time as needed or supplementing with another technique.
Aquatic Invasive Management, LLC. 52 Burt Lane Au Sable Forks, NY 12912
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Site 145 Juniper Island – A small rocky island and surrounding area that holds very few
scattered EWM. A total of 0.5 bags were harvested in 2017 which would place this site as one to
survey as crews migrate from sites. Any site that has a history of EWM growth should be checked
regularly with swim-overs and quickly harvested when this small of an area.

Aquatic Invasive Management, LLC. 52 Burt Lane Au Sable Forks, NY 12912

17

LG Final.17

Site 161 East of Speaker Heck Island – No data for 2016 and last harvested in 2015, East of
Speaker Heck produced 84 bags of EWM in one predominantly large dense bed. EWM plants were
found to be in deeper water and were tough to locate unless clear and calm weather was at hand.
Since 2017 was the first full harvest there isn’t much in the way of past data to compare.
Therefore, it is recommended this site be harvested completely and revisited within a couple
weeks for any missed plants and fragment collection. Combine with a multiple full swims of the
east shore of Long Island and EWM levels here should decline and remain manageable.
Site 202 Long Island SE – Much like the bed East of Speaker Heck, the EWM at Long Island grows
in deeper water along the drop-off. No data has been recorded for Long Island SE before 2017.
Crews were able to harvest 118 bags in the areas between the northern and southern end of Long
Island. As mentioned above, this area is considered a moderate to dense site and multiple swims
to reduce densities and follow-up fragment collection are recommended. Crews should work
perpendicular to shore as to properly delineate deep water boundaries.
Site 164 N. Leontine Shoal – An open water rock outcrop discovered just north of Leontine
Island that consistently held scattered plants and due to its small area is easily harvested. 4 bags
were removed in 2017.

Aquatic Invasive Management, LLC. 52 Burt Lane Au Sable Forks, NY 12912
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Site 185 Oahu Island – Also known as Bellingers Island apparently, Oahu Island was last
harvested in 2015 when 1.75 bags were removed. 20 bags were harvested in 2017 along the
northern shore. This site is fertile and exhibits an extreme drop-off on the north side. EWM
clusters close to shore in a tight band making harvesting and fragment collection easy which
reduces time spent here. Recommend swimming the whole island as to not miss plants that have
migrated to other sides of the island and revisit the fertile north side periodically.

Aquatic Invasive Management, LLC. 52 Burt Lane Au Sable Forks, NY 12912
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Site 204 Rogers Rock Campground – This site originated around the campsite’s mooring buoys
along the west shore but has now encompassed an area south around the point. Heavy
concentrations along the mooring buoys has since been knocked down to manageable levels and
bags counts have stayed relatively equal since the last harvest in 2015. It should be noted that in
order to properly harvest this site it must be started near the public boat launch further north and
worked along the west shore in a southerly direction to the area of the large bed or vice versa.
There is a lot of area to cover and when harvesting in the heavy boating season crews must stay
vigilant to all traffic on the lake.
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Diver Hours vs Bags Harvested by Year
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Yearly diver hours compared to bags harvested. In 2017, crews harvested 14 new sites including the 11 in 2016. This table shows
that EWM levels have reduced and more time was spent in other areas. Diver hours spent harvesting are usually higher when
EWM levels are trending down.
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Glenburnie Sample Site Area
Approx. 37 acres of Littoral
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APPLICATION FOR USE OF PESTICIDES TO CONTROL AQUATIC PLANTS
Supplemental Information Request
1/7/22

1. NYSDEC Application for a Permit to use a Pesticide for Control of an Aquatic Pest
(AQV)- see attached
2. Plant Survey - see attached datasheet, photos and maps.
a. Lake George New York is classified as an oligotrophic or
meso/oligotrophic lake with a mean depth of approximately 70 ft deep;
the lower nutrient, low production lake has a limited littoral zone by
percentage of area, unlike many of the smaller Adirondack
waterbodies. The Eastern shoreline and in fact a majority of the lake
George shoreline is dominated by steep rocky substrates, it is not
uncommon to be in 30 feet of water less than 25 feet from the high water
mark. In Blairs Bay Glenburnie, the areas which are directly adjacent to
the proposed treatment site were heavily sampled for aquatic
macrophytes from the depths of 0-25 feet; the areas within the 0.3 miles of
the proposed treatment site which were conducive to aquatic plant
growth due to either or both bottom sediments type and depth were also
sampled. The areas favorable to aquatic vegetation at this location were
dominated Myriophyllum spicatum (EWM). The reason for extended
spacing between marked sample locations was as we travelled both to
the north and south of the proposed treatment area , water shallow
enough (< 30 ft) for aquatic plants had benthic conditions consisting of
mostly bedrock or large cobble/ boulder piles, very little soft sediment.
Areas consistent with aquatic plant growth by depth and sediment type
visible from the surface (<15ft) were sampled. Shallow areas which had
bottom sediments consisting of mostly sand with low organic content
were also sampled repeatedly for low growing macrophytes such as
Eriocaulon, Eleocharis, Juncus, Myriophyllum alterniflorum and M.
tenellum. M. alterniflorim was found on the delta of Sucker Brook in Blair’s
Bay, a swimover of the area did locate a hand full of plants found is 2 –4
feet of water at this location. M. alterniflorim is listed as a threatened
species in New York, but it is found in many shallow sandy areas in Lake
George. Isoetes lacustris is also listed as a rare macrophyte by the State of
New York , but commonly found below 20 feet deep in Lake George.
b. Plant susceptibility assessment - ProcellaCOR EC is an auxin-mimic
herbicide that controls broadleaf (dicot) species, therefore no impacts to
the majority of plants found in Blairs Bay are expected. Three milfoil
species found in Blairs Bay are known to be or likely to be susceptible to

ProcellaCOR EC. These are Eurasian watermilfoil, slender watermilfoil and
alternate flowered watermilfoil. Coontail is also susceptible at anticipated
use rate for Blairs Bay as indicated on the label, and as seen in the 2019
ProcellaCOR EC application at Lamoka Lake (Tyrone, NY), where an
application of 3 PDUs/acft appeared to temporarily stunt coontail growth
but not control it. See the table below for susceptibility of all species
found in the 2021 survey.

Plant species

Latin name

Susceptibility to
4 PDUs/acft
ProcellaCOR EC

Slender Naiad

Najas flexilis

Low

Robbin’s Pondweed

Potamogeton
robbinsii

Low

Eurasian watermilfoil

Myriophyllum
spicatum

High

Various-leaved
pondweed

Potamogeton
gramineus

Low

Tapegrass, Eelgrass

Vallisneria americana

Low

Stonewort

Nitella

Low

Muskgrass

Chara

Low

Flat stem pondweed

Potamogeton
zosteriformis

Low

Canadian
waterweed

Elodea canadensis

Low

Spikerush

Eleocharis acicularis

Low

Water marigold

Megalodonta beckii

Low

Northeastern
bladderwort

Utricularia resupinata

Low

Clasping-leaved
pondweed

Potamogeton
perfoliatus

Low

White-stem
pondweed

Potamogeton
praelongus

Low

Brown-fruited rush

Juncus pelocarpus

Low

Slender watermilfoil

Myriophyllum
tenellum

Lake quillwort

Isoetes lacustris

Low

Longbeak buttercup

Ranunculus
longirostris

Low

Pipewort

Eriocaulon
septangulare

Low

Spiny quillwort

Isoetes echinospora

Low

Water stargrass

Zosterella dubia

Low

Large-leaf
pondweed

Potamogeton
amplifolius

Low

Coontail

Ceratophyllum
demersum

Medium

Alternate flowered
watermilfoil

Myriophyllum
alterniflorum

Southern Naiad

Najas guadalupensis

Medium - High*

Medium - High*, **
Low

* Heilman, 2019, documented Myriophyllum sibiricum (Northern
watermifloil) tolerated 4 PDU/acft ProcellaCOR EC at Lake Jane, MN,
which may suggest potential tolerance from M. tenellum and M.
alterniflorum.
** A spreadsheet provided by Larry Eichler, DFI, is attached documenting
the distribution of M. alterniflorum in multiple surveys of 128 tributary deltas
within the Lake George basin between 1989 & 2006.
3. Site Visit: Conducted by Leigh Walrath July 28, 2021
4. Assessment of Downstream impacts - To estimate the area that the herbicide
would diffuse in measurable concentration, a larger area surrounding the
application site was measured, and an average depth was assigned using
depths from the plant survey data. In actuality, the average depth of this larger
“dilution zone” would be greater than used for the model since much of the
area is deeper than the surveyed littoral zone. This “dilution zone” was regarded
as the area of influence of the herbicide application, and the property owners
adjacent to this zone were notified as part of the application process. See
attached dilution model and map.

5. Management goals - The short term goal of these two trial treatments is to
eliminate the vast majority of milfoil in the two treatment areas, allowing for a
much more cost-efficient and minimally impacting system to control milfoil
growth and expansion. The longer term goal of this pilot effort is to show that this
treatment methodology could cost-effectively be applied to other affected
areas of Lake George that have shown resistance to traditional milfoil removal
methods, while having no impact to public health, recreation or the
environment. The Lake George Park Commission will continue to manage milfoil
infestation sites throughout the lake with hand harvesting methods. Milfoil control
from the proposed herbicide application is expected to exceed 95% of the
treatment area, and last for at least two growing seasons.
6. Pesticide Selection - The use of the systemic aquatic herbicide ProcellaCOR EC
(florpyrauxifen-benzyl) is proposed. ProcellaCOR EC is in the group of herbicides
known as auxin-mimic herbicides, which include 2,4-D and triclopyr. These
herbicides effectively move throughout the plant leading to better plant
mortality than contact herbicides, and are predominantly effective on dicots,
but not monocots (such as native pondweeds). ProcellaCOR EC has three
primary advantages over other auxin-mimic herbicides; an extremely low use
rate (<10ppb), excellent selectivity on milfoil and a rapid disappearance from
the water column. For the previous ProcellaCOR EC application at Minerva
Lake, ProcellaCOR EC was undetectable by the third day after application. The
application at Blairs Bay is proposed at 7.72ppb (Minerva Lake was 3.86 ppb),
but dilution from the surrounding lake is expected to rapidly decrease
ProcellaCOR EC residue, and ProcellACOR EC is expected to be undetectable
within 3 days.
Milfoil control from ProcellaCOR EC has lasted for two full seasons at Minerva
Lake, and three seasons at Snyders Lake (North Greenbush, NY), one of the first
ProcellaCOR EC applications in New York. Without infestations from adjacent
unmanaged milfoil beds, milfoil control from the proposed ProcellCOR EC
application is expected to last at least three seasons.
The Lake George Park Commission has an extensive and ongoing milfoil
assessment and hand harvesting program. (see attached) Through that
program, Blairs Bay has been identified as a persistent and dense infestation site.
The use of ProcellaCOR EC at this site will free up hand harvesting efforts for more
efficient and appropriate sites in the lake. The use of mechanical harvesting for
milfoil control is not under consideration in Lake George, since it is widely known
that mechanical harvesting cannot effectively capture all mifloil fragments
caused by the harvesting operation, and generally lead to further milfoil spread.
7. Post-treatment Monitoring - Water samples will be collected 10-12 &24 hours after
treatment, and 3 and 7 days after treatment and shipped overnight to a
laboratory for analysis of ProcellaCOR EC concentration. Results will be received
and distributed to the LGPC, DEC and APA as soon as available via email, which
is generally within 48 hours of receipt at the lab. If all sample results are not
below 1ppb at 7 days, additional samples will be collected weekly. Five

monitoring sites will be sampled at Blair’s Bay, two within the treatment area, and
three at the outer edges of the dilution zone. See attached map.
At 3-4 weeks after treatment, a qualitative survey will be conducted by SOLitude
Lake Management to assess efficacy of the treatment, and impacts to
non-target species.
Quantitative post-treatment plant monitoring will be conducted in the summer of
2022 using the same sample points and methodology used for the 2021
preliminary plant survey submitted here.
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Blairs Bay sampling Plan
Samples collected at 10-12 hours, 24 hours and 3 & 7 days after application
Sample sites
Site

Lat

Long

BB1

43.76386

-73.45897

BB2

43.76269

-73.45768

BB3

43.75967

-73.46299

BB4

43.76386

-73.4629

BB5

43.76765

-73.45962

Date: January 7, 2022

Minerva Lake Aquatic Pesticide Permit Application
Submitted to the Adirondack Park Agency
January 7, 2022

Transmittal Form
Description
APA General Information Request form
Attachment B - List of Riparian owners
Attachment E Local Government Notice Form
Attachment G NYSOGS Letter
APA Supplemental Information Request Form
APA harvesting/benthic barrier permit
Application area map
NYSDEC Aquatic Pesticide Permit Application
dilution model and map
Sampling Plan and map
APA wetland map
ProcellaCOR EC Labels - Primary and SLN
Letter of Notification
List of M. alterniflorum sites in Lake George
Blairs Bay historical harvest data
AIM 2017 Harvest report
Plant survey datasheet
Plant survey maps and photos (separate email)
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BLAIR'S BAY
2022 EURASIAN WATERMILFOIL CONTROL PLAN

888.480.5253
solitudelakemanagement.com

EWM Treatment Area: 4.0 acres, 10.6 ft AD
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Blair's Bay

Sheep Meadow Bay

Source: Esri, Maxar, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS,
USDA, USGS, AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Blair's Bay
Lake George
Warren County, New York
43.651930°, -73.497042°

BLAIR'S BAY
LAKE GEORGE
0

320

640
Feet

Date: 11/18/2021

¯

File: George_BlairsBay_TA_2022
Prepared by: KM
Office: Washington, NJ
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SPECIMEN LABEL

User Safety Recommendations
Date: January 7, 2022
Users should:
• Wash hands before eating, drinking, chewing gum, using tobacco or
using the toilet.
• Remove clothing/PPE immediately if pesticide gets inside. Then wash
thoroughly and put on clean clothing.
• Remove PPE immediately after handling this product. Wash the outside
of gloves before removing. As soon as possible, wash thoroughly and
change into clean clothing.

A selective systemic herbicide for management of freshwater aquatic
vegetation in slow-moving/quiescent waters with little or no
continuous outflow: ponds, lakes, reservoirs, freshwater marshes,
wetlands, bayous, drainage ditches, and non-irrigation canals,
including shoreline and riparian areas in or adjacent to these sites.
Also for management of invasive freshwater aquatic vegetation in
slow-moving/quiescent areas of rivers (coves, oxbows or
similar sites).
FLORPYRAUXIFEN-BENZYL GROUP
Produced for:
SePRO Corporation
11550 North Meridian Street, Suite 600
Carmel, IN 46032, U.S.A.
ProcellaCOR, Prescription Dose Unit, and PDU
are trademarks of SePRO Corporation

4

FIRST AID
• Hold eye open and rinse slowly and gently with water for
15 to 20 minutes.
• Remove contact lenses, if present, after the first 5 minutes;
then continue rinsing eye.
• Call a poison control center or doctor for treatment advice.
HOTLINE NUMBER
Have the product container or label with you when calling a poison control
center or doctor, or going for treatment. In case of emergency endangering
health or the environment involving this product, call INFOTRAC at
1-800-535-5053.
If in eyes

HERBICIDE

Environmental Hazards
Under certain conditions, treatment of aquatic weeds can result in oxygen
depletion or loss due to decomposition of dead plants, which may cause
fish suffocation. Water bodies containing very high plant density should
be treated in sections to prevent the potential suffocation of fish. Consult
with the State agency for fish and game before applying to public waters to
determine if a permit is needed.

EPA Reg. No. 67690-80
FPL20180226

Active Ingredient:
Florpyrauxifen-benzyl: 2-pyridinecarboxylic acid,
4-amino-3-chloro-6-(4-chloro-2-fluoro-3-methoxyphenyl)-5-fluoro-, phenyl methyl ester ................................................ 2.7%
Other Ingredients:............................................................................... 97.3%
TOTAL: ................................................................................................. 100.0%
Contains 0.0052 lb florpyrauxifen-benzyl per Prescription Dose UnitTM
(PDUTM ) or 0.21 lb florpyrauxifen-benzyl/gallon. 1 PDU is equal to 3.2 fl. oz.
of product.

DIRECTIONS FOR USE
It is a violation of Federal Law to use this product in a manner inconsistent
with its labeling. Read all Directions for Use carefully before applying.
Do not apply this product in a way that will contact workers or other persons,
either directly or through drift. Only protected handlers may be in the area
during application. For any requirements specific to your State or Tribe,
consult the agency responsible for pesticide regulation.

Keep Out of Reach of Children

Shake well before using.

CAUTION

PRODUCT INFORMATION
ProcellaCOR EC is a selective systemic herbicide for management of
freshwater aquatic vegetation in slow-moving/quiescent waters with little or no
continuous outflow: ponds, lakes, reservoirs, freshwater marshes, wetlands,
bayous, drainage ditches, and non-irrigation canals, including shoreline and
riparian areas in or adjacent to these sites. Also for management of invasive
freshwater aquatic vegetation in slow-moving/quiescent areas of rivers (coves,
oxbows or similar sites).

Refer to the inside of label booklet for additional precautionary
information including directions for use.
Notice: Read the entire label before using. Use only according to label
directions. Before buying or using this product, read Warranty Disclaimer
and Misuse statements inside label booklet. If terms are not acceptable,
return at once unopened.

Apply ProcellaCOR EC directly into water or spray onto emergent foliage
of aquatic plants. Depending upon method of application and target plant,
ProcellaCOR EC is absorbed by aquatic vascular plants through emergent or
floating leaves and from water through submersed plant shoots and leaves.
In-water treatments are effective in spot and partial treatment designs with
relatively short exposure times (hours to several days). Species susceptibility
to ProcellaCOR EC may vary depending upon time of year, stage of growth,
and water movement. For best results, apply to actively growing plants.
However, effective control can be achieved over a broad range of growth
stages and environmental conditions. Application to mature target plants
may require higher application rates and longer exposure periods to achieve
control.

Agricultural Chemical: Do not ship or store with food, feeds, drugs or
clothing.

PRECAUTIONARY STATEMENTS
HAZARDS TO HUMANS AND DOMESTIC ANIMALS
CAUTION. Causes moderate eye irritation. Avoid contact with eyes
or clothing. Wash thoroughly with soap and water after handling and
before eating, drinking, chewing gum, using tobacco or using the toilet.
Remove and wash contaminated clothing before reuse.
PERSONAL PROTECTIVE EQUIPMENT (PPE)

Resistance Management
ProcellaCOR EC is classified as a WSSA Group 4 Herbicide (HRAC Group
O). Weed populations may contain or develop biotypes that are resistant to
ProcellaCOR EC and other Group 4 herbicides. If herbicides with the same
mode of action are used repeatedly at the same site, resistant biotypes may
eventually dominate the weed population and may not be controlled by these
products. Unless ProcellaCOR EC is used as part of an eradication program
or in a plant management system where weed escapes are aggressively
controlled, do not use ProcellaCOR EC alone in the same treatment area for
submersed and emergent plant control for more than 2 consecutive years,
unless used in combination or rotated with an herbicide with an alternate
mode of action.

Applicators and other handlers must wear:
• Long-sleeved shirt and long pants;
• Shoes plus socks;
• Protective eyewear; and
• Waterproof gloves.
Follow manufacturer’s instructions for cleaning/maintaining PPE. If no such
instructions for washables exist, use detergent and hot water. Keep and
wash PPE separately from other laundry.
Engineering Controls: When handlers use closed systems or enclosed
cabs in a manner that meets the requirements listed in the Worker Protection
Standard (WPS) for agricultural pesticides [40 CFR 170.240(d)(5)], the handler
PPE requirements may be reduced or modified as specified in the WPS.
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Application to Water Used for Irrigation on Turf and Landscape
Vegetation
To reduce the potential for injury to sensitive vegetation, follow the waiting
periods (between application and irrigation) and restrictions below, and inform
those who irrigate with water from the treated area. Follow local and state
requirements for informing those who irrigate.

To further delay herbicide resistance consider taking one or more of the
following steps:
• Use tank mixtures with herbicides from a different group if such use is
permitted; Consult your local extension service or SePRO Corporation
if you are unsure as to which active ingredient is currently less prone to
resistance.
• Adopt an integrated weed-management program for herbicide use that
includes scouting and uses historical information related to herbicide use,
and that considers other management practices.
• Scout after herbicide application to monitor weed populations for
early signs of resistance development. Indicators of possible herbicide
resistance include: (1) failure to control a weed species normally controlled
by the herbicide at the dose applied, especially if control is achieved
on adjacent weeds; (2) a spreading patch of non-controlled plants of
a particular weed species; (3) surviving plants mixed with controlled
individuals of the same species. If resistance is suspected, prevent weed
seed production in the affected area by using an alternative herbicide
from a different group or by a mechanical method that minimizes plant
fragmentation.
• If a weed pest population continues to progress after treatment with this
product, switch to another management strategy or herbicide with a
different mode of action, if available.
• Contact your local extension specialist or SePRO Corporation for
additional pesticide resistance-management and/or integrated
weed-management recommendations for specific weed biotypes.

When monitoring ProcellaCOR EC concentrations, analyze water samples
using an appropriate analytical method for both the active ingredient and the
acid form. Use of HPLC (High-Performance Liquid Chromatography), which is
also referenced as FasTEST®, is recommended.
Applications to invasive freshwater aquatic vegetation in slow-moving/
quiescent areas of rivers (coves, oxbows or similar sites).
• Users must be aware of relevant downstream use of water for irrigation
that may be affected by the treatment and must ensure all label restrictions
are followed. All potential downstream water intakes with irrigation
practices that may be affected by the treatment must be documented and
affected irrigation users notified of the restrictions associated with such
treatment.
Residential and other Non-Agricultural Irrigation (such as shoreline
property use including irrigation of residential landscape plants and
homeowner gardens, golf course irrigation, and non-residential property
irrigation around business or industrial properties. Excludes greenhouse or
nursery irrigation).

Stewardship Guidelines For Use
Apply this product in compliance with Best Management Practices (BMP)
that include site assessment, prescription, and implementation. BMP have
been developed to ensure accurate applications, minimize risk of resistance
development, and monitor concentrations in water to document levels
needed for optimal performance and manage potential irrigation use. SePRO
Corporation will work with applicators and resource managers to implement
BMP for application and monitoring to meet management objectives and
ensure compatibility with potential water uses.

• Turf Irrigation: Turf may be irrigated immediately after treatment.

Use Precautions
• There are no restrictions for recreational purposes, including swimming
and fishing.

TABLE 1: Non-agricultural irrigation following in-water application

• For irrigation of landscape vegetation or other forms of non-agricultural
irrigation not excluded above, conduct one of the following:
o analytically verify that water contains less than 2 ppb (SePRO
recommends use of FasTEST); or
o if treated area(s) have the potential to dilute with untreated water, follow
the precautionary waiting periods described in the tables 1 and 2 below
for in-water or foliar application.
Waiting Period (Days) for Irrigation at Speciﬁc Target Treatment Rates
(PDU per acre-foot)
Percent Area
>5.0 to >10.0 to >15.0 to >20.0 to
>3-5
of Waterbody 1-3 PDU
10.0
15.0
20.0
25.0
PDU
Treated*
PDU
PDU
PDU
PDU
2% or less
6 hours
1 day
1 day
2 days
2 days
3 days
3 - 10%
1 day
3 days
5 days
7 days 10 days 14 days
11 - 20%
3 days
7 days 10 days 10 days 14 days 21 days
21 - 30%
5 days 10 days 14 days 21 days 28 days 35 days
>30%
7 days 14 days 21 days 28 days 35 days 35 days

Use Restrictions
• Obtain Required Permits: Consult with appropriate state or local water
authorities before applying this product to public waters. State or local
public agencies may require permits.
• Chemigation: Do not apply this product through any type of irrigation
system.
• For in-water applications, the maximum single application rate is 25.0
Prescription Dose Units (PDU) per acre-foot of water with a limit of three
applications per year.
• For aquatic foliar applications, do not exceed 10.0 PDU per acre for a single
application, and do not apply more than 20.0 PDU total per acre per year.
• To minimize potential exposure in compost, do not allow livestock to drink
treated water.
• Do not compost any plant material from treated area.
• Allow 14 days or greater between applications.
• Do not use water containing this product for hydroponic farming.
• Do not use treated water for any form of irrigation, except as described
in the Application to Water Used for Irrigation on Turf and Landscape
Vegetation section.
• Do not use for greenhouse or nursery irrigation.
• Make applications in a minimum of 10 gallons per acre (GPA) for ground
and a minimum of 15 gallons per acre (GPA) for aerial applications.
• Do not apply to salt/brackish water.
• Do not apply ProcellaCOR EC directly to, or otherwise permit ProcellaCOR
EC to come into contact during an application, with carrots, soybeans,
grapes, tobacco, vegetable crops, flowers, ornamental shrubs or trees, or
other desirable broadleaf plants, as serious injury may occur. Do not permit
spray mists containing ProcellaCOR EC to drift onto desirable broadleaf
plants. Further information on spray drift management is provided in the
Spray Drift Management section of this label.
• For treatments out of water, do not permit spray mists containing this
product to drift onto desirable broadleaf plants as injury may occur. Further
information on spray drift management is provided in the Spray Drift
Management section of this label.
• Do not allow tank mixes of ProcellaCOR EC to sit overnight. See additional
tank mix restrictions below.
• Do not use organosilicone surfactants in spray mixtures of this product.
• Do not tank mix this product with malathion or methyl parathion.
• Do not make an application of malathion or methyl parathion within 7
days of an application of this product. See additional tank mix restrictions
below.

* Assumes treated area(s) have the potential to dilute with untreated water. If the treated
area is not projected to dilute rapidly (example: confined cove area), utilize FasTEST
to confirm below 2 ppb or verify vegetation tolerance before irrigation use. Consult a
SePRO Aquatic Specialist for additional site-specific recommendations.

TABLE 2: Non-agricultural irrigation following foliar application
Waiting Period (days) for Irrigation at Speciﬁc Target Treatment Rates
Percent Area of
5.0 PDU / acre
>5.0 to 10.0 PDU / acre
Waterbody Treated*
10% or less
0.5 day
1 day
11 - 20%
1 day
2 days
>20%
2 days
3 days
* Assumes treated area(s) have the potential to dilute with untreated water. If the treated
area is not projected to dilute rapidly (example: confined cove area), utilize FasTEST
to confirm below 2 ppb or verify vegetation tolerance before irrigation use. Consult a
SePRO Aquatic Specialist for additional site-specific recommendations.

Susceptible Plants
Do not apply where spray drift may occur to food, forage, or other plantings
that might be damaged. Spray drift may damage or render crops unfit for
sale, use or consumption. Small amounts of spray drift that may not be visible
may injure susceptible broadleaf plants. Before making a foliar or surface
spray application, please refer to your state’s sensitive crop registry
(if available) to identify any commercial specialty or certiﬁed organic
crops that may be located nearby. At the time of a foliar or surface spray
application, the wind cannot be blowing toward adjacent cotton, carrots,
soybeans, corn, grain sorghum, wheat, grapes, tobacco, vegetable
crops, ﬂowers, ornamental shrubs or trees, or other desirable broadleaf
plants.
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Spray Drift Management
Avoiding spray drift at the application site is the responsibility of the
applicator. The interaction of many equipment- and weather-related factors
determines the potential for spray drift. The applicator is responsible for
considering all these factors when making decisions.

Swath Adjustment: When applications are made with a crosswind, the swath
will be displaced downwind. Therefore, on the up and downwind edges of the
field, the applicator must compensate for this displacement by adjusting the
path of the aircraft upwind. Swath adjustment distance should increase with
increasing drift potential (higher wind, smaller drops, etc.).

The following drift management requirements must be followed to limit
off-target drift movement from aerial applications:

Wind: Drift potential is lowest between wind speeds of 2 to 10 mph. However,
many factors, including droplet size and equipment type, determine drift
potential at any given speed. Do not make applications below 2 mph due
to variable wind direction and high inversion potential. Do not apply in wind
speeds greater than 10 mph. Local terrain can influence wind patterns. Every
applicator should be familiar with local wind patterns and how they affect
spray drift.

Aerial Application:
• Aerial applicators must use a minimum finished spray volume of 15 gallons
per acre.
• Drift potential is lowest between wind speeds of 2 to 10 mph. Do not apply
below
2 mph due to variable wind direction and high potential for temperature
inversion. Do not apply in wind speeds greater than 10 mph.
• To minimize spray drift from aerial application, apply with a nozzle class
that ensures coarse or coarser spray (according to ASABE S572) at spray
boom pressure no greater than 30 psi.
• The distance of the outer most operating nozzles on the boom must not
exceed 70% of wingspan or 80% of rotor diameter.
• Nozzles must always point backward parallel with the air stream and never
be pointed downwards more than 45 degrees.
• Do not apply under conditions of a low-level air temperature inversion.
• The maximum release height must be 10 feet from the top of the weed
canopy, unless a greater application height is required for pilot safety.

Temperature and Humidity: When making applications in low relative
humidity, set up equipment to produce larger droplets to compensate for
evaporation. Droplet evaporation is most severe when conditions are both hot
and dry.
Temperature Inversions: Do not apply during a local, low level temperature
inversion because drift potential is high. Temperature inversions restrict
vertical air mixing, which causes small suspended droplets to remain in a
concentrated cloud. This cloud can move in unpredictable directions due to
the light variable winds common during inversions. Temperature inversions
are characterized by increasing temperatures with altitude and are common
on nights with limited cloud cover and light to no wind. They begin to form
as the sun sets and often continue into the morning. Their presence can be
indicated by ground fog; however, if fog is not present, inversions can also be
identified by the movement of the smoke from a ground source or an aircraft
smoke generator. Smoke that layers and moves laterally in a concentrated
cloud (under low wind conditions) indicates an inversion, while smoke that
moves upward and rapidly dissipates indicates good vertical air mixing.

Evaluate spray pattern and droplet size distribution by applying sprays
containing a water-soluble dye marker or appropriate drift control agents
over a paper tape (adding machine tape). Mechanical flagging devices may
also be used. Do not apply under conditions of a low-level air temperature
inversion. A temperature inversion is characterized by little or no wind and
lower air temperature near the ground than at higher levels. The behavior of
smoke generated by an aircraft-mounted device or continuous smoke column
released at or near site of application will indicate the direction and velocity
of air movement. A temperature inversion is indicated by layering of smoke at
some level above the ground and little or no lateral movement.

USE DIRECTIONS
ProcellaCOR EC performance and selectivity may depend on dosage, time of
year, stage of growth, method of application, and water movement.
Aquatic Plants Controlled: In-Water Application
Table 3 lists the expected susceptible species under favorable treatment
conditions for aquatic plant control. Use of lower rates will increase
selectivity on some species listed. Consultation with SePRO Corporation is
recommended before applying ProcellaCOR EC to determine best in-water
treatment protocols for given target vegetation.

Ground Application
• Ground applicators must use a minimum finished spray volume of 10
gallons per acre.
• To minimize spray drift from ground application, apply with a nozzle class
that ensures coarse or coarser spray (according to ASABE S572).
• For boom spraying, the maximum release height is 36 inches from the soil
for ground applications.
• Where states have more stringent regulations, they must be observed.

TABLE 3. Vascular aquatic plant control with in-water application
Vascular Aquatic Plants Controlled: In-Water Application
Common name
Scientiﬁc name
Floating Plants
Mosquito fern
Azolla spp.
Water hyacinth
Eichhornia crassipes
Emersed Plants
Alligatorweed
Alternanthera philoxeroides
American lotus
Nelumbo lutea
Floating heart
Nymphoides spp.
Water pennywort
Hydrocotyle umbellata
Water primrose
Ludwigia spp.
Watershield
Brasenia schreberi
Submersed Plants
Bacopa
Bacopa spp.
Coontail1
Ceratophyllum demersum
Hydrilla1
Hydrilla verticillata
Parrotfeather
Myriophyllum aquaticum
Water chestnut
Trapa spp.
Watermilfoil, Eurasian
Myriophyllum spicatum
Watermilfoil, Hybrid Eurasian
Myriophyllum spicatum X M. spp.
Watermilfoil, Variable
Myriophyllum heterophyllum

The applicator should be familiar with, and take into account the information
covered in the following Aerial Drift Reduction Advisory (this information is
advisory in nature and does not supersede mandatory label requirements.)
Aerial Drift Reduction Advisory
Information on Droplet Size: The most effective way to reduce drift potential
is to apply large droplets. The best drift management strategy is to apply the
largest droplets that provide sufficient coverage and control. Applying larger
droplets reduces drift potential, but will not prevent drift if applications are
made improperly, or under unfavorable environmental conditions (see Wind,
Temperature and Humidity, and Temperature Inversions).
Controlling Droplet Size:
• Volume - Use high flow rate nozzles to apply the highest practical spray
volume. Nozzles with higher rated flows produce larger droplets.
• Pressure - Do not exceed the nozzle manufacturer’s specified pressures.
For many nozzle types, lower pressure produces larger droplets. When
higher flow rates are needed, use higher flow rate nozzles instead of
increasing pressure.
• Number of Nozzles - Use the minimum number of nozzles that provide
uniform coverage.
• Nozzle Orientation - Orienting nozzles so that the spray is released
parallel to the air stream produces larger droplets than other orientations.
Significant deflection from horizontal will reduce droplet size and increase
drift potential.
• Nozzle Type - Use a nozzle type that is designed for the intended
application. With most nozzle types, narrower spray angles produce larger
droplets. Consider using low-drift nozzles. Solid stream nozzles oriented
straight back produce the largest droplets and the lowest drift.
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Higher-rate applications within the specified range may be required to control
less-sensitive weeds.

Aquatic Plants Controlled: Foliar Application
Table 4 lists the expected susceptible species using labeled foliar rates
(5.0 – 10.0 PDU per acre) under favorable treatment conditions for aquatic
plant control. Use higher rates in the rate range on more established, dense
vegetation. Consultation with SePRO Corporation is recommended before
applying ProcellaCOR EC to determine best foliar treatment protocols for
given target vegetation.

Boom Length: To further reduce drift without reducing swath width, boom
must not exceed 70% of wingspan or 80% of rotor diameter.
Application Height: Do not make applications at a height greater than 10
feet above the top of the largest plants unless a greater height is required for
aircraft safety. Making applications at the lowest height that is safe reduces
exposure of droplets to evaporation and wind.
3

To calculate the amount of product needed in fluid ounces, use the formula
below:
Number of acres X average depth (feet) X PDU* X 3.17 = fluid ounces
*: from Table 5

TABLE 4. Vascular aquatic plant control with foliar application
Vascular Aquatic Plants Controlled: Foliar Application
Common name
Scientiﬁc name
Floating Plants
Mosquito fern
Azolla spp.
Water hyacinth
Eichhornia crassipes
Emersed Plants
Alligatorweed
Alternanthera philoxeroides
American lotus
Nelumbo lutea
Floating heart
Nymphoides spp.
Parrotfeather (emersed)
Myriophyllum aquaticum
Hydrocotyle umbellata
Water pennywort
Water primrose
Ludwigia spp.
Watershield
Brasenia schreberi

Example Calculation:
To control hybrid watermilfoil in 2 acres of a 5-acre lake (>30% treated)
with an average depth of 2 feet:
2 acres X 2 feet X 3 PDU X 3.17 = 38.04 fl. oz.
For in-water applications, the maximum single application is 25.0 PDU /
acre-foot, with a limit of three applications per year. Allow 14 days or greater
between applications. Product may be applied as a concentrate or diluted
with water prior to or during the application process. Use an appropriate
application method that ensures sufficiently uniform application to the treated
area.
Foliar Application to Floating and Emergent Weeds
Apply ProcellaCOR EC as a foliar application to control weeds such as
water hyacinth, water primrose, and other susceptible floating and emergent
species. Use an application method that maximizes spray interception by
target weeds while minimizing the amount of overspray that inadvertently
enters the water.

APPLICATION INFORMATION
Mixing Instructions
In-Water Application to Submersed or Floating Aquatic Weeds
ProcellaCOR EC can be applied undiluted or diluted with water for in-water
applications. To dilute with water, it is recommended to fill the spray tank to
one-half full with water. Start agitation. Add correct quantity of ProcellaCOR
EC. Continue agitation while filling spray tank to required volume and during
application.

For all foliar applications, apply ProcellaCOR EC at 5.0 to 10.0 PDU per
acre. Use of a surfactant is required for all foliar applications of ProcellaCOR
EC. Use only surfactants that are approved or appropriate for aquatic use.
Methylated seed soil (MSO) is a recommended surfactant and is typically
applied at 1.0% volume/volume. Refer to the surfactant label for use
directions. For best results, apply to actively growing weeds. ProcellaCOR EC
may be applied more than once per growing season to meet management
objectives. Do not exceed 10.0 PDU per acre during any individual
application or 20.0 PDU total per acre, per year from all combined treatments.

Foliar Application to Floating and Emergent Weeds
Dilute ProcellaCOR EC with water to achieve proper coverage of treated
plants. To dilute with water, it is recommended to fill spray tank to one-half full
with water. Start agitation. A surfactant must be used with all post-emergent
foliar applications. Use only surfactants that are approved or appropriate for
aquatic use. For best performance, a methylated seed oil (MSO) surfactant is
recommended. Read and follow all use directions and precautions on aquatic
surfactant label. After adding ProcellaCOR EC and surfactant, continue
agitation while filling spray tank to required volume and during application.

Foliar Spot Treatment
To prepare the spray solutions, thoroughly mix ProcellaCOR EC in water at
a ratio of 5.0 to 10.0 PDU per 100 gallons (0.12 to 0.24% product) plus an
adjuvant. For best results, a methylated seed oil at 1% volume/volume is the
recommended spray adjuvant. When making spot application, ensure spray
coverage is sufficient to wet the leaves of the target vegetation but not to the
point of runoff.

TANK-CLEANOUT INSTRUCTIONS
ProcellaCOR EC should be fully cleaned from application equipment prior to
use for other applications. Contact a SePRO Aquatic Specialist for guidance
on methods for thorough cleaning of application equipment after use of the
product.

Aerial Foliar Application to Floating and Emergent Weeds
Apply ProcellaCOR EC in a spray volume of 15 gallons per acre (GPA) or
more when making a post-emergence application by air. Apply with coarse
to coarser droplet category per S-572 ASABE standard; see NAAA, USDA
or nozzle manufacturer guidelines. Follow guidelines and restrictions in the
Spray Drift Management and Aerial Drift Reduction Advisory sections to
minimize potential drift to off-target vegetation. Aircraft should be patterned
per Operation Safe/PAASS program for calibration and uniformity to provide
sufficient coverage and control.

APPLICATION METHODS
In-Water Application to Submersed or Floating Aquatic Weeds
ProcellaCOR EC can be applied via trailing hose, by sub-surface injection, or
surface spray as an in-water application to control weeds such as hydrilla,
floating heart, water hyacinth, and other susceptible weed species. This
product has relatively short exposure requirements for in-water treatments
(hours to days), but treatments with high exchange and short exposure
periods should be carefully planned to achieve best results. Where greater
plant selectivity is desired - such as when controlling hydrilla or other more
susceptible species, choose a lower dose in the specified range. A SePRO
Aquatic Specialist can provide site-specific prescriptions for optimal control
based on target weed, management objectives, and site conditions.

Boat or Ground Foliar Application to Floating and Emergent Weeds
When applying ProcellaCOR EC by boat or with ground equipment to
emergent or floating-leaved vegetation, use boom-type, backpack or
hydraulic handgun equipment. Apply ProcellaCOR EC in a sufficient spray
volume (e.g. 20 to 100 gpa) to provide accurate and uniform distribution of
spray particles over the treated vegetation while minimizing runoff. Use higher
spray volumes for medium to high density vegetation. For boom spraying,
use coarse or coarser nozzle spray quality per S-572 ASABE standard;
see USDA literature or nozzle manufacturer guidelines. Follow nozzle
manufacturer’s recommendations for nozzle pressure, spacing and boom
height to provide a uniform spray pattern. Follow appropriate spray drift
management information where drift potential is a concern.

Apply ProcellaCOR EC to the treatment area at a prescription dose unit
(PDU) to achieve appropriate concentrations. A PDU is a unit of measure
that facilitates the calculation of the amount of product required to control
target plants in 1 acre-foot of water or 1 acre for foliar applications. Per Table
5 below, 1-25 PDU are needed to treat 1 acre-foot of water, depending on
target species and the percent of waterbody to be treated.

TANK MIXES WITH OTHER AQUATIC HERBICIDES
DO NOT TANK MIX ANY PESTICIDE PRODUCT WITH THIS PRODUCT
without first referring to the following website for the specific product:
www.3206tankmix.com. This website contains a list of active ingredients that
are currently prohibited from use in tank mixture with this product.

Use Table 5 to select the dose needed to treat 1 acre-foot of water.
TABLE 5: Prescription Dose Units (PDU**) per acre-foot of water*
Percent Area
of Waterbody
Treated
≤ 2%
>2 - 10%
>10 - 20%
>20 - 30%
>30%

Eurasian
Watermilfoil
3-4
2-3
1-3
1-2
1-2

Target Species
Hybrid
Variable Leaf
Watermilfoil Watermilfoil
4-5
3-5
3-5
3-4
3-4
2-4
2-3
2-3
2-3
1-2

Other

Only use products in tank mixture with this product that: 1) are registered for
the intended use site, application method and timing; 2) are not prohibited for
tank mixing by the label of the tank mix product; and 3) do not contain one of
the prohibited active ingredients listed on www.3206tankmix.com website.

3 - 25
3 - 20
3 - 15
2 - 10
1-5

Applicators and other handlers (mixers) who plan to tank-mix must access
the website within one week prior to application in order to comply with the
most up-to-date information on tank mix partners.

* In all cases, user may apply up to the maximum of 25 PDU per acre-foot. Consult
your SePRO Aquatics Specialist for site-specific recommendations.
** 1 PDU contains 3.17 fl. oz. of product.

Do not exceed specified application rates for respective products or
maximum allowable application rates for any active ingredient in the tank mix.
Read carefully and follow all applicable use directions, precautions, and
limitations on the respective product labels. It is the pesticide user’s
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responsibility to ensure that all products in the mixtures are registered for the
intended use. Users must follow the most restrictive directions for use and
precautionary statements of each product in the tank mixture.
Always perform a (jar) test to ensure the compatibility of products to be used
in tank mixture.

STORAGE AND DISPOSAL
Do not contaminate water, food, or feed by storage or disposal.
Pesticide Storage: Store in original container only. Keep container closed
when not in use. Do not store near food or feed. In case of spill or leak
on floor or paved surfaces, soak up with vermiculite, earth, or synthetic
absorbent.
Pesticide Disposal: Pesticide wastes are toxic. Improper disposal of
excess pesticide, spray mixture, or rinsate is a violation of Federal law. If
these wastes cannot be disposed of by use according to label instructions,
contact your State Pesticide or Environmental Control Agency or the
Hazardous Waste Representative at the nearest EPA Regional Office for
guidance.
Container Handling
Non-reﬁllable Container. DO NOT reuse or reﬁll this container. Triple
rinse or pressure rinse container (or equivalent) promptly after emptying;
then offer for recycling, if available, or reconditioning, if appropriate, or
puncture and dispose of in a sanitary landfill, or by incineration, or by other
procedures approved by state and local authorities.
Triple rinse containers small enough to shake (capacity ≤ 5 gallons)
as follows: Empty the remaining contents into application equipment or
a mix tank and drain for 10 seconds after the flow begins to drip. Fill the
container ¼ full with water and recap. Shake for 10 seconds. Pour rinsate
into application equipment or a mix tank, or store rinsate for later use or
disposal. Drain for 10 seconds after the flow begins to drip. Repeat this
procedure two more times.
Triple rinse containers too large to shake (capacity > 5 gallons) as
follows: Empty the remaining contents into application equipment or a
mix tank. Fill the container ¼ full with water. Replace and tighten closures.
Tip container on its side and roll it back and forth, ensuring at least one
complete revolution, for 30 seconds. Stand the container on its end and tip
it back and forth several times. Turn the container over onto its other end
and tip it back and forth several times. Empty the rinsate into application
equipment or a mix tank, or store rinsate for later use or disposal. Repeat
this procedure two more times.
Pressure rinse as follows: Empty the remaining contents into application
equipment or mix tank and continue to drain for 10 seconds after the flow
begins to drip. Hold container upside down over application equipment or
mix tank, or collect rinsate for later use or disposal. Insert pressure rinsing
nozzle in the side of the container and rinse at about 40 PSI for at least 30
seconds. Drain for 10 seconds after the flow begins to drip.

Warranty Disclaimer: SePRO Corporation warrants that this product
conforms to the chemical description on the product label. Testing and
research have also determined that this product is reasonably fit for the uses
described on the product label. To the extent consistent with applicable law,
SePRO Corporation makes no other express or implied warranty of fitness
or merchantability nor any other express or implied warranty and any such
warranties are expressly disclaimed.
Misuse: Federal law prohibits the use of this product in a manner
inconsistent with its label directions. To the extent consistent with applicable
law, the buyer assumes responsibility for any adverse consequences if this
product is not used according to its label directions. In no case shall SePRO
Corporation be liable for any losses or damages resulting from the use,
handling or application of this product in a manner inconsistent with its label.
For additional important labeling information regarding SePRO Corporation’s
Terms and Conditions of Use, Inherent Risks of Use and Limitation of
Remedies, please visit http://seprolabels.com/terms or scan the image below.
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RECEIVED
Date: January 7, 2022

LETTER OF NOTIFICATION
January 7, 2022
Proposed Invasive Plant Management Program – Blairs Bay & Sheep Meadow Bay in Lake George

The Lake George Park Commission is applying to the NYSDEC and the APA to use an aquatic herbicide in the
spring of 2022 to control the invasive plant Eurasian Watermilfoil (EWM) in two areas of the lake: Blairs
Bay, Glenburnie (4 acres) and Sheep Meadow Bay, Huletts Landing (3.6 acres). See maps below:

Blairs Bay, Glenburnie

Sheep Meadow Bay, Huletts

The herbicide, ProcellaCOR EC, will control invasive Eurasian watermilfoil for multiple seasons in the
treatment areas, but will not impact most native plants. ProcellaCOR EC will be applied at less than 10
parts per billion (a rate roughly equivalent to less than an ounce in a typical swimming pool), a rate which is
significantly lower than most other aquatic herbicides. The treatment will be conducted by the firm
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SOLitude Lake Management, NYSDEC Pesticide Business Registration No.17886. NYSDEC and APA permit
applications have been submitted for approval for the treatment.
It is anticipated that the treatment will take place on one day between May 17 and June 30, 2022 pending
permit approvals and the appropriate stage of target plant growth. Notification of the actual date of the
treatment will be submitted to the Lake George Park Commission, the Towns of Putnam and Dresden, the
APA and the NYSDEC at least 7 days prior to application and will be posted along the shoreline on the day of
the application. The roads along the affected lakeshores will be posted at the time of the treatment
indicating applicable water use restrictions. A restriction on all water uses in the treatment zone during the
application will be in effect ( approximately 3 hours per site). Following application, livestock watering and
irrigation will be restricted until the concentration of the herbicide measures < 1 ppb.
ProcellaCor applications to control in-lake invasive plants have no impact on public health, and
there are no restrictions on swimming, fishing or potable/domestic water use once the application
is complete.
Water samples will be collected at 12 and 24 hours, and 3 and 7 days to determine the concentration of
herbicide in the water and identify when the livestock watering and irrigation restrictions can be removed.
The herbicide is typically undetectable in the water after 2-3 days, but the water use restriction is
anticipated to take ~10 days to complete sampling, and receive approval from NYSDEC to remove
restrictions.
The product label is available for review on Solitude Lake Management’s website
http://www.solitudelakemanagement.com/product-labels-new-york. In the event that you as a riparian
owner or vested riparian user have any questions or objections to the proposed aquatic plant management
program or water use restrictions, please contact the following agency within 21 days of receipt of this
notice. Your objection must be in writing. Lack of comment will be considered consent to the treatment
and water use restrictions.
Brian Primeau
Bureau of Pesticides Management
NYSDEC, Region 5
232 Golf Course Road
Warrensburg, NY 12885-0220

If you wish further information about the proposed management program or need a printed copy of the
product label, please contact the Lake George Park Commission at (518) 668-9347 or Glenn Sullivan of
SOLitude Lake Management at 908-310-8775 between 9:00 am and 4:00 pm, Mon - Fri.
Thank you.
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