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Education & Outreach Support

A Statewide message

Round Goby Warcy

A Publications & boat launch signs

A Displays & presentations

The Facts , , , %

' "z Wl Voter-Milfoil
i TV, Radio, Newspaper, Grkis) _
Bill boards, etc.

STOP AQUATIC

HITCHHIKERS!



Watercraft Inspection

A Clean Boats, Clean Waters | = } <«
Avolunteers trained to monitor — | [ =%
local lakes R
DNR inspection program
A staff monitor high traffic
landings, lakes with
Invasive species

A Water Guard

A Contact: Erin Henegar
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Volunteer Monitoring

A Trained volunteers collect data on lake
health including aguatic invasives

A Data used to map extent of spread for
species

A Contact: Laura Herman

STOP AQUATIC
HITCHHIKERS!
revent e species




Purple Loosestrife Biological
Control

A Trained volunteers raise & release beetles

A Beetles available for freed great school or
family project

A Contact: Brock Woods




Aguatic Invasive Species

Grants
FYO09 Fall Grant Funding Cycle

$377,174.00 $140,717.23

$4 million available annually

$1,253,560.29

M Prevention [ Control Infestation
@ Research & Demonstration M Early Detection & Response




From Research to Management

A UW Madison Center for Limnology
devel oping nNnSmart Prevel

A Model helps DNR make strategic
management decisions

A ACOE conducting research on low level
chemical treatments for -

EWM
A Community based market
research




Wi sconsi nos Al ¢

A Preventing the spread

I VHS (viral hemorhagic septicemia) 2007

I Invasive Species ldentification, Classification
and Control (NR 40) 2009

I Wisconsin Act 55 (lllegal to transport AIS on
highways) 2009 -

STOP AQUATIC
HITCHHIKERS!
revent t sance specie




Wh at ] S an NIl nvas

A Nonnative species whose introduction
causes or Is likely to cause economic or
environmental harm or harm to human
health (wisconsin Statutes 23.22)

I Plants (terrestrial and aquatic)
I Animals (vertebrates and invertebrates)
I Disease-causing organisms



Why do we care?

A Economic impacts
I Fishing industry, tourism, property values

A Ecological impacts
I Native fish, invertebrates, plants

A Recreational impacts




Prevention vs. Restoration

Prevention is always
cheaper than restoration.




NR 40 Invasive Species Classification

A Prohibited

I Not yet in the state or established in
pioneer stands only; still have potential to
eradicate and prevent statewide; high
potential for environmental damage It

widely established.

A Restricted
I Already established in

the state; high
environmental impacts.




Control by classification

A Restricted

I Control encouraged but not required.

A Prohibited

I The department will seek control of prohibited
species if it is feasible and reasonable to do so.

STOP AQUATIC
HITCHHIKERS!"

L€ Species




Control Requirements
(For prohibited species)

DNR orders property
owner to control species

DNR controls species on property
with owner consent

Voluntary Control by property owner.
Department will seek funds to assist owner.




Permits

Anyone may transport, possess,
transfer or introduce a prohibited or
restricted species with a permit

Some exceptions apply.



Three Cases

A Yellow Floating Heart i Stormwater Ponds
A Red Swamp Crayfish i Stormwater Ponds
A Prairie du Sac Dam i Wisconsin River



A True Story

Yellow floating-heart(Nymphoides peltata)
A known Prohibited Species
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AHistory of Infestation (2007 - 2008 - 2009)
ifJuly, 0607 found I n two ponds

I Chemical treatments unsuccessful.

I Manual removal unsuccessful.

I June 2009 application for
(75% Cost Share, max. $20,000)

AGoal - eradication




Rapid
Response
Plan
Step 1

A g SR e i

4 i

A Dewater Ponds through sediment
bags in order to retain all seeds

STOP AQUATIC
HITCHHIKERS!
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Rapid
Response
Plan
Step 2

A Dredge to Existing Clay Liner

I Place dredge spoils in newly excavated pits
near ponds

Trucking spoils to a disposal site was
discussed & discarded more expensive,

greater chance that seeds could be dispersed



Rapid
Response
Plan
Step 3

AR R Ao

A Place liner in ponds to prevent any
remaining seeds from germinating
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STOP AQUATIC
HITCHHIKERS!

revent the tr. rt of nuisance species
e ational equipment




Rapid
Response
Plan

Step4 -6

A Cap Spoil Pits
A Allow Ponds to refill
A Monitor for 3 years









Esquire Estate T Germantown, WI

Stormwater Detention Pond

Residential Development




Red Swamp Crayfish

A Pl‘OjeCt Sequence

Local citizen observed and called DNR to investigate
Containment action taken quickly

Trapping revealed significant population

Education of subdivision owners

Law enforcement presence

Eradication strategy developed and implemented by
DNR i Treatment with Bleach

Follow up monitoring in 2010

STOP AQUATIC
HITCHHIKERS!"




Do you me
not in Louisiana?







Trapping Red Swamp Crayfish provided insight into the size of
the population.




Staff Investment




Chemical Control




Safety First




Treatment
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Upstream fish passage at the Prairie du Sac
Dam on the Wisconsin River:

The challenge of reconnecting a fragmented river
system while preventing the spread of aquatic
Invasive species

John Lyons

WDNR Fisheries Research,
Science Services, Madison




Prairie du Sac Dam

4 Lowermost dam, 92 miles from Mississippi
? Not at natural barrier on river; built on sand

, C_ompleted 1914; 42 ft-high upstream barrier
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Ecological impacts of PdS Dam

Isolates Lower Wisconsin and
Mississippi River fish from
Middle Wisconsin and Baraboo
River fish; up to 13 species
eliminated above dam

Despite similar habitat,
environmental quality,
biotic integrity reduced
above dam
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FERC Relicensing and Fish Passage
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1991: FERC: PdS requires license;
WP&L begins process in consultation
with WDNR, USFWS

1997: WP&L submits license
application; agencies want passage

1999: Initial license issued without
passage requirement, but USFWS
retains authority to require passage

8 2002: USFWS requires passage
. (Section 18); upheld in court in 2003

& 2004: Agencies & River Alliance begin
¥ work w/ WP&L to design passage

3& \ . 2012: Passage due to be operational



Goals for Upstream Passage

. Shovelnose

1) Allow safe/effective passage by 4 target species
2) Re-establish, SNS, Blues, Paddlefish above dam
3) Re-connect fish populations above & below dam



Upstream Passage Options

-

PR TN D T ow R e S "'“?‘faﬁu‘ﬁ': LA

—. T -
== 1) Trap and Transfer =

3 J .‘,.1).. 11 &=
T

e TG d
T et | - T 0,8 =S ot

-
- — -

2) Fish Ladder/Fihway :

" 3) Nature-Like Bypass

o 3
4) Navigation Lock ‘-
5) Fish Lift/Elevator '
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Trap and Transfer

Pros:
- Fish can be caught

- Can screen for AIS

cons:

- Not volitional by fish
- Limited species

- Stressful to fish?

- Labor intensive



