Fact or Fiction Presentation Script
Slide 1.  Title slide

General statements on invasive species—Are they fact or fiction?

Slide 2.  All non-native species are invasive.

Not true. Over 85 percent of all non-native plants and animals are not a problem for agricultural, ecological or human health.  Many simply exist with the native species so they aren’t considered invasive. Thousands of plants and animals have been introduced into North America without becoming a problem, however, there are certain characteristics that allow some species to spread out of control. While some plants and animals are screened for potential impacts to native species, the screening process is not lengthy or inclusive.  Adequate screening would greatly reduce the problem of new weeds and pests. If plants and animals were screened for potential impacts to native species, the problem of new weeds and pests would be greatly reduced.  

Slide 3.  If it is pretty or beneficial it can’t be a problem.

Not true.  Purple loosestrife is beautiful in bloom, but replaces other wetland plants. Reed canary grass was once widely planted to turn “worthless wetlands” into forage production areas for cattle.  Now, a large percentage of the once biologically rich marshes and meadows in the state are largely blanketed by this one grass species that provides little useful wildlife habitat or forage. 

Slide 4.  Biological controls should be avoided at all cost because the solution may be worse than the initial problems.

Not true.  While it is true that early experiments with biological controls sometimes turned out to be serious mistakes in recent decades, federal regulations on biocontrol have become very strict.  These regulations require extensive testing of any organism to be introduced to minimize the risk that it doesn’t impact our native plant communities, forests or crops.  The key is that the organism used for biocontrol must be specific to the target species otherwise it is not authorized for use. It is important to remember that no management strategy is completely risk free. 

Slide 5.  By the time you notice the spread of an exotic species, it is too late to control it.

Sometimes true…sometimes false.  Some organisms, particularly those living in water, often are not detected until their populations are quite high.  Zebra mussels are a good example of a species where no practical control exists once it becomes established in a lake or river. For some other aquatic species, it may be possible to control their spread if done correctly.  For terrestrial species, eradication is possible only if an effective control effort is begun when a population is still small and the site is monitored for recolonization for many years. In the Great Lakes, two species, the sea lamprey and alewives, have been controlled, but may others (likely in the hundreds) have not. 

Slide 6.  All aquatic plants are weeds.

Not true. There are hundreds of species of native aquatic plants that are critically important parts of a lake, wetland or river ecosystem.  Currently, Wisconsin has only a few invasive aquatic plants—these are the ones that most often cause problems for boaters and anglers, as well as for the fish and other plants.  These few species receive the most attention because they are problematic.

Slide 7.  It is natural for plants and animals to move around.  And since it is nature, it’ll all even out in the end.

Not true.  Often, they don’t balance out. Now, more than at any other time in history, species are able to move around faster because of human intervention. Ecosystems can not adapt quickly enough because they have evolved over hundreds of thousands of years with plants and animals moving around slowly, allowing the rest of the community to adapt to them. As humans move plants and animals around the globe, predators that would have been able to keep them in check are left behind in their native homeland.  Some of these introduced species find an ideal environment to spread without anything to keep them in check.  Meanwhile, native species are being lost and ecosystem functions are altered. 

Slide 8.  All exotic species are spread by “natural mechanisms such as birds and the wind.

Not true usually.  In fact, people are a major contributor to the spread of exotic species from purposely introducing carp to North America to unintentionally introducing zebra mussels via the ballast water of ships. The transport of Eurasian water milfoil from lake to lake is by recreational boaters and anglers. 

 Slide 9.  Some non-native species are beneficial/desirable.

True. There are a number of cases where non-native species have been intentionally introduced into Wisconsin’s ecosystems with very positive results.  A good example is what happened on the Great Lakes after the native lake trout populations declined because of sea lamprey predation.  Chinook salmon and coho salmon were released to increase the predator species in Lake Michigan so that they would consume the abundant and troublesome alewife. These species, along with two other introduced species, the rainbow and brown trout, have not only kept the alewife population in check, but equally important, have created a fishery worth millions of dollars. 

Slide 10.  Using only herbicides is preferred to hand pulling specimens as a control method or vice-versa.

Not true.  While the use of approved herbicides by certified applicators is an integral part of controlling many invasive plants, there are many issues that go along with the use of herbicides.  Issues to be addressed in using herbicides include the effects on non-target vegetation, the half-life of the chemicals in the soil and water, the risk to the groundwater, the impact to desirable species, and the degree to which the invasion has progressed.  No single control method works for all plants or for any particular species of plant in every situation.  

 Slide 11.  Herbicide use is always bad and inappropriate.

Not true.  Generally managers use a very targeted application of herbicides for invasive plants, such as painting the cut stump of a tree or shrub or applying aquatic herbicides only in select portions of the lake at the appropriate time of year.  Resource managers are very careful in their use of herbicides to avoid damaging adjacent desirable plants. In an integrated control plan, there may be instances where the further invasion of a species could cause more harm than the use of chemicals to control that species.

Slide 12.  Wetland invasive plants such as reed canary grass and purple loosestrife are only a problem in wetlands, and not upland habitats.

Not true.  While reed canary grass and purple loosestrife are more likely to be found in wet conditions, they are by no means limited to wet areas.  Both these plants can invade uplands, and are problematic in a variety of different areas.  

Slide 13.  Native species do not become nuisance or problem species.

Not true in all cases.  Far fewer native species (particularly native plants) are problematic than invasive species.  Most native species are not a nuisance in their natural setting over a long period of time, but can be a problem on specific sites or for a limited time.  

Slide 14.  If a plant is available for purchase at a garden center, it must not be invasive.

Not true.  There are dozens of invasive plants currently available for ornamental, agricultural or other purposes.   An example is a recent Milwaukee Journal Sentinel “Plant of the Month” article extolling the values of water hyacinth—an invasive plant which blankets waterways in the southern part of the United States.  Although DNR would prefer that these plants not be sold, the agency has no authority to ban their sale or use.  Currently only two plants, purple loosestrife and multiflora rose, are illegal to sell in Wisconsin.  Efforts are underway to develop a new set of laws and procedures to determine which plants should be regulated due to their invasive tendencies. 

  Slide 15.  Some invasive plants also have beneficial uses.

True.  Many of the plants which invade wetlands, forests, grasslands and even waterbodies have uses as landscape or forage plants, for erosion control, for dried flower arrangements or for dozens of other uses.  Yet for most of these plants, there are alternatives that can be used that are not invasive. 

 Slide 16.  A cattail marsh is a good example of a wetland community.

Not true.  While most of us have grown up thinking this is the case, these areas are more often examples of how complex plant communities can become simpler as invasive species outcompete and crowd out native plant species.  Cattails, and other wetland invasive species such as reed canary grass and purple loosestrife, can transform diverse wetland plant communities into monocultures.  Furthermore, it should be recognized that the loss in biodiversity goes beyond the plants that are directly outcompeted by these invasive species and includes the animal species that are inextricably tied to the plants.

Slide 17.  It is okay to release unused live bait into a waterbody.

Not true.  One of the ways invasive species are transported from one waterbody to the next is through the release of live bait. The DNR recommends that all anglers empty their bait buckets on land before leaving a waterbody to avoid spreading aquatic organisms between waterbodies. 

Slide 18.  Commercial fishing for carp or white perch is a common sense approach to removing PCBs from Green Bay.

Not true.  This is not a practical, feasible or cost effective approach to removal of PCBs from the bay. Just to remove 10 percent of the PCBs in the bay, it would cost $163 million to get rid of 290 million carp and $5.2 billion to catch 9.3 billion white perch.  A more technically feasible and cost effective approach to further reduce the discharge of PCBs into Green Bay is through active remediation of the Fox River. 

Slide 19.  The decline in yellow perch populations in Green Bay can be attributed to exotic species like carp, white perch and zebra mussels.

Unknown for sure.  There is very little evidence to prove that these three exotic species by themselves are having a major impact on the yellow perch population. Lake Michigan has changed in many ways through the invasion of innumerable invasive species. Lost of aquatic habitat (i.e., spawning beds) or lower lake levels could also be contributing factors. In addition to those mentioned, other invasive species that have invaded Lake Michigan include alewives, sea lamprey, the spiny water flea, the fish-hook water flea, round gobies, and dozens more.  Any of these could have either collectively or individually changed the Lake Michigan ecosystem that once supported yellow perch.  It is not known for certain whether any individual invasive species is affecting yellow perch, or how they may act collectively to affect yellow perch.  It may be possible for yellow perch to overcome the collective impact of all the changes. 

Slide 20.  The introduction of invasive plant species can add to the number of species in an area, which will be good for biodiversity.

Not true over the long-term.  While it is true that any addition to an area’s plant population increases the number of species by one, the nature of invasive plants are to dominate an area to the detriment of native plants, which can lead to a decline in species numbers.  Ultimately, areas with invasive plants will have less diversity than their intact counterparts. 

Comments on zebra mussels—Are they fact or fiction?

Slide 21.  Zebra mussels can increase water clarity.

True. While it may be true that water clarity may increase, it comes at a cost. An adult zebra mussel will filter approximately one liter of water a day.  Zebra mussels are indiscriminate filter feeders, which means they filter all plankton—plant and animal—as well as suspended particles in the water column.  While filter feeding by zebra mussels does indeed increase water clarity, there is a lot of variability depending on the water body.  A shallow lake could experience a dramatic increase in clarity whereas a deeper larger lake might experience minimal changes. A lot depends on the density of zebra mussels.  In waters with high tannic acids it may be difficult to even perceive any changes in clarity at all. However, the improved clarity, while perhaps aesthetically pleasing, may not indicate ecosystem improvement.  In fact the clarity may by the first indication of serious food chain disruption. 

Slide 22.  The increased water clarity as a result of zebra mussel’s filtering activities will benefit people who live on, or recreate on lakes.

This is not necessarily true. Zebra mussels remove beneficial planktonic floating algae but they leave behind the nuisance blue green algae that frequently attach to rocks and other hard surfaces or to each other in large mats because they are unable to filter them from the water.  These blue green algae are the ones most frequently associated with smelly, stinky algal blooms that plague some Wisconsin waters.  An increase in water clarity as a result of zebra mussel filter feeding will also enhance the photic zone in a lake (the depth to which light penetrates).  If sufficient nutrients exist in the bottom sediments this can lead to an increase in aquatic plant growth which can be problematic to lake users.  It may also lead to changes in the abundance and distribution of fish species. Zebra mussel shells have very sharp edges that can wash up on the shoreline, causing problems for sunbathing and walking barefoot on the beach.  Portions of the Lake Michigan shoreline have, on occasion, experience windrows of dead mussel shells several feet deep, which proves to be a real determent for swimming.    

Slide 23.  Zebra mussels will not do well in northern Wisconsin lakes because the water temperatures are too cold. 

This is not true.  Zebra mussels are very abundant in the Duluth-Superior harbor where water temperatures are cold.  Certainly in the open waters of Lake Superior, zebra mussels are not expected to do well in part because of the colder temperatures but also due to other factors such as low calcium levels.  Zebra mussels spawn in temperatures above 54 degrees F and the temperatures in our northern lakes are certainly above that in the summer months.

Slide 24.  Zebra mussels densities will be higher in euthrophic or nutrient rich waters where there is more food compared to oligotrophic or nutrient poor waters.

This is not necessarily true.  Substrate may be as, or more important, in limiting zebra mussel populations than the availability of food. A five-year study recently completed on two Wisconsin lakes infested with zebra mussels showed that available substrate, not food, was the limiting factor.  Although hard substrate is preferred by zebra mussels for attachment, it should be noted that, at least in certain situations, they have shown the ability to adapt and attach as loose floating mats over soft sediments when hard substrates are no longer available. 

Slide 25.  It is inevitable that zebra mussels will eventually infest all Wisconsin waterbodies; therefore we should not waste our time in trying to control their spread.

This is not true.  Even in Europe where zebra mussels have been present for over 200 years, a significant number of waters are not infested.  Public education is an effective tool in changing boater behavior and surveys have shown it’s paid off.  In addition, not all waters are suitable for zebra mussel growth.  Lakes that are acidic (pH < 7) and have calcium levels < 20 ppm are less than ideal conditions for zebra mussels.  Many of our northern Wisconsin lakes fall into that category.    

Slide 26.  Diving ducks, an important predator of zebra mussels, are capable of effectively controlling their populations.

Not true.  Scaup and other diving ducks do consume zebra mussels when they are available. However, they are selective feeders and prey on them only during certain times of the year and then only at specific locations.  For example, migrating scaup have been observed eating zebra mussels from water intake structures even into the winter months if the water remains open. Overall, diving ducks have not been effective at controlling zebra mussel populations in any waterbody, but they have been shown to localized effects in reducing the numbers of mussels.     

Slide 27.  When striped snails show up in a lake, it must be zebra mussels.

Not true.  Zebra mussels, like clams, have two shells.  The distinction is that zebra mussels have “threads” at the hinge end of the shell.  Zebra mussels use the threads to attach to plants or any hard surfaces.  Clams do not have these threads.  The DNR can help in identification if you think have found a zebra mussel in your lake.  There are also zebra mussel watch cards available to aid in identifying these animals.

Comments on Rusty Crayfish—Are they fact or fiction?

Slide 28.  Rusty crayfish are no longer spreading to new waters in Wisconsin.  

Not true. By the 1960’s, when the rusty crayfish was first considered to be an invasive species with the potential to negatively impact Wisconsin waters, they had already spread from central and southern Midwestern states where they are considered native, to southeastern Wisconsin and Lake Michigan.  They had also worked their way into the Mississippi River.  From these locations they spread into many streams and rivers throughout Wisconsin, primarily unnoticed, until they reached a few inland lakes.   In several of these lakes they had a dramatic impact on vegetation and fish populations.  It is still believed that they are rapidly being introduced into new lakes either intentionally by fisherman, or by nature through the natural movement of these crayfish through streams, ditches and other waterways.   However, this rapid spread has not been as “reported on” in recent years because it has been widely over-shadowed by other more invasive species like zebra mussels, Eurasian water milfoil, and purple loosestrife.  

Slide 29.  Rusty Crayfish can only move through water. 

Not true. Rusty crayfish are basically amphibious creatures.  They can move over land around obstructions like dams and waterfalls.  They can also move across wetlands, storm sewers, or agricultural drainage systems to gain access to new waters. 

Slide 30.  Rusty crayfish are only carnivorous feeders (animal matter feeders), and therefore only affect the fish population by eating eggs and fry, small adult or juvenile fish, and dead fish on the bottom.  

Not true. Although this scenario is bad enough, the fact is that rusty crayfish are omnivorous feeders, meaning they eat both plant and animal matter.  When populations boom in a lake, they literally eat anything they come in contact with including vegetation, small fish, and eggs.  As a result normal lake vegetation declines or disappears, destroying habitat for fish and other invertebrates. 

Slide 31.  Because rusty crayfish can destroy large amounts of aquatic vegetation, they can and should be used to control nuisance aquatic plants, native or non-native.  

Not true. Rusty crayfish are primarily a rock and gravel bottom species.  Habitat in their native areas consists mostly of streams because there are few lakes with rock and gravel bottoms in these areas.  There are many Wisconsin lakes with rock and gravel bottoms providing good habitat for these crayfish.  In these lakes it is possible for rusty crayfish to negatively impact the aquatic vegetation.  Plants in soft bottom areas, like Eurasian water milfoil, curly leaf pondweed, coontail, and eelgrass, are not impacted a great deal by their presence.  Others like eel grass and Eurasian water milfoil simply are not eaten and may actually become more abundant as other types of plants are destroyed.  Among the first plants to be impacted by rusty crayfish are deep-water plants like cabbage weeds, widely thought to be very important for the fishery.  

Slide 32.  Once introduced into new waters the negative impact of rusty crayfish is on going, and the damage done is permanent. 

This is not proven. If a population of rusty crayfish booms after introduction, the impacts are often long lived, possibly 20 or more years, but it seems they are not permanent. In the short-term, rusty crayfish affect the densities of some plant and fish species and alter the lake community.  Over time, a new balance is reached which allows vegetation to come back, even though the crayfish likely still exist.  Speculation is that parasites and pathogens that control native crayfish populations may in time adjust to affect the new host therefore restoring a more natural balance. 

Slide 33.  Rusty crayfish cannot take over a lake if a native crayfish species already inhabits that lake.

Not true.  There exists a general intolerance among crayfish species.  A single species of native crayfish will often dominate a lake or stream, rather than share habitat.  Rusty crayfish tend to be more aggressive than native rock dwelling crayfish, therefore they often outcompete these native species.  In many cases this change goes unnoticed because native species already existed, and rusty crayfish simply replace them.   However, there is some native soft bottom crayfish species, which will often be found in areas where rusty crayfish exist.

Slide 34.  Increased numbers of crayfish either native or non-native will improve the overall fishery in a lake.  

Not true. As rusty crayfish populations increase after introduction, they disrupt the established food chain.  Smallmouth bass populations may increase in size and number, and indeed are often stocked to help control this invader.  However, this may often be to the detriment of other previously established fish species.  Although smallmouth bass benefit from an easy food supply, they have not been proven to be an effective biological control agent. 

Slide 35.  It is legal to possess live crayfish and angling equipment simultaneously on any Wisconsin inland waters.  

Not true. The fishing regulations state that no person may fish with live crayfish of any kind on Wisconsin’s inland waters even if they are taken legally from the same lake that is being fished in.  However, this is legal on the Mississippi River.  It is also illegal to deposit or introduce live crayfish of any kind into Wisconsin waters unless a permit has been attained. 

Slide 36.  Commercial or private harvest of any crayfish including rusty crayfish requires a permit.  

Not true. According to Wisconsin’s fishing regulation, crayfish may be taken by hand, minnow seines and dipnets (if also allowed for minnow capture), and by the use of crayfish traps.  Large numbers of crayfish can be captured for both private and commercial use, provided they are not used for fishing purposes in Wisconsin waters. All that is required is to have a valid Wisconsin small game or fishing license. 

Slide 37.  Commercial or private harvest of rusty crayfish can help control the problem. 

This is true in part. Although large-scale capture of rusty crayfish for commercial use is considered a good thing for controlling the species, some problems occur.  Only large crayfish have any commercial value; selective harvest of crayfish does not have a significant impact on the population.  Also, there are risks involved when transporting large amounts of live crayfish for market.  Any crayfish that should escape have the potential to infest a new lake.  There are no known means to safely eradicate or control a rusty crayfish infestation.  Smallmouth stocking and harvest can help, but does not fix the problem.  

Comments on purple loosestrife—Are they fact or fiction?

Slide 38.  The purple loosestrife problem in Wisconsin has already been brought under control by past efforts of the Wisconsin DNR.  

Not true. It is widely believed by the general public that efforts undertaken in the past by the DNR have sufficiently solved the problem of rapidly spreading purple loosestrife.  This is simply not true.  Purple loosestrife has continued to spread at an alarming rate, despite attempts made by DNR employees and others, to control its spread.  There are locations where headway has been gained through various methods; however there is a long way to go.  Every year many new infestations of purple loosestrife are found.   In the majority of these locations no control attempts are being made by the DNR or any other organization or individual, not because it is deemed unimportant, but rather because the time and resources to deal with this rapid spread do not yet exist. 

Slide 39.  Once a biological control agent has been released into a purple loosestrife infested area, nothing more needs to be done to control the problem.

Not true.  Though it is possible that the released insects may successfully control purple loosestrife if left alone, continued monitoring should be done to determine if the released insects are having an impact.  This often will take several years of continued monitoring. Not all release sites have been successful.  There are many factors that may affect the survival and natural reproduction of the released insect.  It is quite possible that further intervention will be needed either to improve the survival rate of the insects, or to use other methods of control. 

Slide 40.  Purple loosestrife can be eradicated by physically removing the plant or by chemical treatment.

Not true.  Mature purple loosetrife plants are capable of producing up to 2 million seeds per plant.  These seeds can remain viable for several years and easily germinate on sites that have been disturbed by plant removal or chemical control.  Locations must be monitored for several years and any newly emerging purple loosestrife plants must be removed.  The best time to remove plants is before they flower.  This reduces the risk of introducing seeds at the site or transporting them on clothing or tools to new locations.  

Slide 41.  The insects released to control purple loosestrife have no predators of their own.

Not true. There are many limiting factors to their overall survival, including weather, food supply, and predation by other insects, birds, fish, and wildlife.

Slide 42.  Once these insects run out of purple loosestrife, they will likely eat something else.

Not true. The insects in question will die without adequate purple loosestrife to eat.  They are completely dependent on purple loosestrife for every stage of their existence.  In fact they are self-limiting because they can eat themselves right out of a food supply.

Slide 43.  Purple loosestrife (Galerucella) beetles are stationary.

Not true. On the contrary, these beetles can fly from one place to another, allowing them to seek out new infestations of purple loosestrife.  This is one benefit of the beetle.  If it does run out of purple loosestrife in one location it can and does seek out new areas.  However, if it cannot find purple loosestrife in a reasonable amount of time and distance it will die. 

Slide 44.  Enough of these insects have already been raised and released in all the important locations across the state to eventually control purple loosestrife in Wisconsin.

This is definitely not true.  The number of  known purple loosestrife infestations across the state are far greater than the number of locations where available beetles have been released.  More and more loosestrife is found every year.  Many sites require additional beetle introductions in order to increase the survival rates.  In many sites these insects do not survive in sufficient enough numbers to affect the plant.  The DNR cannot raise enough beetles on their own to supply all-possible sites with beetles.  Many people and organizations around the state are helping to raise and distribute these insects.  Many more are necessary though, if the project has any chance to truly be successful for long term control. 

Slide 45.  Purple loosestrife doesn’t spread in my garden, so it will not spread to a wetland.  

Not true. Purple loosestrife, or Lythrum salicaria (it’s scientific name), is a very hardy and a beautiful perennial flower.  Despite the threat it poses to biodiversity, many flower and seed companies sold it for many years.  Many cultivars of it were created, some of which were supposedly sterile.  But, all cultivars have been proven to be viable sources of new plants under the right circumstances. Even if your garden is not near a wetland or lake, the seeds can get washed into a storm sewer, which eventually runs into a waterbody where the seeds can become established.

Slide 46.  Purple loosestrife is legal to sell or distribute in Wisconsin.  

Not true.  In 1987 purple loosestrife and all of its cultivars were listed as a nuisance weed, along with  multiflora rose.  Wisconsin Statute 23.236 “Nuisance Weeds” states that “… no person may sell, offer for sale, distribute, plant, or cultivate any nuisance weed or seeds thereof.”  It is unlawful to plant purple loosestrife in your garden. 

Slide 47.  Once introduced into a new location, purple loosestrife quickly becomes the dominant plant. 

Not true.  In some cases purple loosestrife has over run an area in a short period of time.  But typically an infestation starts out as just one or two plants.  They are pretty and if any person does see them they usually think that they are OK.  The following year, there may be four or more plants, and so on.  Left untreated, in several years it could begin to dominate an area.  Purple loosestrife produces millions of seeds per plant per year.  Even if a small stand is removed, the seeds from those plants may remain viable in the ground for many more years, compounding the problem.  Many of the largest areas of infestation cover hundreds if not thousands of acres, and have been around for decades.  Large infestations do not occur over night.  These large infestations are bad; however, all the new, small infestations that pop up every year pose the greatest threat. 

Slide 48.  Plants with purple flowers growing along the shoreline means purple loosestrife is present.

Not true.  There are many plants that have purple flowers including pickerelweed, steeplebush, false dragonhead, blue vevain, fireweed and others. The DNR can help with identification for anyone who thinks they may have purple loosestrife growing on their property. 

Slide 49.  The beetles that have been used to control purple loosestrife are the same as the nuisance Asian lady beetles.

Not true.  While it has become common to see large numbers of lady beetles clustered around homes and other buildings during the fall, this is not the same species as those being released in an effort to control the invasive plant, purple loosestrife.  This insect is native to eastern Asia and is called the Multicolored Asian Lady beetle.  Lady beetles are usually considered beneficial insects, but this species appears to be displacing several native species of lady beetles.  This ladybird beetle, Harmonia axyridis, has only been recorded in numbers in Wisconsin since 1994. 

Comments on Eurasian water milfoil—Are they factor or fiction?

Slide 50.  In a lake with just a few aquatic plants or structure for fish habitat, it would be a good idea to introduce Eurasian water milfoil (EWM).

Not true.  EWM is an aggressive exotic that will displace the native vegetation that is there.  While EWM beds may provide invertebrate habitat, studies have shown that mixed stands of pondweeds and other aquatic plants have higher diversity and numbers of invertebrates.  Dense stands of EWM can fence out larger fish and reduce the availability of more nutrient-rich plants for waterfowl. 

Slide 51.  Drawing down an impoundment will kill EWM.  

Not necessarily true.  EWM can live in a wetland environment for quite some time, it does not have to be in an aquatic environment to survive.  So some EWM plants may survive the drawdown.  Also, since densities of other aquatic plants will be reduced, and EWM can take advantage of the disturbed areas to grow.  Drawdown is a control measure used for EWM but not for eradication. 

Slide 52.  The native milfoil weevil is effective at eradicating EWM so we don’t need to worry about controlling the spread.

Not true.  While the native milfoil weevil may control populations of EWM it needs a natural shoreline with leaf litter to survive the winter.  Often the lakes with the worst EWM problems lack native vegetation and have many lawns that extend to the water’s edge.  There is no place for the weevils to overwinter and they may not be present in those areas. 

 Slide 53.  There is nothing we can do to control the spread of EWM.

Not true.  Hundreds of volunteers are scouting their lake for the presence of EWM.  If a few plants are found, they can be hand pulled and disposed of before fragments spread the plant to other areas of the lake.  Early detection is the key to control.  Once EWM is established and there are large beds, control becomes more difficult and costly. 

Slide 54.  If EWM enters a lake via the boat landing, the launch site should be closed.

Not true.  Anyone using the lake through either public or private access may be bringing in EWM or any other invasive species.  On some lakes without public access, invasive species have been found.  There is a need to educate the public on how to prevent the spread of invasive species, not close down public launch sites. 

Slide 55.  If EWM has been found in a lake, in no time it will be so choked with plants that the lake will be unusable.

Not true.  Although eradication is often impossible, methods to control EWM will make it usable.  These methods include raking and hand pulling small beds of EWM and harvesting or chemical control of larger beds of milfoil.  Native weevils can also help reduce the density of EWM.  The method that works best will depend on the lake size, the extent of the milfoil problem, the weevil population, and the expectations of the public using the lake. 

Slide 56.  The weevil that feeds on EWM must be an invasive species.

Not true.  The native weevil, Euhrychiopsis lecontei, is native to Wisconsin.  It has been found throughout the state and even on lakes without EWM.  This weevil eats native milfoils, but once it starts eating EWM, it tends to continue to eat this plant.  With the high density of EWM, the weevil’s reproduction and success rate increase.  When this happens, there is a corresponding decline in EWM.  

Slide 57.  EWM has absolutely no value.
Not true.  Even though EWM is an aggressive plant that decreases the enjoyment of a lake, it does have some value.  All aquatic plants, including invasive species like EWM, compete with algae for nutrients.  As a result, lakes with EWM can become clearer.  Milfoil also offers small fish refuge from larger fish, and has value as compost on gardens. 

Slide 58.  All species of milfoil are bad.

Not true.  There are seven native species of milfoil that have evolved and live in Wisconsin lakes.  These native milfoil species are home to invertebrates, provide food for waterfowl and cover for fish. 

Comments on Rainbow Smelt—Are they fact or fiction?

Slide 59.  Rainbow smelt are a native Wisconsin fish species.

Not true. Rainbow smelt are not native to Wisconsin waters.  The native distribution of the fish was the north Atlantic coast of North America and several inland lakes in Maine.  This is a marine species, but they have adapted to living in freshwater systems.  In 1912 smelt, from a freshwater source in Maine were stocked in Crystal Lake, Michigan. These fish made their way into nearby Lake Michigan and were soon showing up in all the Great Lakes.  The first smelt found in Wisconsin were captured in Little Sturgeon Bay (Door County) in 1928.  Through the intentional or accidental efforts of private individuals smelt continue to spread to more and more of our inland waters. 

Slide 60.  Smelt have no impact on native fish communities.

Not true.  Researchers and biologists have documented many cases where native fisheries have declined or disappeared once smelt have become established. Native fishes like cisco (lake herring), whitefish, lake trout, yellow perch, and walleye are all negatively impacted by the presence of smelt.  The current information shows that smelt compete with the young of these same fish for food at a critical time in their development.  Adult smelt also prey on small fish and there is the possibility that they prey on the young of some of these species.  It appears that these two factors result in the loss of natural recruitment of these species.  If this cycle continues over enough years, the impacted species will eventually disappear from the lake.  

Slide 61.  Smelt are only found in big lakes like Lakes Michigan and Superior.

Not true, smelt have established populations in dozens of inland lakes in Wisconsin and the Mississippi River.  Some of these lakes are as small as 33 acres. All of our waters are at risk, but some are more susceptible to the impacts of smelt than others.  Based on waters in North America where smelt have caused problems the lakes most at risk have the following qualities:

· Smaller than 5,000 acres 

· A majority of the lake is deeper than 40 feet

· Clear water  (visibilities down to 15 feet in mid summer)

· Oligotrophic (low fertility)

· Lacking diverse fisheries

Slide 62.  Opening up fisheries to smelt harvest will control smelt numbers.

Not true. While this may decrease the numbers of adult smelt present, there will be more than enough that escape capture to reproduce.  This may also encourage individuals to transport and stock smelt to their local lake, thus spreading the problem.  Currently, there is no easy way to remove smelt from a lake without harming the rest of the fishery.  Chemically treating the lake would kill off all the fish in the lake and is very costly.  One hope is to control smelt numbers by building up populations of fish that prey on smelt.  Trout, walleye, northern pike, musky and walleye will all feed on smelt.  Though they could never remove all the smelt from a lake they many be able to keep smelt numbers in check.  If smelt numbers were kept low enough, we may see the return of natural recruitment of the affected species. 

Slide 63.  Smelt are spread to inland lakes on the feet of ducks and other birds.

Not true, smelt are being spread to other waters by human activities. The way to help slow the spread of this invasive species is by following a few simple guidelines:

· Do not transport or use live smelt for bait (frozen smelt used as bait poses no threat).

· Do not dispose of smelt entrails or clean buckets that once contained entrails in Wisconsin waters.

· Do not seine or collect minnows from waters that contain smelt.

· Always drain your livewells, bilge water, and transom well before leaving the water access.

· Never release unused bait fish into any body of water.

Comments on reed canary grass—Are they fact or fiction?


Slide 64.  Reed canary grass is a beneficial forage grass and should be planted in wetlands.

Not true. Although there are some varieties of reed canary grass that do provide good forage, the vast majority of the reed canary that currently blankets a large percentage of Wisconsin’s sedge meadows and marshes is palatable only for a short period in the spring.  The broadscale planting of this grass decades ago has resulted in vast acreages of what were once monocultures of this one grass species.  Any new varieties of reed canary that are planted for forage should be planted away from any wetlands or waterbodies and harvested regularly so they do not produce seed.  

Slide 65.  Reed canary grass was widely planted as “marsh hay” during the last century.

True.  Reed canary grass was planted for horse hay in many marshes.  Once established, it forms a continuous mat that eliminates almost all the native marsh species.  It is almost impossible to eradicate.  One experimental method currently being tried involves bulldozing the reed canary grass and roots into a huge roll.  Then the cleared area is replanted.

Slide 66.  Forested areas do not have a reed canary grass problem.

Not true.  In many forests that border river systems, reed canary grass is present along the banks of rivers.  When harvesting occurs, the additional light available to the forest floor allows reed canary grass to move in.  Because it grows faster than tree seedlings, it can smother forest regeneration and take over the site.  Many landowners are reluctant to manage lowland forests because of this problem.
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