TO: Lake Management Committee

FROM: Harvesting Sub-committee ( P. Bertram, J. Leblanc, B. MacDonald, D. Nowd)
RE: Weed harvester findings

   Mechanical harvesting of aquatic plants may be defined as the utilization of mechanical devices to physically cut and remove plants from the water for delivery to on-shore disposal sites.  Weed harvesting is just one of these methods.  Harvesting is well suited for clearing nuisance vegetation from ponds, coves of larger lakes or cutting channels or lanes through dense plant growth. After reading numerous articles concerning this method of weed removal we have come up with the following list of advantages and disadvantages:

Advantages:







· No herbicides

· Removes plants and immediately opens areas for usage

· Can be targeted for specific locations 

· Lower part of the plant remains-habitat for fish etc. remains
· No water use restrictions

· When concerns regarding long-term health and environmental effects of chemicals restrict herbicide usage, mechanical control may be the only alternative

· Effectiveness is often enhanced when combined with other strategies
Disadvantages:

· Labor intensive

· Expensive

· Plant fragments may drift and infest virgin areas

· Can only cut up to 5 feet below surface

· Similar to mowing a lawn-may need to be harvested several times during the growing season(3 recommended) Maintenance function only

· Not easily done in shallow water or lakes with many obstructions(stumps, logs)

·  Long term process-commitment needed

· Downtime for maintenance and repairs can account for 50% of the total harvest time required

· Residential lakes may require that harvested plant material be trucked off-site to disposal areas, adding to the total cost

· Suitable off-loading sites may be few and require long trips by the harvester
· Considered to be a short term solution

· Can resuspend bottom sediments, releasing nutrients back into the water
· Operators must be able to identify weeds to be cut and weeds to be avoided

· Operators must be familiar with lake 

After researching general conclusions and recommendations regarding the usage of mechanical harvesting we discussed the implications of this research as it would apply to HHL.  The current operator of the weed harvester, Jim Leblanc, is a member of our sub group and he gave the following observations:

· The harvester seems to be the most effective in 6-8 feet of water

· Feels it has been very effective in Hemlock Drive cove areas especially in removal of Bladderwort

· Cannot be used in Proctor Cove for removal of milfoil

· Disposal of weeds is difficult-a long trek to disposal area

· Not effective in Island Road cove, too shallow

· Operators must be familiar with lake and aquatic plants

· Operators need to be properly trained so cuttings are picked up and not left to regrow
In most of our research conclusions were made that there is no single cure-all solution to aquatic plant problems.  Often different methods are needed for different areas of a lake or pond depending on the problem or a combination of two or more methods is needed to be effective in a particular area.  This has also been recommended in the Aquatic Control Tech. Biological Survey Report & Management Recommendations report dated March 5, 2009. 
HHL current accounts:

· Harvester CD  $5,620.71

· Harvester Savings $4,457.98

· Total: $10,078.49

For this year there is $400 budgeted for the Harvester Operator and $2,500 budgeted for Maintenance.   Last year $160 was spent on operation and $1005.52 on Maintenance.  Maintenance is mainly for parts; Jay Simeone does the majority of the work free of charge.

Attachments: 

· Report provided by Jay Simeone at annual meeting

· HHL Policy for Harvester Use

· Morses Pond Harvesting Collection  data sheet

