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Preparation for the grant project

In 2002, King County Lake Stewardship Program (KCLSP), King County Noxious Weed
Program and the Spring Lake Community worked together to create the Spring Lake Integrated
Aquatic Vegetation Management Plan (IAVMP). This process was an excellent way to
understand the breadth and depth of the noxious weed problem at Spring Lake as well as get the
community involved in selecting the method of treatment for the weeds. The IAVMP effort was
also a prerequisite for applying for grant funding from the Aquatic Weed Fund provided by the
Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology).

Slightly before the writing of the IAVMP, a steering committee was established within the
Spring Lake community. The Steering committee was established in 2002 and led by community
member Ted Barnes; eleven community members participated on the committee. The main
mission of the committee was to advise the IAVMP process, the grant application process and
execution, as well as participate in community education and help with weed control.

The IAVMP was submitted in October 19, 2002 and Ecology issued final approval for the plan
in late 2002. The application for aquatic weed funding was submitted in January 2003 and
funding was awarded to begin in June of 2003.

Project Summary

The grant was written to be a seven year aquatic weed control grant with a focus on the
eradication and control of four primary weeds: Myriophillum spicatum (Eurasian watermilfoil),
Lythrum salicaria (purple loosestrife), Iris pseudacorus (yellow-flag iris) and Nymphaea odorata
(fragrant waterlily). Aside from the actual treatment of the weeds, the grant also funded project
management, in-water work (e.g. surveys), project reports, and education and outreach.

Task 1 — Project Management: involved the maintenance of the project records,
submittal of payment vouchers, hiring and managing contractors selected through the
RFP process, attainment of permits and submittal of all required performance items.

Task 2 — Herbicide Treatment: required following the approved IAVMP, documenting
all treatments in reports, maps of treated areas, dates of treatments and amounts and
concentrations applied.

Task 3 — In-water Work: included reporting pre and post treatment work, herbicide
surface water samples, aquatic weed survey reports and submitting required
performance items.

Task 4 - Education and Outreach: this task included developing and distributing
aquatic weed control announcements, developing education workshops, meeting flyers
and developing other educational materials as appropriate.

Task 5- Report Writing: this task included writing all required progress reports, the
final grant project report and submitting them to Ecology.
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The Lake and Aquatic Weed History

The shallow shoreline area (littoral zone) of Spring Lake provides an excellent habitat for aquatic
plants. Non-native Eurasian water milfoil (milfoil), posed the greatest threat to aquatic
environments, but other noxious weeds are also present at the lake, including fragrant water lily
(lily), purple loosestrife (loosestrife), and yellow flag iris (iris). All of these species are
considered noxious weeds as listed in WAC 16-750.

These four weeds were identified as the main threat to the native plants and lake ecosystem at
Spring Lake. Loosestrife is considered a Class B weeds according to the King County Noxious
Weed Board which, while not required for eradication, is required for control and containment,
especially in areas where the weeds are not widespread. Milfoil is not listed as a Class B in King
County, although it is listed as Class B by the state. King County has milfoil under the non-
regulated noxious weeds list. Water lily and iris are ubiquitous around King County, listed as a
Class C weed by the King County Noxious Weed Board, meaning they are not mandated for
control. It was determined that if milfoil and loosestrife were to be controlled, efforts should be
extended to lilies and iris.

Project Summary by Year
The Spring Lake project was a multiyear, intense project that took careful coordination and
scheduling. Below is table that lists the dates of treatments and which noxious weed was treated.
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Table 1: Dates of Spring Lake surveys and treatments.

Emergent weed surveys and treatments were combined.

Fragrant Purple
Milfoil Water lily loosestrife Yellow flag iris
Year survey treatment treatment treatment treatment
August 13 August 13 August 13
Aug 18 August 26 August 26 August 26
2003 | Sept 29 July 29th
May 20
July20/21 June 29 June 29 June 29
2004 | Aug 18 July 30 July 30 July 30
June June 23, 24
23,24 June 30
June 30 July 29
July 29 Aug 28 June 30 June 30
2005 | Aug 28 Oct 20 June 23 July 29 July 29
June 13
July 6
Aug 10 July 14 July 14 July 14
2006 | Sept 28 Sept 28 August 16 August 16 August 16
June 2
June 21 June 2 June 2
July 18 lilies cut July | June 21 June 21
2007 | Sept 5 Sept 5 18 Sept 5 Sept 5
July 10 June 13, 14 June 13, 14
July 10 Sept 3 July 10 July 10
2008 | Aug 13 Aug 13 No lilies Aug 13 Aug 13
July 18, 19 July 18, 19
2009 | July 28 Aug 5 No lilies August 1, 2 August 1, 2
July 14 July 14
2010 | July 13 Sept 16 No lilies June 22, 23 June 22, 23
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2003
Milfoil

Milfoil Weevil Search

Prior to milfoil treatment at Spring Lake, the KCLSP staff were curious to know if natural
biological controls already existed in lake in the form of the milfoil weevil, Euhrychiopsis
lecontei. If the species did exist in the lake, it was possible the milfoil was already being
controlled by the weevil. It was thought that the presence was possible considering nearby Lake
Sawyer has a healthy weevil population.

On July 15, 2003, two King County staff members and Mariana Tamayo, a Ph.D. student at the
University of Washington studying milfoil weevils, conducted a survey for the weevil. The dense
milfoil near the boat launch was thoroughly inspected, but found no signs of weevil damage on
milfoil plants. Based on hours of searching in the dense milfoil stands in the lake, it was
determined there were no weevils present. The findings gave KCLSP staff confidence that
herbicide control was going to be necessary to control the milfoil.

Survey
At the onset of this project the Aquatic Plant and Algae permit (WAG-994154) was held by
AquaTechnex, the contractor hired to do the spraying.

The contract between AquaTechnex and King County required that AquaTechnex perform a
diver survey to map the milfoil infestation in Spring Lake as well as survey for fragrant water
lily, purple loosestrife and yellow flag iris. AquaTechnex found that milfoil was most dense just
south of the boat ramp, and in three areas along the southwestern shore of the lake. Outside of
these areas, the cove at the northeastern end of the lake had the highest concentration of plants.
Smaller patches of milfoil were found throughout the lake. (See maps in Appendix A)

Treatment

A total of 24 acres was treated for milfoil on July 29, 2003 by AquaTechnex with the liquid
formulation of 2,4-D (DMA*4 IVM). The main treatment area in the lake was a 14-acre shallow
area along the southwest and southern shoreline. Five other areas in the lake were also treated.
The total acreage of these five treatment areas was approximately 10-acres, with an average
depth of 4-5 feet. The largest of these five areas was a 5.5 acre area just north of the boat launch.
Other areas were along the northwest shore (1 acre), the northeast cove (2.5 acres) and two small
areas along the eastern shore (1 acre total). The herbicide was applied by an airboat with trailing
hoses, injecting the herbicide into the water column. (See spray reports in Appendix B)

Post Treatment Survey

On August 18, 2003, King County staff members went to snorkel the shallow areas of Spring
Lake to assess the success of the treatment. Areas of the lake shallower than 1.5-feet were
surveyed by the boat, and snorkelers surveyed all areas of the lake that were between 1.5-feet
and 6-feet deep. No live plants were seen during the survey, although snorkelers did find dead
milfoil plants on the bottom. These plants had been damaged by the herbicide and were not
considered to be capable of propagating new plants.
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A second survey was done on September 29, 2003 mimicked the August survey, and again, there
were no signs of milfoil growth or any healthy milfoil plants. Based on these findings, a
scheduled second milfoil treatment was cancelled.

Herbicide Monitoring

Prior to herbicide treatment, water samples were collected from five different sites on the lake.
Sample sites were chosen based on the lake morphology and weed location. The purpose of the
pre-test was to see how much 2-4,D was in the lake prior to milfoil treatment from sources such
as “weed’n’feed” products. All of the samples came back with no-detects. See results in
Appendix C.

King County staff collected water samples five days after treatment from station 2 and station 4.
Additional water samples were collected 16 days after treatment and 49 days after treatment
from the same station. 2,4-D concentrations remained much higher than expected and persisted
for a longer period of time.

The 2,4-D treatment was effective in removing known milfoil form the lake, assuming no milfoil
survived below depths that were visually surveyed, but the 2,4-D levels remained well above the
irrigation standard (100ppb) and the drinking water standard (70ppb) for much longer than
anticipated. There were no reports of unintended side effects of elevated 2,4-D levels nor were
any observed in the lake during by snorkel surveys.

Based on the area treated and the amount of 2,4-D DMA*4IVM used, calculations and
monitoring results show that the applicator applied within-label recommended rates. The reason
for the slow degradation of 2,4-D in Spring Lake was never determined conclusively. Due to
these results and the possibility for unattended consequences, King County decided not to use
2,4-D in future milfoil control efforts at Spring Lake.

Fragrant Water Lily, Purple Loosestrife and Yellow Flag Iris

AgquaTechnex also surveyed for fragrant water lily, purple loosestrife and iris at Spring Lake and
found that there were three areas with dense patches of fragrant water lily: near the outlet at the
southern end of the lake, a small patch along the northwestern shore of the lake, and along the
western shoreline north of the boat ramp. Both iris and loosestrife were fairly evenly distributed
around the shore of the lake, with several dense iris patches along the northwestern and
northeastern shores of the lake, both of which are residential areas of the lake. (See map in
Appendix A).

Treatment

AquaTechnex performed an AquaPRO® (active ingredient glyphosate) treatment for the three
weeds twice during August. The weeds were spot sprayed on the margin of Spring Lake. Areas
along the shoreline that were accessible by foot were treated by an applicator wearing a
backpack sprayer with a hand pump. Areas difficult or impossible to access on foot were sprayed
using a sprayer from an airboat.

Glyphosate monitoring
1 hour post-treatment and 24-hour post-treatment samples for both August glyphosate
applications were collected. On August 13", samples were taken adjacent to a dense stand of iris
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(approx. 200 square feet) as well as adjacent to the largest treated patch of fragrant water lily
(approx. 1250 square feet). All samples were collected from the water surface less than 5 feet
from the edge of the weeds. The results show expected patterns of no detection in the baseline
samples, higher concentrations in the one-hour samples, and complete degradation/dilution with
undetectable concentrations in the 24-hour samples (Appendix C).

Effectiveness of treatments

The 2-4,D treatment was highly effective at removing milfoil from the lake, possibly because of
the prolonged residual high levels, which meant that milfoil remained in contact with the
herbicide throughout the growing season.

Herbicide effectiveness on the lilies and emergent weeds was less apparent. While herbicide
damage was seen, healthy stands of all three weeds remained present at the lake at the end of the
season.

2004
Milfoil

Survey

In early 2004, King County issued a request for proposals to perform diver surveys to map plants
in Spring Lake and remove milfoil by hand, if any was found. Envirovision was awarded the
contract.

Two surveys were done for milfoil in the 2004 growing season. The surveys were done with a
combination of divers from Envirovision and snorkelers from King County. No milfoil was
found in the lake during either survey. Native plants were present, however. Species found
included Elodea canadensis, Utricularia vulgaris, Nuphar polysepala, Ceratophyllum
demersum, Naja flexilis, Utricularia vulgaris, several species of Potamogeton and Nuphar
polysepala. (See maps in Appendix A)

Treatment
The 2,4-D treatment for milfoil in 2003 was so effective that no herbicide control was necessary
for 2004.

Monitoring

Despite no 2,4-D application in 2004, the Spring Lake Community received a grant from King
County to pay for 2,4-D analysis of six water samples to determine if the herbicide was still
present in the lake. Samples were collected in both spring and autumn. All samples had very low
levels of 2,4-D present but the spring samples showed higher concentrations than the fall
samples. Although the values are very low, it was determined that instead of being residual 2,4-D
from the 2003 treatment, it was more likely that the source of the herbicide was from “weed-n-
feed” type products in use on lawns and gardens in the watershed.
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Fragrant Water Lily, Purple Loosestrife and Yellow Flag Iris

Survey

Based on a survey and treatment effort done by AquaTechnex on June 24™, yellow flag iris and
purple loosestrife remained in several places around the lake. Purple loosestrife was found all
along the west side of the shoreline down into the outlet. Loosestrife seemed to be in lesser
populations on the east side of the lake in the natural area. Iris was found around the lake, dense
in the natural fen area while in smaller stands along residential shorelines.

Treatment

In June and July of 2004, yellow flag iris and purple loosestrife were treated with glyphosate by
AgquaTechnex. The June treatment was stopped short due to high winds, but the whole lake was
treated during the July treatment event (Appendix B).

Fewer fragrant water lilies were found in the lake so instead of using herbicides, King County
staff spent one day cutting them with a weed cutter.

Monitoring

King County continued to monitor the glyphosate concentrations after the treatment. The results
showed the expected patterns of no detection in the baseline samples, higher concentrations in
the one-hour samples and the complete dilution with undetectable concentrations in the 24-hour
samples. See Appendix C for the sample results.

Effectiveness of Treatment

The 2003 herbicide treatment of milfoil was so effective that 2004 work focused on surveys.
King County considered milfoil surveys as a top priority, but energy was also spent on surveying
and treating the lilies and emergent weeds.

Lilies, loosestrife and iris treatments were contracted out to AquaTechnex by the Spring Lake
community. According to spray reports provided by AquaTechnex, emergent weeds were
treated twice during the summer at the end of June and then iris was again spot treated at the end
of July (Appendix B).

2005
Milfoil

Survey and Hand Pulling
To see if milfoil had returned to Spring Lake in 2005, King County retained Envirovision to
perform a diver survey to map locations and densities of all milfoil plants in the lake.

Five surveys occurred with both divers from Envirovision, snorkelers from King County and
occasionally members from the Spring Lake community. In June, milfoil was found in the
northeast cove of the lake and in the shallow south cove. When found, all plants were pulled. By
the end of the summer milfoil was found in the south cove, northeast cove and the boat ramp.
The wet weight of all plants pulled during summer was 9.8 kilograms.
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See Appendix A for maps of the survey work.
Fragrant Water Lily, Purple Loosestrife and Yellow Flag Iris

Survey

Plant distribution and density varied slightly in 2005; however, fragrant water lily, purple
loosestrife and yellow flag iris were all found in and along the lake. Purple loosestrife was
mainly along the residential property shorelines, while iris seemed to be concentrated in the fen
in the southwestern portion of the lake. Water lilies were concentrated in the south cove and
along the western edge of the fen, with a few just north of the boat ramp in between private
residents docks.

Treatment

Three treatments for these weeds occurred between the end of June and the end of July. All
treatments used Aquamaster® (active ingredient glyphosate). The first two treatments focused on
all three weeds, while the last treatment focused only on treating any iris or loosestrife that was
missed. Treatment was done by King County staff using backpack sprayers and hand held
sprayers. Spray reports can be found in Appendix B.

Monitoring

Glyphosate monitoring associated with the June 23" herbicide application returned anomalous
results. Previous sampling efforts associated with glyphosate treatments had followed a pattern
of baseline with no detection, 1-hour post treatment which had above detection limits and 24-
hours post-treatment which returned to no-detection. However, these samples did not follow the
pattern. The samples taken after the June 23" treatment showed detection of low levels for the
baseline sample, one hour after treatment had no detection and 24 hours after treatment had the
highest levels of detection. Discussions with the analytic lab showed that there were no bottle
labeling errors and the samples were reanalyzed but the results were very similar.

It is possible that sample collection and/or initial bottle labeling errors were responsible. It is also
possible that the cause of the high values is attributable to the samples being taken by the same
people in the same boat used to mix and apply the herbicide. For further results see Appendix C.

Effectiveness of Treatment

Milfoil did return to Spring Lake in 2005 and it was thought that it was newly introduced from a
boat at the boat launch. Since the number of plants was so small, hand pulling was chosen as the
best method for control, and excellent control was achieved.

Lilies and loosestrife seemed to be better controlled this year. Iris was a continual struggle as the

plants were found throughout the fen and were hard to access either by land due to the boggy
nature of the soil or by boat due to shallow depth making it hard to reach the shoreline.
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2006
Milfoil

Survey and Hand Pulling

Four surveys for Eurasian water milfoil occurred on Spring Lake throughout the 2006 growing
season. A combination of snorkel survey and visual boat surveys were done, and no milfoil was
found in the first two surveys. However, by August one plant was located north of the boat
launch and in September one more plant was found in the northeast cove. Both plants were
pulled and no further milfoil was found.

Treatment
No herbicide treatment was necessary this year as only two plants were found and they were
hand pulled.

Fragrant Water Lily, Purple Loosestrife and Yellow Flag Iris

Survey
Spring Lake residents hired AquaTechnex directly to survey and treat the lilies, loosestrife and
iris.

Treatment

The Spring Lake community hired AquaTechnex to control water lily, purple loosestrife and
yellow flag iris. Two treatments were performed during the summer. The first treatment occurred
on July 14™ and less than 1 acre of purple loosestrife and yellow flag iris were treated and the
same amount was treated again on August 16"

Effectiveness of Treatment

Milfoil remained in low abundance in 2006, making it easy for surveyors to search the lake for
milfoil and pull any found. Hand pulling was the appropriate control method for milfoil in 2006
because only two plants were found.

The Spring Lake Community took the lead on the lilies, iris and loosestrife. The contractor
treated less than an acre of loosestrife and yellow flag iris twice during the season. Feedback
from the community suggested that herbicide damage was observed on the emergent plants that
were treated.

2007

Milfoil

Survey and Hand Pulling

Four surveys were done for milfoil during the 2007 growing season. Both visual survey by a boat

and snorkel surveys were used. No milfoil was found in the lake until the last survey in early
September. A total of 11 plants were found in the south cove and removed by hand.
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Although the source of the re-infestation is unknown, one possibility is that one or more milfoil
plants were established in the outlet channel. Plants in the outlet channel would not have been
found in visual and snorkel surveys. If plants were in the outlet channel, they could have spread
fragments out toward the lake, since beaver dams in the outlet have resulted in little or no flow
from the lake in the summer months. It is plausible that plant fragments from the outlet channel
were prevented from drifting into the rest of the lake by a dense band of Brasenia schreberi just
north of the outlet.

Treatment
No herbicide treatment was done, and milfoil was removed through hand pulling.

Fragrant Water Lily, Purple Loosestrife and Yellow Flag Iris

Survey
No formal survey of shoreline weeds was done this year. To streamline the surveys and
treatments, surveys and treatments were done in conjunction.

Treatment
On two dates in June the Spring Lake community and King County staff wore backpack sprayers
and hand held sprayers to treat iris with Aquamaster®.

In July, King County staff members cut water lilies around the lake using a razor blade cutter.
Because water lilies do not propagate from fragments and the total biomass of the infestation was
small, plant fragments were left in the lake. By early September, water lilies cut on July 18 had
re-grown. At this point, King County staff treated the new growth with glyphosate. Areas treated
were the same as those cut on July 18", maps and spray reports are included in Appendix B

In September, the few remaining purple loosestrife plants along the shoreline of the lake were
flowering. To prevent spread of seeds, flower heads were clipped and bagged. The foliage of

each plant was sprayed with glyphosate. Spray reports and maps of treatments are included in
Appendix B.

Effectiveness of Treatment

Again, hand pulling was a reasonable method for milfoil control, although the plants were being
found in the south cove which is difficult to access, especially when snorkeling to perform the
hand pulling. In hindsight, perhaps another method of control should have been employed to take
care of the milfoil in the south cove because it was hard to survey and ensure all plants were
accounted for and pulled.

2008
Milfoil
Survey and Hand Pulling

Three surveys for milfoil were done during the 2008 growing season starting in July. From the
first survey it was determined milfoil was back with an abundance not seen since the initial
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treatment in 2003. Hand pulling again was the chosen method for control to see if it could be as
effective as previous years (Appendix A).

Hand pulling was easy in the deeper areas of the lake, but unfortunately one of the heaviest
infestations was found at the south end. A diver and a kayaker tried to tackle this infestation
through hand pulling, but access was hard and plants were fragmenting. It was quickly realized
that there was no way to remove all the milfoil from the lake and herbicide would have to be
used in 20009.

Fragrant Water Lily, Purple Loosestrife and Yellow Flag Iris

Survey and treatment

Most of the emergent effort focused on iris. Three days were dedicated to treating iris with
Aquamaster®. It was a joint effort between King County staff and the Spring Lake community.
Iris was easily controlled along private shoreline properties but again, the fen in the south proved
to be the most vexing with access issues and the sheer number of plants.

Community residents took on the task of locating and controlling purple loosestrife plants in
2008. When community members found plants, they clipped and bagged the flowering seed
heads, and then pulled plants out by their roots. To help support their efforts, King County staff
circled the shoreline in July of the lake to find and pull flowering purple loosestrife plants.
Roughly 40 loosestrife plants from five sites in the northern half of the lake and one station in the
fen were clipped, pulled and disposed of.

Little water lily treatment was necessary this year, although one day of treatment was done with
backpack sprayers full of glyphosate from a boat.

Effectiveness of Treatment

Milfoil was back at higher levels and in areas unreasonable for hand pulling. In retrospect,
herbicide perhaps should have been applied in 2008 to control the milfoil. The community was
very active in emergent weed control. They managed to achieve excellent control of iris along
residential shoreline and loosestrife, but iris in the fen remained a frustrating aspect of emergent
weed control, due to difficulty accessing and treating plants.

2009
Milfoil

Survey

On July 28th, 2009 three staff members from King County WLRD snorkeled Spring Lake to
assess the milfoil infestation. It was determined that this snorkel event would be for survey
purposes only and no hand pulling would occur since the lake would be treated with Renovate
OTF ®(active ingredient triclopyr) later in the summer.

As determined in 2008, milfoil had returned to the south and north coves of the lake. The
heaviest infestation was in the shallow south cove. There were dense patches of plants present
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that were hard to access due to the extremely shallow depths. Although it was not surveyed, it is
likely that milfoil had reached the outlet.

The infestation in the north cove was robust but much more contained. It was much easier to
survey the north cove as the water was deeper allowing for good access to both the boat and the
snorkelers, and thus giving a much more thorough and detailed view of the infestation.

Treatment

Spring Lake was treated on August 5™, 2009 with Renovate OTF ©, active ingredient triclopyr.
The herbicide was applied by using a spreader that was worn around the neck and broadcast
through a grinding action, also known as a “belly grinder”.

Work began in the south cove. A boat with an electric motor was driven by one person, while a
second staff person sat on the bow and dispersed the herbicide from the belly grinder. The south
cove was difficult to treat due to the shallow water conditions, causing the boat motor to
periodically get stuck. Also, a large patch of watershield entangled the motor, making consistent
herbicide distribution difficult.

After spreading herbicide in the south end, work immediately went to the north cove. Spreading
the herbicide in the north cove was much easier and more efficient due to the depth of the water
and lack of emergent vegetation. Also, a modified backpack leaf blower, called the “Granblow”,
was used to distribute the herbicide, making for a smoother and more efficient coverage.

Spray reports can be found in Appendix B.

Monitoring

After the milfoil treatment, herbicide levels were monitored to determine when watering
restrictions could be lifted. These water tests are called FasTests and are delivered to SePro, the
company that manufactures the herbicide and has the specialized equipment to look at herbicide
concentrations. Samples were taken every two weeks after the initial treatment in August. In
order for lakeside property owners to use water for irrigation, the levels had to be below 1 ppb.
There were no restrictions for recreation, and there are no potable water intakes on the lake that
might be affected. The levels started high, but declined with each successive sample. The
southern sampling station took longer to decrease in concentration. It did appear that herbicide
levels were trending downwards by the last sampling event in September, suggesting that a level
of 1 ppb would have been achieved shortly. However, sampling stopped in late September as the
rainy season hit the Northwest and the need to monitor for watering purposes became a non-
issue.

Post Treatment Survey
When herbicide samples for milfoil were collected, a visual survey of the milfoil was done by
boat. Definite herbicide damage was observed, particularly in the south end.
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Fragrant Water Lily, Purple Loosestrife and Yellow Flag Iris

Community Involvement

The community took on full responsibility for yellow flag iris and purple loosestrife control.
Two residents became licensed aquatic weed herbicide applicators through the Washington State
Department of Agriculture during the spring of 20009.

Survey and Treatment

The community members” first treatment of the season was during the weekend of July 18™ and
19" 2009. The community licensed applicators worked with a team of residents to tackle the
yellow flag iris and purple loosestrife populations still present along the shoreline of the lake. No
water lily work was done in 2009 because none were present in the lake.

In July, eight community members worked on treating the spring lake shoreline with Aquamaster
(active ingredient glyphosate). On these two dates it was found that the undeveloped south-
western shoreline of the lake is the most infested and hardest to reach due to wet, swampy
walking conditions. The residential shoreline of the lake was less infested and easier to navigate,
allowing the team to cover a greater area. It is still true that on Spring Lake, the yellow flag iris is
the predominant noxious emergent weed and purple loosestrife is less abundant.

Six community members returned in August to treat again. The focus of the work was the from
the boat launch south to the outlet. The main weed targeted was yellow-flag iris but purple
loosestrife was treated when found.

The goal for the community group was to get back out again in the summer to finish the south
eastern part of the shoreline, but due to time constraints, it did not happen.

Spray reports and treatment maps are included in Appendix B.

Effectiveness of Treatment

It was the first time since 2003 that herbicide had to be used at Spring Lake to control Eurasian
watermilfoil. A new herbicide was used and, based on talking with the chemical company and
staff at Ecology, it was felt one treatment should be enough because of the slow rate of chemical
decomposition in other King County lakes. Iris remained the most frustrating emergent plant due
to its abundance in the hard to access fen. Purple loosestrife was still present but very
manageable and easy to target. Lilies were successfully removed from the lake.

2010
Milfoil

Survey

In July, three County staff members surveyed Spring Lake for Eurasian watermilfoil. Two
snorkelers surveyed the lake while one staff member provided visual survey and supported the
snorkelers. One plant was found on the west side of the shore near the fen but unfortunately was
not pulled by the roots. That was the only plant found during this survey event.
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On August 23", King County WLRD staff received an e-mail message from a Spring Lake
resident alerting them to the presence of two milfoil plants found along the west shore and south
end. The King County staff advised the community member to partner up with other community
members and perform visual surveys of the lake throughout August. By the end of August it was
clear that milfoil was still present in the south cove and along the western shore as well as the
northeastern cove. Spring Lake community members pulled as many plants as they could but
most of the plants in the south end were not pulled due to the access issues with the water being
so shallow.

King County staff believed that the cold spring and mild summer resulted in milfoil showing up
later than normal. It was apparent that milfoil was still present and treatment had to be done.

Treatment

Treatment occurred on September 16™ and was done by two King County WLRD staff members.
Based on surveys, it was determined that the focus of the work should be on the south cove. This
was a late treatment due to the cold spring and lack of finding any milfoil plants in the mid
summer survey. It was identified that the south cove was the heaviest infestation and that is
where the treatment focused. One bag of Renovate OTF® (active ingredient triclopyr) was used
in about two acres of lake which allowed for 0.75 ppm concentration to be applied. It was
applied by dispersing the flakes with a scoop throughout the treatment area.

Monitoring

Samples to check for residual triclopyr were taken on October 4. Levels were a little higher
than 1ppb but very low and the rainy season hit the northwest, so no further samples were taken
because the need for property irrigation was gone.

Results of the Fastest can be found in Appendix C.
Fragrant Water Lily, Purple Loosestrife and Yellow Flag Iris

Survey and Treatment

There were three surveys done for purple loosestrife and yellow flag iris during the 2010
growing year. The first two surveys done at the end of June and mid July focused on yellow-flag
iris, while the third survey and treatment date focused on purple loosestrife. Due to the pervasive
presence of the iris, survey and treatment were done at the same time.

The Spring Lake community worked together on the iris treatment and surveys and was led by
two licensed applicators within the community. A total of 2.67 acres (or 7,800 linear feet of
shoreline with an average of 15 feet from shore) were treated for iris using Aquamaster, (a.i.
glyphosate). A total of 1950 mL was used for a concentration of 2.5 %. A combination of hand
held sprayers and a back pack sprayer were used.

The purple loosestrife survey and treatment was done in August while the plant was blooming.
Five members from the community helped a representative from the King County Noxious Weed
Control Program. They spent one day working around the lake treating loosestrife and any iris
that was not previously treated. The group covered 1.79 acres (7800 linear feet of shoreline with
a 10 foot average distance from shore). Again, Aquamaster was the herbicide used and 200 mL
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were used to achieve a 2.5% solution. The plants were spot treated when found using hand held
sprayers and one back pack sprayer.

Monitoring

No monitoring for glyphosate was done this year as the treatments occurred landward from
Spring Lake. The lilies were absent from the lake and the majority of the emergent weeds are
upland of the lake.

Effectiveness of Treatment

Milfoil came back in late summer early fall to Spring Lake at densities that had not been seen in
several years. The trickiest part of the milfoil treatment was getting good coverage in the south
cove due to its soft sediments and very shallow water depths. In the other areas where milfoil
was found, the community managed to hand pull most of them but it does seem likely that some
treatment will be necessary in 2011.

Purple loosestrife and lilies are being successfully managed at Spring Lake. As of 2010, there
were no fragrant water lilies present at the lake and purple loosestrife has been controlled to low
levels that can be controlled in one day of treatment.

Controlling, yellow flag iris continues to be a battle at the lake. While excellent control has been
achieved around the residential properties, the south area in the fen has proven to be very
problematic due to the water depth when trying to access the shoreline and the difficulty of
reaching the iris.

Education and Outreach

Much of the education and outreach was done at the beginning of the grant to educate the
community on the problem, the project and how to identify the weeds. All outreach materials can
be found in Appendix D.

Community Involvement

Steering Committee

A steering committee meeting was established, made up of the most active members of the
Spring Lake community. They worked on the Integrated Aquatic Vegetation Plan, drafting the
grant and helping to guide each step of the planning process and act as liaisons to the wider
community.

Kick off meeting

On June 19", 2003 a kickoff presentation was a help for the aquatic weed eradication project at a
Spring Lake Community Club Meeting. Extra money was collected at the meeting to help
establish funds for indentifying and controlling new weed infestations after the Ecology-funded
efforts end.
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Milfoil Patrol

Eight lakeside residents participated in an on-lake training to learn how to identify milfoil and to
agree upon several reference points around the lake. These residents formed a Milfoil Patrol to
routinely survey Spring Lake for weeds over the course of the project.

Seattle Post Intelligencer
On July 29, 2003 the Seattle PI ran a front-page article about the Spring Lake project and other
weed control efforts. A Spring lake resident was prominently featured in the article.

Herbicide Applicators License

Two Spring Lake residents tested and received their herbicide applicator licenses with an aquatic
endorsement. This allowed for the community to take over treatment of the emergent weeds in
the last years of the project and set themselves up for continued treatment of the emergent weeds
in the future.

Meetings

Aside from the initial meetings in the beginning of the project, the Spring Lake community
group ran meetings themselves and appointed a citizen liaison to receive information from
KCLSP staff and to pass the information along to the residents.

Printed Materials

Educational Brochures

The steering committed created an educational brochure to outline the problem with aquatic
weeds and the proposed treatment plan. The brochure was mailed to all watershed residents and a
copy of the brochure is included in Appendix D.

Overall Project Results

While milfoil has been reintroduced into Spring Lake after several years of excellent control, the
project has been successful overall.

The largest success of this project has little to do with directly controlling the weeds, but rather
that a community has learned how to identify and manage for invasive, noxious weeds on their
own. It is a huge testament to this project that a core group of community members organized
themselves to guide and advise on each aspect of the project. Two residents even went so far as
to get themselves licensed for aquatic herbicide treatment so they could manage the weeds as a
community without the need for much oversight by the county. The Spring Lake community is a
model for other community-based aquatic noxious weed projects in the way that they
internalized much of the work and cooperated with the county. This dedicated group of citizens
kept other residents up to date on the weed work through their community club meetings and e-
mail alerts to the residents. The citizen participation and commitment to restoring the native
plants of Spring Lake is one of the best outcomes of this grant project.

However, the goals of the grant continue be an ongoing challenge. Milfoil was removed from the
lake in 2003 with a 2,4-D treatment. Upon its return in 2005, hand pulling was sufficient to
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remove the few plants that were found. In 2008, herbicide should have been the control method
instead of hand pulling due to the difficult access and shallow waters of the south end of the lake.
Triclopyr seemed to definitely have an effect on the milfoil plants, but it was not as drastic or as
immediate as the 2,4-D that was used in the first season. Triclopyr was used in the end because
success had been noticed in the use of the herbicide at Cottage Lake, and it was anticipated that it
would be successful at Spring Lake as well.

There were several complications to the last years of treatment at Spring Lake. The first obstacle
was the shallowness of the south end making treatment very difficult for a regular boat with an
outboard motor. The second complicating factor was milfoil often showed up later in the season
at Spring Lake, often late July so treatments were later in the season making them potentially
less effective. Triclopyr in Spring Lake had the same issue as in Cottage Lake with residual
levels staying higher much longer than the label states.

In hindsight, greater success would probably have been achieved if a contractor was hired to
apply 2,4-D to treat the lake as soon as the milfoil reappeared in the lake and have King County
perform surveys to assess infestation and treatment effects.

Water lilies and purple loosestrife were very well controlled. While it may have taken a few
years to get control of these two plants, lilies have now been eradicated from the lake and are
unlikely to come back unless someone plants them along their shoreline. Purple loosestrife is still
present, but not nearly to the same degree it was in 2003 and the community has been taking
control of the loosestrife since 2008, with limited help from the County.

Over the seven year project, controlling iris has proven to be most difficult. The County and the
community have been successful in controlling it in easily accessed areas, especially along
privately owned shorelines, mainly due to the firm ground, maintenance of people’s yards and
easy access. The hardest part of the treatment has been in the south fen area. The fen has very
soft soils and is often overgrown with cattails and other emergent vegetation. This makes
locating and treating the iris very difficult. It is also hard to access the iris along the shoreline in
the fen by boat due to the very shallow water. The community remains committed to tackling
the iris in the fen and staying vigilant along residential shorelines.

Budget

The Spring Lake project began in 2003, making it an intensive eight year project. Over the
course of eight years, 89% of the budget was spent (Table 1). This budget will change due to the
last billing which will be done in January 2011, this will include the summer treatment and
survey work as well as the writing of the final project report.
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Table 1: Budget summary of the Spring Lake Milfoil Project through June 30, 2010

Spring Lake Milfoil Eradication Project Budget and Expenditures®
Task Grant Match Total

Project Management | $ 6,504.00 $ 7,279.93
Herbicide Treatment $ 27,466.00 $ 263250 | $ 32,505.26
In-water Work $ 41,026.00 $ 517296 | $ 35,445.53
Education and $ 9,552.00 $ 2,295.00 | $ 4,178.80
Outreach

Project Reports $ 2,168.00 $ 2,751.60
Total $ 86,716.00 $ 10,100.46 | $ 82,161.12

The budget above reports the best estimate for how the final project budget numbers will end up.
The tasks were tracked within the King County system but it was not clear how these were
grouped for billing as billing was never reported by task. The tasks set forward in the contract
were project management, herbicide treatment, in-water work (surveys, monitoring), education
and outreach and project reports. It is known that the majority of the expenses went to the in-
water work and herbicide treatments as they were the most labor intensive, in some cases
required contractors and happened every year. However, the project management and project
reports tasks went over budget as it always takes more time and money to perform these tasks
than originally thought.

It is likely by the final billing the majority of the grant money will be spent. It is possible that
there could have been better success and less money spent if the project went straight back to
herbicide treatment after the first milfoil plant that returned in 2005. However, the management
decision was made to hand-pull and perform surveys which were much more time and labor
intensive. It was also felt that surveys were a mandatory part of this project to ensure infestation
levels and treatment effectiveness were closely monitored.

Proposed Management for Future Years

Spring Lake will be well positioned at the sunset of this grant to continue the work. The
Community is highly committed to carrying out eradication work and have set up funds within
their community group to help pay for the costs. Milfoil will be the top priority of the community
in the coming years, and it will be interesting to see if they can replicate the success of the 2003
herbicide treatment. King County recommends that the community use a contractor with an
airboat and possibly try some new herbicides on the market such as the triclopyr, 2,4-D
combination that was recently approved by Ecology.

The community has already shown their dedication to treating the emergent weeds along the lake
shore and has been working with the King County Noxious Weed group to control purple
loosestrife. It is helpful that they have two residents who are licensed herbicide applicators with
aquatic endorsements to help guide the treatment and who can be instrumental in hiring the
appropriate contractor for the job.
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Spring Lake volunteers are also involved with the King County weed watchers group. The goal
of the program is to train volunteers to survey for aquatic weeds in small lakes in King County,
Washington. VVolunteers are trained to identify both native and non-native aquatic plants. The
goal of the project is to watch for populations of invasive weeds that are not currently known to
occur in King County or that have a very limited distribution, but have the potential to spread
and cause damage. Detecting these weeds early allows for eradication before they get too
entrenched to remove. This is reassuring for the reason that the Spring Lake community will
continue to receive technical assistance and training to keep looking for possible invasive weeds
that could damage the Spring Lake ecosystem.
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APPENDIX A
NOXIOUS WEEDS SURVEYS
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Spring Lake Aquatic Weeds Control
Survey and Hand Pulling Project

Table 1 shows all aquatic plants found during the survey. The table also indicates the relative
distribution and density of the plants in the lake. No submerged aquatic plants were found
growing at depths deeper than thirteen feet.

Table 1. List of all submerged, floating-leaved, and emergent aquatic plants (including
macroalgae) found during survey at Spring Lake on July 20", 2004.

Scientific Name

Common Name

Distribution/Density"

Ceratophyllum demersum Coontail 1
Elodea canadensis American waterweed 3
Najas flexilis Slender water-nymph 3
Potamogeton pusillus Small pondweed 2
Potamogeton epihydrus Ribbonleaf pondweed 3
Utricularia vulgaris Common bladderwort 1
Brasenia schreberi Watershield 2
Nuphar polysepala Spatterdock 3
Nymphaea odorata Fragrant waterlily 2
Carex spp. Sedge spp. 3
Eleocharis spp. Spike-rush spp. 2
Iris pseudacorus Yellow-flag iris 3
Juncus spp. Rush spp. 2-3
Ludwigia palustris Water purslane 2
Lythrum salicaria Purple loosestrife 2
Scirpus spp. Bulrush spp. 2
Spiraea douglasii Hardhack 3-4
Typha angustifolia Narrowleaf cattail 2-3
Typha latifolia Common cattail 2-3
Chara Muskgrass 2
Nitella Stonewort 2-3

(1) Ecology distribution value definitions as follows: 1 = few plants in only one or a few locations, 2 = few plants,
but with a wide patchy distribution, 3 = plants growing in large patches and co-dominant with other plants, 4 =
plants in nearly mono-specific patches and dominant, 5 = thick growth covering the substrate at the exclusion of
other species.

*  State-listed noxious weed.

Ribbonleaf pondweed American waterweed and slender water-nymph were the dominant
submerged plants in the lake, and in some areas formed dense monotypic stands. Slender water-
nymph was especially abundant in deeper (>8 feet) waters near the public boat ramp. The
floating-leafed plant spatterdock (a.k.a. yellow water lily) was present in most of the nearshore
areas, especially in the northern and southern ends of the lake and along the western shoreline.
Although documenting shoreline plants was not the primary focus of the survey, cattails,
hardhack, sedges, and rushes were the most common emergent plants growing along the
shoreline.

EnviroVision 2 July 2004
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APPENDIX B

TREATMENT MAPS, SPRAY REPORTS
AND HERBICIDE MONITORING
RESULTS



Dopartment o Agrcur PESTICIDE APPLICATION RECORD (Version 1)

Cympla, Washingten 98501 NOTE: This form must ba completed same day as the application
and it must be retained for 7 years (Ref. RCW 17.21)

1. Date of Application - Year: %%% ... MONth: e Day: Z e, Time: TP e
2. Name of Person for whom the pesticide was appliad: 0 G oumy R oo

I NAME (I APPHCAIIE): .. D et seens s e sseses et s eee et et e meeeeeee oo oo

Street Address: 2015 JBESOMSUEEL e ‘
3. Licensed Applicator's Name (if different from #2 above): .o oAl e

Firm Name (if applicable): 0o, L oottt

Streat Address: .FC Box 118 City: Centralia State: WA Zip: 35531
4. Name of person(s) who applied the pesticide (f different from #3 DOVEY .. e eraear e

............................................................... License No(s). if @pPHCADIE. .. ..cii i i e ettt ns e seeeeerns
5. APPHCAtON Crop O Siter, g L a0 e eeeeeeeeeeeseessseessesesstseemsemes e e ees oo oo
6. Total Area Treated (acre, S. ft., BIC.): . A e, O B S e
7. Was this application made as a resuit of a WSDA Permit?
8. Pesticide information {please list alt information for each pesticide in the tank mix):

¢) Total Amount of d) Pasticide
Pesticide Applied AppHed/Acre e) Concentration
a) Product Name b} EPA Reg. No. in AreaTreated  (or other measure) Appliad
Dow DMA 4 VM {area 1) 62718-3 29 gallons 2.1 [acre  |n/a
Dow DMA 4 MM {other areas) 627193 71 gallons 7 gEions / acre n/a
/
/

9. Address or exact location of application. NOTE: # the application is made to one acre or more
of agricultural land, the field location must be shown on the map on page two of this form.

This application was made to areas of Spring Lake infested with Eurasian Milfoll, they are shown on the
attached map. Area One is the shaliows on the southwest and south shoreline with an average depth
of 1.5 feet at time of treatment. All other areas had an average depth of 4 feet.

10. Wind direction and estimated velocity during the application: .o e e
75 degiees

11. Temperature during the application:
12. Apparatus license plate number (f applicable): .o e s
13. Q Air E.] Ground [3 Chemigation

14. Miscellaneous Information:

This was an aquatic application made by airboat with drop hoses to inject herbicide into
the lake.

AGR 4226 (Rev. 4/59}




Location of Application {If the application covers more than one township or range,
piease indicate the township & range for the top left section of the map only:

TOMIRISIHD, 1o ettt s e s e e e e s e v A a e e s s b b et e s ra e ahe bt s emman N . . o . o e
Approximate GRS ocation of lake is 47.26.15

Range: £ OR'W (please idiCate) ... ey N(‘Ji”th, 122 06,15 West

BBOHOM(EY! eoveireeereerereereesiee e rerce et eareea et s e s re s st e s ms st ra s e s st e ar e e

County K”M ............................................................................................

PLEASE NOTE:

The map is divided intc 4 sections with each section divided into quarter-quarter
sections. Please complete it by marking the appropriate section number(s} on the
map and indicate as accurately as possible the location of the area freated.

Section: oo, SACHON, . vivrrirvrriesrar e

One | Mile

Section: ..o SeCHON i

Miscellaneous Information;

AGR 4226 {Rev, 4/99) Pg. 2






Dapactmontaf Arcre PESTICIDE APPLICATION RECORD (Version 1)

Clyinpla, Washington 98504

NOTE: This form must be completed same day as the application
and it must be retained for 7 years (Ref. RCW 17.21)

1. Date of Application - Year: “o. ..o, Month: 2850 e, Day: 2, Time: BT e
2. Name of Person for whom the pesticide was applied: . 0y N oo e res et s s een
IO NG (I APDHCADIE): .. o I oot eesressssessses s seseeesseeses e esess s ee st e s s e s s e oo e oo ee e
Street Address; 201 SJackson Skest e City: FEAUE e State: " .. zip; B14
3. Licensed Applicator's Name (if different from #2 above): L&Y MONaD e eeeeeereeeeee. License No. /573 ...
Firm Name (if applicable): e, L oo oo oo Tel. No. S00-330-0152 s
. PR ~eara iy | A 4857
Street Address: .5 B8 LT e City: SEWBE e State: V4 zipy J851
4. Name of person(s) who applied the pesticide {if different from #3 above): ..ot
............................................................... License No{s). if appHCaDIE: ... eas
5. Application Grop or Site; SPiing Lake, Washinglon
6. Total Area Treated (acre sq. ft., etc.); spol sprayed noxious weeds on the margins of the lake totaling approx. 3 acres
7. Was this application made as a result of a WSDA Permit? B No B Yes (if yes, give Parmit No.} # ..o,
8. Pesticide Information (please list alt information for each pesticide in the tank mix):
c) Total Amount of d} Pesticide
Pesticide Applied Applied/Acre e) Concentration
a) Product Name b} EPA Red. No. it Area Treated {or other measure) Applied
AguaFRO 62719-324-67690{67 oz 1.5 %solltion) 4 £ o aplution
L1700 Surfactant n/a 44 .8 0% i [ Poition |1 %solution
/
/
9. Address or exact location of application. NOTE: if the application is made to one acre or more
of agricultural fand, the field location must he shown on the map on page two of this form,
This application was made from an airboat and from the shoraline using backpack sprayers as mapped
on attached documents
10. Wind direction and estimated velocity during the application: T30 oo essesessss s
11, Tomperatre during the APPICAtON: L0 o o oo s oo s s st e eeses s seesssese e
12. Apparatus flicense plate number (if applicable)l .o

13, L;] Air [3 Ground B Chemigation
14. Miscellaneous Information:

AGR 4226 (Rav. 4/989)




Location of Application (if the application covers more than ene township or range,
please indicate tha township & range for the top left section of the map only:

TOWNSID 1ervicarein v csirerssresrs s rsass e e s e sraere s sn s r s denssdr s nsner asn e vrnnane N , ot . o e
Approximate GFS location of lake is 47.26.15

Rangs: E ORW (piease indicate} ... North, 122 0515 Waest

S OHONI(E). o errer i bt r e e e ARt et re et s

PLEASE NOTE:
The map is divided info 4 sections with each section divided into quarter-quarter

sections. Please complete it by marking the appropriate section number(s) on the
map and indicate as accurately as possible the location of the area freated.

Section ..o SECHOM i

One Mile

SaCtioN: v, Saction: ...,

Miscellaneous Information:

AGR 4226 (Rev. 4/99) Pg. 2






Depertmant o Agicuue PESTICIDE APPLICATION RECORD (Version 1)

Olympla, WWashinglon 98504 NOTE: This form must be completed same day as the application
and it must be retained for 7 years (Ref. RCW 17.21}

August

1. Date of Application - Year: %07 ..o, Month: 95 s Day: S Time: ST s

2. Name of Person for whom the pesticide was applied: o Ul D e st ss et sses s

, , : King Gounty DR
Fir NEME (I ARDICADIE): . o et s s s s ess sasss s s s s abs e85 1 s 83ttt

Street Address: 2L SIS SHESL e e City: FEHIE e
3. Licensed Applicator's Name (if different from #2 above); L8 MENALD e
Firm Name (if applicable): . s L eeeeeesses s oo eeereeerenesan
Street Address: .m0 0 e City:
4. Name of person(s) who applied the pesticide §f different from #3 above): ..o
............................................................... License No(s). if applicable: ...
5. APPHCAHON Crop OF Site: ol L O ettt et bt s bt st s est s b s s rmt st
6. Total Area Treated (acre, sq. ft., etc.): spot sprayed noxious weeds totaling approximately 1 acre
7. Was this application made as a result of a WSDA Permit? B No [3 Yes (if yes, give Permit NOYH ..
yes. g
3. Pesticide Information {please list all information for each pesticide in the tank mix):
c) Total Armount of d) Pesticide
Pesticide Applied Applied/Acre e} Concentration
a) Product Name b} EPA Reg. No. in AreaTreated  (or other measure) Applied
AgqualRO B2719-324-67690134 4 oz 1.5 J asolutiont 4 504 golution
LE700 sufactant n/a 23 0z 1 [ Hsviition 4T Shsclution

/
/

9. Address or exact location of application. NOTE: if the application is made to one acre or more
of agricultural land, the field location must be shown on the map on page two of this form.
This application was made to noxious emergent weeds (P Loosestrife, W Water Lily and Y lris on the
margins of Spring Lake as shown on attached map

10. Wind direction and estimated velocity during the application: Y21 O-BMER e

11, Temperature during the APPiCatON: S oo e essees e s sttt st s senen
12. Apparatus license plate number (if applicable): ...
13. u Air @ Ground [ﬂ Chemigation

14. Miscellaneous Information:

This application was made by airboat and from the shoreline using backpack sprayers

AGR 4226 (Rev. 4/99)




Location of Application (If the application covers more than cne township or range,
please indicate the township & range for the top left section of the map only:

TOWNSTHP: (e . . . o .
Approximate GRS {ocation of lake is 47.26.15

........................................................... North’ ?2205?5 V\"E’}Si

BACHON{SY 1ot e s e

Range: £ OR W (please indicate)

PLEASE NOTE:
The map is divided infa 4 sections with each section divided info quarter-quarter

sections. Please complete it by marking the appropriaie section number(s} on the
map and indicate as accuralely as possible the location of the area treated.

Section: ..o Section: ..o

One | Mile

Section: ..o SachoN e,

Miscellansous Information:

AGR 4226 (Rev. 4/98) Pg. 2












JAN-18-26885 82:44  FROM: ARUATECHMNEX 136571271 TO: 126062968192 P2
Daparimans of s PESTICIDE APPLICATION RECORD (Version 3)
Oyt Wastgran S04 NOTE: This form must be completed same day as the application
and It must be retained for 7 years (Rel RCW 17 .21)
1. Date of Application - Year: IZ.C.\C;’.‘.[.... I\/lonth:...,.N,LEA..{/.'L.;K.,w ......... Day(s): Z»‘Q’f":é_“
2. Name of Parson for whom the pesticide Was apmliEd: v e ety e et ettt r e e et te e s s et a s a0 s
Firm Name (f applicable): ...........: : SP"N\% ...... L.Jé ..........................................................................................................
SIreel AQGIESS. viiiciiies eniinie s e s v Clty ........................................... State: LJ/A ZIpt e,
3. Licensed Applicator's Name {If different from #2 above): ... /< LA Z:/QJ" ........... License No. ééé
Firrmn Name (if applicable): ... AJ’(«UF}‘I‘L/{/WM ...... L,K,— ............................ Tel. No. ... 26Co. . 5. K200 S d 20 e
Street Address. ... . ... - . City' .. /M.(:ap/c‘;f VC«/(‘ ....... State: A4 ZiD e,
4. L air ;rGround E_J Chemigation
5. Application Crop or Site:.........o..... sf)/? l'\J Zxk- ....................................................................................................................
6. Total Area Trealed (BOra, 5O ., BEC. )1 i i e s oo st e ee e st or et b r s ar s e e a it e bt e e rtne e e e e
7. Was this apphicauen made as a result of a WSDA Permit? D No D Yes (if yes, give Permit No) #.ooei i
8. Pesticide Information (please list all information for each pesticide in the tank mix}:
c) Total Amount of d} Pesticide
Pesticide Applied Apptied/Acre &) Concentration
a) Pryoduct Name b} EPA Reg. No. in Area Treated (or other measure) Applied
| -y . § b » =
"1@7&‘; /\a»«,u{ru G2 M -3y - G Ao E,E”A} / /85
(LT 7 AW 3o - Tk /‘-';Gc..- ! / 1\75*70
/
/
/
9. Address or exact location of application. NOTE: if the application is made to one acre or more
of agriculturat fand, the field location must be shown on the map on page two of this form.
14, Jime s 18. Wind
10. Date 11. Name of persen{s) making the application Licegs?é Nao. ;_:i!c.tgigtaéa;\t;s Start mStop écffn);?erfed Dir. mVe}. 17. Temp
' ] e " - . ‘A .
Clra Tewwy s 66354 D]z £ Lo | B5¢

AGR 1236 iRev 4,991




JAN-18-2805 B2:4%  FROM: AGUATECHHEX 13605271271 TO: 12862968152 P.3

Depetmont o Agtoutra PESTICIDE APPLICATION RECORD (Version 3)
Otympla, Washington 86504 NOTE: This form mast be completed same day as the appBcation

and & must be retained for 7 years {Ref, chapter 17.21 RCW)

1. Date of Application - Year : 2004.............. Month: July .........ccoevveeerrenee Day(s): 30 ...
2. Name of Person for whom the pesticide was 8pPIEA 1 ... i ce e st e ee e e e amammemenansememe s emmemm e e et sa st e nsa e
Firm Name : Spring 18Ke ... s et eaaneuanantanacntantenaneeenaue T eretesiaantyas A s e nmtd o Amd A mmn b m kSt 4 b b etnnt s enttran
BN B AT EES o i iiiieiii i ieviiee i eee s iataeamsants s isseasastseemen s ameassaneessasmmamamsnmmmmmmmanena s te st ann e taranteeet anemtanra samaar eeaeeteenas annnaar s faneeeresraasaataan
.................................................................................... City: iU Bater P
3. Licensed Applicator's Name (if different from #2 abowve) : Christopher Clinton............ License NO 82749 .................
Firm Name {if applicable) : AQUEBTECHNEX, LLE ...ttt tis s st st asersrns e saar bbb eas e e s o5 pmmmmmsmemppepacesereoems o seeremsrann
Tel. No .2 {360) 3300152 ... e Street Address; P.O. Box 118 ...
.................................................................................... City: Centralia ......................State: WA ... Zp: 98531 ...,
4. ~Air ~Ground ~Chemigation
ST Tl [oc s R e o o T (Tl = U U T U P U U N
6. Total Area Treated (acre, 5q. fi., etc.) S,?"A"'}"““J' ...... e~ S
7. Was this application made as a result of a WSDA Permit? ~No —~Yes (if yes, give Pemit No Y # e

8. Pesticide Information (list all information for each pesticide, including adjuvants (buffer, surfactant, efc.), in the tank mix):
<} Total Amostnt of

Pesticide AW d) Poctickda . 0 De;l!!of
2) Full Product Name b) EPA Reg. No. i Area Treated (orﬁ%ﬂr%’fm , e) mm”" (“PP“F‘:{&‘:‘)
AquaPro 62719-324-67690 | 40 ounces 1.5%
LI-700 AW36208-70004 20 ounces 0.75%

9. Address or exact location of application. NOTE: if the application is made to one acre or more of agricuttura! lard, the field location
must be shown on the map on page two of this form.

14. Time 16, Wind
10. Date 11, Name of person(s) making the application Iicen1sz.eNo. &ﬁgg?qﬂ;a Staln Stop W?S.M&a Vel{mph)! O¥. 47 Temp
6/30/04 Christopher Clinton 62749 C138 | 6:00 [10:00| none |none| 65°
am am




PESTICIDE APPLICATION RECORD (Version 1)

NOTE: Application records must be completed same day as the application. Records must be retained for 7 years,

® N @ o

8.

10.
1.
12,
13.
14,

Date of Application - Year: 20@5 ..... Month: . JW‘JE? Day: ,ZSTlme 'ZOO

Name of person for whom the pesticide was applied: ..SP.E.«.& ) kaa_&mmxwm4ﬁ)mb ........................
Firm Name (il applicable): . %1y, Cleh.( Whder.ad. Lol Kemiart. - Avdmsmmit .
Street Address: .40}, D deekEna 5 S ldlcity: St M State: WA Zip: FBIOH ...
Licensed Applicator's Name (if different from #2 above): ?Qf’)‘"\ﬂ‘ ( A \ AN | License Nox (.0{!2‘75 .......
Firm Name (if applicable): . <W\£‘...CQMK3 ................................................... Tel. No: (?..D(P) 203l 42 o
Street Address: <201 S J;{ka &{‘ Sﬁl’fé@o City: S AH‘{L co. State: LAIA 2ip: ?ﬁ!ﬁ?‘i
Name of person(s) who applied the pesticide {if different than #3 above}: ..Hﬂ]/t l'( e ket
.............................................. ("TZ\'S'{”%A HnEseSy ..License No(s}. if applicable: 1l 3. :.7 ‘71'
Application Crop or Site: , 148, ek W?&" %A, OL@Q \‘Q?JH‘ (ﬁfﬂ.ﬁmf mker, \Ajwb .................................
Tolal Area Treated {acre, sq. it., efc.): . ‘3{“3 G (5/0(77! Séﬂf .................................................................
Was this application made as a result of a WSDA Permit? D No %Yes (if yes, give Permit No.) #
Pesticide Information (please list all infoémation for each pesticide in the tank mix}):
¢) Total Amount of d} Pesticide
Pesticide Applied Applied per Acre e) Concentration
a) Product Name bY EPA Reqg, No. in Areg Treated {or othar measure} Applied
Aguamasee, 0?_;;4»345 2. 0% oz [ fe $To 26 /cml
.&ﬁq&dﬁx_____ s use0094-AA lo 0% _Zozs At Gy @/ ::44!
. {
{
{
Address or exact location of apptication. NOTE: If the application is made to one acre or more of agncultural land, the field location
must be shown on the map on page twa of this form.
Sgpr‘.‘"'h\j Lafe ) /O\"hj Co, Wi ] ]
Mop affached
Wind direction and estimated velocity during the application: 5”’3.@}’] .................................................................... PN
Temperature during the application: ;}:{Q‘iﬁ ................................ e eeeseeeeaeenen e AR 8RS AR s nRan endE bt
Apparatus license plate number (it appﬁcgb!e): ......................................................................................................................
.D A Qaround (O Chemigation
’;‘Miy:';!faneous Information:

<

79



Spring Lake

June 23, 2005 — Herbicide treatment areas

Legend :

& Estirnated Yellow Flag iris Trestment N

0 0.04 0,08 .16 Miles -
| | i ! i ! 1 L |




PESTICIDE APPLICATION RECORD (Version 1)

NOTE: Application records must be completed same day as the application. Records must be retained for 7 vears.

o N o 0

8.

1G.
11.
12.
13.
14,

Date of Application - Year: 25 Month: Et\lg ..... Qay: '30 .. Time: ... ?SD ............................
Name of person for whom the pesticide was applied: SPY&\'{IQL@JC&CM’MMWHMM ....................
Firm Name (if applicable): .o e feiuereaeanaastEebeeeetsna ettt reseanaeaaesa s s atntanteesr et eeesara s Rnnretmasernrsreetaanan saren
SO AQDIOES, crilurie e rrsrrmerssmsscsrsssssvssenessecestreenens YT v cveeesss et eee st State: ...cw... AT T

Licensed Appl’ <ators Name (if different from #2 above): PE&—*VK C‘m .. License No: Lﬁ(ﬂzig ..........
Firm Name (if appﬂ?:able) ntes qnd (f«m/ Abspuces el o (,’2/).9 V2le 5l

Street Address: g?..@f...:.}.:..:I’?‘..C:!f.@s’?.l’?..&)i’..&‘?ﬁ;.@.‘ﬂ@..City: ‘WW(C State: (244, Zip: /3/06/ .....

Name of person(s) who applied the pesticide (if different than #3 8hOVEY i isee s saasssensssssevssans
.......................................................................... rveeerarneresnssnsrenenenn LICENSE No(s) it applicable: .. e .

Applscatlon Crop or Site: . K’S Flfé!/"‘?m&”v /l/{//m")/‘/ﬂ "/”‘). Alﬂ;};{ /f/¢£ ﬁfffwi"i J/’ (‘%fﬁfﬁuf’/ ﬁiﬂf(’z& /f/ (ﬂj
Total Area Treated {acre, sq. ft., etc.): .. Sf&?[’ -5;0" @45! ;

Was this appiication made as a result of a WSDA Permit? (A Mo £ Yes (if yes, give Permit NO.) # oo.coevvveeeeeenee.

Pesticide Information (please list all information for each pesticide in the tank mix):

¢} Totai Amount of d) Pesticide
_ Pesticide Applied Applied per Acre &) Concentration
a) Product Name b} EPA Req, No, in Areg Treated (or other measure) Applied

Puasasies 524343 240z .%wﬁégﬁ«; 2z Jag ]

R ) g ‘ ] i
Hﬁklri“’f W esppau-an /&% ol R oy /otjjf:;]

o

.

Address or exact location of application, NOTE: If the application is made to one acre or more of agricultura! land, the field location
must be shown on the map on page two of this form. .

Sprhy Leke, King Co. wh : :
M@i) M ACW : |

Wind direction and estimated velocity during the application: NOVLE e
Temperature during the application: ?5“80 ............................ sevrarnssrarans i VTV RSP S e
Apparatus license piate number {if @pPPICANIEY ... e icrsitiisrinr s s s e st e b e

O air QGround O Chemigation

—'Mis;’guaneous Information:

y

79



Spring Lake

June 30, 2005 — Herbicide treatment areas

Legend T
¢ kstimated Yellow Flag Iris Treatrnent M

For Estimated Fragrant Water Lily Treatment | & 804 008 0.16 Miles ™ g; ~
R i 5 : L 1 i ] 1 !

_ King County




'PESTICIDE APPLICATION RECORD (Version 1)

NOTE: Appiication records must be completed same day as the application. Records must be retained for 7 years.

I

g,

10.
11
12.
13.
14,

Date of Application - Year: A0L...... Month: JMll{ Day: A Time: L8 00 o,
Name of person for whom the pesticide was applied: ..8?&%6..L&k&...ﬁfél{i(lkki&iJﬂllf;tll.....(,;.(“:ﬁ-.’&’ .................................
~Firm Name (if APPHCADIE)T Lottt e e A SRR ST e et g R
Street AdAresS! v et e L0 OO State: ........... ZIF i
. . o Fretlt Gl ' Z4
Licensed Appiicators Name {if different from #2 above}: .. Ldnetld AL License No: 00 2986,
Firm Name (if applicable): }\‘VJ [()Miff'{f Wadk, ‘).ﬂ-#;l” I‘( Y HAE.SL Tel. No: (,(,‘z(:; SeleS el g
Street Address: 201 Tacksm S el cuy: Seactb e Staxef.&)ﬁ\....zm
Name of person(s) wha applied the pesticide (if different than #3 above): .. ki s, A.M:’..{.%r.&.’s. ..............................
........................................................................................................ License No{s). if applicable: .51 i -
Applscanon Crop or Site: {5 ELCLOL0RALS, I 537 w;w? J 15859 ..N%}i{i%ﬁ’ié«r&;‘.Q{/.".Q.Fr.f"%fF..}..E.‘.’.ﬂ’.!f@ﬂ.}i..ﬁﬁf‘ f‘f! !t )
Total Area Treated (acre, sq. ft., ete.): .51?.074 5;0 £ ... : ‘
Was this application made as a result of awWsDa Permit? (3 No (3 Yes (if yes, give Permit No} # .ooovvvverncnere.
Pesticide Information (please list all infofmatfon for each pesticide In the tank mix):
¢} Total Amount of d) Pesticide
Pesticide Applied Applied per Acre e} Concentration
a) Product Name 01LEPA Reg. No, in Area Treated or oiher measuy Applied
Soawiashes ok Gl i4ce DY NAY Zoz |eat
n s f"’ A - [y
fa g Y 2, GG AR 7oz M"@U { £ W7 | Gaf
U z 7 —laﬁ(
{
/
/

‘«'Miﬁc's;lianeous Information:

Address or exact lacation of application. NOTE: If the application is made to one acre or more of agricultural land, the field tocation
must be shown an the map on page twa of this form, .

Spreng - Lake, Khﬂj (0., Wk
Map A4 chad |

Wind direction and estimated velogity during the applicalion: .o pernas
Temperature during the application: ..., ..... veraressrnreetes Ceeasiast st bt

Apparatus license plate number (if apRIICADIEY: .v.vrrwrre st s e e e s

Qar Caround O chemigation

"/

79



Spring Lake

July 29, 2005 — Herbicide treatment areas

(}
Legend &
¢y
& Estirnated Yeliow Flag Ins Treatment
$%  Est@matad Purple Loostrite Treatment
[ Estimated Fragrant Water Uity Treatment | 004 003 815 Miles
e ,

1 1 i i 1 1 ) J




Spring Lake

June 30,2005 — Estimated herbicide treatment areas

King County

For information contact Michael Murphy at 206-296-8008












Depariment o Agteulure PESTICIDE APPLICATION RECORD (Version 1)

Olymeia, Weehinglon 504 NOTE: This form must be completed same day as the application

and it must be retained for 7 years (Ref. RCW 17.21)

1. Date of Application - Year: =008 Month: ..Jf'.l?f .......................... Day: 14 .................. Time: 800am ...............................
2. Name of Person for whom the pesticide was applied: T e, .. 2, 2. TR .. TR, T 1 TR 2. B e eeeeee e eare s et ene s aeesaeeseemeseserseessees

Firm Name (if applicable): SprlngLakeHOA ..............................................................................................................................

Street Address; .29 South Jackson, Suite 600 city: Seattle . State: WA zip; 98104-3855
3. Licensed Applicator's Name (if different from #2 above): L&Y MONabb e License No. 7973 ..,

Firm Name (if applicable): ./AU8te0neX, LLC e Tel. No. ,360-330:0152 o

Street Address: L0 BOX 118 e City: .Sentralia State: VA . Zip: 28531 .
4. Name of person(s) who applied the pesticide (if different from #3 above): .JOmmy Elder e

............................................................... License No(s). if @applicable: ..........ccooiiiiiiiiiiie e
5. Application Crop or Site:. PUrple Laosestrife and Yellow Flag Iris )
6. Total Area Treated (acre, sq. ft., etc.): Iessthan1 A et
7. Was this application made as a result of a WSDA Permit? D No D Yes (if yes, give Permit NO.} #....ocovvvviiiiiiiiinn
8. Pesticide Information (please list all information for each pesticide in the tank mix):

c) Total Amount of d) Pesticide
Pesticide Applied Applied/Acre e) Concentration
a) Product Name b) EPA Reg. No. in Area Treated (or other measure) Applied
Rodeo 62719-324 15 0z 4 pints facre  [1.5% solution
LI-700 AW36208-70004 | 7.5 0z 2pints / acre |0.75% solution
/
/

9. Address or exact location of application. NOTE: if the application is made to one acre or more
of agricultural land, the field location must be shown on the map on page two of this form.

Spring Lake shoreline.

10. Wind direction and estimated velocity during the application: ..o ... . e
11. Temperature during the application: 65

12. Apparatus license plate number (if applicable): L e SO
13. [ Air Ground D Chemigation

14. Miscellaneous Information:

AGR 4226 (Rev. 4/99)



Depariment o Agrulure PESTICIDE APPLICATION RECORD (Version 1)

Olympia, Washington 98504 NOTE: This form must be completed same day as the application

and it must be retained for 7 years (Ref. RCW 17.21)

1. Date of Application - Year: 2008 Month: August ...................... Day: 16 ................... Time: ZOOpm .................................
2. Name of Person for whom the pesticide was applied: U e e

Firm Name (if applicable): Spr:ngLakeHOA ..............................................................................................................................

Street Address: 201 South Jackson, Suite 600 city: Seattle . State: VA . Zip, 281008
3. Licensed Applicator's Name (if different from #2 above): .. Sy MENabb s License No. 7973 oo .

Firm Name (if applicable); . AQUateonneX, LU G e Tel. No, .360-330-0152 .

Street Address: .- O BOX 118 e City: Centralia State: V... Zip: 2851
4. Name of person(s) who applied the pesticide (if different from #3 above): oMy Eler e

............................................................... License NO(s). if applicable: .........ccovvvirriire
5. Application Crop or Site: Purple Loosestrife and Yellow Flag Iris | e
6. Total Area Treated (acre, sq. ft., etc.): lessthan1acre .................................................................................................................
7. Was this application made as a result of a WSDA Permit? D No D Yes (if yes, give Permit No.) # ..o,
8. Pesticide Information (please list all information for each pesticide in the tank mix):

c) Total Amount of d) Pesticide
Pesticide Applied Applied/Acre e) Concentration
a) Product Name b) EPA Reg. No. in Area Treated (or other measure) Applied
Rodeo 62719-324 40 oz 4 pints facre  |1.5% solution
L1-700 AW36208-70004 | 20 oz 2 pints | acre 0.75% solution
/
/

9. Address or exact location of application. NOTE: if the application is made to one acre or more
of agricultural land, the field location must be shown on the map on page two of this form.

Spring Lake shoreline.

10. Wind direction and estimated velocity during the application: ... ... e
11. Temperature during the application: 68 .........................................................................................................
12. Apparatus license plate number (if applicable): N et
13. [ Air Ground  [L] chemigation

14. Miscellaneous Information:

AGR 4226 (Rev. 4/99)
























Washington Stafe Depariment of Agricufture
Pesticide Management Division

PESTICIDE APPLICATION RECORD (Version 1) PO Box 42560

mﬂ“’““ NOTE: This form must be completed same day as the application Olympia WA 98504-2560
and it must be retained for 7 years (Ref. chapter 17.21 RCW) (877) 301-4555

1. Date of Application - Year:  A1i{i3

i

Stop Time:

2, Name of person for whom the pesticide was applied: JL/ [ &} 7

Firm Name (if applicable}:

sweetaddress: 20} S Hawed

Y

~ State:r (L4

Rt

n‘/‘-ff L .
If/u{,f{n{

3. Licensed Applicator's Name (if different from #2 above): License No.. 7«4 ~

Firm Name (if applicable):

Tel No.:

Street ) :
Arrrace- State: U le:
4. Name of person(s) who applied the pesticide (if different from #3 above):

License No{s). If applicabie: B 7 S

5. Application Crop or Site: ?w\ (,Yi[’ f".g{c’l.i

6. Total Area Treated (acre, sq. ., etc.): 2,
7. Was this application made as a result of a WSDA Permit? [} No [ ves {if yes, give Permit No.) #
8. Pesticide Information (please list all information for each pesticide, including adjuvants (buffer, surfactant, etc.), in the tank mix}:
c} Total Amount of d) Pesticide
Pesticide Applied Applied/Acre e) Concentration
a) Full Product Naime b) EPA Reg. No. in Area Treated (or other measure) Applied
f/\'\g‘l IBAS GLH5Ws 1Dmi mi  de. /o3
’J . f 7 O() .Jz‘f ;,1{)7 s Ol \j gard g RSN
i 34?15{.“ e, ;
i
i

G Address or exact focation of application. NOTE: If the application is made to one acre or more of agricuitural land, the field location must be
" shown on the map on page fwo of this form.

10. Wind direction and estimated velocity (mph) during the application:

11. Temperature during the application:
12. Apparatus license plate number (if appiicable). ?Sbf ............................................................................................................................................................

13. [ Air [ Ground [} Chemigation

14. Miscellaneous information:

AGIR FORM 640-4226 (RA/07) Page 1 of 3



Location of Application (If the application covers more than one township or range,
please indicate the township & range for the top left section of the map ondy.

Township: L}G N

Range: Lo [DE [OW (please incicate)

Section(s):

Block: FRIMUNIL. e
or GPS:

County: Vol

PLEASE NOTE;

The map is divided into 4 sections with each section divided into quarter-quarter
sections. Please complete it by marking the appropriate section number(s} on
the map and indicate as accurately as possible the location of the area freated.

Section: Section:

=—»

One

Section: e N Section:

Miscellanecus Information:

AGR FORNM 64042268 (RA407) Page 2 ol 3

Mile




Washunglon State Department of Agricuilure
Pesticide Management Division

PESTICIDE APPLICATION RECORD (Version 1) PO Box 4256

227277 NOTE: This form must be completed same day as the application Olympia WA 965G4-2550
and it must be relained for 7 years (Ref. chapter 17.21 RCW) (877) 301-4555

1. Date of Application - Year:

Mont: 3 |

"

Day: | Start Time:

e
Pt

Stop Time:

2. Name of person for whom the pesticide was applied:

Firm Name (if applicable}: ii*{ B

Street Address: State: |,

I
AL
[

S ek .

3. Licensed Applicator's Name (if different from #2 above): 1, i & il

License No.: /

Firm Name (if applicable): _ Tel No.:
Street
4. Name of person{s) who applied the pesticide (if different from #3 above): 7

License No(s). If applicable:

e oo 1:-“",”‘_ i .
5. Applcation Crop or Site: 1¢I5y [ faey .
6. Totat Area Treated (acre, sq. fi., etc.): AT
7. Was this application made as a result of a WSDA Permit?  [[] No ] Yes (if yes, give Permit No.) #
8. Pesticide Information (please list all information for each pesticide, including adjuvants (buffer, surfactant, etc.), in the tank mix):
c¢) Total Amount of d} Pesticide
Pesticide Applied Applied/Acre e) Concentration
a) Full Product Name b) EPA Reg. No, in Area Treated (or other measure} Applied
/‘}f:? i PN Pk £ 590 /DSt acpe fon e
T
: — /
I, INYACTEN P8l e e [ 5
f
/
/

9 Address or exact location of application. NOTE: f the application is made {0 one acre or more of agriculiural land, the field location must be
" shown ¢n the map on page two of this form.

10. Wind direction and estimated velocity {(mph) during the application:

11. Temperature during the application.

12. Apparatus license plate number (if applicable):

13, [ Air [-] Ground [71 Chemigation

14. Miscellanecus Information:

AGR FORNM GAC-4226 (RI407) Page 1 of 3



Location of Application {If the application covers maore than one township or range,
please indicate he township & range for the top left section of the map only.

Township: 2E N

Range: (,ﬁ

Section{s): .7

Block:

or GPS:

County: M{ {;'_g_lf-i )

PLEASE NOTE:

The map is divided into 4 sections with each section divided into quarler-quarter
sections. Please complete it by marking the appropriate section number(s} on
" the map and indicale as accuralely as possible the location of the area treafed.

Section:

Section:

P

Cne

Miscellaneous Information:

AGR FORM GA0-4228 (RIAICT) Page 2 o 3

Section:

Section:

Miie
















Location of Application (If the application covers mere than one township or range,

please indicate the township & range for the top left section of the map only.

Township: :2 3 N

Range: e E] E [[JW (please indicate)
sestor(sy A
BlOCk: ................................... Farm Unll .

or GPS&:

County: _ {_',{ i1 g .

PLEASE NOTE:

The map is divided into 4 sections with each section divided into quarter-quarter
sections. Please complete it by marking the appropriate section number(s) on
the map and indicate as accurately as possible the location of the area treated.

Section; Seclion:

=

One

Miscellaneous Information:

AGR FORM 640-1226 (R/MAOT7) Page 2 of 3

Section:

Section:

Mile







Location of Application (If the application covers more than one township or range,
piease indicate the township & range for the iop left section of the map only.

w2
J

Township: 572\ _ N

Range: [4 A ' E W (piease indicate)

Seclion{s):

Biock: Farm Unit:

or GPS:

County: Ky

PLEASE NOTE:

The map is divided into 4 sections with each section divided into quarter-quarter
sections. Please complete it by marking the appropriate section number(s) on
the map and indicale as accuralgly as possible the location of the area treated.

Section: ) Sestion:

=2—F

One

Mile

Section: Section:

Misceilaneous Information:

AGR FORM 640-4226 {R/4/07) Page 2 of 3



Pesticide Application Record

Dates: August 1 &2, 2009

Applied for: King County Department of Natural Resources
Contact: Beth Cullen, Lake Stewardship Program

Licensed Applicators:

Thomas Rohrer (Lead Supervising) - License #78576
18026 W Spring Lake Dr SE

Renton WA 98058

425-433-8369

Valerie Weber - License #78579
18026 W Spring Lake Dr SE
Renton WA 98058
425-433-8369

Supervised applicators (all residents of W Spring Lake Dr SE):

Mike O'Brien
Leah Mickelson
Caren Adams
Darcie MacEwen

Application Site: Ground application to Spring Lake shoreline for Yellow Iris and Purple Loosestrife
Total Treated Area: 0.82 acre (2370 linear ft of shorcline x 15 ft avg distance from shore)

WSDE Permit #: WAG — 993000
Pesticide Information

Full Product Name: Aquamaster
EPA Reg #: 524-343 . A
Total Applied: 570 mf Agquamaster (in 38 liters 1 5% solution)

Pesticide per acre: 695 ml. Aquamaster / acre (46 liters solution / acre)
Concentration: 1.5% solution

Adjuvant Information

Full Product Name: LI-700 Penetrant Acidifier Deposition Aid Drift Control Agent
WA Reg #: 34704-04007 »

Total Applied: 190 ml LI-700 (in 38 liters solution)

Adjuvant per acre: 232 ml. LI-700 / acre (46 liters solution / acre)
Concentration: 0.5%

page 1 of 3



Pesticide Application Record

Specific Application information:

Date

Applicators

Time

Acres

Wind

" 08/01/2009

Tom Rohrer (Lic. #78576)
Valerie Weber (Lic. #78579)
Mike O'Brien

Leah Mickelson

Darcie MacEwen

1700-1900

0.16

NW - 10 mph |

Temp
88F

Location: 460 linear ft of shoreline along Spriﬁg Lake outlet (230 linear ft on cach side). (see map

attached)

Total Pesticide Applied: 180 ml. Aquamaster (in 12 liters 1.5% solution)

Date

Applicators

Time

Acres

Wind

Temp

08/02/2009

Tom Rolirer (Lic, #78576)
Valerie Weber (Lic. #78579)
Mike O’Brien

Leah Mickelson

Caren Adams

Darcie MacEwen

Location: 240 linear ft of shoreline from boat launch south; 1670 linear ft of shoreline from point 830 fi

0900-1330

0.606

NW - 8 mph

71-84 F

~

south of boat launch along western shore to Spring Lake outlet. (see map attached)

Total Pesticide Applied: 390 mi. Aquamaster (in 26 liters 1.5% solution)
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Pesticide Application Record
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Location of Application (If the application covers more than one township or range,
please indicate the township & range for the top left section of the map only.

Township: N
Range: [TE {TIW (please indicate)

Section(s}:

Block: Farm Unit:

or GPS:

County:

PLEASE NOTE:

The map is divided info 4 sections wilh each section divided info quarter-quarter
sections. Please complete it by marking the appropriate section number{s) on
the map and indicate as accurately as possible the location of the area treated.

Section: Section:

=z

One

Mile

Section: Section:

Miscellaneous Information:
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Location of Application (If the application covers more than one township or range,
please indicate the fownship & range for the tep lefl section of the map only.

Township: N

Range: L1E [OW (please indicate)

Sectlion{s):

Block: Farrn Unit:

or GPS:

County:

PLEASE NOTE:

The map is divided info 4 sections with each section divided into quarter-quarter
sections. Please complete it by marking the appropriate section number(s) on
the map and indicate as accurately as possible the location of the area treated.

Section: Section:

=Z—5

One

Section: Sectlion:

Miscellanecus Information:

AGR FORM 640-4226 (R/M/07) Page 2 of 3
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Location of Application {If the application covers more than one township or range,
please indicate the township & range for the top left section of the map only.

Township: N
jage CE CIW pleassnat)
Section(s):

Block: Farm Unit;

or GPS:

County:

PLEASE NOTE:

The map is divided into 4 sections with each section divided info quarter-guarier
seclions. Please complete il by marking the appropriate section number(s) on
the map and indicafe as accuralely as possible the location of the area freated.

Section: Section:

=Z

One

Miscellaneous Information:
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Pesticide Application Record

Date: August 18, 2010

Applied for: King County Department of Natural Resources
Contact: Beth Cullen, Lake Stewardship Program

Licensed Applicators:

Thomas Rohrer (Lead Supervising) - License #78576
18026 W Spring Lake Dr SE

Renton WA 98058

425-433-8369

Valerie Weber - License #78579
18026 W Spring Lake Dr SE
Renton WA 98058
425-433-8369

Supervised applicators (all residents of W Spring Lake Dr SE except Stevenson):

Ted Barnes

Darcie MacEwen

Leah Mickelson

Ann Stevens (from King County DNR Noxious Weed Control Program

Application Site: Ground application to Spring Lake shoreline for Purple Loosestrife and Yellow Iris
Total Treated Area: 1.79 acres (7800 linear ft of shoreline x 10 ft avg distance from shore)

WSDE Permit # WAG - 993000

Pesticide Information

Full Product Name: Aquamaster

EPA Reg #: 524-343

Total Applied: 200 ml. Aquamaster (in 8 liters solution)

Pesticide per acre: 112 ml. Aquamaster / acre (4.5 liters solution / acre)
Concentration: 2.5% solution

Adjuvant Information

Full Product Name: LI-700 Penetrant Acidifier Deposition Aid Drift Control Agent
WA Reg #: 34704-04007

Total Applied: 40 ml. LI-700 (in 8 liters solution)

Adjuvant per acre: 207 ml. LI1-700 / acre (4.5 liters solution / acre)

Concentration: 0.5%

page 1 of 3



Pesticide Application Record

Specific Application information:

Date

Applicators

Time

Acres

Wind

Temp

08/18/2010

Tom Rohrer (Lic. #78576)
Valerie Weber (Lic. #78579)
Ted Barnes

Darcie MacEwen

Leah Mickelson

Mike O'Brien

Ann Stevens

1600-2030

1.79

S-7mph

70F

Location: All 7800 linear feet of Spring Lake shoreline as shown in attached map. Treatment to average

of 10 feet from shore for treatment area of 1.79 acres. Spot-treated individual Purple Loosestrife and
Yellow Iris plants.
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Pesticide Application Record
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Pesticide Application Record

Date: July 14, 2010

Applied for: King County Department of Natural Resources
Contact: Beth Cullen, Lake Stewardship Program

Licensed Applicators:

Thomas Rohrer (Lead Supervising) - License #78576
18026 W Spring Lake Dr SE

Renton WA 98058

425-433-8369

Valerie Weber - License #78579
18026 W Spring Lake Dr SE
Renton WA 98058
425-433-8369

Supervised applicators (all residents of W Spring Lake Dr SE):
Darcie MacEwen
Leah Mickelson
Mike O'Brien
Application Site: Ground application to Spring Lake shoreline for Yellow Iris
Total Treated Area: 0.41 acres (1200 linear ft of shoreline x 15 ft avg distance from shore)
WSDE Permit #: WAG — 993000
Pesticide Information
Full Product Name: Aguamaster
EPA Reg#:. 524-343
Total Applied: 425 ml. Aquamaster (in 17 liters solution)
Pesticide per acre: 1037 ml. Aquamaster / acre (42 liters solution / acre)
Concentration: 2.5% solution
Adjuvant Information
Full Product Name: L1-700 Penetrant Acidifier Deposition Aid Drift Control Agent
WA Reg #: 34704-04007
Total Applied: 85 ml. LI-700 (in 17 liters solution)

Adjuvant per acre: 207 ml. LI1-700/ acre (42 liters solution / acre)
Concentration: 0.5%

page 1 of 3



Pesticide Application Record

Specific Application information:

Date Applicators Time Acres Wind Temp
07/14/2010 | Tom Rohrer (Lic. #78576) 1600-2030 | 0.41 NW-4mph |78F
Valerie Weber (Lic. #78579) (1200 ft)
Darcie MacEwen
Leah Mickelson
Mike O'Brien

Location: 1200 linear feet of Spring Lake shoreline as shown in attached map. Treatment to average of
15 feet from shore for treatment area of 0.41 acres. Spot-treated individual Yellow Iris plants.
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Pesticide Application Record

Date: June 22 and 23, 2010

Applied for: King County Department of Natural Resources
Contact: Beth Cullen, Lake Stewardship Program

Licensed Applicators:

Thomas Rohrer (Lead Supervising) - License #78576
18026 W Spring Lake Dr SE

Renton WA 98058

425-433-8369

Valerie Weber - License #78579
18026 W Spring Lake Dr SE
Renton WA 98058
425-433-8369

Supervised applicators (all residents of W Spring Lake Dr SE):

Ted Barnes
Darcie MacEwen
Leah Mickelson
Mike O'Brien

Application Site: Ground application to Spring Lake shoreline for Yellow Iris
Total Treated Area 2.27 acres (6600 linear ft of shoreline x 15 ft avg distance from shore)
WSDE Permit # WAG — 993000
Pesticide Information
Full Product Name: Aguamaster
EPA Reg# 524-343
Total Applied: 1525 ml. Aquamaster (in 61 liters solution)
Pesticide per acre: 672 ml. Aquamaster / acre (27 liters solution / acre)
Concentration: 2.5% solution

Adjuvant Information

Full Product Name: L1-700 Penetrant Acidifier Deposition Aid Drift Control Agent
WA Reg #: 34704-04007

Total Applied: 305 ml. LI-700 (in 61 liters solution)

Adjuvant per acre: 134 ml. LI1-700/ acre (27 liters solution / acre)

Concentration: 0.5%
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Pesticide Application Record

Specific Application information:

Ted Barnes
Darcie MacEwen
Leah Mickelson
Mike O'Brien

Date Applicators Time Acres Wind Temp

06/22/2010 | Tom Rohrer (Lic. #78576) 1600-2030 | 1.17 NW-3mph |72F
Valerie Weber (Lic. #78579) (3400 ft)
Ted Barnes
Darcie MacEwen
Leah Mickelson
Mike O'Brien

06/23/2010 | Tom Rohrer (Lic. #78576) 1600-2030 | 1.10 none 75F
Valerie Weber (Lic. #78579) (3200 ft)

Location: 6600 linear feet of Spring Lake shoreline as shown in attached map. Treatment to average of
15 feet from shore for treatment area of 2.27 acres. Spot-treated individua Y ellow Iris plants.
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APPENDIX C
HERBICIDE MONITORING RESULTS






1282 Alturas Drive » Moscow, ID 83843 « (208) 883-2839 « Fax (208) 882-9246 « email moscow@anateklabs.com

Anatek Labs, Inc.

504 E Sprague Ste. D « Spokane WA 99202 « (509) 838-3999 « Fax (509) 838-4433 « email spokane@anateklabs.com

WA STATE DEPT OF AG.

GREG HAUBRICH
21 N 1ST AVE, #103
YAKIMA, WA 98902

Sample:
Collect Date:

Date Received:

Lab Sample #
Date Analyzed

Sample:
Collect Date:

Date Received:

Lab Sample #
Date Analyzed

Sample:
Collect Date:

Date Received:

Lab Sample #
Date Analyzed

Sample:
Collect Date:

Date Received:

Lab Sample #
Date Analyzed

Sample:
Collect Date:

Date Received:

Lab Sample #
Date Analyzed

Sample:
Collect Date:

Date Received:

Lab Sample #
Date Analyzed

Certificate of Analysis - EPA 547

SPRING LAKE -

8/13/2003
8/18/2003
03X1709-01
8/19/2003

SPRING LAKE -

8/13/2003
8/18/2003
03X1709-02
8/19/2003

SPRING LAKE -

8/14/2003
8/18/2003
03X1709-03
8/19/2003

CC#1
8/13/2003
8/18/2003
03X1709-04
8/19/2003

CC#2
8/13/2003
8/18/2003
03X1709-05
8/19/2003

CC#3
8/14/2003
8/18/2003
03X1709-06
8/19/2003

Laboratory Supervisor

PQL Practical Quantitation Limit

Analyte
Glyphosate

Analyte
Glyphosate

Analyte
Glyphosate

Analyte
Glyphosate

Analyte
Glyphosate

Analyte
Glyphosate

8/19/03

ND - Not Detected (<PQL)

WSDA - NPDES

Result
ND

Result
0.03

Result
ND

Result
ND

Result
ND

Result
ND

EPA 547

Units
mg/L

Units
mg/L

Units
mg/L

Units
mg/L

Units
mg/L

Units
mg/L

Report

PQL
0.01

PQL
0.01

PQL
0.01

PQL
0.01

PQL
0.01

PQL
0.01

Page 1 of 1

Analyst
JWC

Analyst
JWC

Analyst
JWC

Analyst
JWC

Analyst
JWC

Analyst
JWC



Anatek Labs, Inc.

1282 Alturas Drive « Moscow, ID 83843 « (208) 883-2839 « Fax (208) 882-9246 < email moscow@anateklabs.com
504 E Sprague Ste. D « Spokane WA 99202 « (509) 838-3999 « Fax (509) 838-4433 « email spokane@anateklabs.com

KING COUNTY DNRP/WLRD - LAKE STEW

MICRAEL P MURPHY Project: SPRING LAKE LILY
201 S JACKSON ST. STE 600 MONITORING

SEATTLE, WA 98104

Certificate of Analysis - EPA 547

Sample: SPRLK-A Analyte Result Units PQL Analyst
Collect Date: 8/13/2003 Glyphosate 0.31 mg/L 0.01 JWC
Date Received: 8/18/2003

Lab Sample # 03X1710-01

Date Analyzed 8/19/2003

Sample: SPRLK-B Analyte Result Units PQL Analyst
Collect Date: 8/14/2003 Glyphosate ND mg/L 0.01 JwcC
Date Received: 8/18/2003

Lab Sample # 03X1710-02

Date Analyzed 8/19/2003

Laboratory Supervisor 8/19/03

PQL Practical Quantitation Limit ND - Not Detected (<PQL) EPA 547 Report Page 1 of 1






STL Seattle

Sample Identification:

Lab. No. Client 1D Date/Time Sampled Matrix
116255-1 SPR2-03AUG03 08-03-03 11:35 liguid
1152552 SPR4-03AUGD3 0B-03-03 11:48 Liguid

STL Seattle is a part of Severn Trent Laboratories, inc.

This report is issued solely for the use of the person or company to whom it is addressed, Any use, copying or
disciosure othar than by the intended recipient is unauthorized. If you have received this report in error, please
notify the sender immediately at 253-922-2310 and destroy this report immediately.



STL Seattle

Client Name King Co WLRD Lake Stewardship
Client ID: SPR2-03AUGO3
Lab ID; 115255-01

Date Received: 8/4/2003
Date Prepared: 8/5/2003
Date Analyzed: 8/8/2003

% Solids -
Dilution Factor 50

Chlorinated Herbicides by USEPA Method 8151 GC/MS Modified

Recovery Limits
Surrogate % Recovery Flags L.ow High
2,4-Dichlorophenylacetic acid 125 42 131
Result
Analyte {ug/L) PQL MDL Flags
2.4-D

405 4.85 0.97



STL Seattle

Client Name King Co WLRD Lake Stewardship
Client I1D: SPR4-03AUGO3
Lab 1D: 115255-02

Date Received: B/4/2003
Date Prepared: 8/5/2003
Date Analyzed: 8/8/2003

% Solids -
Dilution Factor 50

Chiorinated Herbicides by USEPA Method 8151 GC/MS Modified

Recovery Limits
Surrogate % Recovery Flags Low High
2,4-Dichlorophenylacetic acid 134 X8 42 131

Result
Analyte (ug/L} PQL MDL Flags
2,4-D

325 4.82 0.964



STL Seattle

Lab {D: Method Blank - HW0280
Date Received: -
Date Prepared: 8/5/2003
Date Analyzed: 8/8/2003
% Solids .
Ditution Factor 0.5

Chlorinated Herbicides by USEPA Method 8151 GC/MS Modified

Recovery Limits

Surrogate % Recovery Flags Low High
2 4-Dichlorophenylacetic acid 107 42 131
Result
Analyte {ug/l) PQL MDL Flags

2,4-D ND 0.05 0.01



Lab 1D:

Date Prepared:
Date Analyzed:

QC Batch ID:

Compound Name
2,4-D

STL Seattle

Blank Spike/Blank Spike Duplicate Report

HWO0280
8/5/2003
8/8/2003
HWGZ80

Chilorinated Herbicides by USEPA Method 8151 GC/MS Modified

Blank
Result

(ug/t)
0

Spike
Amount
{ug/L)
5

BS
Resuit
(ugil)

5.83

BSD
BS Result
% Rec. {ug/L)
117 5.7

BSD
% Rec.
114

RPD
2.8

Flag



STL Seattle
5755 8™ Street East
Tacoma, WA 88424

Tel: 253 922 2310
Fax: 253 922 5047
www.sti-ing.com

DATA QUALIFIERS AND ABBREVIATIONS

B1:

Be:

Ci:

C2:

mo<g

&

MCL:
MDL:
MRL.:

ND:

PQL

X1

X3:
Xd:

Xda:

p.GY
X8:

X7

X7a:

X8:
X9:

This analyte was detected in the associated method biank. The analyle concentration was determined not
to be significantly higher than the associaied method blank (iess than ten times the concentration reported
in the blank).

This analyte was detected in the associated method biank. The analyte concentration in the sampie was
determined to be significantly higher than the method blank (greater than ten times the concentration
reported in the blank).

Second column confirmation was performed. The relative percent difference value {RPD) between the
results on the two columns was evaiuated and determined t0 be < 40%.

Second column confirmation was performed. The RPD between the results ¢n the two columns was
evaluated and determined to be > 40%. The higher result was reported unless anomalies were noted.

Second analysis confirmation was performed. The relative percent difference vaiue (RPD) between the
results on the two columns was evaluated and determined {0 be < 30%.

Second analysis confirmation was parformed. The RPD batween the resulis on the two columns was
evaluated and determined to be » 30%. The original analysis was reporied unless anomalies were noted.

GC/MS confirmation was performed. The resuit derived from the original analysis was reported.
The reported result for this analyte was calculated based on a secondary dilution factor.

The concentration of this analyte exceeded the instrument calibration range and shouid be considered an
estimated quantity.

The analyte was analyzed for and positively identified, but the associated numetical value is an eslimated
guantity.

Maximum Contaminant Level

Method Detection Limit

Method Reporting Limit

See analyticai natrative

Not Detected

Practical Quantitation Limit

Contaminant does not appear to be "typical” product. Elution paitern suggests it may be
Centaminant does not appear to be “typical” product.

Identification and quantitation of the analyte or surrogate was complicated by matrix interference.

RPD for duplicates was outside advisory QC limits. The sample was re-analyzed with similar results. The
sampie malrix may be nonhomogeneous.

RPD for duplicates outside advisory QC fimits due 10 analyte concentration near the method practical
gquantitation limit/detection limit.

Matrix spike recovery was not determined due 1o the required dilution.

Recovery and/or RPD values for matrix spike{/matrix spike duplicate} outside advisory QC limits. Sample
was re-analyzed with similar results.

Recovery and/or RPD values for matrix spike{/matrix spike duplicate) cuiside advisory QC limits. Matrix
interference may be indicated based on acceptable blank spike recovery and/or RPD.

Recovery and/or RPD values for this spiked analyte outside advisory QC limits due to high concentration
of the anaiyte in the original sample.

Surrogate recovery was notf determined due to the required dilution.
Surrogate recovery cutside advisory QC limits due to matrix interference.

CAM REV 16 1/2003









STL Seattle

Sample Identification:

Lab. No. Cilient 1D Date/Time Sampled Matrix

115524-1 SPR2-14 AUGO3 08-14-03 09:24 Liguid

STL Seattle is a part of Severn Trent Laboratories, Inc.

This report is issued solely for the use of the person or company to whom it is addressed. Any use, copying or
disclosure other than by the imtended recipient is unauthorized. If you have received this report in error, please
notify the sender immediafely at 253-922-2310 and destroy this report immedialely.



STL Seattle

Client Name King Co WLRD Lake Stewardship
Client 1D; SPR2-14 AUGO3
Lab ID: 115524-01
Date Received: 8/15/2003
Date Prepared: 8/19/2003
Date Analyzed: 8/20/2003
% Solids -
Dilution Factor 50

Chlorinated Herbicides by USEPA Method 8151 GC/MS Modified

Surrogate % Recovery

2.4-Dichlorophenylacetic acid 120
Result

Analyte (ug/L}

2.4-D 235

Flags

PQL
4.89

Recovery Limits

l.ow High
42 131
MDL

0.978

Flags



Surrogate

2 4-Dichlorophenylacetic acid

Analyte
2.4-D

Lab ID:

Date Received:
Date Prepared:
Date Analyzed:

% Solids
Dilution Factor

STL Seattle

Method Blank - HW0282

8/19/2003
8/20/2003

0.5

Chlorinated Herbicides by USEPA Method 8151 GC/MS Modified

Recovery Limits

% Recovery Flags l.ow High
93.5 42 131
Result
(ug/t.) PQL MDL. Flags
ND

(.05 0.1



l.ab 1D:

Date Prepared:
Date Analyzed:

QC Batch ID:

Compound Name
2.4-D

STL Seattle

Blank Spike/Blank Spike Duplicate Report

HW0282
8/19/2003
8/20/2003

HWO0282

Chilorinated Herbicides by USEPA Method 8151 GC/MS Modified

Blank Spike BS BSD

Result Amount Result BS Result BSD

{ugfl) {ugilL) {ug/l.) % Rec. {ug/L) % Rec. RPD
0 5 3.39 67.8 3.73 74.7 9.7

Flag



ST Seattie
5755 8™ Street Sast
Tacoma, WA 98424

Tel: 253 922 2310
Fax: 253 §22 5047
www sti-ine.com

DATA QUALIFIERS AND ABBREVIATIONS

Bi:

B2

C1:

ce:

mo g

&

MCL.:
MDL:
MRL:

ND:

PQL:

X1
s
X3:
X4
Xda:

X5
X8&:

X7

X7a;

Xg:
XS:

This analyte was detected in the associated method blank. The analyte concentration was determined not
to be significantly higher than the associated method blank (less than ten times the concentration reported
in the blank).

This anaiyte was detected in the associated method blank. The analyte concentration in the sample was
determined to be significantly higher than the method blank {greater than ten times the concentration
reporied in the blank).

Second cofumn confirmation was performed. The relative percent difference value (RPD) between the
results on the two columns was evaluated and determined o be < 40%.

Second column confirmation was performed. The RPD between the resulis on the two columng was
evaluaied and determined o be > 40%. The higher result was reported uniess anomalies were noted.

Second analysis confirmation was performed. The relative percent difference value (RPD) between the
results on the two columns was evaluated and determined to be < 30%.

Second analysis confirmation was performed. The RPD between the results on the two columns was
evaluated and determined to be > 30%. The original analysis was reported uniess anomalies were noted.

GC/MS confirmation was performed. The result derived from the original analysis was reported.
The reported result for this analyte was calculated based on a secondary dilution factor,

The concentration of this analyte exceeded the instrument calibration range and shouid be considered an
estimated quantity.

The analyte was analyzed for and positively identified, but the associated numerical vaiue is an estimated
auantity.

Maximum Contaminant Level

Method Detection Limit

Method Reporting Limit

See analyiical narrative

Not Detected

Practical Quantitation Limit

Contaminant does not appear to be "typical" product. Elution pattern suggests it may be
Contaminant does not appear to be "typical" product.

ldentification and gquantitation of the analyte or surrogate was complicated by matrix interference.

RPD for dupiicates was outside advisory QC limits. The sampie was re-analyzed with similar resuits. The
sample matrix may be nonhomogeneous.

RPD for duplicates outside advisory QC limits due to anaiyte concentration near the method practical
quantitation limit/detection limit.

Matrix spike recovery was not determined due to the required dilution.

Recovery and/or RPD values for matrix spike(/matrix spike duplicate) outside advisory QC iimits. Sample
was re-analyzed with similar resulis.

Recovery and/or RPD values for matrix spike{/matrix spike duplicate) outside advisory QC iimits. Matrix
interference may be indicated based on accepiable blank spike recovery and/or RPD.

Recovery and/or RPD values for this spiked analyte outside advisory QC limits due to high concentration
of the analyte in the original sample.

Surrogate recovery was not determined due to the required dilution.
Surrogate recovery outside advisory QC limits due to matrix interference.

GAM REV 16 1/2003









STL Seatile

Sample ldentification:

Lab. No. Client 1D Date/Time Sampled Matrix
114943-1 SPR1-17JULD3 07-17-03 12:50 Liguid
114943-2 SPR2-17JUL03 07-17-03 13:05 Liguid
114943-3 SPR3-17JULO3 07-17-083 13:40 Liquid
114943-4 SPR4-17JUL03 07-17-03 14:15 Liquid
114943-5 SPR5-17JULD3 07-17-03 14:30 Liquid

STL Seattle is a part of Severn Trent Laboratories, Inc.

This report is issued solely for the use of the parson or company to whom it is addressed. Any use, copying or
disclosure other than by the intended recipient is unauthorized. If vou have received this report in error, please
notify the sender immediately at 253-922-2310 and destroy this report immediately.



Surrogate

2,4-Dichlorophenylacetic acid

Analyte
2,4-D

Client Name

Client 1D
Lab ID:

Date Received:
Date Prepared:
Date Analyzed:

% Solids
Dilution Factor

STL Seattle

King Co WCRD l.ake Stewardship
SPR1-17JULO3
114943-01
7/18/2003
7/24/2003
7/26/2003

0.5

Chiorinated Herbicides by USEPA Method 8151 GC/MS Modified

Recovery Limits

% Recovery Flags Low High
110 42 131
Result
(ug/L) PQL MDL. Flags
ND 0.0488 0.00976



Client Name
Client ID;
Lab 1D:
Date Received:
Date Prepared:
Date Analyzed.
% Solids
Dilution Factor

STL Seattle

King Co WCRD Lake Stewardship
SPR2-17JULO3
114943-02
7/18/2003
7/24/2003
712612003

05

Chlorinated Herbicides by USEPA Method 8151 GC/MS Modified

Surrogate
2 4-Dichlorophenytacetic acid

Analyte
2,4-D

Recovery Limits

% Recovery Flags L.ow High
109 42 131
Result
{ugil) PQL MDL. Flags
ND 0.0503 0.0101

]



Client Name
Client {D;,
Lab ID;
Date Received:
Date Prepared:
Date Analyzed:
% Solids
Dilution Factor

STL Seattle

King Co WCRD Lake Stewardship
SPR3-17JUL03
114943-03
7/18/2003
7/24/2003
712642003

0.5

Chiorinated Herbicides by USEPA Method 8151 GC/MS Modified

Surrogate
2.4-Dichlorophenylacetic acid

Analyte
2,4-D

Recovery Limits

% Recovery Flags l.ow High
105 42 131
Result
{ug/L) PQL MDL Flags
ND 0.0511 0.0102

s
od



Surrogate

2.4-Dichlorophenylacetic acid

Analyte
2,4-D

Client Name

Client ID;
Lab [D:

Date Received:
Date Prepared;
Date Analyzed:

% Solids
Dilution Factor

STL Seattle

King Co WCRD Lake Stewardship
SPR4-17JULO3
114843-04
7/18/2003
7/24/2003
7/26/2003

0.5

Chiorinated Herbicides by USEPA Method 8151 GC/MS Modified

Recovery Limits
% Recovery Flags

l.ow High
109 42 131
Result
{ug/L) PQL MDL.
ND 0.0501 0.01

Flags



Client Name
Client iD:
Lab ID;
Date Received:
Date Prepared:
Date Analyzed:
% Solids
Dilution Factor

STL Seattle

King Co WCRD Lake Stewardship
SPR5-17JULO3
114943-05
7/18/2003
7/24/2003
7/26/2003

0.5

Chiorinated Herbicides by USEPA Method 8151 GC/MS Modified

Surrogate
2,4-Dichlorophenylacetic acid

Analyte
2.4-D

Recovery Limits

% Recovery Flags Low High
115 42 131
Result
(ug/L} PQL MDL. Flags
ND 0.0498 0.00096



Surrogate

2,4-Dichlorophenylacetic acid

Analyte
2,4-D

Lab ID:

Date Received:
Date Prepared:
Date Analyzed:

% Solids
Dilution Factor

STL Seattle

Method Blank - HW0274

7124/2003
71252003

05

Chlorinated Herbicides by USEPA Method 8151 GC/MS Modified

Recovery Limits

% Recovery Flags Low High
88.7 42 131
Result
{ug/L}) PQL MDL
ND 0.05 0.01

Flags



STL Seattle

Blank Spike/Blank Spike Duplicate Report

Lab I1D: HWO0274
Date Prepared: 7/24/2003
Date Analyzed: 71252003

QC Batch {D: HW0274

Chlorinated Herbicides by USEPA Method 8151 GC/MS Modified

Blank Spike BS BSD

Result Amount Result BS Result BSD
Compound Name (ug/L) {ug/L) {ug/L) % Rec. (ug/L) % Rec. RPD Flag
2,4-D 0 5 4.88 97.5 5.12 102 4.5

{4



STL Seattle
5755 8" Street East
Tacoma, WA 98424

Tel: 253 922 2310
Fax: 283 922 B047
ywww, Sth-inc.com

DATA QUALIFIERS AND ABBREVIATIONS

B1:

B2:

Ci:

C2:

me <

&

MCL:
MDL:
MRL:

ND:

PQL:

Xi:

X3:
x4

Xda:

X5:
X6

X7

X7a:

Xa:
X0

This analyte was detected in the associated method blank. The analyte concentration was determined not
to be significantly higher than the associated method blank (less than ten times the concentration reported
in the blank).

This analyte was detected in ihe associated method blank. The analyte concentration in the sample was
determinad to be significantly higher than the method blank (greater than ten times the concentration
reported in the biank).

Second column confirmation was performed. The relative percent difference value (RPD) between the
resulis on the two columns was evaluated and determined io be < 40%.

Second column confirmation was performed. The BPD between the results on the two columns was
evaiuated and determined to be > 40%. The higher result was repotted unless anomaiies were noted.

Second anaiysis confirmation was performed. The relative percent difference value (RPD) between the
results on the two columns was evaluated and determined to be < 30%.

Second analysis confirmation was performed. The RPD between the results on the two columns was
evaluated and determined to be > 30%. The original analysis was reporied unless anomalies were noted.

GC/MS confirmation was performed. The result derived from the original analysis was reported.
The reported result for this analyte was calculated based on a secondary dilution factor,

The concentration of this analyte exceeded the instrument calibration range and should be considered an
estimated quantity.

The analyte was analyzed for and positively identified, but the associated numerical value is an estimated
quantity.

Maximum Confaminant Level

Method Detection Limit

Method Reporiing Limit

See analytical narrative

Not Detecied

Practical Quantitation Limit

Contaminant does not appear to be "typical” product. Elution pattern suggests it may be
Contaminant does not appear to be "typical” product.

Identification and guantitation of the analyte or surrogate was complicated by matrix inletference.

RPD for duplicates was outside advisory QC limits. The sample was re-analyzed with similar results. The
sample matrix may be nonhomogeneous.

RPD for duplicates outside advisory QC limits due o analyle concentration near the method practical
guantitation imit/detection limit.

Matrix spike recovery was not determined due to the required dilution,

Recovery and/cr RPD values for matrix spike(/matrix spike duplicate) outside advisory QC limits. Sampie
was re-analyzed with similar results.

Recovery and/or RPD vaiues for mairix spike(/matrix spike duplicate) outside advisory QC limits. Matrix
interference may be indicated based on acceptable biank spike recovery and/or RPD.

Recovery and/or RPD values for this spiked analyie ouiside advisory QC Himits due to high concentration
of the analyte in the originat sample.

Surrogate recovery was not determined due to the required diiution.
Surrogate recovery outside advisory QC limits due to matrix interference.

CAM REV 16 1/2003
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STL Seattle

Sample ldentification:

Lab. No. Client D Date/Time Sampled Matrix
1158491 SPR2-025EP03 09-02-03 1325 Ligquid
115849-2 SPR10-03SEP03 09-03-03 08:00 Liguid

STL Seattle is a part of Severn Trent Laboratories, Inc.

This report is Issued solely for the use of the person or company to whom it is addressed. Any use, copying or
disclosure other than by the intended recipient is unauthorized. If you have received this report in error, please
notify the sender immediately af 253-922-2310 and destroy this report immediately.

%
-



STL Seattle

Client Name King Co WLRD Lake Stewardship
Client 1D: SPR2-02SEPO3
Lab ID: 115849-01
Date Received: 9/3/2003
Date Prepared; 9/8/2003
Date Analyzed: 9/10/2003
% Solids -
Dilution Factor 25

Chlorinated Herbicides by USEPA Method 8151 GC/MS Modified

Recovery Limits

Surrogate % Recovery Flags L.ow High
2.4-Dichlorophenylacetic acid 154 X9 42 131
Result
Analyte (ug/L) PQL MDL Flags
24-D 158 2.4 0.48



STL Seattie

Client Name King Co WLRD Lake Stewardship
Client 1D: SPR10-03SEPO3
Lab ID: 115849-02

Date Received: 9/3/2003
Date Prepared: 9/8/2003
Date Analyzed: 9/10/2003

% Solids -
Dilution Factor 0.5

Chlorinated Herbicides by USEPA Method 8151 GC/MS Modified

Recovery Limits
Surrogate % Recovery Flags Low High
2 4-Dichlorophenylacetic acid 105 42 131
Result
Analyte (ug/L) PQL MDL Flags
2,4-D ND

0.0486 0.00972

Y :\‘m



Surrogate

2,4-Dichiorophenylacetic acid

Analyte
2,4-D

Lab 1D:

Date Received:
Date Prepared:
Date Analyzed:

% Solids
Dilution Factor

STL Seattle

Method Blank - HW0285

9/8/2003
9/9/2003

0.5

Chlorinated Herbicides by USEPA Method 8151 GC/MS Modified

Recovery Limits
% Recovery

Flags L.ow High
111 42 131
Result
(ug/L) PGL MDL Flags
ND 0.05 0.01



Lab ID:

Date Prepared:
Date Analyzed:

QC Batch ID:

Compound Name
2,4-D

STL Seattle

Blank Spike/Blank Spike Duplicate Report

HWO0285
9/8/2003
9/9/2003
HW0285

Chlorinated Herbicides by USEPA Method 8151 GC/MS Modified

Blank

Resuit

{ug/L)
0

Spike
Amount
(ugiL)
5

BS
Resuit
(ug/L)

4.45

BSD
BS Resuit
% Rec. (ug/L)
88.9 4.45

BsSD
% Rec.
88.9

RPD
0

Flag



STL Seattle
5755 8" Street East
Tacoma, WA 98424

Tel; 2563 922 2310
Fax: 253 922 5047
www stl-ing.com

DATA QUALIFIERS AND ABBREVIATIONS

B1:

B2:

CH:

C2:

mo =

1

MCL.:
MDL:
MRL:

ND:

PQL:

X1:

XA3:
X4

Xda:

X5:
X6:

X7:

XTa:

X8:
X9

This analyte was detected in the associated method biank. The analyte concentration was determined not
to be significantly higher than the associated method blank (less than ten times the concentration reported
in the blank).

This analyte was detected in the associated method blank. The analyte concentration in the sampie was
determined to be significantly higher than the method biank (greater than ien times the concentration
reported in the blank).

Second column confirmation was performed. The reiative percent difference vaiue (RPD) between the
resulfs on the two columns was evaluated and determined to be < 40%.

Second cotumn confirmation was performed. The RPD between the results on the two columns was
evaluated and determined fo be > 40%. The higher result was reported unless anomalies were noted.

Second analysis confirmation was perfcrmed. The relative percent difference value (RPD) between the
results on the two celumns was evaluated and determined to be < 30%.

Second analysis confirmation was performed. The BPD between the results on the two columng was
evaluated and determined 1o be > 30%. The original analysis was reported unless anomalies were noted.

GC/MS confirmation was performed. The resuit derived from the original analysis was reported.
The reported resuit for this analyte was caiculated based on a secondary dilution factor.

The concentration of this anaiyte exceeded the insirument calibration range and should be considered an
estimated guantity.

The analyte was analyzed for and positively identified, but the associated numerical vaiue is an estimated
guantity.

Maximum Contaminant Level

Method Detection Limit

Method Reporting Limit

See analytical narrative

Not Detected

Practical Quantitation Limit

Contaminant does not appear to be "typical" product. Elution pattern suggests it may be
Contaminant does not appear to be "typical" product.

Identification and quantitation of the analyte or surrogate was complicated by matrix interference.

RPD for duplicates was outside advisory QC limits. The sample was re-analyzed with simitar results. The
sample matrix may be nonhomogeneous.

RPD for duplicates outside advisory QC {imits due to analyte concentration near the method practical
gquantitation limit/detection limit.

Malirix spike recovery was not determined due te the required dilution.

Recovery and/er RPD values for matrix spike{/matrix spike dupiicate) outside advisory QC limits. Sample
was re-analyzed with similar results.

Recovery and/or RPD values for matrix spike{/matrix spike duplicate) outside advisory QC timits. Matrix
interference may be indicated based on accepiabie blank spike recovery and/or RPD.

Recovery and/or RPD values for this spiked analyte outside advisory QC limits due 1o high concentration
of the analyte in the original sampie.

Surrogate recovery was not determined due to the reguired dijution.
Surrogate recovery outside advisory QC limits due to matrix interferance. 1

QAM REV 16 1/2003






Anatek Labs, I nc.

1282 Alturas Drive « Moscow, ID 83843 « (208) 883-2839 « Fax (208) 882-9246 + email moscow@anateklabs.com
504 E Sprague Ste. D « Spokane WA 99202 « (509) 838-3999 « Fax (509) 838-4433 « email spokane@anateklabs.com

WA STATE DEPT OF AG.
GREG HAUBRICH

21 N. 1ST AVE, SUITE 103 Project: WSDA - NPDES, SPRING LK

Laboratory Supervisor

PQL Practical Quantitation Limit

7/13/2004

ND - Not Detected (<PQL)

(KING Co)
YAKIMA, WA 98902
Certificate of Analysis - EPA 547

Sample: SPRING LAKE 01 Analyte Result Units PQL
Collect Date: 6/28/2004 Glyphosate ND mg/L 0.01
Lab Sample # 04X1567-01

Date Analyzed 7/12/2004

Sample: SPRING LAKE 02 Analyte Result Units PQL
Collect Date: 6/28/2004 Glyphosate 0.05 mg/L 0.01
Lab Sample # 04X1567-02

Date Analyzed 7/12/2004

Sample: SPRING LAKE 03 Analyte Result Units PQL
Collect Date: 6/29/2004 Glyphosate ND mg/L 0.01
Lab Sample # 04X1567-03

Date Analyzed 7/12/2004

Pestcide Report Page 1 of 1






Cooperator:
Beth Cullen

Territory: Scott Shuler

Sample Date(s) Treated Herbicide

1. 08/05/09 Renovate

10.

Depth Sample Collected:
Storage Conditions:  Analyzed upon receipt

Date Shipped to SePRO: 8/20/2009

Run #: TR0156

Back of Data Sheet

Name of Waterbody:

% Control Rec:

Spring Lake

Average Depth in Feet:

FasTEST Results Confidential - Not For Distribution

[King County WLRD

| Phone:

201 S. Jackson St. Ste. 600

Seattle

Date Collected

8/19/2009 160 Ib/AC

106 Correlation:

Rate Applied

WA

Acres Treated

15

0.997

(206) 263-6242

98104-

Sample Location Description

Spring 1

Spring 2

Spring 3

Date Sample Received:

Condition of Sample(s) Box/Water Containers:

Date Analysis was Performed:

Date Results Sent to Cooperator:

Back of Data Sheet

Size of Waterbody in Acres: 68

0 Target Plant(s) to Control:

Eurasian watermilfoil

Excellent

Fax:

Results

0.017

0.011

0.006

uo

<

ppm

3

ST

pp

8/21/2009

8/21/2009



Cooperator:
Beth Cullen

FasTEST Results Confidential - Not For Distribution

[King County, WLRD

| Phone:

201 S. Jackson St., Ste 600

Territory: Scott Shuler

Sample Date(s) Treated

1. 08/05/09

2. 08/05/09

3. 08/05/09

10.

Depth Sample Collected:

Storage Conditions:  Refrigerated

Date Shipped to SePRO:

Run #: TRO163E

Back of Data Sheet

Seattle

Herbicide Date Collected Rate Applied
Renovate 3 9/2/2009 160Ib/ac
Renovate 3 9/2/2009 160Ib/ac
Renovate 3 9/2/2009 160Ib/ac
surface
9/3/2009

% Control Rec: 98 Correlation:

Name of Waterbody: Spring Lake

Average Depth in Feet:

WA

Acres Treated

1.5ac

1.5ac

1.5ac

0.998

(206) 263-6242

98104-

Sample Location Description

Spring 1 (north end)
Spring 2 (mid station-no treatment)

Spring 3 (south end)

Date Sample Received:
Condition of Sample(s) Box/Water Containers: Excellent

Date Analysis was Performed:

Date Results Sent to Cooperator:

Back of Data Sheet

Size of Waterbody in Acres: 68

5 Target Plant(s) to Control: Eurasian watermilfoil

Fax:

Results

0.013

0.012

0.012

excellent

uo

<

ppm

3

TEET T

pp

9/4/2009

9/8/2009

9/8/2009



Chain of Custody 74E4F013-5

Customer Company

Company Name:

King County WRLD

Customer Contact

Contact Person:

Beth

Address: 201 S. Jackson St. Ste. 600 E-mail Address: beth.cullen@kingcounty.gov
City: Seattle Phone:
State: WA 98104 Fax:
Payment Information
Payment Type: PO Number Card Number/Expiration Num: 68382
Waterbody Information
Waterbody: Spring Lake Waterbody Size (acres): 0.00
Depth Average: 2.00
Target Plants Eurasian Watermilfoil,
Sample Information
Date
) Date . Acres .
Sample Site ID Sample Sample Location Products Rate Active Result
Treated Treated
Collected
Spring 3A 09/16/2010 | 09/29/2010 | outside watershield patch Renovate OTF 1 0.75 Triclopyr 0.003
ppm
Spring 3 09/16/2010 | 09/29/2010 | outlet Renovate OTF 1 0.75 Triclopyr 0.004
ppm

Laboratory Information
Date Received: 11/1/2010 Date Analysis Performed: 11/1/2010
Date Results Sent: 11/1/2010 Storage Conditions Analyzed Immediately




APPENDIX D
EDUCATION AND OUTREACH
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Spring Lake
" CHOKINGE
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Noxious aquatic weeds are
overgrowing Spring Lake.

The sooner we act, the more likely
we can totally get rid of the weeds.

Information presented here is
available in alternate formats.
Reasonable accommodations for ]
people with disabilities available @ King County
Department of
upon r'equeSt number' Natural Resources and Parks

Please call 206-296-8008 or TTY 711. Water and Land Resources Division



Spring Lake
® CHOKINGY

Eurasian watermilfoil (Myriophyllum
spicatum) is a submersed aquatic plant
native to Europe and Asia that grows
very rapidly when introduced to lakes in
the northwest. It is a listed Noxious
weed in Washington State. Unchecked,
milfoil will quickly expand throughout
the lake, creating thick, tangled mats of
weeds.

Dense mats of milfoil will:
* make swimming very dangerous

* snag fishhooks on every cast
* make boating difficult
* harm fish, plants, and animals

* degrade the lake for years to come

Some of your neighbors are working with
King County on a proposal to the
Washington Department of Ecology for a
grant to fund weed removal efforts.

They need your input to help decide:

* The best short-term weed removal
strategy

* The best long-term community-based
options for monitoring and control

Eurasian Milfoil
(12+ Leaflets)

—»"

e S
VAN 7’ ??‘”;;"gz'\‘\
A B e

Please attend a watershed-wide
meeting to discuss plans to
control aquatic weeds threatening
Spring Lake.

Thursday August 22, 7-9 pm

17956 W Spring Lake Drive SE
Renton, 98058

(Greg and Donna Smith’s Guest House)

Parking is limited - please walk (or boat)
if possible. And bring a folding chair if
you can.

For information about the meeting
contact Michael Murphy at King County
206-296-8008 or michael-wlr.murphy
@metrokc.gov

For more information about problem
aquatic weeds, check out the Department
of Ecology’s website:http://www.ecy.wa.gov/
programs/wgq/plants/index.html

0208springLKflyerai WGC



MILFOIL PROJECT
STEERING COMMITTEE

Caren Adams, Resident

Ted Barnes, Resident

Jerry Bronson, Resident

Betty Cheung, Resident
Elaine Cruickshank, Resident
Ellon Jarvis, Resident

Linda O'Brien, Resident

Mike O'Brien, Resident

Steve Smith, Resident

Donna Smith, Resident

Greg Smith, Resident

Drew Kerr, King County DNRP
Mike Murphy, King County DNRP

Information presented here is
available in alternate formats.
Reasonable accommodations for
people with disabilities available
upon request.

Please call 206-296-8008 or TTY 711.

¥0T86 VM ‘911esas
009 91INS ‘UOSYIer YINOS TOZ

UOISIAI] S921N0Say pueT pue Js1epn
SHIed pue sa2Inosay [einieN Jo juswitedaq
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Spring Lake

" CHOKINGY

Noxious aquatic weeds are
overgrowing Spring Lake.

The sooner we act, the more likely
we can totally get rid of the weeds.

@ King County
Department of
Natural Resources and Parks
Water and Land Resources Division



Spring Lake
® CHOKINGY

Eurasian watermilfoil (Myriophyllum
spicatum) is a submersed aquatic plant
native to Europe and Asia that grows
very rapidly when introduced to lakes in
the northwest. It is a listed Noxious
weed in Washington State. Unchecked,
milfoil will quickly expand throughout
the lake, creating thick, tangled mats of
weeds.

Dense mats of milfoil will:
* make swimming very dangerous

* snag fishhooks on every cast
* make boating difficult
* harm fish, plants, and animals

* degrade the lake for years to come

Eurasian Milfoil
(12+ Leaflets)

STV
S

&

O
S
&

Some of your neighbors are working with
King County on a proposal to the
Washington Department of Ecology for a
grant to fund weed removal efforts.

At the first community meeting on
August 22 the steering committee (your
neighbors and King County staff),

* presented information about why milfoil
is a problem

* outlined the options for management
* and got input from the community

At the September 19 meeting, the
steering committee will

* present a suggested milfoil management
strategy

* outline estimated costs of the project

* Assess community support on the
selected management strategy

Your participation at this stage is very
important to decision making and the
grant application process.

The problem will only get
worse if no action is taken.

Please attend the second of two
watershed-wide meetings to discuss
plans to control aquatic weeds
threatening Spring Lake.

Thursday September 19, 7-9pm
18023 E. Spring Lake Drive SE
Renton, 98058

(Curt Heikell’s house)

Parking is limited - please walk (or boat)
if possible. And bring a folding chair if
you can.

For information about the meeting
contact Michael Murphy at King County
206-296-8008 or michael-wlr.murphy
@metrokc.gov

For more information about problem
aquatic weeds, check out the Department
of Ecology’s website:http://lwww.ecy.wa.gov/

0209springLKflyerai WGC



NOXIOUS WEED REMOVAL PLAN

SPRING LAKE PLANT LOCATOR

What: Eurasian

water milfoil
(Myriophyllum spicatum)
Description: Submersed
perennial plant with
feather-like leaves, which
forms dense mats of
vegetation below the
water surface.

Spreads: In late summer
and fall, plants break into
fragments with attached
roots that float with the
current and attach
elsewhere in the lake.

Harmful effects: Crowds
out native vegetation and
reduces dissolved oxygen:
major hindrance to fishing,
swimming, and boating

What: Fragrant water lily
(Nymphaea odorata)

Description: Round,
floating green leaves with
white, pink, or light yellow
flowers.

Spreads: Through seeds
and rhizomes.

Harmful effects: Can
decrease dissolved oxygen
levels, hinder recreational
pursuits, and limit native
water lily growth.

What: Yellow flag iris
(Iris pseudacorus)

Description: Large
yellow flowers are a
distinguishing
characteristic on

this shoreline weed, but
when not flowering it may
be confused with cattail.
Spreads: Through seeds
and rhizomes.

Harmful effects: Alters
hydrologic dynamics and,
displaces native
vegetation.

HERBICIDE APPLICATION:
« First treatment, for milfoil (using 2, 4-D) and water lilies (using Glyphosate), in July 2003.
« Second treatment, for milfoil, purple loosestrife, and yellow flag iris control, in August 2003.
« Final work will entail a single diver pulling weeds by hand in September 2003.

Legend

Eurasian
water milfoil

Fragrant
water lily

*
Purple
loosestrife

What: Purple loosestrife
(Lythrum salicaria)

Description: Shoreline
perennial, can grow to
nine feet tall with long
spike of magenta flowers.

Spreads: Through seeds
and by vegetative
production through shoots
and rhizomes.

Harmful effects:
Displaces native and
beneficial plants and
animals and clogs
irrigation systems

If you have any questions please contact: Michael Murphy, King County Water and Land Resources,
at (206)296-8008, michael-WLR.murphy@metrokc.gov or the Spring Lake Club at SpringLakeClub@aol.com
For more information, please contact the Spring Lake Club at http://www.SpringLakeClub.com




SEVERAL INVASIVE AQUATIC NOXIOUS WEEDS are reaching dense infestation levels in

Spring Lake. If left untreated, the worst of these weeds, Eurasian watermilfoil, will blanket the
lake in a short time, preventing most recreational uses and eliminating badly needed wildlife habitat.
The loss of recreational and conservation areas, combined with financial impacts, will create
long-term affects for the residents in this watershed and lake recreationalists.

To combat these noxious weeds, King County, the Spring Lake Community, and the Washington
State Department of Ecology have developed a management plan. The plan involves initial control
of Eurasian watermilfoil through the use of herbicide followed by manual control - pulling weeds by
hand - methods. Purple loosestrife, yellow flag iris, and fragrant water lily will also be controlled
using a combination of herbicides and manual control methods.

Combining these techniques with community education and support, Spring Lake will retain its
environmental benefits and recreational value and remain a source of pride for its community.

NY1d TYAOINH ™
A SNOIXON
HIYT ONIWAS

70186 VM ‘@3eas
009 21INS ‘393115 UoSde[ YINos 107 Ayunog Buny

UOISIAIQ S924N0SaY pueT pue Jaiep
S)lded pue s32.4n0s3y |elinieN
Jo jusunuedag

CARING FOR SPRING LAKE

LOOKING BENEATH THE SURFACE

SPRING LAKE
NOXIOUS WEED
CONTROL PLAN



Spring Lake Milfoil Project

Letter of Commumnity Support

September 19, 2002

By signing this letter, we, the members of the Spring Lake community, agree

% that Eurasian watermilfoil and other listed noxious aquatic weeds present a serious
threat to the natural beauty, ecological integrity, and safe recreational activities on
Spring Lake.

+ that controlling the noxious weeds is an immediate priority and that ongoing
monitoring and controf should be a continuing priority into the future

%+ that community-based funding will be necessary to maintain a milfoil-free lake after
initial eradication efforts

% that the proposed treatment strategy outlined below is reasonable but may be altered
by experts at the Department of Ecology to achieve the greatest likelihood of success

Recommended Treatment Strategy

Initial Treatment (Year 1)

Treat infested areas with 2, 4 D

Diver-dredging

Install bottom barrier at boat ramp

Community education — milfoil ID and survey methods training

Year 2

Diver surveys

2,4 D for spot control as necessary

Diver hand-pulling and dredging as necessary
Bottom barrier maintenance

Continued community education

Ongoing management
Continued community education
Community survey

Diver survey

Diver hand-pulling as necessary
Bottom barrier maintenance
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APPENDIX A:

AQUATIC WEEDS ARE CHOKING AREA LAKES, AND FORCESHAVE JOINED TO
BATTLE AGAINST THEMHERBICIDE ISSUE HASMUDDIED THE WATERS

BY LISA STIFFLER P-I reporter

Tuesday, July 29, 2003

Section: News, Page: A1

Caren Adams doesn't seem like someone who'd endorse the use of herbicides in her beloved
Spring Lake.

She's spent most of her 57 years at this watery jewel in rural King County. Gray-haired and fit,
she lives in her childhood home, nestled among giant firs and cedars. She knows the lake well
enough to recognize the calls of individual Canada geese.

She also knows the lake has a growing problem.

Over the years, invasive weeds have taken root - creeping across the bottom, ringing the shore,
squeezing out native plants. To combat the menace, herbicides will be sprayed at the lake,
starting this week.

"Exotic weeds create some dilemmas that take more complicated thought," Adams said. "Doing
nothing is not an option."

It's not an option at Lake Sammamish, either, where some residents are taking a no-herbicide
stand.

"We are spraying toxic chemicals into the lake," said one of the concerned homeowners, Frank
Lill. "Although the state approves it, who knows what affect it can have on children swimming in
the lake or pets drinking the water?"

Across Washington, property owners, swimmers and boaters are peering into their favorite
lakes and rivers to find invasive plants taking over. Water weeds are spreading each year, and
new, troublesome varieties keep popping up, experts say.

The solution, however, is murky.

"It's becoming a really, really big issue," said Kathy Hamel, aquatic plant specialist with the state
Department of Ecology. "It's worldwide."

Worried about how herbicides might hurt his seven grandkids, Lill grabs a rake and pulls the
weeds from his shoreline property every summer. On his dock he heaps a soggy pile of
Eurasian milfoil, a feathery weed that can tangle up people, boat propellers and fishing lines.
There are various strategies for battling milfoil and other weeds, but none are permanent or 100
percent effective.

State and county officials say the problem is best tackled on a lake-by-lake basis. For small
lakes with limited infestations, hand-pulling and mechanical removal efforts can be effective.
When the weeds carpet a waterway, or in places where boats regularly carry stowaway weeds
that reignite infestations, herbicides are the cheapest alternative.

The state permits the use of aquatic herbicides, but after two years lake communities are
required to come up with a plan that also incorporates non-chemical controls. That rule also
applies to individuals.

"Obviously, these chemicals are not going to be right in front of their homes," Hamel said.
"They're going to drift."

She urged spray-minded residents to "work with their neighbors" to make sure everyone is safe.
This year, applicators received permits to treat more than 1,000 lake and river acres statewide.
More than 250 acres are in Lake Washington alone. The state recently started to track herbicide
use by acre, so it's unclear whether the numbers are on the rise.



"The concerns with the herbicides are pretty straightforward," said Angela Storey of the
Washington Toxics Coalition, which opposes pesticide use. "They pose pretty significant
hazards not only to people but to salmon."

Juvenile chinook migrate along lake beaches en route to the sea. The herbicide sprays are
timed to reduce the likelihood of exposing fish to the chemicals, but there are no guarantees.
Spring Lake residents spent 18 months working with King County officials on their weed-control
plan. They weighed all the options before coming up with a plan for their 68-acre lake, settling
on a seven-year plan that relies on a broad herbicide application this year, followed by spot
spraying and hand-pulling.

At the lake's lone public boat launch, sediment will be blanketed with a fabric that smothers
weeds and blocks sunlight. The project is funded primarily by a $65,000 state grant.

This week, an aquatic herbicide applicator is scheduled to motor onto the lake and spray 2,4-D
into the water to kill the tenacious milfoil.

Fragrant water lilies - another invader - will be individually sprayed with glyphosate, the active
ingredient in Roundup and Rodeo. Along the shore, purple loosestrife and yellow flag iris also
will be doused with glyphosate.

The weeds "all threaten the quality of the lake environment," Adams said. "The boating, the
swimming, the wildlife diversity that we love."

The form of 2,4-D used at Spring Lake has a low toxicity for fish and water birds. At very high
levels, the herbicide can be toxic to dogs.

Glyphosate has low toxicity for fish and mammals. It's slightly toxic to birds and aquatic bugs,
and can remain for months in the sediment. Both chemicals are an eye irritant.

The Spring Lake plan is to use the herbicides in a controlled manner to prevent killing native
plants.

"We didn't want to zap everything,” Adams said.

Natural predators to milfoil remain elusive.

Researchers here and elsewhere have been studying a weevil that munches the weeds. But it's
been tough to grow the bugs into large enough populations to have an effect. Sunfish - another
non-native species - are suspected of gobbling them up.

There are also problems with some of the non-herbicide controls. The sediment fabric Kills
native plants, too, and it needs to be maintained or will be buried and rendered useless. It
covers cobbles that could provide spawning habitat for fish.

Pulling the milfoil can break bits off that help the plant spread.

But Lill and others would rather work a little harder and settle for some of the tradeoffs than add
chemicals to the lake.

As vice president of Save Lake Sammamish, Lill is also concerned about the effect of the dead
weeds on water quality. The rotting vegetation can release nutrients, feeding algal blooms.
"Spraying with an herbicide does not get rid of it permanently. You're going to be out there doing
something every year," said Lill, a retiree who's been a year-round lake resident for nearly 30
years.

Through postcards and e-mails, he's urged neighbors to rake or pay divers to pull the weeds. At
least six are still opting for herbicides.

"We're asking people to do it the safe way," he said. "It's a bother, no doubt about that."

P-I reporter Lisa Stiffler

can be reached at 206-448-8042

or lisastiffler@seattlepi.com

This article contained at least one photo or illustration as described below:

Type: Color Photo & Chart

Description: (1) GILBERT W. ARIAS/P-I: Caren Adams heads to her boat dock on Spring Lake
in Maple Valley. Adams and other lakeside residents have joined King County in an effort to
control the weeds that are squeezing out native plants in the lake.

(2) SPRAYING PERMITS
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Spring Lake: A Unique Resource

Spring Lake has hosted our community for the past fifty years, but it’s history goes back
nearly 11,000 years, to the retreat of the Vashon glacier. The Spring Lake areais unique
among King County lakes in that almost half the shoreline is undeveloped, and includes a
high quality peat wetland, or fen, at the southeast shore of the lake. It has been called the
most pristine wetland in the immediate King County area. The lowland forest
surrounding the lake and the myriad plants and animals who know it as home rely on our
good stewardship to maintain and preserve the intricate balance that makes Spring Lake
such anatural treasure.

Spring Lake is alive, not just with our children playing at the surface and aong the
shores, but with the building and breaking down of organic matter beneath the surface.
Through photosynthesis, algae and plants produce organic matter. Plants, fish and
animals then use oxygen to break down the organic matter to create energy.
Decomposition follows. Eroded sediments, debris and other pollutants washed from the
watershed are deposited via streams and ground water. Through these processes, lakes
eventually fill with sediment. Even without human influence, natural 1akes move from
deep pond, to marsh and finally to lowland forest. In terms of age and productivity,
Spring Lake is amesotrophic lake, in the middle stage of itslife. Human activity is
accelerating the natural life cycle of the lake.

This wondrous ecosystem is more than waterfront footage for our homes and a pool for
swimming and fishing. Its health and vitality are our responsibility, and our actions can
have adverse impacts on the lake’ swell being. The trees that surround us absorb rainfall
and runoff, removing pollutants and slowing introduction of excess waters into the lake.
Cutting down trees have the effect of increasing runoff, resulting in warmer lake
temperatures, less water clarity and higher lake levels. Emergent native plants aong the
shoreline naturally filter toxins and pollutants. Removing them to create lawns at
lakeside means loss of buffer, even while we are contributing an extra burden with
fertilizers and herbicides. Human activity is aso responsible for the introduction of
invasive, noxious plant species into the lake environment, which can have a major impact
on the lake' s natural plant and animal life, as well as the recreational opportunities, such
as swimming and fishing. In recent years the lake has experienced the rapid growth of
Eurasion Water milfoil, aswell as other noxious weeds, which have become the subject
of a cooperative weed control plan between the Spring Lake Community Club and King
County

Noxious Aquatic Weed Control Program Update

2003 marked the first year of the project to control noxious weedsin Spring Lake. The
King County Department of Natural Resources & Parks are administering the project



funded with a grant from the state Department of Ecology (DOE). The grant was
awarded in late 2002 as aresult of an extensive cooperative effort between concerned
community club members and the county’s Lake Stewardship Program. The rapid
growth of water milfoil was threatening to become a detriment to the lake ecosystem, as
well as safety hazard to boaters and swimmers. The goals of the project are to eradicate
the water milfoil and prevent re-introduction through along-term program of monitoring
and control that will become the responsibility of the community club once the funding
by the grant is completed.. In addition three other invasive weeds will be targeted for
eradication and control: purple loosestrife, fragrant pond lily and yellow flagiris. All
three threaten to displace native vegetation and degrade the ecosystem if not controlled.

Chemical treatment of the lake last summer appears to have effectively removed the
water milfoil, according to a survey of the lake this spring by staff members of the
county’s Lake Stewardship Program. Thisis good news for residents and all those that
use the lake for boating, fishing and recreation. The lake was treated in late July 2003,
with 100 gallons of liquid 2,4-D by alicensed contractor. Six separate shallow areas of
the lake where the milfoil growth was concentrated were treated at arate of 2 to 7 gallons
per acre. Diver surveysin late summer and fall reported no surviving milfoil. In August
the lake was treated with Glyphosate for the other three noxious weeds. The contractor
spot sprayed noxious weeds on the margins of the lake covering about 3 acres. A second
treatment was performed 2 weeks | ater.

Water samples were taken and analyzed to monitor the concentration of both chemicals
following the treatments. Sampling for Glyphosate near treatment areas found no
measurable concentrations 24 hours after the treatment indicating a very quick
degradation of the herbicide. The monitoring of the 2,4-D concentrations revealed a
slower degradation. At a mid-lake location the 2,4-D concentration was measured at 405
parts per billion (ppb) 5 days after the treatment. The concentration decayed to 235 ppb
after 16 days, 158 ppb after 35 days and .545 ppb after 49 days. A sample taken in the
spring of this year measured .37 ppb. This concentration of 2,4-D iswell below the
drinking water standard (70ppb) and the irrigation standard (150ppb) and therefore poses
no threat to lake users. Additional sampleswill be taken this year, although no more
treatments of 2,4- D are planned.

With the survey this spring showing no milfoil and reduced purple loosestrife evidence,
the thrust of this year’s program will be the control of yellow flag iris and fragrant water
lily. Again, Glyphosate spot treatments will be applied to concentrations of these weeds.
A diver survey of the lakeis planned for late July. Any remaining milfoil will be hand
pulled and a second treatment of Glyphosate will be applied to the water lily and iris as
required.

All in all, the noxious weed control program has had avery successful start with the
present elimination of the water milfoil. The challenge for upcoming years, when the
responsibility for weed control efforts shifts to the Spring Lake community, isto make
sure the milfoil and other weeds do not become reestablished in the lake.



Homeowner Actions

All arearesidents, whether they have waterfront property or not, have a stake in the
health of Spring Lake. Here are the top ten things you, as a homeowner, can do to
enhance the health of the Spring Lake ecosystem:

1.

2.

3.

10.

Do not use weed and feed products.

Use only slow release organic fertilizers, and use them sparingly.

Resort to pesticide use only if other methods of control have failed, and you are
ableto positively identify what you are trying to control. Natural Lawn and
Garden Hotline 206-633-0224.

Make use of native plants when landscaping to reduce water and fertilizer needs.
Maintain a native plant buffer at the shoreline.

Learn to identify invasive and noxious weeds and how to control them. Call the
Noxious Weed Control Program, 206-296-0290 for help.

Protect existing trees by removing ivy. Englishivy isnow classified asaclass C
noxious weed.

Maintain your septic system. Do not use septic system additives and minimize
use of agarbage disposal.

Use phosphate free biodegradabl e soaps and laundry detergents.
Minimize impervious surfaces on your property.

Get involved. Join the Spring Lake Community Club and volunteer for
community projects.

The creation of this Spring Lake Community newsl etter was made possibl e through a
WaterWorks fund awarded by the King County Department of Natural Resources & Parks.
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