


reproduce relatively quickly, and MAY cause harm to property, the economy,
and/or native plants and animals. This is a very broad umbrella, problematic to
me in several ways:

·        It assumes that all species with this label will behave as above in
every situation/freshwater ecosystem across VT and the country, not
taking into account the characteristics of individual lakes, ponds, and
waterways (e.g., bedrock and benthic conditions, light, existing wildlife
populations, water chemistry, etc.). Thus, if a species has been classified
as an AIS, it is automatically considered a nuisance, whether or not long-
term monitoring and on-site studies of non-target species have been
conducted, proving detrimental effects on the ecosystem in a particular
setting.

·        It includes property values and the economy in the AIS definition,
rather than focusing on protecting aquatic ecology. While VT’s tourist
economy and personal property values are important, shouldn’t
decisions made by the DEC under the ANR be focused on “Environmental
Conservation” and “Natural Resources” first and foremost? I think that
most Vermonters believe that to be the case, just as many believe the
Environmental Protection Agency rigorously tests every new chemical to
be sure that no harm will be done to human health or any other non-
target species - yet we know that often isn’t the case.

·        It sets up a dichotomy between Native (always good) and Non-
native/Alien (always bad) with very little specific research available. For
example, bass seem to thrive in a habitat with non-native E. watermilfoil
providing structure. On the other hand, many native plants are invasive.
Consider some of the native pondweeds and waterlilies; or terrestrial
sumacs, which are native but aggressive and being removed, yet also fill
a dietary void for early returning migrant birds.

·        While some AIS may disrupt ecological stability of infested lakes, if an
ecosystem remains healthy after 40 years of the species’ presence,
should we still be using limited public resources and pesticides to fight it?
At what point does a species become an unthreatening, valuable part of
an ecosystem (as have so many plants and animals)?

·        Some lakefront owners use the word “invasive” to describe all
abundant plant growth impeding boating or swimming, and have
unreasonable expectations regarding herbicide use, focusing attention
on finding a quick fix rather than root problems (e.g., nutrient loading
from failing septic systems or upland fertilizers; disturbance to legacy
phosphorus).

Other problem words/phrases:



·        “Acceptable risk” – Acceptable to whom? How is this determined,
especially when there aren’t enough field biologists to do surveys and
studies on-site, over time? And when there is no long-term human
health data on new chemicals, especially those using new modes of
action (e.g., ProcellaCor)?

·        “Public benefit” – Who constitutes the public, and how are those
stakeholders (which should be all VT residents) kept informed? A benefit
to me means clean water and stewardship of VT’s wild ecosystems such
that they continue to provide wonder, solace and beauty to all
Vermonters and visitors. If an action only benefits a small subsection of
people, and doesn’t begin with a holistic, precautionary approach to
ecosystem management, it shouldn’t be considered a “public” benefit.

My final point is about public perception of the internal review process in
the lifecycle of a permit application. Please understand – this is not a
criticism of the DEC or any individuals. I was naïve about the capacity of the
agency to collect data and evaluate the effects of herbicides on non-target
species. Like many other people with whom I’ve spoken, I thought “internal
review” meant boots on the ground and boats in the water, alongside in-
depth literature reviews of long-term data on fish, plants, herps, birds in all
seasons, benthic invertebrates, etc. What I learned is that “internal review”
often means that someone reads through the EPA registration report on a
new chemical and signs off, saying that the EPA says there is “acceptable
risk” – just as they have with every chemical that has been on the market
since the EPA began (e.g., DDT, glyphosate, the suite of PFAS). The EPA
serves several masters, the chemical industry being one of them.

I know that is not the case for the DEC, but I don’t know a solution when
comprehensive risk data doesn’t yet exist, and there are too few biologists
to get around. In my mind, unless there is a true emergency (as may be the
case in cyanobacteria blooms or emergent occurrences of new species), the
precautionary principle should always be upheld. First do no harm. Don’t
issue new herbicide permits until we have adequate data – maybe by
increasing resources for lay monitoring, while focusing DEC staff on more
urgent situations.

My last request is simple: please disregard comments that imply that those
who have been fighting herbicide use are uninformed regarding scientific
evidence and data. The informal groups against herbicides in VT lakes
include naturalists, public health workers, teachers, small business owners,
countless individuals with anecdotal evidence gleaned from hours on and in
the water, lake property owners, and many scientists. We’ve put in
countless hours of research, reviewing DEC data, documents from other
states, industry claims, historical records, and the full EPA reports. We are
not uninformed. We have a different point of view.



Thank you for providing the opportunity for public comment.

Sincerely,  




