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AQUATIC WEED CONTROL ALTERNATIVE 1





Grass Carp





DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE





Involves introducing grass carp to ponds, lakes, and other bodies of water to control aquatic


weeds.





TECHNICAL ANALYSIS





Herbivorous fish, specifically grass carp, provide one means of biologically controlling aquatic weeds.  Triploid grass carp is the recommended species because these are bred so that they have an extra set of chromosomes making it impossible for the fish to reproduce.  Grass carp are generally effective in controlling submergent weeds, but not at controlling surface or emergent weeds.  Some states, such as Florida, require a permit before grass carp can be introduced into a body of water.  In Florida, this permit can be obtained from the Florida Game and Fresh Water Commission or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  Consultation with state fish and wildlife officials is recommended prior to stocking fish, because some states do not allow use of grass carp.





In order to properly maintain grass carp, fish barriers are sometimes required to prevent fish from leaving the diked area.  To obtain the optimum result, fish barriers should be designed to (1) contain the carp; (2) have openings large enough to allow floating materials, suspended detritus, and weed fragments to pass through the barrier during periods of water flow; and (3) permit easy removal of vegetation and debris from the front of the barrier, for example, by manual removal with a rake.  A free-standing barrier consisting of vertical bars can be placed across a ditch, canal, or from shore to shore across any body of water at a location where it is desired to restrict carp movement.  A walkway across such a barrier may be necessary for easy removal of accumulated debris.  These bars may be stainless steel or PVC pipe.  The spacing of the vertical bars should be set as wide as possible to allow for the passage of the maximum amount of water and debris, but small enough to prevent carp from escaping.  A scale of 1/2-inch Schedule 40 PVC pipe in a single row on 2-inch centers should contain most of the grass carp currently being produced.





ADVANTAGES/DISADVANTAGES





Advantages





(	Biological control method, so there is no chemical use





(	Florida Air Force bases have had relatively good success with carp for submergent weed control





(	Following initial purchase of carp, there are few costs.





Disadvantages





(	Not effective on surface (i.e., lotus) or emergent weeds (i.e., cattails)





(	Some states do not allow use of grass carp





(	The pond must meet certain containment requirements before carp are allowed.





Contact for Additional Information





Mr. David Eggeman


Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish Commission


620 South Meridian Street


Tallahassee, Florida  32301


(904) 488-4066 or (904) 487-1400�
Tyndall AFB


Mr. Steven Shea, Natural Resources


(904) 283-2641�
�



COST ANALYSIS





CAPITAL COSTS�
�
Grass carp cost is $6-10/fish; a recommended stocking density is 10 fish/acre.  Capital costs will therefore vary depending on the acreage stocked.  Containment structure costs can vary from minimal for small culverts to several thousand dollars to cover a 20-foot-wide opening.�
�
�
�
ANNUAL OPERATING COSTS�
�
No annual operating costs have been identified.�
�



COMPUTING AI





Does not entail use of chemical AI.


�
AQUATIC WEED CONTROL ALTERNATIVE 2





Physical Removal (tilt mower)





DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE





Physical control method that involves mowing perimeter weeds, such as cattails.





TECHNICAL ANALYSIS





This involves physically removing weeds that grow in low-lying or wetland areas, such as cattails.  One control method is the use of a tilt mower to mow these weeds.  Mowing would need to be conducted periodically when weeds become overgrown.  If this activity involves only mowing and no excavation of plant roots, then no Clean Water Act Section 404 permit or notification is required from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE).  If any root removal/excavation or other dredging/filling activity is conducted, the USACE should be consulted.





ADVANTAGES/DISADVANTAGES





Advantages





(	No chemical use





(	Direct control over number of weeds eliminated.





Disadvantages





(	Would need to be conducted frequently





(	Does not eliminate roots; therefore, weeds would continue to grow





(	No control over other types of vegetation that would also be eliminated in the process





(	Labor intensive.





Contact for Additional Information





Tyndall AFB


Mr. Steven Shea, Natural Resources


(904) 283-2641





COST ANALYSIS





This cost analysis assumes that 10 acres are mowed and that labor requirements are 4 hours per acre, assuming small areas are involved.





CAPITAL COSTS�
�
No capital costs have been identified, assuming a tilt mower is available�
�
�
�
ANNUAL OPERATING COSTS�
�
Total Annual Costs	=	minimal fuel costs + (labor hrs.)(labor rate)


		=	$500 + (40 hrs.)($15/hr.)


		=	$1,100�
�



COMPUTING AI





Does not entail use of chemical AI.





D-� PAGE �2�	Model Pesticide Reduction Plan	� DATE  \l �7/2/97�/3032/APP-d





� DATE  \l �7/2/97�/3032/APP-d	Model Pesticide Reduction Plan	





� DATE  \l �7/2/97�/3032/APP-d	Model Pesticide Reduction Plan	





� DATE  \l �7/2/97�/3032/APP-d	Model Pesticide Reduction Plan	





� DATE  \l �7/2/97�/3032/APP-d	Model Pesticide Reduction Plan	





� DATE  \l �7/2/97�/3032/APP-d	Model Pesticide Reduction Plan	D-� PAGE �2�











