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INTRODUCTION

The 32 installations whiclht comprise the US Army
Munitions Command (MUCOMN) cover approximately
273,000 acres. In addition to salt water front property,
we have countless fresh water ponds and lakes totally or
partially contained within the boundaries of our planis,
not o mention considerable river {rontage.

As the result of extensive manufacturing activities ol
this command, our pollution problems account for about
805« of the total pollution problems of the US Army.
The percentage cited is based on dollar value for abate-
nient, not upon total pollution emissions.

While we arc not pleased with this record, I am
pleased to report that we at MUCOM have made sig-
nificant progress in resolving the problems of pollution
through an active pollution abatement program. All pol-
lution situations have been identified, and projects sub-
mitted to appreciably reduce or eliminate this pollution.
This was not only our choice but was also the result
ol specific executive direction {rom ExPresident Lyndon
Jolhinson and our present Chiel, Richard Nixon. The dol-
lar value of abatement measures and cquipment for
MUCOM’s existing plants and works amounts to ap-
proximately 106 million dollars, a figure we consider to
be significant, if not impressive. We are also modernizing
many of our facilities. Pollution abatement funds going
into this work will amount to an additional 400 million
dollars. These sizeable expenditures assure that pollution
abatement will be a reality by fiscal year 1974 and 1985,
respectively, providing Congress authorizes these funds.
Some of the projects have already heen funded, and some
of the work has already been completed.

PLANS FOR POLLUTION CONTROL

Our present plans extend beyond mere pollution
control. We are now involved in a plan ol total environ-
mental protection which embraces consideration of eco-
logical balances and land and noise pollution as well as
the more familiar air and water pollution abatement
efforts.

[ make these statements because T want to emphasize
that we at the federal level recognize our problems and
obligations and are pursuing this program as a number
one priorvity eflort.

Going into my specific subject, 1 would like to relate
our expericnce with Eurasian watermilfoil (Myriophyllum
spicatum L.) at Edgewood Arsenal. The Arsenal, which
is one of owr 32 installations, is located novth of Baltimore
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on the Chesapeake Bay and has had its share of problems
because of aquatic weeds. While we feel the treatment
at Ldgewood took care of the problem, the chemicals
utilized are most certainly not the ultimate solution.

PROBLEMS WITH EURASIAN WATERMILFOIL

Invasion ol the upper Chesapeake  Bay region by
Luwrasian watermilfoil hecame apparvent in 19514 when the
plant was discovered in the Gunpowder River near Edge-
wood Arsenal. A survey conducted by Arsenal personnel
i 1960 indicated only small arcas contained Turasian
watermilfoil ac that time. Surveys conducted during 1961-
62 indicated the plant had spread and was infesting most
of the water suwrrounding the installation. The dense
growth and rapid spreading characteristic ol this plant
hampers normal water activity in some arcas and complete-
Iy climinates it in others. It left uncontrolled, this plant
contributes to excellent mosquito habitat, curtails boating
and fishing, and deswoys the natural waterfowl foods.

TREATMENT OF PROBLEM AREAS

The cost to treat all areas adjacent to the installation
would be prohibidve (5100,000 to $500,000) as well as
a waste of time unless complete control of all adjacent
arcas were made to prevent spread. Control measures
taken by Edgewood Arsenal have been limited to small
arcas for the improvement ol boating and water sports.
The first control was performed in 1962 when 15 acres
were treated with  (24-dichlorophenoxy) acetic acid (2,4-
D) impregnated in attaclay granules. Additional treat-
ments were made with 2,4-D during 1967 (b acres), 1968
(2 acres), and 1969 (1 acre). These werc all made using
granulated 2,4-D with 20% acid equivalent (a.c.) applied
at the rate of 20 Ihs a.c. per acre. Treatments were made
during the period 1 May to 15 June betore the plants
had fowered. Results obtained were very good with com-
plete kill in the areas treated. Very little kill was noted
in adjuacent arcas. Areas treated remained free of plants
for :lpl)roxim;ltcly 2 years,

During 1968, approximately 100 square yards in Laud-
erick Creck were treated with 6,7-dihydrodipyrido (1,2-
a2’ I-c)pyrazidiinium dibromide (diquat) at the rate of
2 Ibs cation per acre. This treatment was very effective
in removing  Eurasian  watermilfoil from  the boating
channels in the arca. Eurasian watermilfoil as far as 1.0
mile away was also killed and some shore plants were
elimimated for a year. However, no complaints were made
by the public.



The state of Maryvhocl requives chat permits be issued
for the applications of toxic materials to waters ol the
state dor agunate plant control. Such pormits were ob-
tained for the application of 2.0-D during 1967, 1968, and
19649, "T'he state became aware ol the application of diquat
during 1968 after a visit o the installation in 1969, The
installation was mformed by the state that a permit was
required for this 1ype of work and requested that in the
future. applications for permits he made.

SUMMARY

Currently there is no problan with Furasian water-
milfoil in the Bush River on the eastern side ol the
Ldgewood  Arsenal installation. "There sull consider-
able Faoasion watermilfoil infestations in the Guupowder
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River on ihe western side of this fastallation. There 1s
speculation that a disease organism has climinated the
Furasian watermillotl from  the Susquehanna Flats and
the Bushy River; however, it is not konown 1l this has heen
confirmed. Since there is no longer a problem in the Bush
River and this aquatic plant in the Guopowder River ap-
pears o be contamed and not spreading, 1o recent con-
ol measures have been taken. 'The installavon has also
been reluctant into  discussions with the state
relative 1o who has jurisdiction over water areas within
the installation boundarvies and the necessity for obtain-
ing pormits for treating these waters,

In noxious aquatic weed control, our objectives and
those of this society are most certainly the same. We ex-
tend o you the offer ol complete cooperation m [uture
endeavors.
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ABSTRACT

Studies conducted in Dane and Marineue Counties
indicate that mechanical harvesting olers the most attrac-
tive means for Large scade control of watermilfoil (Myrio-
plyllicm spp.). in Wisconsin lakes.

These studies examined chemical conwrol, biological
control, and habitat alteration as possible alternatives to
mechanical harvesting. 'The reasons for the attractiveness
of mechanical havvesting  include the facts  that  this
method s target specific, removes problem biomass from
the ccosystem, leaves root systems infacl, can actually
improve fishing if planned intelligently, and is attractive
from a political point of view. Fstimaics based on inlor-
mation supplied by the Wisconsin Deparunent ol Natural
Resources and obscrvations of the Dane County harvest-
ing operation during the summer of 1970 place mechanical
harvvesting at onc-half to one-third less than the least ex-
pensive aceeptable chemical alternative, provided at Teast
200 acres of problem plant growth arc involved. Updated
estimates on rates ol harvesting, and costs of harvesting,
labor and maintenance suggest that these orviginal caleula-
tions may have been oo high. Some operational problems

1I'he work upon which this paper is Dased was supported inopart
by funds provided Dy the U5, Department ol the  Interior,
authorized by the Water Resources Aet ol 19610 POl 888790 Agiee
ment Noo LE31-001-8667,
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encountered i carrying out wechanical control of aquatic
plants are discussed. Despite the attractiveness ol mechani-
cal harvesting, on o long term basis only cnlightened
shoreland management will solve the problem of water-
milloil in Wisconsin.

INTRODUCTION

Among the symptons ol acceelerated  cutrophication
porhiaps the most obvious is the prolileration of aquatic
macrophyvies. In our studies, Eurastan watermilfoil (3yrio-
plvibns spreation 1) and the variable watermilfoil (A1,
hetevopliyvtlion Michx) have heen identificd as particularly
olfensive nuisances. These plants, which thrive i {ine-
grained scdiments and muek bottoms in 1 to 4 m of
water. are extremely uggressive competitors, capable  of
crowding out more desivable plant species and of growing
as monocuitmes (16). Althouzh there are difterences in
the erological requirements and the Tife histories of the
two speaies, both reproduce rapidly by means of four-
seeded Traiis and [ragmentation. Variable  watermilfoil
also appears to be cupable ol producing winter buds, or
turions, in the Lue fall (D). Both plants reach densities
in cxcess ol 3 kg/m® (wet weight), This dense growth
provides excessive shelter for small hsh which leads 1o
stunting of Jarger predator species. Thick growth inter-
feres with recreation by entangling both swimmers and



	
	
	


