


 
Protect the Adirondacks 

PO Box 48, North Creek, NY 12853 ∙ 518.251.2700 
www.protecttheadirondacks.org ∙ info@protectadks.org 

Follow Us on Twitter @ProtectAdkPark & Like Us on Facebook    

 
May 3, 2023 
 
Peter Frank 
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
Division of Lands and Forests 
625 Broadway  
Albany NY 12233 
adirondackpark@dec.ny.gov 
 

RE: Public Comments on Application of the aquatic herbicide 
ProcellaCOR EC in Paradox Lake to control Eurasian watermilfoil 

Dear Peter: 
 
Protect the Adirondacks has a number of concerns about the proposed 
ProcellaCOR treatment on Paradox Lake. The purpose of this project is 
to reduce the presence of the aquatic invasive plant Eurasian 
watermilfoil (Myriophyllum spicatum).  As an initial matter, it is unclear 
if this proposal is being proposed and implemented by the Paradox 
Lake Association or by the Department or some other entity.  As with 
other recent proposals for the application of ProcellaCOR, this project 
appears to be high risk, premature, and poorly planned.  
 
The presence of Eurasian watermilfoil (EWM) was first reported in 
2008 and has been controlled with hand harvesting since that time.  Of 
all the treatment methods, hand-harvesting has proven the most 
successful over the years, especially by utilizing large, trained diving 
crews. The high cost and intensive labor involved are the main 
drawbacks of hand-harvesting, but it’s highly effective at reducing 
EWM sites and limits disturbance of native aquatic plant populations. 
Unfortunately, EWM is an invasive plant that will never be fully 
eradicated from our waters. Once a lake is infested, the most successful 
efforts have strived to contain it with regular treatments. This is the 
reality on Paradox Lake, just as it is in many Adirondack lakes. EWM 
control is a fact of life that must be continued year after year. 
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Paradox Lake has limited growth of EWM: The materials indicate that EWM is 
“present throughout Paradox Lake”, but the materials also state that there is “limited 
growth of [EWM] in Paradox Lake” and that due to the low level of infestation of EWM, 
“the impact of [EWM] on native species is limited”.  While it is possible that EWM will 
continue to grow if left completely unmanaged, EWM was successfully reduced as a 
result of regular hand harvesting.  According to the materials, 2023 is only the second 
year of a three year intensive effort to control EWM.  In 2022, there was “significant 
progress” with hand harvesting of EWM.  Hand harvesting without ProcellaCor 
application should be continued as a treatment method at least through the third year 
of the plan before ProcellaCor is approved for use.   
 
Minerva Lake Experience: The Adirondack Park Agency (APA) previously permitted 
the use of ProcellaCOR in Minerva Lake, in southern Essex County. In Minerva Lake 
only part of the lake was proposed for treatment but the chemical spread to the whole 
lake as the sequestration of the treatment area failed. 
 
Chautauqua Lake Experience: ProcellaCOR was also used in Chautauqua Lake. The 
Chautauqua-Conewango Consortium assessment of the 2020 treatment states: “The 
June 29, 2020 application of ProcellaCOR EC to 86.4 acres of Chautauqua Lake was 
conducted by Solitude Lake Management. The third-party monitoring report (Report) 
was submitted by Princeton Hydro, LLC and made public on February 3, 2021. In this 
Report, an important conclusion was that the reduction of the target species, Eurasian 
watermilfoil, from the 2020 treatments was not significant. Thus, the treatment 
program was not successful in achieving one of its main goals. The failure to 
significantly reduce the biomass of this species raises the question of the efficacy and 
cost effectiveness of the use of ProcellaCOR EC in the future.” 
 
Questions that merit greater examination: The proposed use of ProcellaCOR to 
treat EWM on Paradox Lake raises many questions. These include: 
 

• The aquatic plant diversity of the lake is relatively high. Impacts to non-target 
plants have been reported in recent treatments in other lakes and ponds. The 
proposal for use of ProcellaCOR has not provided adequate information about 
the impacts on non-target aquatic plants.   
 

• The species richness of the lake is quite high, with hundreds of phytoplankton, 
fish zooplankton, and benthic invertebrates. The proposal for use of 
ProcellaCOR has not provided any pre-and post-treatment findings for 
macrophytes, algae, fish, benthic invertebrates or zooplankton native to 
Adirondack lakes. Much more information is needed to assess these impacts. 

 
• The historic information about hand-harvesting treatments is inadequate. 

There is little information on annual hand-harvesting efforts, costs, 
plants/quantities harvested, or anything to evaluate the efficacy of these efforts. 

 
• It appears from the application that chemical treatments are envisioned in the 

future as a means for controlling EWM (at least for 2024). There is inadequate 
information in the application about impacts from chemical treatments 
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undertaken on a regular basis into the future. 
 

Questions merit full examination in an official APA Adjudicatory Public Hearing: 
The APA ordered and conducted a formal adjudicatory hearing on the proposed use of 
the aquatic herbicide Sonar (SeaPro) by the Lake George Park Commission two 
decades ago, and the APA Board voted the project down in January 2003. ProcellaCOR 
is less proven than Sonar was at time. Though the APA has refused to consider any 
formal adjudicatory hearings for the last 12 years, this project merits a high level of 
public scrutiny, opportunity for independent expert testimony and cross-examination, 
and public involvement. The APA’s refusal to hold formal adjudicatory public hearings 
on major projects over the last dozen years has been an unfortunate miscarriage of its 
regulatory responsibility and shows a disturbing hubris in its regulatory review. 
 
Without the benefit of fully developed record that would be produced during a formal 
adjudicatory hearing on the proposal, Protect the Adirondacks is opposed to the 
approval of any proposals for the application for ProcellaCOR treatment on Paradox 
Lake, or any Adirondack lake.  The use of ProcellaCOR must be fully evaluated in an 
adjudicatory public hearing. 
 
On behalf of the Board of Directors of Protect the Adirondacks, please let me express 
our gratitude for the opportunity to make these public comments.  We may have 
additional comments as our review of this matter continues. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Claudia Braymer, 
Deputy Director 
 





From: noreply-pc@apa.ny.gov
To: APA Regulatory Programs Comments
Cc: mlindsay2@nycap.rr.com
Subject: APA Project 2023-0036 Public Comments
Date: Monday, October 9, 2023 2:01:27 PM

ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown
senders or unexpected emails.

************  PLEASE NOTE  ************

The following  public comment was made with your email address as the source.
If this is an error, please contact the New York State Adirondack Park Agency at 518-891-4050 or by sending an
email to RPcomments@apa ny.gov.
Please copy "2023-0036, Allen Lindsay, mlindsay2@nycap.rr.com" into your message for our reference.

***************************************

 Attn: Aaron Ziemann
 Comments from: Allen Lindsay
 Email from: mlindsay2@nycap.rr.com
 Address: 182 S Pine Ave 12208
 Re: Agency Project 2023-0036, Paradox Lake Association

 My Comments:

 Millfoil is really bad stuff, as I know from experience in several other waters. All safe efforts to control it should be
used.













From: James Clarke
To: APA Regulatory Programs Comments
Cc: Peter Clarke; quinn; conclarke7@gmail.com
Subject: Attn. Aaron Ziemann Project no. 2023-0036
Date: Wednesday, May 3, 2023 11:48:04 AM

[Some people who received this message don't often get email from clarkeland@gmail.com. Learn why this is
important at https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown
senders or unexpected emails.

Hello Aaron

Although I may be reiterating the concerns expressed by others,  I wanted to respond with my concerns related to
the major project public notice and ProcellaCOR’s application within Paradox Lake.

1) ProcellaCOR, as advertised by the manufacturer, is intended for application within quiescent water. The
application at Paradox Lake is to apply ProcillaCOR to the narrows and the lake inlet. If you had to pick the two
most non-quiescent areas of the lake it would be the narrows and the lake inlet. The flow in these areas is strong
enough that the vegetation on the bottom of the lake is laying flat as it is pushed over by the current. This makes the
idea of a “targeted application“ seem extremely unlikely to happen. It seems more probable that if applied in these
two areas ProcellaCOR will be distributed throughout the entire lake.

2) Due to the inability to have a “targeted application“ I am concerned that the negative affects of ProcellaCOR  on
aquatic plant and animal life will be suffered lake wide. It’s my understanding that ProcellaCOR will quite possibly
eradicate our native Milfoil species, Coontail as well as cause considerable damage to our water lily population. As
lichens are an indication of clean air, snails are an indication of clean water. In a conversation with a SUNY ESF
student who studied ProcellaCOR’s effect on snail populations it’s my understanding that its use will eradicate our
snail population. We all are aware of the delicate balance that exist within an ecosystem and I’m concerned about
the eradication of plant and animal species by this herbicide and what the long-term effects of that will be.

3) Many camps on Paradox Lake source their domestic water directly from the lake. ProcellaCOR is a surface
application which if I understand correctly then precipitates to the bottom of the lake to affect Milfoil. Those of us
who source our domestic water from the lake have our pumps and suction lines on the lake bottom where the
ProcellaCOR concentration will be the highest. Will there be post application water usage restrictions and what
determines for what duration those water restrictions will be in place?

4) The APA’s approval of ProcellaCOR’s use within Lake George I understand to be highly contested by members
of the Lake George Lake Association. I think I may have read there’s even a lawsuit related to its approval due to
what LG LA members feel was a lack of sufficient research related to the overall effects of the herbicide. Will the
APA continue to approve ProcellaCOR’s use elsewhere within the park prior to that lawsuit concluding?

In writing this I want to acknowledge that it’s very easy to cast aspersions at something and if you don’t have a
better solution to offer its not very helpful towards ultimately solving a problem. Are there other options? Are we
comparing ProcellaCOR to another aquatic herbicide that possibly has a longer track record? In the limited amount
of research I have done on ProcellaCOR it doesn’t seem like there’s an abundance of data related to its use. It seems
like this product has gone from the lab to the lake without a lot of data collected in controlled environments fist. If
that is true the herbicides use within Adirondack Lakes seems like a risky experiment. Are there other options the
APA is considering?

I don’t envy your situation. I’m sure this is a difficult decision to make.  Clearly,  milfoil is becoming an issue
within our Adirondack lakes. I appreciate the opportunity to express my concerns related to its use and hope you’ll
stay in touch with landowners as the process continues.



Regards

Jim Clarke

P.S   So they can stay informed as well, Cc’d on this email are my sons Con and Quinn who have been active
participants in the manual removal of milfoil from the lake as well as my father Peter.



 
 
 

 
May 3, 2023 
 
Peter Frank 
NYS Dept. of Environmental Conservation 
625 Broadway 
Albany, NY 12233 
(via electronic submission) 
 
RE: Herbicide Treatment of Invasive Eurasian Milfoil in Paradox Lake 
 
Dear Bureau Forest Preserve Management Chief Frank, 
 
On behalf of the Adirondack Council, I’d like to thank you for the opportunity to 
provide comments on the proposed herbicide treatment of invasive Eurasian 
watermilfoil (EWM) in Paradox Lake. The treatment area is classified as 
underwaters of Hammond Pond Wild Forest, and therefore triggers the Inter-
Agency Guidelines for Implementing Best Management Practices to Control 
Invasive Species on DEC-Administered Lands of the Adirondack Park (guidelines).  
 
As the first work plan under the new guidelines, the Council appreciates the 
agencies’ intent to clarify the process. The Council provides the following 
comments on the substantive elements of the work plan.   
 
Adjudicatory Hearing 
Adjudicatory hearings allow for outside evidence to be considered by an impartial 
judge and have historically played an important role in assessing actions on public 
and private lands and waters, including striking down the use of Sonar in Lake 
George (well over 14 years ago). Furthermore, the recent Article 78 challenge 
regarding Lake George’s herbicide applications further underscores that hearings 
are needed to serve their function of providing additional information that is not 
considered/presented by an agency. The Council requests that an adjudicatory 
hearing be held on the application of ProcellaCOR in Paradox Lake. 
 

In reviewing the draft work plan, the Council provides the following comments: 
1. Work Plan Elements: 

a. Applicant: The work plan should include the name of the applicant. 
 

b. Template Needed: The Council suggests that a work plan template that 
contains all of the requisite informa�on, including the nine criteria 
outlined in the guidelines, be developed. This would increase 
understanding and efficiency for all interested par�es, including 
agencies, lake associa�ons/applicants, and the public. 
  
 

Aaron.Ziemann
APA-ReceivedStamp



In addi�on, the template should track coinciding permits that are being sought. For 
example, for this lake, two permits are also being sought to apply the herbicide: an APA 
wetlands permit and a DEC pes�cides permit, along with State Environmental Quality 
Review Act approval.  
 

c. Proposed Best Management Prac�ces (BMPs): The guidelines call for an assessment of 
BMPs, but the work plan only evaluates two herbicide applica�ons; it does not consider 
solely con�nuing with non-chemical methods. The alterna�ves should include hand-
harves�ng. In addi�on, there is rela�vely litle data or informa�on demonstra�ng the 
efficacy of hand harves�ng through �me. The work plan should include a mul�-year 
(beyond two) look. 
 
In addition, the work plan notes that “Milfoil control from the proposed herbicide 
application is expected to exceed 95% of the treatment area, and last for at least two 
growing seasons.” This statement indicates the herbicide will last about two years, 
which means additional applications will be need. The Council continues to raise that we 
do not yet know what the long-term ecological impacts of what this herbicide will be, 
and that is concerning.  

  
2. Ecological Concerns: The guidelines require that when evalua�ng BMPs and species-specific 

control methods, “the poten�al for impact must be carefully evaluated through the Work Plan 
and permi�ng process and must outweigh the risks associated no-ac�on alterna�ve.” For the 
following reasons, the Council believes there are addi�onal impacts that need to be considered 
within the work plan before determining if the impact outweighs the risks:   
 

a. Photic Zone: The Council continues to assert that it is unclear whether ProcellaCOR 
levels will be back below detectable levels in the photic zone before the seven-day 
collection period (as the applicant states, degradation relies on photolysis). It is unclear 
whether it will degrade at depths below the photic zone, yet there is no provision for 
sampling at depth. With deeper treatment zones proposed, it is reasonable to consider 
that ProcellaCOR could move out of the photic zone and reside for much longer at 
depth, making this one of the more significant concerns. 
 

b. Quiescent Waters: Applying ProcellaCOR to the inlet section could raise concerns of this 
not being applied to “slow-moving, quiescent waters” as the label specifies. This is like 
the equivalent of dropping a pile of confetti in front of a fan and saying that it is going to 
“dilute more quickly” that way. This may increase the likelihood of ProcellaCOR moving 
below the photic zone in that treatment area.  

 
Impacts to milfoils outside of the treatment zone were reported following Minerva 
Lake’s application of ProcellaCOR. Therefore, there is the potential that impacts of these 
proposed application may extend to other areas of the lake. Additionally, there has not 
been sufficient study on the potential impacts to benthic invertebrates to affirm that 
there will not be substantial risk to these sensitive communities. 
 

c. Water Sampling: Given the info above, a composite water sample should be collected. 
Currently, samples will only be collected at elbow depth. Due to ProcellaCOR’s seeming 
reliance on photolytic processes to ensure its rapid degradation, sampling through the 



water column should be compulsory to establish that the major degradates of the 
parent compound are not persisting at depths where photodegradation is slower or 
precluded. Circulation models could be useful in understanding where degradates that 
do not photodegrade are likely to accumulate. This is of particular concern, due to the 
fact that the product label suggests that ProcellaCOR is suitable for slow 
moving/quiescent water. 
 

d. Species Assessment: According to the work plan, “Per APA staff (Aaron Ziemann, 
3/16/23) four species of concern are recorded within the area of Paradox Lake. These 
are one bird species, one fish species, and two (monocot) plant species, one of which is 
Alpine Pondweed (P. alpinus).” The Council would like to clarify that it is not clear that 
ProcellaCOR has “no impact on monocots” – it would be safer to say that it does not 
appear to have an immediate impact on monocots because there is no long-term 
evidence to support this claim. We also draw aten�on to the fact that no invertebrates 
were considered in the plan. 

 
In conclusion, the Council still has serious concerns about the unknown (and recurring) use of 
ProcellaCOR in Adirondack waters. Thank you for reviewing our comments. 
 
Sincerely,  

 
Jackie Bowen 
Director of Conservation 
 
 
 









Our planned treatment zones are not in the faster moving waters of the Inlet Creek or the narrow portion of the Narrows, but rather in the lake
waters adjacent to those areas  We'll treat in the Inlet Bay, south of the creek inlet and in the wide area of the Narrow east of the narrow portion
The ProcellaCOR will diffuse in the water in, and directly adjacent to, the treatment zones but modeling did not show that it will be carried by
moving water
The impact on non-target plants was one of our main concerns  It does harm native milfoil  We did a plant survey throughout the lake last
August and found native milfoil in the lake, but not near the treatment areas, so we don't expect there to be an impact on the native milfoil
Coontial is affected by ProcellaCOR but is typically impacted by treat rates above those that we will use  Real world experience of
ProcellaCOR treatments in >200 lakes in the past 4 years show that coontail can show a range of impacts, from none at all to partial damage
The same real world experience shows that water lilies can show temporary distress but typically recover by the end of the season, with no long
term impacts
I couldn't find any published info on the impact of ProcellaCOR on snails and would be interested to learn more if you can share what you have
found  I did find a published study on the impact on juvenile freshwater mussels (which concluded treatments at the intended treat rates are
safe) and you can find it at this link if you are interested  -
https://www researchgate net/publication/343932194_Evaluation_of_Juvenile_Freshwater_Mussel_Sensitivity_to_Multiple_Forms_of_Florpyrauxifen-
Benzyl
The toxicological studies that are the foundation of the federal approval and approvals in many states for ProcellaCOR have resulted in it
carrying the safest rating for human consumption  I can aim you toward a Vermont state document that gives a good, easily understood
discussion of the human impact if you are interested  It is also worth noting that the ProcellaCOR is released sub-surface and diffuses in the
water column rather than sinking through it, so the concentration at the bottom should not be any greater than anywhere else in the water
column
Options to ProcellaCOR were considered, including more established herbicides, but rejected by the PLA  There is an herbicide called SONAR
that used to be the preferred herbicide for treating Eurasian WaterMilfoil  It treats at a much higher treat rate than ProcellaCOR, resulting in the
use of much more chemical, is not nearly as selective as ProcellaCOR in the plants impacted, and tended to be a temporary fix with EWM
plants returning after a few years  

You, as one of our very active volunteer EWM divers, have seen first hand that the EWM is continuing to spread around the lake and that our
volunteer and contract hand harvesting is not keeping up with the growth  The option of continuing to increase our spending on contract harvesting
was not a sustainable long term approach so our only realistic options were to give up on controlling EWM and accept its spread across the lake or to
treat with ProcellaCOR to regain control  Given the consequences of giving up, it seemed clear to the PLA board that the ProcellaCOR treatment was
the best path forward  

This was a long note but I hope it helps to clarify some points for you  Happy to discuss further and hope to see you out on the lake again this year

Bob Hauserman
Paradox Lake Association president

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail.

Information in this message is confidential and is intended solely for the persons to whom it is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient please notify the sender and immediately
delete this message from your computer.

This system may be monitored or recorded to secure the effective operation of the system and for other lawful purposes.  Please check out the Privacy Notice on our website for details.





The PLA has tried to be very open and communicative about our plans and the data available on
ProcellaCOR. However we know that we may not have everyone's correct email address, not
everyone receives each of our emails and newsletters and some are not able to attend our annual
meetings. If you are interested, I’d be happy to meet with you to talk about the data that is available
that demonstrates the safety of ProcellaCOR with regard to other aquatic plants, fish, aquatic
 invertebrates and mammals. Alternatively, I can get you links to the information as we have it
available on the PLA website.
 
Please let me know which option works best for you and I look forward to discussing your concerns
with you.
 
Thanks
 
Bob Hauserman
President, Paradox Lake Association

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail.

Information in this message is confidential and is intended solely for the persons to whom it is addressed.
If you are not the intended recipient please notify the sender and immediately delete this message from
your computer.

This system may be monitored or recorded to secure the effective operation of the system and for other
lawful purposes.  Please check out the Privacy Notice on our website for details.





From: Janice
To: APA Regulatory Programs Comments
Subject: Milfoil in Paradox Lake
Date: Sunday, October 22, 2023 1:49:03 PM

[Some people who received this message don't often get email from madjan11@yahoo.com. Learn why this is
important at https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown
senders or unexpected emails.

Hi Aaron,

I am writing to you because I am a property owner on Paradox Lake. I have been involved in scouting and
harvesting milfoil in the lake for a few years now. The milfoil has spread significantly. It is spreading to areas that
didn’t have milfoil in previous years and is much thicker in other areas where it can no longer be controlled by hand
harvesting.

I encourage you to approve the use of ProcellaCor on the lake to help control the milfoil.

Thank you,
Janice Miller

Sent from my iPhone



From: Edward Madlon
To: APA Regulatory Programs Comments
Subject: Milfoil in Paradox Lake
Date: Sunday, October 22, 2023 5:51:10 PM

[Some people who received this message don't often get email from edmadlon56@gmail.com. Learn why this is
important at https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown
senders or unexpected emails.

Hi Aaron,

I am writing to you because I am a property owner on Paradox Lake. I
have been involved in scouting and harvesting milfoil in the lake for a
few years now. The milfoil has spread significantly. It is spreading to
areas that didn’t have milfoil in previous years and is much thicker in
other areas where it can no longer be controlled by hand harvesting.

My grandparents purchased the cabin on Paradox Lake in 1965 and my
sisters and I have been enjoying it ever since and now our kids are
having kids and we truly hope Paradox Lake can stay the same beautiful
lake for them going forward as it has been for us all these years.

I encourage you to approve the use of ProcellaCor on the lake to help
control the milfoil.

Thank you,
Edward Madlon















255 Fraternal Land Rd Paradox Lake, NY
h: 845-677-3440
c: 845-235-7274
ntmurphy@optonline.net













From: Michael Murphy
To: APA Regulatory Programs Comments
Subject: ProcellaCOR EC application on Paradox Lake, town of Schroon.
Date: Friday, October 20, 2023 9:59:30 AM

[Some people who received this message don't often get email from mmurphy621@optonline.net. Learn why this is
important at https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown
senders or unexpected emails.

Dear Mr. Ziemann,
As a long time property owner on Paradox Lake, I am writing to urge you to approve the application to use
ProcellaCOR EC on the invasive Eurasian Millfoil which is spreading in our beautiful lake. While the Paradox Lake
Association has been working diligently to try to control the milfoil’s spread through volunteer spotting and pulling
programs, the initiation of a lake steward program, and hiring Aqualogic, a company that uses scuba divers to pull
the plants, the problem is getting worse. I fear that this once pristine lake will be clogged with large mats of milfoil.
Please help us save Paradox Lake!
Sincerely,
Michael Murphy
11 Linden Court
Millbrook, NY 12545
845-797-2464
Sent from my iPhone











From: Rosemary Pugliese
To: APA Regulatory Programs Comments
Subject: Project 2023-0036
Date: Monday, October 23, 2023 9:53:51 PM

[Some people who received this message don't often get email from rosemarypugliese0@gmail.com. Learn why this
is important at https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown
senders or unexpected emails.

Hello,
My family are property owners on Paradox Lake. Several of us have helped in efforts to scout for and harvest
milfoil in the lake for a few years.  The milfoil has spread significantly. It is spreading to areas that didn’t have
milfoil in previous years and is much thicker in other areas where it can no longer be controlled by hand harvesting.
Please approve the use of ProcellaCor or there will be no stopping the milfoil progression.
Respectfully,
Rosemary Pugliese (Madlon Family owners)
Sent from my iPhone





















From: Bruce Figueroa
To: APA Regulatory Programs Comments
Subject: APA Project No. 2023-0036
Date: Friday, October 27, 2023 5:37:15 PM

[Some people who received this message don't often get email from bhffig@gmail.com. Learn why this is important
at https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown
senders or unexpected emails.

Dear Aaron Ziemann,

I am writing to express my support for the application of the aquatic herbicide ProcellaCOR EC as proposed by the
Paradox Lake Association.  As a member of a family that has been on the lake since 1888 we are committed to the
health of the lake and see how we need additional assistance and tools to fight the Milfoil invasion.

Thank you for your consideration,

Bruce and Elizabeth Figueroa
701 NYS Route 74
Paradox Lake, NY

Sent from Bruce Figueroa's iPad





	

 
Protect the Adirondacks 

PO Box 48, North Creek, NY 12853  518.251.2700 
www.protectadks.org   info@protectadks.org 

Follow Us on Twitter @ProtectAdkPark and Like Us on Facebook    

	
October	25,	2023	
	
Aaron	Ziemann	
Adirondack	Park	Agency	
PO	Box	99	Route	86	
Ray	Brook	NY	12977	
	

RE:	Public	Comments	on	Application	of	the	aquatic	herbicide	
ProcellaCOR	EC	in	Paradox	Lake	to	control	Eurasian	watermilfoil	

	
Dear	Aaron:	
		
As	we	have	stated	previously,	Protect	the	Adirondacks	has	a	number	of	
concerns	about	the	use	of	ProcellaCOR	treatment	on	Adirondack	lakes.	
The	most	recent	proposal	is	for	Paradox	Lake.	The	purpose	of	this	
project	is	to	reduce	the	presence	of	the	aquatic	invasive	plant	Eurasian	
watermilfoil	(Myriophyllum	spicatum).		We	continue	to	believe	that	this	
proposed	application	of	ProcellaCOR	is	premature,	its	impacts	have	not	
been	fully	assessed,	and	the	applicants	do	not	have	long-term	planning	
in	place	for	future	management	of	Eurasian	watermilfoil	(EWM).		
	
The	presence	of	EWM	was	first	reported	in	2008	and	has	been	managed	
with	hand	harvesting	since	that	time.		Of	all	the	treatment	methods,	
hand-harvesting	has	proven	the	most	successful	over	the	years,	
especially	by	utilizing	large,	trained	diving	crews.	The	high	cost	and	
intensive	labor	involved	are	the	main	drawbacks	of	hand-harvesting,	but	
it’s	highly	effective	at	reducing	EWM	sites	and	limits	disturbance	of	
native	aquatic	plant	populations.	Unfortunately,	EWM	is	an	invasive	
plant	that	will	never	be	fully	eradicated	from	our	waters.	Once	a	lake	is	
infested,	the	most	successful	efforts	have	strived	to	contain	it	with	
regular	management.	This	is	the	reality	on	Paradox	Lake,	just	as	it	is	in	
many	Adirondack	lakes.	EWM	control	with	active	management	is	a	fact	
of	life	that	must	be	continued	year	after	year.	
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Paradox	Lake	has	limited	growth	of	EWM:	The	application	materials	indicate	that	EWM	
is	“present	throughout	Paradox	Lake”,	but	the	materials	also	state	that	there	is	“limited	
growth	of	[EWM]	in	Paradox	Lake”	and	that	due	to	the	low	level	of	infestation	of	EWM,	“the	
impact	of	[EWM]	on	native	species	is	limited”.		While	it	is	possible	that	EWM	will	continue	
to	grow	if	left	completely	unmanaged,	EWM	was	successfully	reduced	as	a	result	of	regular	
hand	harvesting.		According	to	the	materials,	2023	is	only	the	second	year	of	a	three-year	
intensive	effort	to	control	EWM.		In	2022,	there	was	“significant	progress”	with	hand	
harvesting	of	EWM.		The	results	of	the	2023	hand	harvesting	season	should	be	provided	to	
APA	if	they	have	not	already	been	submitted.		It’s	unclear	why	the	use	of	ProcellaCor	is	
being	planned	now	before	the	3-year	project	is	completed	and	fully	assessed.	
	
Minerva	Lake	Experience:	The	Adirondack	Park	Agency	(APA)	previously	permitted	the	
use	of	ProcellaCOR	in	Minerva	Lake,	in	southern	Essex	County.	In	Minerva	Lake	only	part	of	
the	lake	was	proposed	for	treatment	but	the	chemical	spread	to	the	whole	lake	as	the	
sequestration	of	the	treatment	area	failed.	
	
Chautauqua	Lake	Experience:	ProcellaCOR	was	also	used	in	Chautauqua	Lake.	The	
Chautauqua-Conewango	Consortium	assessment	of	the	2020	treatment	states:	“The	June	
29,	2020	application	of	ProcellaCOR	EC	to	86.4	acres	of	Chautauqua	Lake	was	conducted	by	
Solitude	Lake	Management.	The	third-party	monitoring	report	(Report)	was	submitted	by	
Princeton	Hydro,	LLC	and	made	public	on	February	3,	2021.	In	this	Report,	an	important	
conclusion	was	that	the	reduction	of	the	target	species,	Eurasian	watermilfoil,	from	the	
2020	treatments	was	not	significant.	Thus,	the	treatment	program	was	not	successful	in	
achieving	one	of	its	main	goals.	The	failure	to	significantly	reduce	the	biomass	of	this	
species	raises	the	question	of	the	efficacy	and	cost	effectiveness	of	the	use	of	ProcellaCOR	
EC	in	the	future.”	
	
Lake	Luzerne	Experience:		We	understand	that	ProcellaCOR	was	approved	for	use	in	Lake	
Luzerne	and	that	the	application	of	ProcellaCOR	was	undertaken	this	summer.		Information	
about	the	efficacy	of	the	application,	as	well	as	post-treatment	findings	of	impacts	to	non-
target	aquatic	plants,	fish	and	other	aquatic	species,	from	the	treatment	of	that	lake	should	
be	provided	to	APA	for	review	prior	to	approval	for	use	in	additional	lakes	in	the	
Adirondacks.	
	
Questions	that	merit	greater	examination:	The	proposed	use	of	ProcellaCOR	to	treat	
EWM	on	60	acres	of	Paradox	Lake	raises	many	questions.	These	include:	
	

• The	aquatic	plant	diversity	of	the	lake	is	relatively	high.	Impacts	to	non-target	plants	
have	been	reported	in	recent	treatments	in	other	lakes	and	ponds.	The	proposal	for	
use	of	ProcellaCOR	has	not	provided	adequate	information	about	the	impacts	on	
non-target	aquatic	plants.			
	

• The	species	richness	of	the	lake	is	quite	high,	with	hundreds	of	phytoplankton,	fish	
zooplankton,	and	benthic	invertebrates.	The	proposal	for	use	of	ProcellaCOR	has	
not	provided	any	pre-and	post-treatment	findings	for	macrophytes,	algae,	fish,	
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benthic	invertebrates	or	zooplankton	native	to	Adirondack	lakes.	 Much	more	
information	is	needed	to	assess	these	impacts.	

	
• The	historic	information	about	hand-harvesting	treatments	is	inadequate.	There	is	

little	information	on	annual	hand-harvesting	efforts,	costs,	plants/quantities	
harvested,	or	anything	to	evaluate	the	efficacy	of	these	efforts.	
	

• It	appears	from	the	application	that	chemical	treatments	are	envisioned	in	the	
future	as	a	means	for	controlling	EWM	(e.g.,	60	acres	in	2023	and	40	acres	in	2024).	
There	is	inadequate	information	in	the	application	about	impacts	from	chemical	
treatments	undertaken	on	a	regular	basis	into	the	future.		We	oppose	ongoing	use	of	
ProcellaCOR	as	a	management	technique.	
	

Questions	merit	full	examination	in	an	official	APA	Adjudicatory	Public	Hearing:	The	
APA	ordered	and	conducted	a	formal	adjudicatory	hearing	on	the	proposed	use	of	the	
aquatic	herbicide	Sonar	(SeaPro)	by	the	Lake	George	Park	Commission	two	decades	ago,	
and	the	APA	Board	voted	down	the	project	in	January	2003	based	upon	information	
elicited	during	that	hearing.	ProcellaCOR	is	less	proven	than	Sonar	was	at	time.	Though	the	
APA	has	refused	to	consider	any	formal	adjudicatory	hearings	for	the	last	12	years,	this	
project	merits	a	high	level	of	public	scrutiny,	opportunity	for	independent	expert	testimony	
and	cross-examination,	and	public	involvement.	The	APA’s	refusal	to	hold	formal	
adjudicatory	public	hearings	on	major	projects	over	the	last	dozen	years	has	been	an	
unfortunate	miscarriage	of	its	regulatory	responsibility	and	shows	a	disturbing	hubris	in	its	
regulatory	review.	
	
Without	the	benefit	of	fully	developed	record	that	would	be	produced	during	a	formal	
adjudicatory	hearing	on	the	proposal,	Protect	the	Adirondacks	is	opposed	to	the	approval	
of	any	proposals	for	the	application	for	ProcellaCOR	treatment	on	Paradox	Lake,	or	any	
Adirondack	lake.		The	use	of	ProcellaCOR	must	be	fully	evaluated	in	an	adjudicatory	public	
hearing	for	the	benefit	of	public	understanding	of	its	risks,	utility	and	effectiveness.	
	
On	behalf	of	the	Board	of	Directors	of	Protect	the	Adirondacks,	please	let	me	express	our	
gratitude	for	the	opportunity	to	make	these	public	comments.			
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Claudia	Braymer,	
Deputy	Director	
	






