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Introduction 

Ames Lake is an 80-acre lake located in unincorporated King County, northeast of 

Redmond, Washington. The lake has private access, including a community boat 

ramp and beach, and is used for boating, fishing, swimming and nature appreciation.  

Living here is a privilege that comes with responsibility. In addition to humans, Ames 

Lake is home to a diverse and healthy ecosystem of aquatic plants and animals, 

including fish such as trout, salmon, blue gill and bass; resident and transitory birds 

including pied-billed grebe, eagle, osprey, kingfisher and swallow; mammals such as 

beaver, otter, bobcat and bear; reptiles including garter snakes, turtles, salamanders, 

and red-legged frogs; and aquatic invertebrates including western floater mussel, 

crayfish, dragonflies, caddisfly and innumerable other species. 

Ames Lake is the undivided common property of the owners of lots within the Ames 

Lake Plat. The common lots described in the Ames Lake Plat Description, 

Restrictions and Dedication include 4 land lots (B, C, D and E) and Lot A which is 

Ames Lake. 

The maintenance of these commonly-held lots is overseen by the Ames Lake 

Community Club (ALCC), which is led by a Board of Directors elected by its 

members. The ALCC membership is comprised of the owners of lots within the Ames 

Lake Plat. Though the Board is charged with maintenance and upkeep of the co-

owned properties, major decisions about the direction of maintenance projects on the 

lake and the four land lots are made collectively via votes of the entire community, 

which are then put into action by the ALCC Board and Members. 

This Integrated Aquatic Vegetation Management Plan (IAVMP) has been created to 

guide the ALCC Board and our Community in the care of our collectively owned lake 

and shoreline lots. Its primary focus is on removing various non-native invasive 

aquatic plant species that negatively impact the health of the lake and impede the 

Lake’s recreational use by ALCC members. 

This IAVMP lays out the methods approved by the ALCC Membership and Board, 

and plans for removal of these species both through organized work parties and 

through individual efforts, with the goal of restoring a more vibrant native-plant 

ecosystem in and around Ames Lake.  

While the focus of this plan is the lake itself, we understand that upland activities in 

the plant and animal communities (including human) have a great impact on the 

quality of water entering Ames Lake. We urge everyone to keep in mind their effect 

on the watershed and the natural ecosystem in which they live. 
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Section 1 - History 
 

Human History of Ames Lake 
 
Ames Lake is located on the ancestral lands of the Snoqualmie, one of the many tribes that 
make up the Coast Salish peoples. The tribe asks that all people living in and visiting this 
area treat the lands with the respect they deserve; that we commit to experiencing the 
lands in a way that is centered in mindfulness rather than conquest; and that we support 
the ongoing stewardship of these lands through acknowledgement of the lands’ history and 
through practices that help restore and maintain its health. 

In the late eighteen hundreds and early nineteen hundreds, the Silver Logging Company 
took over much of this area, in a partnership between Weyerhaeuser and the Port Blakely 
Mill Company. They logged around Carnation, the Tolt River, Ames Lake and beyond. 
Ames Lake was enlarged to accommodate moving logs on the water, and a railway spur 
was sent down what we now call ‘the Lane,’ to transport the logs away.  

The entire area was cleared of all trees by 1941, when M.R. Wood and Herman Bittman 
bought the land and created the Ames Lake Plat, which was registered in 1942.  

In 1948 lots 61 (lake front), 202, 203 and 204 (non-lakefront across from lot 61) were 
deeded to the Washington State Department of Fish and Game. In 1951 development of 
these lots began for the purpose of stocking rainbow trout and parking for public access. In 
1952 lots 61, 202, 203 and 204 became open to the public for parking and boat launching 
for fishing access. After several years of chaos and disruption caused by fishermen on the 
lake, Plat owners sued the state to close the lake to public use. In 1962, they won. Ames 
Lake was classified as a private lake. The Department of Fish and Game ceased stocking 
the lake with trout. Internal combustion engines were forbidden on the lake.  

What began as a small, rural community of fishing cabins and vacation homes slowly grew 
into a full-time residential community as development in greater King County spread from 
Seattle through the eastside of Lake Washington.  

The Ames Lake community, after failing to interest Puget Sound Energy in providing the 
area with electric power, joined Tanner Electric Coop, which brought electricity to Ames 
Lake in 1954. Telephone service followed in 1956. Most residents shared party lines with 
their neighbors.  

In 1965 the Ames Lake Water Association made public water available to Ames Lake 
residences, supplementing or replacing wells. After much lobbying by residents, Cable TV 
arrived in the late 1980s. Direct Internet became available in the early 2000s. 

The 295 lots in the original 1942 Ames Lake Plat have been divided into 459 lots by 2022, 
owned by 335 different families, as well as the Ames Lake Water Association and the State 
of Washington.  

Ames Lake, the ‘census-designated place,’ which includes areas beyond the Plat stretching 
to Tolt Hill Road and Hwy 202, had a population of 1486 as of the 2010 census, and ranked 
10th in per-capita income, out of 522 areas in Washington State. 
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History of Non-Native Invasive Weeds in Ames Lake 
 

The Problem 

In the decades leading up to the 1980s, aquatic noxious weeds in and around Ames 

Lake greatly increased their distribution and impact. Two aquatic species in particular 

were very successful at displacing native aquatic vegetation: Fragrant Waterlilies 

(Nymphaea odorata) and Yellow Flag Iris (Iris pseudacorus).  

Fragrant Waterlilies and Yellow Flag Iris are both very beautiful. It is possible that they 

were purposefully introduced to the lake by homeowners, and subsequently grew out 

of control. They might have also come in through the water, or via animals or boats. 

They conquered great stretches of the lake and shoreline, creating near monocultures 

and negatively impacting native wildlife, including native fish species and native plants. 

The acres of lily pads interfered with recreational activities such as swimming and 

boating in the areas of their spread. 

The Fragrant Waterlilies displaced the native Water Shield (Brasenia schreberi) at the 

surface, and shaded out most of the submersed vegetation throughout their spread. 

Fragrant Waterlilies also slowly increased the ‘productivity’ of the lake, as their robust 

growth quickly adds to the biomass in the lake when their leaves, or lily pads, die back 

in the fall. Decades of muck build-up and waterlily root masses cover the lake bottom, 

limiting spawning areas for salmon and other fish. 

The Yellow Flag Iris displaced cattails, sedges, rushes and many other native shoreline 

plants, removing food and habitat for native species, limiting nesting areas for 

waterfowl and reducing the filtering functions which shoreline plants perform, cleaning 

surface water going into the lake.  

Though there have been some efforts over the years to mitigate the distribution of 

these two species, there was no appreciable change in the extent of their range during 

the 1990s and early 2000s, aside from Flag Iris removal when shoreline areas were 

cleared for development. The Fragrant Waterlily had reached the extent of it range, 

which is limited by the depth of the lake. By 2007, Fragrant Waterlily covered 

approximately 8 acres, or ten percent, of the lake surface. Yellow Flag Iris dominated a 

quarter or more of the vegetated shoreline.  

In the early 2000s another plant species, Purple Loosestrife (Lythrum salicaria), was 

introduced by a homeowner to a lakeside garden, and began to spread around the 

lake.  

All three of these species are now listed as noxious weeds in Washington state. 

Fragrant Waterlilies and Yellow Flag Iris are class “C” weeds, meaning that their 

removal is preferred, but not necessary, as they are now too ubiquitous to eradicate. 

Purple Loosestrife is listed as a class “B” noxious weed, meaning that its control or 

removal is required, with the goal of its complete eradication from Washington State.  
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Northwest Ames Lake in 2007, when the fragrant waterlilies covered nearly 8 acres, or 10% of 
the lake surface, impeding access to the lake for several private properties and at the Lot B 
beach.   (Image from King County) 

Looking for a Solution 

For decades, individual lakefront homeowners have made attempts at lily pad removal. 

They have used many methods, including: 

• Hand pulling or cutting—this method proved very successful in some areas if 

done at least once a week during the growing season. It proved ineffective and 

frustrating in areas of thicker growth, or with less frequent removal. 

• Underwater cutting—several homeowners hired a local resident to cut the lily 

pads in front of their houses in early spring before the plants reached the 

surface, with successive cuttings throughout the summer. This method 

successfully kept the target areas clear, and in some places permanently killed 

the plants. Unfortunately the technique used also included clearing the lake bed 

of important fish habitat. 

• Spraying the lilies with pesticides (non-specific herbicides) or pouring pesticides 

into the lake—many homeowners have used these methods over the years, 

without having a permit or following EPA guidelines. These methods are 

extremely damaging to the lake ecosystem. Application without a license is 

illegal, carrying a fine of up to $10,000. 

• Weed Barriers—There are several acres of plastic and other barriers in the 

muck at the bottom of Ames Lake. Weed barriers do suppress weeds for a short 

time, but they smother important benthic organisms, like freshwater mussels, 

and soon enough become covered in muck and subsequent waterlily growth.  
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Counter-clockwise from top: 10 cubic yards of waterlilies pulled by divers. Community 
members removing debris. Cleared area in front of beach, with new growth evident after 
3 days.  (photos Lisette Johnson and Andy Carroll) 

In 2012 the ALCC began to look at ways to remove Fragrant Waterlilies from Ames 

Lake in order to restore the native habitat and improve access for boating and 

swimming. The club’s initial efforts, in 2012-2014, were focused in front of the 

community beach, Lot B, where the waterlilies almost completely blocked access to the 

water. The initial efforts included hand pulling and the use of cutters, which temporarily 

cleared lake access and weakened the lily pad plants. But the removal efforts were too 

sporadic to compete with the vigorous plants and effect a permanent change. 

In 2015 the efforts at the beach were aided by hiring a team of divers to hand-pull the 

lily pads and remove their roots. Though the diving team pulled up enough plant 

material to fill a 10-yard dumpster, they were unable in a few days to remove fifty-years 

worth of plant growth. Within three days of their effort, fresh green lily pad leaves once 

again dotted the surface of the water. Due to the prohibitive financial costs of this 

approach, it was discontinued. 

The 2015 ALCC Board then began working with a small group of individual lakefront 

homeowners to come up with other options. After consulting with King County, 

Department of Ecology, and hosting private meetings with this group, the ALCC Board  

decided to apply to treat the lily pads under a Department of Ecology Aquatic Plant & 

https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/Permits-certifications/Aquatic-pesticide-permits/Aquatic-plant-algae-management
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Algae Management General Permit (APAM). 

Their chemical of choice, glyphosate, is approved for treatment and control of fragrant 

lily pad under the Department of Ecology APAM. However its use has become quite 

controversial, and is associated with numerous negative health impacts. While an 

individual or group can hold a permit for this kind of pesticide use, only licensed 

professionals are allowed to apply pesticides in aquatic environments.  

The decision to apply for this permit and to spray glyphosate on Ames Lake was made 

by the sitting ALCC Board of Directors without the input or vote of the greater Ames 

Lake Plat membership. This action sparked a great deal of distress within the 

community. Several community members organized to contest the Board’s actions in 

an attempt to prevent glyphosate from being sprayed on the lake 

The 2016 ALCC Board raised money from the community to fund the use of aquatic 

pesticide application. In summer of 2016 the ALCC Board obtained the permit and 

hired a company, Aquatechnex, to do the spraying, which began that fall..  

In response to pushback from the community, the 2016 ALCC Board made two minor 

concessions. They made the spraying contract ‘opt-in’ rather than ‘opt-out,’ giving 

lakefront homeowners the option to request that the lily pads in front of their houses be 

sprayed, rather than requiring them to ask that they not be sprayed. They also agreed 

not to spray the lily pads in front of the community beach for the first year. 

During the summer of 2016, community volunteers manually cleared the lily pads in 

front of lot B, the community beach several times, with the effect of significantly 

reducing the spread of the lily pad plants, whose strength had already been reduced 

by previous removal efforts including by the hired divers. 

In 2017, after the lake had been treated with glyphosate twice, in response to 

continued negative feedback from the community the ALCC Board held the first vote 

regarding the treatment program. The question put to the community was whether or 

not to allow spraying of glyphosate/aquatic pesticides on lot B. The Board held a 

special community meeting, with no provision for people who were unable to attend the 

meeting to vote. Fewer than 10% of the membership was able to attend the meeting. 

The measure to include Lot B in the treatment program narrowly passed. 

Between 2016 and 2018 Aquatechnex sprayed the aquatic pesticide glyphosate eight 

times on Ames Lake, covering more than half the spread of lily pad growth. This 

program of spraying dramatically reduced the growth of lily pads on the lake, opening 

areas of water that had been blocked for decades.  

During the spraying the dead lily pads were allowed to sink to the bottom of the lake. 

Along with the dying root masses, they added a great deal of available nutrients to the 

lake as they decomposed. By early 2019 several ‘mud islands,’ dead lily-pad root 

masses as large as 100 square feet and up to 2 feet deep, floated to the surface of the 

lake, buoyed by the methane gas produced in their own decomposition.  

Smaller masses floated around the lake, driven by the wind. Several lakefront 

homeowners undertook the effort of removing these smaller masses that gathered at 

their shorelines, in order to maintain their own water access. This work removed 

hundreds of pounds of biomass from the lake, preventing it from becoming food for 

future algae blooms.  

https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/Permits-certifications/Aquatic-pesticide-permits/Aquatic-plant-algae-management
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The largest masses remained floating at the surface of the lake for nearly two years 

before they began to sink. These root masses continue to contribute an ongoing pump 

of methane into the atmosphere, and nutrients into the lake as they decompose. While 

it is unclear if they are contributing to algal growth, they are flush with native aquatic 

plant species taking advantage of the available nutrients to reestablish themselves.  

These rotting root masses produce a swamp-gas smell, and have contributed to the 

return of fragrant waterlilies in those areas, as the small bits of remaining viable 

rhizome within them feed and grow on the richly available nutrients. 

In early spring of 2019 two members of the outgoing ALCC Board made the decision, 

without a board or community vote, to pause the spraying program for the year. There 

is no documentation of why this decision was made.  

A transition to a almost entirely new ALCC Board of directors in 2019 led to new efforts 

aimed at increasing communication between the Board and the greater Community, 

including the majority of members who don’t live on the lake, through newsletters, 

direct outreach and a series of Community Conversations. 

In 2019 the Club initiated a plan of manual removal of the weakened plants in front of 

Lot B. This program was quite successful at reducing the growth of the waterlilies. That 

success allowed the club to expand the areas covered in 2020 to include the lake in 

front of the outlet creek. In 2021 the area was extended again to include more of the 

northwest part of the lake. 

In 2019, the ALCC Board reached out to lakefront homeowners who had supported the 

spraying program, offering to continue lily pad removal in front of their properties 

through manual means before the plants regained their strength. These homeowners 

declined this assistance. The lily pads quickly re-established themselves over the next 

two years, regaining most of the territory that the spraying program had cleared, 

though at lower density than before.  

Several of these same homeowners demanded that the ALCC continue the spraying 

program. The 2019 Board declined, noting the need for the lake to recover from three 

years of spraying, and the need for a community-wide vote on whether to use 

pesticides on our commonly-owned properties or not. 

In 2019 and 2020 the ALCC Board held several Community Conversations, one 

ongoing topic of which was how best to approach removing waterlilies from Ames 

Lake.  

In January 2021 an advisory vote of the Ames Lake Plat Community was held, with the 

question: “Do you support or reject the use of pesticides/herbicides on our common lots?” 

A total of 246 votes were received. 102 votes were cast to accept the use of 

pesticides/herbicides. 144 votes were cast to reject the use of pesticides/herbicides, thus the 

Ames Lake Plat Owners rejected the use of pesticides/herbicides on the common owned lots A-

E. 53% of the entire plat participated in this vote. The vote consisted of 165 individual 

households (64 distinct households voting to accept vs 101 households voting to reject). This 

vote informs this plan. 
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Section 2 – Ames Lake  
 

Waterbody and Watershed Characteristics 
 
Vital Statistics For Ames Lake 
 
Watershed Area 1133 acres 
Lake Surface Area 80 acres 
Maximum Depth 28 feet 
Mean Depth  18 feet 
Elevation  331 feet above sea level 

 
Ames Lake sits at the intersection of two ridgelines in the lowland foothills in eastern King 
County, west of the Cascade Mountains. It is fed by Ames Creek, a tributary creek coming 
off Union Hill, as well as many springs within the lake and rain filtering from the surrounding 
watershed.  

Ames Creek also drains Ames Lake, flowing out of the lake about 1/3rd of a mile north of 
where it enters. Ames Creek travels 1.3 miles roughly along the route of Ames Lake Road, 
and then another mile near West Snoqualmie Valley Road until it joins the Snoqualmie 
River, which feeds into the Snohomish River, and eventually pours into Puget Sound. 

The Ames Creek basin is known to have the following salmonids: Chinook, Coho, and 
steelhead. Chinook juveniles rear in the lower portions of the creek. Coho are known to 
ascend up to Ames Lake and beyond for spawning and rearing. (King County, 2022) 

King County categorizes Ames Creek as "Spawning, Rearing and Migration Habitat." The 
upland areas around Ames Creek have experienced substantial encroachment of 
residential and agricultural development into riparian areas. This has resulted in the loss of 
functional wetlands and mature forest.  

The need to protect and restore these wetlands and forests in the Ames Creek sub-basin 
was highlighted in the Snohomish River Basin Salmon Conservation Plan. (Snohomish 
County Department of Public Works, 2005) 
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Figure 1. Bathymetric Map 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

(Image from King County Small Lakes Program) 

 
This bathymetric map shows contour lines of equal depth, similar to a 

topographic map would for mountains and valleys. The red 'X' marks the 

location where water quality samples are taken. 
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Figure 2. Ames Lake Watershed 

 

(Image from King County Small Lake Program) 

 
This map shows the area of the watershed (yellow line) relative to the area 

of Ames Lake. Creeks and rivers are shown in blue. Generally speaking, the 

larger a watershed is relative to a lake, the greater the influence land use 

practices have on lake water quality. 
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Ames Lake Water Quality 
 

A common method of tracking water quality trends in lakes is by calculating the “trophic 
state index” (TSI) and testing the values for positive or negative trends over time. TSI 
indicators predict the biological productivity of the lake based on water clarity (Secchi) and 
concentrations of total phosphorus (TP) and chlorophyll a (Chlor). Generally at least 8 
years of data without major lake management activities are needed to have confidence in 
a significant trend. 

The average of these three TSI indicators during the growing season can be used to place 
lakes in one of three broad categories: 
<40 = oligotrophic (low productivity), 
40 to 50 = mesotrophic (moderate productivity) 
>50 = eutrophic (highly productive). 

Figure 3. Ames Lake Trophic State Index 
 

 
(Image from King County Small Lakes Program) 

This chart represents water samples from Ames Lake gathered bi-weekly from April 
through October, by volunteers working with the King County Small Lakes Program. This 
program monitors several metrics, including nutrients and visibility within the lake, as well 
as algae blooms. It shows Ames Lake hovering at the line between mesotrophic and 
oligotrophic. 

Ames Lake has had consistently high water quality over the last 20 years of monitoring, 
with a low-to-moderate level of productivity. (King County Small Lakes Program, 2022)  

The term ‘productive’ is used to refer to the ability of a lake ecosystem to produce 
biomass, which includes all of the living organisms in the ecosystem.  

A more productive lake would be called eutrophic; it would have more plant life. An 
extreme example would be a farm pond, covered in duckweed and/or full of algae, which 
no one would want to walk into. The abundance of nutrients (manure runoff) feeds 
abundant productivity of plant and algal growth.  

A less productive lake is called oligotrophic; it would have less plant life. An extreme 
example of this would be an alpine lake with a rocky bottom and perfectly clear water. The 
near-complete dearth of nutrients prevents any plant growth at all.  
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Algae 
 

In King County we look at the trophic state of a lake not only to find the balance between 
how well a lake functions for fishing (eutrophic) and swimming (oligotrophic), but also to 
monitor the likelihood of algae blooms, and more specifically toxic algae blooms. The 
more available nutrients in a lake, the more algae will be able to grow.  

Toxic algae blooms have been an increasing problem in King County as the watershed for 
lakes becomes more developed, putting more nutrients into the lakes, and as climate 
change has increased summertime temperatures. Toxic algae are dangerous and 
sometimes fatal to humans, pets and wildlife when ingested. Very large algae blooms can 
also kill off fish, as the algae dies off and uses up the dissolved oxygen in the water.  

• An algae ‘bloom’ is defined as a rapid increase or accumulation of algal population.  

• A mini-bloom is a normal cycle of algae growth. 

• A harmful algae bloom is when algae grow out of control, fed by over-abundant 
nutrients.  

• A toxic algae bloom is when the algae growing out of control also produces toxins.  

• The bloom and the toxins are two distinct events that sometimes coincide. 

• Ames Lake has not had a single toxic algae bloom since we began monitoring in 2000.  

Several species of algae live in Ames Lake, as do species of cyanobacteria, or blue-green 
algae, which is not a true algae. They are a normal part of a healthy lake ecosystem, 
important to biological functions and as part of the food chain. 

Ames Lake has regular mini-blooms, at the height of summer and also in the cold of 
winter. These blooms have been easily visible but have never been so extensive as to 
constitute a harmful bloom, impeding access to the water, or collecting as sustained scum 
on the lake.  

The ALCC collects samples for testing by King County when a bloom arises, to have it 
checked for toxins. To date, the algae in Ames Lake has behaved as should be expected 
in a low-mesotrophic lake. 

There is one type of algae known to have produced anatoxin in Ames Lake. This algae 
has never bloomed, or grown out of control, and humans and animals are highly unlikely 
to ever accidentally consume it, as it grows on the bottom of the lake and only 
occasionally floats free.  

However, if more nutrients become available in the water, through the breakdown of 
biomass in the lake, or from runoff or leaking septic systems, it will increase the likelihood 
of algal blooms. When analyzing the plants in an around Ames Lake one of the questions 
that need to considered is do they filter and take up (sequester) nutrients that would be 
heading into the lake? Or do they, like Fragrant Waterlilies, increase the available 
nutrients in the lake through their cycles of growth?  

As the ALCC Board and community consider various methods of removing non-native 
noxious weeds from Ames Lake, we must also consider which methods remove nutrients 
from the lake, and which methods leave those nutrients behind, making them available to 
increased plant and algal growth in the future.  
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Wildlife seen in and around Ames Lake: 

Birds:
• American Coot 

• American Robin 

• Bald Eagles 

• Barred Owl 

• Belted Kingfisher 

• Blue Heron 

• Bufflehead 

• Bushtit 

• Canada Goose 

• Cedar Waxwing 

• Chickadee  

• Common Loon 

• Cormorant 

• Brown-headed Cowbird 

• Dove 

• Downy Woodpecker 

• Flicker 

• Flycatcher 

• Goldeneye Duck 

• Goldfinch 

• Goshawk 

• Green Heron 

• Grosbeak 

• Hooded and Common 
Merganser 

• House Finch  

• Hummingbirds-various 

• Junco 

• Kestrels  

• Kinglet 

• Mallard Duck 

• Nighthawks 

• Northwestern Crow 

• Nuthatch 

• Osprey 

• Pileated Grebe 

• Pileated Woodpecker 

• Pin tail duck 

• Pygmy owl 

• Quail 

• Raven 

• Red-breasted Merganser 

• Red-tail Hawk 

• Red-winged Blackbird 

• Ruby-crowned Kinglet  

• Ruddy Duck 

• Rufous Towhee 

• Sapsucker 

• Saw-whet owl 

• Scaup  

• Stellar Jay 

• Swan 

• Swallows-various 

• Varied Thrush 

• Various sparrows 

• Vireo 

• Warblers 

• Western Tanager 

• Whistling duck 

• White fronted goose 

• Purple Finch

 

Reptiles:  
• Bull Frog 

• Dragon Lizard 

• Garter Snake  

• Newt 

• Northern Alligator Lizard  

• Pacific tree frog  

• Red-legged Frog 

• Salamanders - various  

• Skink 

• Western Painted Turtle 

• Western Toad 

 

Mammals:  
• Bats 

• Beaver 

• Black Bear 

• Bobcat 

• Brown Squirrel 

• Chipmunk 

• Cougar 

• Coyote 

• Fox 

• Gray Squirrel 

• Mink 

• Mole 

• Mountain beaver 

• Mule Deer 

• Muskrat 

• Rabbit 

• Rats and mice 

• River Otter 
 

Fish:  
• Big Mouth Bass 

• Bluegill 

• Catfish 

• Cutthroat trout 

• Perch 

• Rainbow Trout 

• Salmon 

• Smallmouth bass 

 

Aquatic Invertebrates:  
• Caddisfly 

• Crayfish 

• Damselfly 

• Dragonfly  

• Magnificent Bryozoans 

• Western Floater Mussel 

 



16 

 

 

Figure 4. Beneficial Use Areas 
 

 

(Photo by Satellites.pro. Image created by Kim Ross) 
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Section 3: Aquatic Vegetation 
Freshwater aquatic plants are found in most lakes and rivers in Washington. They 
range from tiny floating plants that can form mats on a lake surface to reed-like plants 
growing two meters above the water. Aquatic plants are an important part of freshwater 
environments. They provide food and shelter for a wide variety of insects, fish, 
mammals and birds. They also form an important link in nutrient cycles and stabilize 
shorelines. (Washington State Department of Ecology, 2001) 

The Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife requires 25 percent or more of 
the vegetated portion of the lake be left to provide habitat for fish and other aquatic 
organisms. The vegetation left in the water body after management activities should 
include native vegetation along portions of the shoreline as well as some native floating 
and submerged plants (if they occur naturally in the water body). (Emmett, 2004) 

Between 2012 and 2018 three different surveys were conducted of the plants in Ames 
Lake. The methodology for the first survey was visual inspection of the entire lake 
bottom to a depth of 17 feet, taking samples of each unique plant species for 
identification. The second and third surveys took samples from the lake via a boat, with 
radar assistance to find plant communities, and pulling up samples with a weed rake. 

The following list of species found during these surveys shows the wide diversity in 
Ames Lake, as well as which species are native, and which are non-native invasive. 
Ames Lake has avoided submerged invasive species such as Eurasian Milfoil and 
Hydrilla because it is a private lake which doesn’t allow internal combustion engines. 
Plants “hitchhike” from one lake to another hidden in motor intakes and on boats.  

More information about these plants can be found in the Aquatic Plant Identification 
Manual or in the King County Guide to Aquatic Weeds. 

Aquatic Vegetation in Ames Lake 

Floating Leaved – Rooted 

• Brasenia schreberi Gmel. water-shield native 

• Nymphaea odorata, fragrant waterlily non-native invasive 

Submersed 

• Ceratophyllum demersum L., Coontail native 

• Elodea Canadensis. common waterweed native 

• Elodea nuttalli, Nuttal’s waterweed native 

• Isoetes spp., Quilwort native 

• Myriophyllum sibiricum Komarov, northern milfoil native 

• Najas flexilis (Willd), slender water-nymph native 

• Potamogeton amplifolius, big leaf pondweed native 

• Potamogeton filiformis Pers., slender pondweed native 

• Potamogeton gramineus, grass-leaved pondweed native 

• Potamogeton zosteriformis, flat-stemmed pondweed native 

• Potamogetan praelongus, white-stemmed pondweed native 

• Urticularia vulgaris L., common bladderwort native 

 

https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/gisresources/lakes/AquaticPlantGuide/index.html
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/gisresources/lakes/AquaticPlantGuide/index.html
https://your.kingcounty.gov/dnrp/library/water-and-land/weeds/Brochures/Water-Weeds-Guide.pdf
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Submersed Plant-like algae 

• Chara spp., muskgrass native 

• Nitella spp., Nitella, brittlewort native 

 
Aquatic Moss 

• Fontinalis antipyretica Hedw., common water moss native 

• Sphagnum spp., peat moss, sphagnum native 

Shoreline Plants 

• Alisma gramineum, narrowleaf water plantain native 

• Carex spp., sedge (various) native 

• Elatine triandra, mudwort native 

• Eleocharis spp., rush (various) native 

• Persicaria amphibia, water smartweed native 

• Potenilla palustris, marsh cinquefoil native 

• Schoenoplectus acutus, hardstem bulrush native 

• Typha latifolia, common cattail native 

• Lythrum salicaria L., purple loosestrife non-native invasive 

• Iris pseudacorus, yellow flag iris non-native invasive 

• Phalaris arundiacea L., reed canary grass non-native invasive 

• Reynoutria japonica, Japanese knotweed non-native invasive 

 

     

    Flat-stalked pondweed and chara in Ames Lake    (photo by Kim Ross) 
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Figure 5. Submerged Vegetative Biomass  
 
This map shows submerged vegetative biomass in Ames Lake. It does not include 
floating leaved or shoreline plants. 
 

 

(Image created by AquaTechnex)  
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Figure 6. 2018 Submerged Plant Survey 
 
This map shows the dominant species at each sampling location. 

 

(Image Created by AquaTechnex) 
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Section 4: Fragrant Waterlilies 
Fragrant waterlily (Nymphaea odorata) 

 
             Fragrant waterlily (photo – Washington Noxious Weed Control Board) 

 

The Problem 

Not everyone loves Fragrant Waterlilies. But not everyone hates them, either. 
They are beautiful, fragrant, a perfect resting pad for dragonflies. Beavers eat their 
leaves and roots. Bass like to hide in their shadows to pounce on their prey. 
Fishermen like to cast their lines into these shadows to catch the bass. 

Fragrant waterlily (Nymphaea odorata) is a perennial floating-leaf weed native to 

the eastern United States. The lily pads grow from large rhizomatous root 

systems. A single flower can produce 2,000 seeds. It thrives in quiet water up to 

ten feet deep. 

Fragrant waterlilies are a natural, balanced part of southeastern American 

ecosystems. But in Washington State they take over. They create thick mats of 

robust leaves on top of the water, impenetrable by boats or swimmers, or even 

light. They outcompete the more delicate native Water Shield. They create a no-

man’s land under the water, of muck and shadow inhospitable to native plants.  

Fragrant waterlilies increase the lake temperature by trapping evaporation, 

reducing wind contact with the water, and absorbing sunlight. Green is a very 

efficient color for gathering heat. Warmer water can force fish into the lower 

recesses of a lake, where there is less food and reduced dissolved oxygen, 

making it harder for them to thrive.  

As the abundant waterlily leaves die back each fall, they drop to the bottom of the 
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lake to decompose, building a nutrient-rich muck that nourishes the plant’s 

rhizomes, which then throw up more leaves come spring, which absorb more 

sunlight, sequestering more carbon in the rhizomes, and fall back to the bottom to 

create even more nutritious soil so the rhizomes will have even more strength with 

which to throw up even more leaves the following spring. 

This would be a virtuous cycle in a garden. You want thick, rich soil in a garden. 
But it is not a virtuous cycle in a lake, where the muck and shade reduce habitat 
for other aquatic plants and animals, and eliminate valuable territory for salmon to 
spawn. And where any increase in available nutrients will increase the likelihood of 
algae blooms.  

 

      

(photo King County) 

These aerial photos of Ames Lake, taken at the height of summer, 2007 (left) and in winter, 
2019 (right), show the fullest extent of fragrant waterlily expansion on the lake. The lily pads die 
back in winter, revealing the shoreline. The extent of fragrant waterlily growth is consistent back 
to the earliest aerial photos available, from 1998, establishing their potential range as roughly 
10% of the lake’s surface.    
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Management Plan – Fragrant Water Lily 

The ALCC Board and members of the Ames Lake Plat have committed to 
controlling the Waterlily population in Ames Lake.  

‘Control’ means to reduce a weed population to a level where humans and aquatic 
animals can utilize the lake to its fullest potential. 

‘Eradicate’ means to completely eliminate a weed from the lake. Eradication seems 
out of reach now, but might become a viable option in the future. 

Goals: 

1) Maintain our success 

By 2021, thanks to all of the Fragrant-Waterlily-removal programs, the acreage of 
robust waterlily growth on Ames Lake has been reduced roughly by half. Our first 
management goal is to prevent the waterlilies from re-establishing themselves in 
the areas that have already been partially cleared. 

While part of the goal of this IAVMP is improved access to the lake by members of 
the Plat, that does not mean purely open waters.   

Fragrant Waterlilies occupy roughly the same niche as two native plants: 
watershield and spadderdock. There is no spadderdock in Ames Lake. 
Watershield, however, has rushed to fill some of the areas from which waterlilies 
were removed. Watershield fills an essential role in the lake, as habitat and food 
for native aquatic species and in maintaining water quality. We will not be 
removing watershield in most areas of the lake. 

For individual lakefront homeowners, “Removing or controlling aquatic beneficial 
plants to maintain an access for boating or swimming is allowed along no more 
than ten linear feet of the applicant's shoreline.” (Washington Department of Fish 
and Wildlife, 2015, p. 7) 

At Lot B, which is the community beach, the ALCC is maintaining a 50-foot wide 
area of open water next to the dock for access to the boat launch and the lake. 

2) Expand our success 

As the ALCC succeeds at clearing each area, the work parties will address more 
areas around the lake. The pace of expansion will be determined by successful 
localized eradication of the fragrant waterlily, which will depend on the financial 
and volunteer-hour contributions of the community.  

It is important not to tackle too many areas at one time. It does no good to remove 
the leaves once or twice. It is critical to continue to remove regrowth in a specific 
area until the rhizomes no longer throw up leaves. 

The ALCC will continue to monitor areas cleared of fragrant waterlily for returning 
plants. As long as there are fragrant waterlilies in Ames Lake, the possibility 
remains that they could return to dominating their former territory without regular 
control. 
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Mitigation Options – Fragrant Water Lily 
 

There are five main categories of mitigation for weeds: 

• Herbicides/pesticides 

• Removing the entire plants, including roots 

• Smothering the plants with a barrier 

• Scraping the growing area clean 

• Carbon starvation of the roots 

Herbicides/Pesticides 

Chemical control treatments in aquatic and shoreline areas are illegal without a specialized 
permit. The fine is up to $10,000. The homeowners within the Ames Lake Plat own Lot A, 
Ames Lake, in common. As such, individual homeowners will not be able to acquire permits 
to use herbicides/pesticides on Ames Lake. 

In January, 2021, the ALCC community voted to reject the use of herbicides and pesticides 
on our commonly owned lots. We will therefore no longer consider that an option. 

Removing the Entire Plants, Including Roots 

Removing entire fragrant waterlily plants is possible. But it is impractical anywhere except 
near the shore. Even where it works it doesn’t happen all at once. Waterlily rhizomes are 
complex, vigorous, deep, buried in muck and they lie at the bottom of the lake, in up to ten 
feet of water. They break easily, leaving viable parts behind.  

Near the shore complete removal is possible, given time. It is easier to remove the 
rhizomes once they have been weakened by carbon starvation. It is also helpful to use 
tools like a 4-tine cultivator to loosen the rhizomes from the soil. This work can only be 
done between July 15th and September 30th, so it won’t disrupt fish reproduction.  

When a waterlily’s rhizome has been weakened, even in deeper water, sometimes the root 
will pull up with the stems. It usually leaves some rhizome behind. We call this a bonus, 
anyway, because any removed chunk of rhizome can’t keep shooting up leaves. 

Smothering the Plants with a Bottom Barrier 

An opaque bottom barrier will temporarily suppress aquatic weed growth. If the barrier and 
anchoring is made of completely biodegradable material it can be left in place. If the barrier 
is not biodegradable then the materials must be removed within two years of installation. 
(Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife, 2015) 

There are five things that need to be considered with bottom barriers: 

• Barriers must cover less than 100 square feet. 

• Barriers need to be regularly cleaned to prevent plants from rooting in the sediment 
that accumulates on top of them.  

• Bottom barriers are not species-specific and will prevent growth of beneficial native 
aquatic plants as well as noxious weeds.  

• Bottom barriers negatively impact benthic organisms and prevent freshwater 
mussels from anchoring in the area. 

Because restoration of the native aquatic ecosystem is our primary goal, the ALCC does 
not consider bottom barriers to be a useful or viable option.  
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Scraping the Growing Area Clean 

Sediment agitation with a rake or cultivator can be useful for maintaining small cleared 
areas, such as paths of access to the lake. This method should not be used anywhere 
else, as it disrupts the benthic ecosystem, and eliminates native animals and plants.  

This IAVMP does allow for sediment disturbance for the purpose of removing waterlily 
rhizomes. However, sediment agitation will not be part of the plan for ongoing 
maintenance of any areas.  

Carbon Starvation of the Roots 

Carbon starvation means removing the leaves of a plant faster than it can grow new 
ones, effectively ‘starving’ the plant of carbon. 

Leaves are, initially, expenditures of the nutrients that are stored in roots or seeds. As 
soon as a leaf emerges it begins to repay those nutrients to the plant through 
photosynthesis, capturing carbon and giving us the oxygen we breathe. That carbon is 
stored in the rhizomes as carbohydrates. The carbohydrate is used to grow the plant.  

Healthy fragrant-waterlily rhizomes are thick, dense and complex. They are rough 
brown on the outside and have a creamy white center.  

A fragrant waterlily rhizome that is being starved of carbon becomes spongy. Its white 
center turns brown. As the rhizomes loose strength, their roots weaken in their hold on 
the lake bottom. Their new leaves become smaller and smaller, from dinner-plate size 
with a thick stem, to Barbie-plate size on a fragile thread. Eventually the plant dies. 

How the leaves are removed doesn’t matter as much as how frequently they are 
removed. The more often the leaves are removed, the more quickly the plant will 
starve. Remove the leaves just once or twice a year and the rhizomes quickly regain 
their strength. Remove them every week and the plants will eventually die. 

As observed on Ames Lake, it takes about three years of consistent work to 
completely remove fragrant waterlilies from a given area.  

The first pass is the hardest and takes the most time. Each successive pass is easier 
and quicker. An area that takes three hours on the first pass in June, may take less 
than fifteen minutes by the end of August. 

• Carbon starvation takes a lot of work and time 

• Cut/loose leaves and roots must be removed from the water 

• Removing the plant parts reduces biomass and nutrients in the lake 

• Waterlily leaves make great compost, and can be used to suppress land weeds 

• Work parties on the lake are fun! 

One of the most visible benefits of removing fragrant waterlilies through carbon 
starvation and whole-plant removal is that the muck underneath them has a chance to 
dissipate when no longer fed by the plants and held by its rhizomes. In many areas a 
clear, rocky lakebed has been exposed where the muck used to be over a foot deep. 

Permit: When working on vegetation control in and near water, a copy of The Aquatic 

Plants and Fish Booklet (Permit) issued by the Washington Department of Fish and 

Wildlife (Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, 2015), IS REQURED TO BE IN 

YOUR POSSESSION. Please refer to this document to ensure the weed control work is 

done in a way that has minimal to no negative impact on the environment.  
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The ALCC Management Plan 

Building on the past decade of work to remove fragrant waterlilies, the plan going 
forward is to use a variety of carbon-starvation methods and whole-plant removal to 
control the waterlily population in Ames Lake. 

Laid out below are the different carbon-staving and plant removal methods suggested 
by the ALCC, followed by a systematic plan for holding volunteer work parties on the 
lake, focused on our management goals: 1) Maintaining and 2) Increasing the areas 
cleared of Fragrant Water Lilies in Ames Lake.  

Our near-term goal is Control of the water lilies, which would mean elimination of this 
invasive weed from most of the lake. A single waterlily flower can produce up to 2,000 
seeds. As long as there are any water lilies in Ames Lake, maintaining control will 
require ongoing monitoring and maintenance of the plant. 

A more permanent goal would be elimination of Fragrant Water Lily from Ames Lake. 

The timeframe for this plan is 2019-2027. Target years for work in different areas is 
laid out below. Our expectation is that it will take three years of intensive attention to 
effectively eliminate the water lilies in each area, with an additional year of weekly 
monitoring.  

Monthly monitoring and maintenance of previously cleared areas (beyond the initial 
four years) will be necessary throughout the plan.  

Meeting these target years will depend on the number of people who show up to help, 
and on the community’s financial contributions towards acquiring tools to speed the 
process, like a lake weed cutter. The ALCC will be organizing weekly work parties 
throughout the growing season through these years. Individual homeowners are also 
encouraged to do this work in front of their own houses. 

The ambitious expectation of this IAVMP is that, with enough effort from the community, by 
the end of 2027 Fragrant Water Lilies will be controlled, if not eliminated from Ames Lake. 
Modifications to the plan will be made as needed, informed by ongoing monitoring of the 
water lily growth and effectiveness of the community’s efforts. 
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Carbon-Starvation Methods 

Hand Cutting 

Hand cutting involves using a sharp tool to sever the leaves from their rhizomes. The 
cutting tools are designed to be thrown out over the water, and then pulled through the 
waterlilies, slicing the stems beneath the leaves.  

These tools can also be used without throwing, while standing in or near the water. 

Hand cutting removes the lily pads and causes them to float in the water column. The 
roots remain in the lake sediment. The floating leaves must then be gathered and 
removed from the water. 

Hand cutting is not species specific, so shouldn’t be used in areas where beneficial 
native aquatic plants are growing among the waterlilies. 

Hand Pulling 

Hand pulling of lily pads involves wading, swimming or reaching from a low boat 
(especially in deep areas or areas with a mucky lake bottom that makes wading 
impractical) and pulling and removing every lily pad.  

Pulled plants are immediately put into a container for removal and disposal.  

Hand pulling allows the removal lily pads without disturbing the native plants.  

Mechanical Cutting  

Mechanical cutting uses a machine attached to or operated from a boat to cut swaths 
of waterlilies. Mechanical cutting, like hand cutting, would speed the severing of lily 
pads from their rhizomes. It is not species specific, so shouldn’t be used in areas 
where beneficial native aquatic plants are growing among the waterlilies. 

Cut lily pads then float on the surface and must be raked up using a weed rake, nets or 
by hand. The ability to contain cut plant parts in large lake areas is the main limiting 
factor of this approach. The ALCC has run several tests to develop a working method 
of lily-pad containment. 

Another limiting factor is accessibility to shoreline areas with docks and submerged 
logs, however, in combination with Hand Pulling, Mechanical Cutting should prove 
quite useful. 

Whole Plant Removal 

In areas where it is possible, near the shore, and where there isn’t too much muck or 
remnant root systems from the spraying program, rhizomes can be removed by 
digging by hand or with tools. Remnant rhizomes will announce themselves with round 
green flags, targeting themselves for later removal. 
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Fig. 7: Priority Areas 
for ALCC Work 
Parties 

     2019-2022 

A. Lot B, the beach  

B. SE part of the lake     
     (3117 E to Beaver den) 

     2020-2023 
C. The Outlet Creek  

      2021-2024 
D. NW part of the lake 

 (4070 W to 3851 E) 

     2022-2025 

E. NW part of the lake  

      (Lot B to 4070 W) 
F. S part of the lake   

      (Beaver den to 3116 W) 

     2023-2026 

G. NE part of the lake 
 (3401 to 3649 E) 

H. E part of the lake   
      (3205 to 3401 E) 

     2024-2027 
I. W part of the lake   

      (3650 W to Lot B) 

     2025 and on 
J. Remaining areas and 

maintenance  
 

 
 

 
 

 
Work Party Clearing Fragrant Waterlilies    (Photo by Kim Ross)  
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Section 5: Yellow Flag Iris 
Yellow flag iris (Iris pseudacorus) 

          
Yellow flag iris (photo – Washington State Noxious Weed Control Board) 

 

The Problem 

Who doesn’t feel a lift in their heart each spring as great stretches of the 
shoreline light up with yellow blooms? Even if you know you shouldn’t. Even if it 
makes you think about ducks who won’t have nesting areas. Cattail roots the 
beavers won’t have to eat.  

Yellow flag iris, native to Europe and the Mediterranean region, was introduced 
here as a garden ornamental and for erosion control. It used to be cultivated in 
Europe for medicinal uses and for making black, brown and yellow clothing dye.  

But, like all noxious invasive weeds, yellow-flag iris tends to take over, 
displacing native vegetation. It reduces habitat needed by waterfowl and fish, 
including several important salmon species. Rhizome mats can prevent the 
germination and seedling growth of other plant species. These mats can also 
alter the habitat to favor yellow-flag iris by compacting the soil as well as 
increasing elevation by trapping sediments. (King County Noxious Weed 
Control Program, 2019)  

Studies in Montana show that yellow-flag iris can reduce stream width by up to 
10 inches per year by trapping sediment, creating a new bank and then 
dominating the new substrate with its seedlings, creating still more sediment 
retention (Tyron, 2006). This has happened in several areas here, extending 
the shoreline several feet into the lake. 

Yellow flag iris spreads by rhizomes and seeds. Its prolific seed pods can easily 
be transported downstream, via Ames Creek, impacting salmon habitat all the 
way to Puget Sound.  
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Management Plan—Yellow Flag Iris 

Yellow Flag Iris is considered a class ‘C’ noxious weed in Washington State, meaning its 
control is preferred, but not required. This ALCC IAVMP covers our mutually owned lots, in 
this case Lots B, C, D and E. Individual lakefront homeowners are encouraged to use it as 
a guide for their own properties, too. 

Goals: 

1) Maintain our success 

In May, 2018, the ALCC Board was approached by Cynthia Young, an ecologist with the 
King County Department of Natural Resources to do a demonstration project on our lake. 
With the Board’s approval, she brought volunteers to remove yellow flag iris and other 
invasive weeds from Lots B and E. They worked to restore the native plant community in 
those areas. The workers returned twice in the following two years. The goal of the project 
was to create a beautiful native-plant garden that property owners would want to emulate. 

At Lot B they worked in the wetland area, removing yellow flag iris and planting native 
sedges and rush. At Lot C they removed invasive blackberries and flag iris, as well as a 
rug. They put down a biodegradable weed barrier, planted native species and mulched 
with woodchips.  

It is up to the community now to keep these areas free of invasive weeds. 

 

Lot C, Mid-work (note the pile of flag iris) and after. 2018       (Photos by Cindy Young) 

 

2) Expand on Our Success 

There are a few flag iris plants at Lots C and D, which should be removed during 
work parties there.  

Most of the yellow flag iris on Ames Lake is on private property. The ALCC can 
expand its success towards replacing invasives with native plants by educating 
homeowners around the lake.  

Permit: When working on vegetation control in and near water, homeowners need to 

have a copy of The Aquatic Plants and Fish Booklet (Permit) issued by the Washington 

Department of Fish and Wildlife (Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, 2015), 

to ensure the weed control work is done in a way that has minimal to no negative impact 

on the environment.  
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Mitigation Options—Yellow Flag Iris 

When working with yellow flag iris, care should be taken to protect the skin, as resins in 
the leaves and rhizomes can cause irritation. 

Removing the entire plants, including roots 

Complete removal of yellow flag iris is difficult, but possible. It has extensive root systems 
which are quite tough to cut with a shovel. If the work is done in summer heavier cutting tools 
might be needed, or even a small backhoe. 

The rhizomes are softer in late winter and early spring, and much easier to slice with a shovel. 
Removal at this time needs to be done with care for waterfowl, who might be nesting nearby. 

Work in the water is restricted between October 1st and July 15th, so any full removal of partially 
submersed plants would have to happen between July 16th and September 30th. 

Things to consider when attempting to remove yellow flag iris: 

• Be prepared for heavy physical labor, but removal is possible. 

• The rhizomes might have expanded into the lake, so as you remove them it might seem 
like you are removing part of the shoreline. Go ahead, it’s all rhizomes and roots. 

• Be prepared to return to get the ones you missed. 

• Yellow flag iris should not be composted in a wetland area, as it will re-grow, rather 
than decompose. 

 

Smothering the plants with a barrier 

Barrier cloths are impractical to eliminate yellow flag iris, because of the height of the plants 
and the fact that their leaves are strong enough to shove a barrier out of the way.  

However, using something like a barrier cloth to cut off light from the plant, even a bucket 
upside down on a plant, can be used to weaken the plant prior to removal.  

Scraping the growing area clean 

Because yellow flag iris grows right at the shoreline, the destabilization of continual agitation of 
the soil could prove counter productive. It is important to establish native plants as quickly as 
possible. 

However, there is a high likelihood that the soil will contain a plethora of seeds. The area 
should be checked at least once a year for young sprouts. These can be easily removed by 
hand.  

Carbon starvation of the roots 

Slicing off the leaves of a yellow flag iris is much easier than slicing through its roots. Even one 
pass a year of removing the leaves in spring will prevent the rhizomes from sending up flowers, 
and will prevent the plants from spreading. Repeated removal of leaves throughout the growing 
season will significantly weaken the plant. 

Carbon starvation is a great approach for:  

• Weakening plants for removal later 

• Controlling plants that are in the water 

• Controlling iris plants mixed in with other plants you want to keep. 
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Section 6: Purple Loosestrife 
Purple Loosestrife (Lythrum salicaria) 

    Purple loosestrife (photo – King County Noxious Weed Control Program) 

The Problem 

Purple Loosestrife is yet another example of a beautiful garden import gone wild.  

Purple loosestrife is a long-lived wetland perennial that can reach over 9 feet tall. Plants can 
produce over two million seeds the size of ground pepper. This plant spreads by seed and root 
fragmentation. Purple loosestrife is native to Europe and Asia, and was initially introduced to 
the northeastern seaboard of the United States in the ballast of ships in the 1800's. It has also 
been repeatedly and continually introduced as a garden plant. Because of the impacts to fresh 
and brackish wetlands across the nation, purple loosestrife is targeted for control and is found 
on many noxious weed lists throughout the country including Washington State.  

Purple loosestrife is considered a Class B noxious weed. Control is required in King County. 
This species is also on the Washington quarantine list (known as the prohibited plants list) and 
it is prohibited to transport, buy, sell, offer for sale, or to distribute plants or plant parts of this 
species, into or within the state of Washington. It is further prohibited to intentionally transplant 
wild plants and/or plant parts of this species within the state of Washington. (King County 
Noxious Weed Program, 2022) 

A survey of purple loosestrife populations on Ames Lake has been done each year since 2013. 
In 2021 it was found in 28 different locations on the shoreline. King County sends notices of 
these surveys, as well as the requirement to control the plant, to the owners of properties 
where it is found. As of 2018 the remnants of the plants are also removed during the surveys. 
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Management Goals—Purple Loosestrife 

State law holds the property owner responsible for controlling any purple Loosestrife growing 
on their property. The legal requirement for “control” is, “in a given year, prevent all seed 
production and dispersal of all propagative plant parts capable of forming new plants.” Because 
purple loosestrife can reproduce by both seed and plant fragmentation, control means at a 
minimum cutting and removing (and disposing in the garbage) flowering stems of purple 
loosestrife plants before seeds are produced. It also means that cut vegetative purple 
loosestrife plant parts (stems, roots) cannot be allowed to reproduce (i.e., don’t lay cut plant 
parts on wet ground or throw them in the lake). These “control” activities will prevent further 
spread (and therefore impact) of the plant at the lake or downstream. Control of the purple 
loosestrife plants needs to occur annually as long as the plant persists. (King County Noxious 
Weed Program, 2022) 

None of the purple loosestrife is located on ALCC lots. Therefore our main function in its 
control is through educating our community. 

Mitigation Options—Purple Loosestrife 

Removing the Entire Plants, Including Roots 

Purple loosestrife has a moderately deep root system and the roots must be removed 

entirely to kill the plant. In most situations they can be dug up with a shovel. In some 

situations, especially when the plant is growing in sandy submerged soil/sediment, the 

plant can be carefully pulled up from the roots by hand. If the entire root is not removed 

the plant will re-sprout next year.  

Plants can be dug up any time of the year, however they are easiest to locate when 

they have leafed-out for the season and are flowering (leaves start to appear mid-

spring and flowering occurs from late June into September). Digging plants in standing 

water will cause a temporary sediment turbidity increase. Soil disturbance will also 

encourage seed germination of any purple loosestrife seeds in the soil from past years 

so cleared areas need to be monitored for seedlings. 

Any removed pieces of the root or stem should be disposed away from wet sites as 

they can re-sprout if in contact with wet soil. The best disposal place for flowering plant 

parts is the trash, not a commercial compost facility or backyard compost pile. Seeds 

have been found to remain viable for at least 2 to 3 years, so even old flower heads 

can potentially produce new plants. 

Control of purple loosestrife requires persistence and thoroughness. The ultimate 

strategy for all loosestrife control activities is to kill the roots of the plants and prevent 

re- establishment.  

Permit: Normally, in areas where the plant is growing is standing water (“Waters of the 

State”) a WDFW Aquatic Plants and Fish Booklet (permit) would be required. However, 

there is a special exemption in the permit for purple loosestrife “An activity conducted 

solely to remove or control purple loosestrife and that is performed with hand-held tools 

or equipment, or equipment carried by you when used, does not require an HPA”. 

(Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, 2015) 
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Section 7 – Monitoring, Evaluation 
and Implementation 
Monitoring 

Visual monitoring of Fragrant Water Lilies in Ames Lake will be done on a monthly basis 

throughout the growing season during this plan, which will inform its implementation.  

In order to monitor the success of the plan, aerial photos will be used, along with in-person 

visual inspection to identify the populations, each September to determine the current 

extent of the waterlily growth, and determine if modifications need to be made to this plan. 

Surveys of purple loosestrife are done annually by King County staff via canoe, usually in 

late July.  

Ames Lake has no submerged invasive aquatic weeds. The lake should be surveyed every 

five years, either by volunteer weed watchers or by contractors, to look for any new 

introduced species. 

Evaluation of the Plan 

The effectiveness of the plan will be evaluated yearly by the ALCC Board. Adaptive 

changes will be made as needed. Year-to-year comparisons of the monitoring data will be 

used to evaluate trends in specific target species abundance and distribution. The results 

of these comparisons will guide control efforts and may result in a change in future control 

strategies. Success of the plan will be measured by the reduction of the target noxious 

weed species. 

Implementation 

This plan can be implemented as a whole or selectively. The separate weed species can 

be targeted individually. 

Community Commitment 

The Ames Lake Community has demonstrated its strong commitment to aquatic weed 

control issues through the ongoing activities of the Ames Lake Community Club. This 

organization has led and funded several lake-scale aquatic weed control activities at 

the lake over the past ten years, and arranged or brought to the community’s attention 

many educational opportunities. 

Nothing has shown our community’s commitment more than the many individuals who 

have contributed financially and have shown up to work. To date, the ALCC has raised 

and spent more than $26,000 on mitigation efforts for fragrant water lilies. Residents of 

the Ames Lake Plat have put in hundreds of volunteer hours.  

We love our lake and want to take good care of it. 

The success of this plan will depend on us.  
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The Aquatic Plants and Fish Booklet (Permit), issued by the Washington 

Department of Fish and Wildlife (Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, 2015), 

can be acquired and printed from this website:  https://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/01728   

• This permit covers activities that occur in “Waters of the State” including areas 

of standing water on the lake shore. 

• Plant control activities vary depending if the plant is an “aquatic noxious weed” 

(on the state noxious weed list) or an “aquatic beneficial plant” (all native and 

nonnative aquatic plants except those on the state noxious weed list). Read and 

follow the permit carefully. 

• This permit is not necessary for purple loosestrife control (via hand digging or 

pulling) as there is a specific exemption for manual control of that plant. 

• The allowable work window for Ames Lake, for activities that would disrupt the 

lake bed, or interfere with the reproductive activities of aquatic animal species, 

is July 16 to September 30. All work outside this time period requires an 

individual HPA permit, except for cutting, hand removal and carbon-starving 

activities that do not impact the lake bed (as per notice directly to the ALCC 

from the Washington State Dept. of Fish and Game). 

https://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/01728
https://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/01728

