WISCONSIN POINT COMMITTEE Minutes
March 22, 2022 Regular Meeting
The meeting was called to order by Chair Bridge at 5:00 pm on March 22, 2022 in Government Center
Room 204.

1. ROLL CALL
MEMBERS PRESENT: Thomas Howes, Tom Bridge, Nick Danz, Deanna Erickson,
Jenny Van Sickle*, Ruth Ludwig*, Keith Allen
MEMBERS ABSENT: Mike Raunio
CITY STAFF PRESENT: Linda Cadotte, Jodi Saylor
OTHERS PRESENT: Maria Lockwood (Superior Telegram), David Grandmaison (WI DNR), Matt Steiger
(WI DNR), Tom Prestby (Audubon Great Lakes), Cherie Hagen (WI DNR), Ashley Vande Voort (Douglas
County Land Conservation), Andy Hinickle (Audubon Great Lakes), Reed Schwarting* (Lake Superior
Research Institute), Steven Broudy* (Superior Entry Lighthouse)

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
2.1. Wisconsin Point Committee (Meeting held February 8, 2022)
MOTION by Erickson, second by Bridge and carried to approve the minutes from
February 8, 2022.
Keith Allen entered the meeting at 5:04 p.m.
3. OLD BUSINESS
3.1. Land Transfer to Fond du Lac – Update by Councilor Van Sickle (held in Committee
from February 8, 2022)
Just over a year ago, Councilor Van Sickle, Mayor Paine and the former Chief of Staff,
Nick Raverty, met with Fond du Lac’s Reservation Business Committee (RBC). They
then talked about the burial grounds and what a path might look like in terms of
transferring parcels of land back to Fond du Lac’s ownership. She stated that Fond du
Lac is certainly capable of making their own decisions about the lands they are in charge
of. That set forth a couple of months of research, outreach and a lot of work with the
Historical Society. In the fall of 2021, the Chair of Fond du Lac, Kevin DuPuis, and
Councilor Van Sickle attended a meeting with the State of Wisconsin. They really
pursued this work through local, state and federal levels. In August or September, Chair
DuPuis and Councilor Van Sickle met with WI Burial Preservation Board and they made
a recommended to transfer land into trust. Ultimately, the application to transfer the land
to Fond du Lac will be in 3 parcels – one at the very end of Wisconsin Point that went
from Army Corp of Engineer to Fond du Lac in 2016/2017, the WI burial ground and the
parcel they are creating at St. Francis. They have been able to work off generations of
efforts to restore rightful ownership and are really close to seeing the light on these
transfers. It is a two-step process. The City is in process of certified survey mapping for
Wisconsin Point. Once those deeds are drawn up, in next 8 weeks or so, they will create
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those boundaries that are established at Wisconsin Point. The City will then transfer
those parcels to Fond du Lac, which then triggers the federal process of moving it from a
fee to trust status. She believes this is the City taking responsibility and using every
ounce of structural, education and power to do what we can to get it right. In July, the
City Council passed a resolution to direct the administration to get all of the surveying
and contract work done to get us to this point.
Keith Allen asked about the area where the cemetery abuts or is close to the road for
access to the Point. How does the transfer affect the roadway there? Councilor Van
Sickle’s position on that is that what is underneath and the history behind it takes a lot of
precedents. She thinks it is unfortunate that the City built a road over it. She thinks, once
the land is transferred it is really up to the City to work with Fond du Lac as a primary
stakeholder just like the County or anybody else we would work with and share land
with. To the best of her knowledge at this time, the road is not included so the City is not
in position to ask for easement. That could change and is something she would support if
it does change. She wants us to be clear a road is asphalt and rocks but we are talking
about a cemetery. It is still an evolving situation, but as of right now, the road is not
included. They want this to be a really positive experience and want to be able to
celebrate as much as we can respectfully the return without inflaming any fears folks
might have about the beach.
Deanna Erickson as if there is anything she needs in terms of support at this point from
either the Reserve or this Committee that would be helpful. Councilor Van Sickle said
that one thing she would be curious about is how does this impact the LSNERR
boundary? Erickson said most likely it doesn’t because Fond du Lac is already an MOU
signatory to Reserve existing. She and Thomas Howes have talked about it a bit.
Although, it is ultimately up to Fond du Lac how that is carried on in the future, but she
would like to see it continue to be part of the Reserve.
Councilor Van Sickle invited members of the committee to join them on Earth Day
when they will partner with Fond du Lac to do a cleanup on Wisconsin Point.
4. NEW BUSINESS
4.1. Allouez Bay March Bird Habitat Restoration Project – David D. Grandmaison, WI DNR
4.1.1. Herbicide Treatment
Dave Grandmaison (WI DNR) and Tom Prestby (Audubon Great Lakes) did a
presentation on this project. It was started to address the loss of Coastal Wetlands
and some of the declines being seen in marsh birds. This project closely relates to
the work being done to restore and wild rice in the St. Louis River Estuary.
Wisconsin Point is a very important and valuable resource. In 2021, they formed a
Restoration Team with regular meetings in 2021. They have been looking at what
types of data are out there to inform decision making and what other data is needed.
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The goal is to protect the high quality habitat located in Allouez Bay. They know
there is the encroachment of invasive species that are threatening floristic quality of
that habitat.
The area they are looking at is the south east corner of Allouez Bay. Bird and
wildlife habitat is important, as well as the impacts these coastal wetlands have on
the City including shoreline stabilization, minimization of flooding, erosion control,
water quality, recreation and more. These areas also do a really good job keeping
water as high quality as possible. It is almost like a filtration system where they can
keep water higher quality, despite surrounding issues that could lower quality of
water. Very beginning of this project was when a couple of years ago the Audubon
received a report we have lost more than 3 billion birds in the last 50 years. That is
about one quarter of all the birds. Some of the birds that have been decreasing most
are marsh and water birds. These can either breed in this area or migrate through.
Audubon looked at a lot of bird data to discover high priority wetland areas, which
includes the St. Louis River Estuary. This is one of the most important areas to
restore.
In Allouez Bay, this will be just the first phase of a much larger project. In general,
the goal is to restore the natural dynamics of wetlands such as hemi-marsh. They
believe this will increase wildlife habitat, fish habitat, recreation such as hunting and
more. Not only will the marsh birds benefit, but also the migrating water fowl.
Audubon uses marsh birds as indicators because they rely on high quality wetlands
with variable structure of habitat.
Through aerial imagery and mapping, they know there are invasive species in this
area and know where they are. They also know there is high quality habitat which is
really important to protect. There is a real opportunity to protect what is there and
potentially expand upon it. The encroachment of invasive species is a concern
because the floristic quality is low. When there are high density areas of cattail,
there is higher floristic quality. Areas that are 25% cattail start to become a
dominant part of the habitat which threatens the quality of the habitat. They plan to
focus on areas of 25-50% cover of cattail because that is where they can make most
difference. They know what their targeted invasive species are. If these continue, we
will lose the wetland functions.
Currently, there are 38 acres total of cattails and 13 acres of reed canary grass. They
have are targeting three main areas. In the western management area, there are some
very high density cattail areas that are adjacent to the wild rice restoration sites they
are also working on. In the eastern management area, there are some Douglas
County lands as well. Five of those acres are City of Superior owned.
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The control methods they are looking at are a combination of targeted application of
mechanical and chemical treatments. This has been shown to be the most effective
combination. They have proven techniques for cattail control. Other methods they
did look at were not applicable to this particular site. The WI DNR and Audubon
looked at other options and found this to be the best one and most effective. There
are ways to avoid and minimize impacts just through the application method.
In addition to mechanical and chemical control, there are other components
including seeding of native species. When the LSRI removed cattail, they found
there was a robust seed bank with a lot of native species that were coming back.
This project will all consist of a lot of heavy monitoring both before, during and
after the project. They will be looking to see how the targeted invasive species are
coming back, if at all, how are the native species maybe reclaiming some areas
where invasive species targeted and how is the wild rice doing. Finally, they will be
monitoring to see how the bird species are responding as well.
Some questions that were addressed included:
Who will be responsible for applying the chemicals?
Audubon Great Lakes, working with the WI DNR, will hire a contractor that has all
of the appropriate licenses and reputation once the scope is finalized.
There are many people with strong connections to Allouez Bay whose biggest
worry is not the bio-availability of glyphosate but the perception of people of
the effect on hunting and gathering food. It will be important to address those
perceptions.
Those can be addressed by sharing images of the technique that will be used as well
as sharing monitoring data from previously treated areas and what those effects
were.
How long have these invasive species been out there and at what point are they
just part of the system?
Right now, there are native cattails out there that are not causing issues. It is the
invasive species of cattails that are causing the problems. Danz shared that if you
have walked through a stand of invasive cattail, it is the only thing that is growing
there and generally excludes most other plants. Sometimes we simply need to use
chemicals and in this case, it is safe and has little effect on people or the water. The
cost is low relative to the reward.
Steve Broudy left the meeting at 6:04pm.
The floristic quality chart that was shared was a data set collected by Reed and his
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team. This is a series of different plots, not a series of counts over time. It was all
collected within a season and is comparing sites within the wetlands where varying
percent cattail and what floristic quality is. There is a trend that shows that with a
significant increase in cattail cover, there is a reduction in the floristic quality
happening in those plots.
In looking at the coverage map, there are a lot of areas in the darker color, is
that where you would plan to treat? (See maps included in minutes.)
Yes, within the broad area of the darker color, they would identify specific locations
for treatment. They would go in and map off treatment areas within that complex.
Those darkest areas show really dense cattail. In phase one, they will be looking at
areas within the 15-25% coverage which would be at the lower end of the darker
color and higher end of the lighter color. The white spots show where LSRI went in
did trial hand pulling. They wanted to use the cattails natural structure as a way to
discourage geese from going after wild rice. They hypothesized that if they could
remove cattails within plots and throw seed in there, the wild rice would take over
without getting any geese predation. They did see some success with that but if you
don’t maintain it will eventually move back in.
At this point, the team has sent out a draft scope to the partner team for review. This
meeting was more for sharing information. There will be a partner meeting in early
April where the scope is discussed in more detail. Eventually, they would like to see
this committee offer their support of this project. They feel that the next meeting of
this committee, May 10th, is good timing to revisit this.
Prestby shared the booklet “Restoring the Great Lakes for Birds and People” which
can also be found online.
MOTION by Danz, second by Allen and carried to hold this item in committee
for a future agenda.
5. RECURRING BUSINESS
5.1. Director’s Update
5.2. Future Agenda Items
5.2.1. Partner updates – Allouez Bay May 10
5.3. Confirm next meeting date as May 10, 2022 in Room 204 of the Government Center
5. ADJOURNMENT
MOTION by Bridge, second by Allen and carried to adjourn the meeting at 6:27 p.m.
Respectfully submitted by Jodi Saylor

WISCONSIN POINT COMMITTEE – 3/22/22 Meeting (Meets as needed/quarterly.)
*Attended the meeting virtually

Page 5 of 5

Allouez Bay
Marsh Bird
Habitat
Restoration
DAVID GRANDMAISON, WISCONSIN DNR
TOM PRESTBY, AUDUBON GREAT LAKES

Allouez Bay Restoration Project Partners
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources
Audubon Great Lakes
Natural Resources Research Institute
Minnesota Land Trust
City of Superior
Douglas County
Fond du Lac Band of Lake Superior Chippewa
Lake Superior Research Institute – UW Superior
St. Croix Chippewa Indians of Wisconsin
Northern Institute of Applied Climate Science

Coastal Wetland Ecosystem Services

• Habitat for plants and animals
• Shoreline stabilization
• Wave attenuation/erosion control
• Flood conveyance and storage

• Carbon storage and sequestration
• Water quality
• Groundwater recharge
• Recreation

Great Lakes Restoration Initiative
Issue: Marsh bird populations are in steep decline,
with some regional population declines as high as
80%.
Cause: Habitat loss and degradation, poor water
quality
Action: Great Lakes Restoration Initiative
(GLRI) Prioritizes Marsh Birds & Coastal
Wetlands, Audubon has Identified
Strategic Restoration Sites

Active
Active
Completed
Completed
Future
Future
priority
priority

Case Study: Big Marsh Park, Chicago
Chicago Park District

2021, 10

2020, 9

2019, 9

2015

2016, 1

2015, 2

SPECIES RICHNESS

2017, 8

2018, 11

Phragmites herbicide & burn
treatments, water levels lowered

B I G MA R S H

2017

Allouez Bay Marsh Bird Habitat
Phase 1 Restoration

Coastal Wetland Prioritization
Tool
• Guides strategic investment
to maximize benefits for
marsh bird conservation.
• Identifies where to take
conservation actions.
Map: Audubon
Photo: Audubon

This is the first phase of a larger restoration
vision for Allouez Bay that will have goals of:

• Restoring natural dynamics of the wetland such as hemi-marsh
• Protecting the wetland complex from wind and wave energy
• Controlling invasive species and promoting native species
• Improving and increasing wildlife & fish habitat
• Increasing recreation opportunities in the Bay

Marsh Birds As Indicators
• Reliant on a variety of wetland
vegetation characteristics
• Sensitive to anthropogenic
disturbance
• Focal species: American bittern,
black tern, least bittern, marsh
wren, sedge wren, pied-billed
grebe, sora, swamp sparrow,
Virginia rail, and yellow-headed
blackbird
Marsh Wren
Photo: C. Goettsch/Audubon Photography Awards

Baseline Avian Survey Data
Purpose

• Point count surveys: 2020 – 2022
• Audio recording units: 2021 – 2022
• Baseline dataset to inform restoration
planning, scoping, and success

Existing Condition

• All focal species detected except black
tern
• Several species in very low numbers
Photo:
Annie Bracey| NRRI

• bitterns, pied-billed grebe, yellow-headed
blackbird

Allouez Bay Marsh Bird Habitat
Phase 1 Restoration

Current Conditions
Areas with >25%
invasive cattail cover
threaten existing highquality habitat

• Invasive species, cattail
encroachment
• Pockets of high-quality
habitat
• Presence of focal marsh birds
• Opportunity to expand
available habitat & improve
climate resiliency
Photo: Audubon

Allouez Bay Marsh Bird Habitat
Phase 1 Restoration

Data Source: LSRI 2022

Plot

Allouez Bay Marsh Bird Habitat
Phase 1 Restoration

Data Source: LSRI 2022

Plot

Invasive Species Control
Plan: Target Invasive Species

• Narrowleaf Cattail (Typha angustifolia), Common Reed (Phragmites
australis), and Reed Canary Grass (Phalaris arundinacea)

Purpose: Reduce Threats to High-Quality Habitat

• Invasives spread vigorously and outcompete/exclude native species
• Extremely difficult to remove once established
• Alter wetland function and habitat value for wildlife
• Decreases the recreational value for humans

Allouez Bay Marsh Bird Habitat
Phase 1 Restoration
Phase 1 Scope

• Protect high-quality
habitat
• Invasive species
management
• Black tern nesting
platforms

Map: Audubon

Allouez Bay Marsh Bird Habitat
Phase 1 Restoration
Phase 1 Scope
• 38 acres cattail
• 13 acres reed
canary grass

Map: Audubon

Allouez Bay Marsh Bird Habitat
Phase 1 Restoration
Western
Management Area
• 33 total acres

• 6.78 acres Douglas
County

Map: Audubon

Allouez Bay Marsh Bird Habitat
Phase 1 Restoration
Eastern
Management Area
• 5 total acres

• 5 acres City of
Superior

Map: Audubon

Control Methods
• Targeted mechanical &
chemical management
methods
• Proven techniques for
invasive cattail control
• Combination of methods
is most effective
• Other methods not
viable at this site

Glyphosate
• Proven to be effective in cattail control
• Least physically invasive option
• Able to surgically target specific areas and
plants
• Goes through stems to the roots
• Glyphosate is standard method for treating
these species
• Approved for aquatic use

Glyphosate
Memo to WDNR Pesticide Use Advisory Team (2020):
• No health/safety risk to applicators or public if applied following the
restrictions of the label and recommended PPE.
• Aquatic uses of glyphosate are unlikely to have any impacts due to
dilution in large bodies of water.
• Rarely bio-available due to its high affinity to soils and organic
matter.
• Non-toxic or slightly toxic to birds, fish, invertebrates, and estuary
organisms and practically non-toxic to honeybees and earthworms.

In 2020 EPA scientists performed an independent
evaluation of available data for glyphosate and
found:
• No risks of
concern to
human health
from current
uses of
glyphosate.

• No indication
that children
are more
sensitive to
glyphosate.

• No evidence that
glyphosate
causes cancer in
humans
• No indication
that glyphosate
is an endocrine
disruptor.

Sources. https://www.epa.gov/ingredients-used-pesticide-products/glyphosate
https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2020-01/documents/glyphosate-interim-reg-review-decision-case-num0178.pdf

Alternative Control Options
• Smothering: Makes area unavailable to wildlife, not
practical in aquatic systems. Impacts to non-target
species.
• Biological Agents / Growth Inhibitors: None known.
• Prescribed Burning: Can increase cattail dominance.
Impacts to non-target species.
• Grazing: Impacts to non-target species. Not applicable
in aquatic area.

Allouez Bay Marsh Bird Habitat
Phase 1 Restoration

Minimizing Impacts
• Area avoidance
• ‘Surgical’ application
• Weather considerations
• Drift management protocols
• Spill prevention plan

Planting and Seeding Native Species
Areas deeper than 6 inches of water

Areas less than 6 inches of water

Wild rice (Zizania palustris)

Marsh cinquefoil (Comarum palustre)

Hardstem bullrush (Schoenoplectus acutus)

Northern blue flag iris (iris versicolor)

Softstem bullrush (Schoenoplectus tabernaemontani)

American sweet flag (Acorus americanus)

Bur-reed (Sparganium americanum)

Bog-myrtle (Myrica gale)

Broadleaf arrowhead (Sagittaria latifolia)

Common spike-rush (Eleocharis palustris)
Water arum (Calla palustris)
Rice cutgrass (Leersia oryzoides)

• Methods likely to include seeding and rock sock plantings
• GLRI-funded project involving wild rice restoration is already occurring

Allouez Bay Marsh Bird Habitat
Phase 1 Restoration

Black Tern Nesting Platforms
• 10 – 20 artificial nest sites
• Placed in existing hemi-marsh
sites
• Monitor
for nesting

Allouez Bay Marsh Bird Habitat
Phase 1 Restoration

Post-Application Monitoring
• Native plant establishment
• Encroachment of invasives
• Continued bird surveys
• Wild rice monitoring

What We’ve Done

Where We’re Going

• 2020 – Project conceptualization,
planning, GLRI funding

• Spring 2022 – Initiate Phase 1
design and bathymetry

• Spring 2021 – Establishment of
restoration site team

• Late 2022/Early 2023 – Phase 1
implementation

• Summer 2021 – Partner site visit

• Ongoing – Phase 2 planning

• Fall 2021 – Climate Adaptation
Workshop with NIACS

• 2024 – Phase 2 implementation

• Winter 2022 – Finalized Phase 1
Scope

• 2023 & 2024 – Phase 3 planning

Questions & Comments

Glyphosate
• Glyphosate is a
widely used
systemic herbicide
that controls
broadleaf weeds
and grasses.
• It has been
registered as a
pesticide in the
U.S. since 1974.

• In January 2020, EPA
released the interim
decision for
registration review,
“EPA continues to
find that there are
no risks of concern
to human health
when glyphosate is
used in accordance
with its current
label”.

• EPA also found
that glyphosate is
unlikely to be a
human carcinogen.

Sources. https://www.epa.gov/ingredients-used-pesticide-products/glyphosate
https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2020-01/documents/glyphosate-interim-reg-review-decision-case-num-0178.pdf

Glyphosate
• “Glyphosate targets a broad range of
weeds and is important in the
production of fruits, vegetables, nuts,
field crops such as corn and
soybean.”
• “Glyphosate is also important for
noxious and invasive weed control in
aquatic systems,
pastures/rangelands, public lands,
forestry, and rights-of-way. Invasive
weeds controlled by glyphosate
include cattails and water hyacinth.”
Sources. https://www.epa.gov/ingredients-used-pesticide-products/glyphosate
https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2020-01/documents/glyphosate-interim-reg-review-decision-case-num-0178.pdf

