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Invasive Species 

• Non-native 

• Outcompete  

• Impacts 
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Population Dynamics 

• Growth 

• Mortality  



Research Purpose 

• Identify important habitats and lake-
specific habitat limitations  

•Compare aspects of zebra mussel 
demography at different phases of 
colonization  

 



Objectives 

1) Test whether zebra mussels select substrate  

2) Test for differences in habitat selection 
among lakes and build a predictive model of 
potential habitat use 

3) Test for differences in zebra mussel mean 
lengths-at-age among lakes 

4) Test for differences in zebra mussel mortality 
rates among lakes 

 

 



Study Area 



Study Lakes 

• Detected: 1999 – 2012 

• Area: 38 – 970 hectares 

• Maximum depth: 8 – 62 meters 

 



Field Methods 

• Quadrats 

along 

transects  
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Field Methods 

• Quadrat data  

–Depth 

– Substrate 

– Substrate use 
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Keyes Lake 



Laboratory Methods 

• 12 quadrats per lake 

– Length 

–Age 
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Habitat 

Laura Herman 
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Predictive model 

Variables  Coefficient SE Wald P 

Silt -0.011 0.002 23.564 <0.001 

Organic -0.031 0.007 20.636 <0.001 

Rock 0.009 0.003 9.818 0.002 

Wood 0.051 0.018 7.667 0.006 

Depth 0.001 0.00 13.33 <0.001 

Constant 0.317 0.127 6.192 0.013 



Growth 
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Mortality 
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Mortality 
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Conclusions 

•Habitat selection is occurring 

•Growth varies among lakes 

•Mortality does not differ 



Management Applications 

• Improve early detection 

• Evaluate growth and mortality over time 



Acknowledgements 

Keyes Lake 
Improvement Association 

 Graduate Committee: 

• Tim Ginnett (chair), Ron Crunkilton, Greg Sass, Brian Sloss 

Research Technicians 

• Bill Frisque, Henry Tews, Alex Warf 

Special Thanks 

• Michael Bozek, Heidi Bunk, Kevin Gauthier, Jessica Orlando, 
graduate students, Heidi Bunk, Laura Herman, Kyle Herrman, 
Dan Isermann, Olson family, SECOLA, US Forest Service   

 

 

 

 



Questions? 


