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Table 1. Sea lamprey wounding rates (wounds per 100 fish) on lake trout and landlocked salmon
through time. ML= Main Lake basin; IS-MB= Inland Sea-Malletts Bay. Sample sizes are in
parentheses.

Species Trout" Landlocked Salmon®
Basin ML Lakewide ML IS-MB
Objective 25 15 15 15
Pre-control (1,58554) (63426) (13145) (5332 1
Experimental control® (3,323 0) (1,3519 4) (1’%713) ( 53891)
1999 (35158) (13086) (;2) (28)
2000 (26818) (42569) (42157) (1(2))
2001 (16606) (25039) (15;3) (ig)
2002 (17322) (15061) (?13) (Z)
2003 (27()73) (19334) éz) (16086)
2004 (16127) (25036) (47271) (15372)
2005 (Zj) (16599) (15198) (Z?)
2006 (19397) (273%) (17519) (2?)
2007 (32) (27045) (17810) (gg)
2008 (;;) (13882) (13550) (g(z))
2009 (gg) (53123) (43114) (gg)
2010 (24 108) (21952) (21659) ég)
2011 (13608) (61291) (51493) (;g)
2012 (14907) (22017) (12 817) (%g)
2013 (35342) (31391 ) (21559) (gg)
2014 (33903) (51658) (41831) (ig)
2015 (32878) (1,})917) (81;;6) (12351)

2 ake trout in the 533-633 mm (21-25 inches) length interval.

b Salmon in the 432-533 mm (17-21 inches) length interval.

¢ Pre-control included 1982-92 for lake trout and 1985-92 for salmon.
4 Experimental control included 1993-98.
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Table 3. Sea lamprey larval population estimates (young-of-year excluded) in Stone Bridge
Brook.

Type | Habitat Type 1l Habitat % QAS Population
Year | N M? Density [N M? Density | Density Estimate
Pre-Treatment
QAS Survey 2012 145 165 | 0.273 | 8 | 51.5 | 0.155 0.245 11,609
; ' L 12013 Treatment ; '
-Post-Treatment
QAS Survey 2014 | 0 | 180 0.000 | O | 90 0.000 0.000 0
Pre-Treatment
Larval Survey 2015 | 5 {129 0.039 |1| 70 0.014 0.030
o Proposed 2016 Treatment |

Stone Bridge Brook received its first TFM (3-Trifluoromethyl-4-Nitrophenol) treatment in
September 1991 (Table 4.) and then was trapped for the next consecutive 22 years. It was
believed that trapping might be a suitable alternative to TFM in this brook and a way to
successfully control the population. Over the years, trapping resulted in variable degrees of
success. One thing was consistent; despite successfully trapping spawning adult sea lamprey,
some would always find a way past our barrier and manage to successfully reproduce. We
consistently found larvae upstream of the barrier when surveys were conducted. Finally in 2012,
the population of larvae hit an all-time high (Table 3). This led to our request and subsequent
treatment of Stone Bridge Brook in 2013. Stone Bridge Brook is one of our smaller treatments
as measured by amount of lampricide needed (Table 4.), but contains a relatively large number
of larvae and its consistent catch of adults during trapping operations make it a brook in need of

control.

Table 4. Stone Bridge Brook lampricide treatment history.

TFM used
Active
River | Discharge | Formulation | Ingredient
Date miles | (cfs) (gal) (pounds) Reference
September 16, 1991 2.9 2.0 19.5 62 | Steinbach 1991
October 23, 2013 3.6 3.5 14 44.6 | Smith 2014
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A New Approach to Controlling Sea Lamprey in Stone Bridge Brook

The USFWS has trapped sea lamprey in Stone Bridge Brook since the 1980s. We have used
several different techniques and locations during that period. Our most recent trapping efforts
are by far the most successful of all methodologies used. Despite our best efforts, the
hydrological characteristics of Stone Bridge Brook are always going to produce watershed events
that render our portable barriers and traps ineffective. The 2013 treatment of Stone Bridge
Brook showed us that a treatment of that river was possible and effective.

Because of the perennial partial failure of trapping Stone Bridge Brook, we are planning to
discontinue trapping of this stream and begin treating it with lampricide as the primary form of
sea lamprey control. We have streams where we believe trapping is effective and will continue
to trap there. This is not an abandonment of trapping as a technique. It is abandoning a
marginally effective method for a very effective method on a particular stream.

. There are several reasons that we believe this change in control method is justified.

1. The effectiveness of treating (measured as the difference between pre- and post- larval
lamprey surveys) showed that the 2013 treatment was 100% effective. In contrast,
trapping was allowing sea lamprey reproduction to occur annually, ultimately resulting in
metamorphosed lamprey that become parasites. Additionally, due to its size, a treatment
is relatively inexpensive.

2. The effects on the non-target environment from a lampricide treatment are less than the
effects of annual trapping. While this may sound counter-intuitive, the data clearly show
this distinction. If you review Attachment 3 of this document, you will see the last 6 years
of trapping records. Those data show that on Stone Bridge Brook, over a 6 year period,
we passed 3,900 live non-target species and tallied 449 non-target species mortalities.
This results in a 10% mortality rate among trapped, non-target species. In contrast, we
collected 19 mortalities following the 2013 lampricide treatment (not including 43 silver
lamprey which were expected to be mortalities). This was from subsections which
accounted for about 22% of the stream area. While extrapolating numbers across
dissimilar habitats results in unreliable and inaccurate estimates, it is the only way to make
fair comparisons in this comparative exercise. Therefore if we extrapolate the 19
mortalities found in 22% of the river, across the entire river, we would get 88 estimated
mortalities for an entire treatment. Now standardizing by year, trapping produces an
average of 75 mortalities per year and lampricide treatments (done once per 4 years)
produce 22 estimated mortalities per year. The point being made is that not only is a
lampricide treatment not going to result in increased non-target mortalities, it actually
yields fewer mortalities over time. We believe that in the long term, trapping causes
higher non-target mortality than quadrennial TFM treatments.
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3. The cost in terms of personnel time spent tending and maintaining the trap 3 days per
week, for 2.5 months, every spring is enormous. Add to that, materials and equipment
costs and the cost of trapping is a significant expense annually. If we conservatively
estimated labor at $75/day, materials at $10/day, and fuel at $5/day, just for Stone Bridge
alone, that would equate to $2,970 annually. Comparatively, the cost of the 2013
lampricide treatment was $1,071 in chemical, $1,000 in materials and 2-3 days of staff
time ($1,200), once every 4 years which equates to $1,293 annually. The cost savings by
treating are apparent.

It is for these 3 key reasons that we feel the decision to treat Stone Bridge Brook on a regular 4-
year cycle is justified and the best way to control the stream and provide protection to the non-
target environment. Additionally, Stone Bridge Brook contains no species of special concern
other than the cylindrical paper-shell mussel whose tolerance for lampricide is extremely high
and has never been seen as a mortality following any treatments (NYSDEC and VIDFW 2007).

Justification for treating in 2016 after a 2013 treatment was completed

The 2013 Stone Bridge Brook lampricide treatment was completed successfully with a post-
treatment larval survey yielding no surviving lamprey. Stone Bridge Brook was treated in 2013
as part of the regular treatment schedule. Normally, it would not be scheduled for treatment
again until 2017 (4-year cycle is matched to life-history of sea lamprey). We are seeking to treat
it in 2016 to include it in our Lake Champlain Basin geographic re-alignment plan. Previously,
treatments were scheduled without attention to the various effects that geography imposes upon
the sea lamprey control program. This alignment plan, its reasoning, and its justification are
explained in Attachment 2.

This is a one-time request to treat 1 year early so that Vermont lampricide treatments and
associated permits can be geographically and temporally aligned to create logistical, financial,
and biological efficiencies for the both the applicant and the Agency. Following this one-time
realignment, Stone Bridge Brook would resume a typical 4-year schedule of lampricide
treatments as needed, based on survey data.

The species assemblage of Stone Bridge Brook does not contain Endangered and Threatened
species that would be impacted by repeated application (1 mussel species with a relatively high
tolerance for lampricide). The non-target species most impacted by this 2-in-a-row treatment
would likely be silver lamprey. The effects of a repeated treatment on the population are not
estimable; however, experience on rivers in New York which have silver lamprey and brook
lamprey populations, and were treated 2 years in a row, showed that the populations of those
non-target lampreys persisted in the following years. Silver lamprey populations have increased
in number in Vermont as sea lamprey control has become more successful (larval surveys of
Poultney and Missisquoi). We do not believe this one-time realignment in Stone Bridge Brook
will have lasting detrimental effects to the population(s) of silver lamprey in Stone Bridge Brook
or the state of Vermont (further discussion on page 15 — where silver lamprey are discussed in
detail).
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Table S. History of observed non-target mortalities following the lampricide treatments of Stone
Bridge Brook.

Stone Bridge
1991 | 2013

River Miles Treated 2.9 3.6
River Miles Surveyed 29 0.9
% of Survey Area Accessible na 69
% Sea Lamprey Reduction [ 100] 100]
% Lamprey Spp. Comp.

Sea Lamprey 7091 735

Silver Lamprey 291 ] 265
FISH (non-lamprey) TOTAL
Northern pike : 5 5
Common shiner 5 2 7
Bluntnose minnow 725 725
Blacknose dace 6 3 9
Longnose dace 1 1
White sucker 170 2 172
Brown buillhead 3 3
Tessellated darter* 64 10 74
Logperch 7 7
Unidentified fish 1 1
AMPHIBIANS
Dusky salamander . 14 14
Unid. frog adult 1 1
Unid. frog tadpole 364 364
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While more recent empiric data are not available, the results of the large, lake-wide fishing
derbies, the numbers of participants, increased fishing in Lake Champlain, angler satisfaction,
and wide-spread public support of the lamprey control program point to many increased public
benefits for the citizens of Vermont.

Treatment Strategy and Methodology

Treatment Strategy

Given the need for an effective treatment while mitigating potential risks to certain listed non-
target species, the specific proposed treatment strategy for the Stone Bridge Brook is as follows:

1. USFWS will apply TFM to 3.6 stream miles of Stone Bridge Brook with the primary
lampricide application point (AP) at Lake Road.

2. There will be one supplemental application point where the concentration of the
lampricide bank will be boosted back up to the target concentration as needed. It will be
located just above Beebe Hill Road.

3. TFM Bars and/or adjustable rate pumps may be used as supplemental applications on up
to 5 small tributaries (SAP 1-5 on Figure 3) near their confluences with Stone Bridge
Brook, concurrent with passage of the mainstem lampricide block at those points, to block
lamprey escapement into untreated water from these streams. Flows on the day of
treatment will determine the need for these supplemental applications.

4. Application rate: TFM will be applied for 12 consecutive hours to achieve a target in-
stream treatment concentration of no greater than 1.5 x MLC.

5. MLC will be determined by the results of an on-site toxicity test and diurnal stream pH
and alkalinity analysis in the days prior to treatment. The MLC may be adjusted during
treatment to compensate for shifts in pH or alkalinity that differ from pre-treatment
conditions.

The proposed treatment strategy is designed to provide an effective sea lamprey control
treatment while providing a margin of safety for non-target species of concern in Stone Bridge
Brook. A 14-hour treatment duration may be required under certain flow and water chemistry
conditions in order to achieve a minimum 9-hour lethal exposure duration in all areas of larval
habitat.
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Pre-treatment and Treatment Water Chemistry Monitoring

Pre-treatment: Monitoring the daily fluctuations in stream pH and total alkalinity is necessary to
determine corresponding changes in lampricide toxicity. Diurnal pH fluctuations will be
monitored for at least 24 hours prior to treatment, and usually for a longer period. Total
alkalinity will also be measured periodically over the same time frame as for pH monitoring.
The pH and alkalinity data will be considered with the results of the pre-treatment toxicity test to
determine the stream MLC (SMLC) which is the instantaneous concentration (mg/L) of TFM
needed to achieve 1.0 x MLC for lamprey at any given time or place in the river: This value
fluctuates over time and space due to many factors. Water chemistry will be monitored at
stations with pH/temperature data recorders, supplemented by periodic hand sampling for lab
measurements; total alkalinity will be measured at least at the times of deployment and retrieval
of the data recorders at these stations. Based on these data, lampricides may be applied at less
than the maximum proposed treatment concentrations (but not lower than 1.0 x MLC) if
conditions forewarn that the SMLC may drop (toxicity goes up), downstream of the application.

Treatment: Water chemistry samples will be collected at least once every hour at Stations 1, 2,
3a, 3b, 4, and 5 during the periods that the lampricide block passes through each point by hand
sampling or pH logger (Figure 3). Adjustments will be made to the application rate and target
concentration to compensate for variation in pH and/or total alkalinity at Station 1 during the
treatment for the primary application, and the sample taken from below each supplemental
application will be used to adjust the application rate at the respective supplemental application
site. Water chemistry will be monitored at stations with automatic water samplers using
pH/temperature data recorders; samples will be analyzed for total alkalinity at the times of
deployment and retrieval of the samplers and data recorders.

Target/Non-target Species Mortality Monitoring

Post-treatment mortality assessment crews will walk systematically, pre-defined sections of each
treated stream reach within 36 hours of the lampricide block passage. All visible river-bottom in
each section will be inspected and observations of non-target organism mortalities, except
lamprey, will be recorded. Non-target assessment sections comprise about 20% of the treated
reaches and are defined based on the locations of USFWS sea lamprey larval survey transects as
follows: One section will start immediately below each lampricide application point, equal in
length to the distance between two transects. Four additional sections will be assessed on each
stream reach between transects 3-4, 8-9, 13-14, 18-19, 23-AP. Transect locations and
assessment sections are presented in Figure 4. ,
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Conclusion

Considering the 5 Vermont statutory criteria discussed above, the USFWS has the opinion that a
controlled application of TFM at a concentration of up to 1.5 X MLC will acceptably meet and
fulfil the requirements necessary for obtaining an Aquatic Nuisance Control Permit for the
proposed sea lamprey treatment of Stone Bridge Brook. Proposed permit conditions are
presented in Attachment 4.

Permit cycle

At a meeting in Montpelier on February 24™, 2015 with Secretary Markowitz, Commissioner
Porter, and other key individuals, the duration of the permits and the idea of lumping them was
discussed. As a result, it was decided that the T&E permits should be made consistent in
duration with the DEC’s Aquatic Nuisance Control Permit which last 5 years. Therefore, we are
asking for this ANC permit to become effective in the fall of 2016 and remain effective through
the fall of 2021. This would allow Stone Bridge Brook to be treated twice on this one permit
(2016 and 2020). If issues arise or need to be addressed, the permit can be reopened. This does
not guarantee 2 treatments; instead it will allow a second treatment in 2020 assuming that
nothing significant has changed during that time that would affect permit conditions. The
applicant will notify the Agency of Natural Resources at least 6 months prior to a planned second
treatment to allow time for any questions or concerns to be raised and addressed.
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Lake Champlain Sea Lamprey Control Program Geographic Realignment Plan

Since the beginning of the lamprey control program many factors have resulted in the
geographically-arbitrary, though regular schedule of lamprey treatments within the basin. In an
attempt to follow the strategy of the Great Lakes Sea Lamprey Control Program, we seek to
move our schedule to a geographically-based, systematic strategy. This realignment provides
substantial time and financial savings to both the applicant and the Agency of Natural Resources.
It also has a presumed biological advantage produced by concentrating the spawner-attracting
larval pheromone into proximate rivers and thereby creating regionalized attracting plumes. This
could focus reproductive effort and allow for more effective control by reducing the population’s
overall heterogeneity.

Time and costs would be reduced by only needing to apply lampricide in Vermont during 2 years
of the 4-year control program cycle (based on lamprey life history of 4-year resident larvae).
This also means permits would only need to be reviewed 2 out of 4 years (currently, permitting is
required every year in VT because treatments are not aligned). Financially, savings would be
made in staff time spent on permitting and through logistical improvements allowing for
regionalized travel and centralized operations. More can be done in a shorter time. Additionally,
as can be seen in the figure below, the re-alignment plan would result in treatments in the Lake
Champlain Basin during only 3 of the 4 years of a treatment cycle and only 2 of 4 years of the
cycle in Vermont. There are many increases in efficiency to be gained by both the State of
Vermont and the applicant by adopting this realignment plan. '

Biologically, the principle at work is to begin having the spawning population rotating the focus
of its reproductive effort geographically, following the strongest pheromone concentration cues
emitted by geographically-concentrated larval populations. When the spawning population
focuses its effort in these geographic‘ units, larval production would be focused as well. Keeping
this regular geographic rotation in operation, whereby streams are treated in the fall following
the presumed most intensive reproductive effort of the preceding spring, maximizes the impact
of lampricide treatments on the collective larval population of the basin. In simple terms, our
focused effort matches their focused effort. In contrast, arbitrarily placed geographic treatments
spread our effort across areas with equally distributed lamprey reproductive effort and thus
prevent the emergence of geographically distinct zones of age-class-synchronized larval
production. Ultimately, we create a geographic rotational chase where in our case, the lamprey
chase the pheromone, and we chase the lamprey. The results are not absolute and the lamprey
will not completely ignore areas with fewer larvae, but this is one more tool in our integrated
pest management plan which can help us maximize our effectiveness in reducing the lamprey
population and enhancing the cost-benefit ratio of cost per kill ratio in the basin.

By treating deltas in the same year as the river they stem from, we address an issue that we only
recently learned. During stream treatments, substantial numbers of lamprey swim ahead of the
chemical block and can seek refuge on the delta where the concentration falls below the lethal
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level. Treating the delta the following fall kills all non-transforming larvae that escaped the river
during the treatment. However, any lamprey that were transforming and were chased onto the
delta by a September treatment are free to recruit to the parasitic form and become part of the
lake’s parasitic population in November (this is the month of greatest transformer emigration).
Scheduling delta treatments in the same fall as the river treatments kills all lamprey year classes
that escaped to the delta and prevents transformers from using the delta as a refuge before they
become parasites that fall. The benefits of this same year treatment of river and delta were a
reason for scheduling the Mill Brook stream and delta treatments in the same year (their first
treatment was 2008). '

The figure below shows the 3 proposed, colored zones or geographic units we are moving
toward. This will require some shifting of treatments to get to this point. The table shows which
rivers would need to be rescheduled to achieve the goal shown in the figure and how many years
different from present they would need to be shifted. This proposed change has already taken
place in all New York State rivers and in all Vermont State rivers except Stone Bridge Brook.

As a result, the colored zones will all become complete and on a geographic cycle once the Stone
Bridge Brook early (1-year) treatment is approved; no further early or late treatments will be
required. A 2016 treatment of the Lamoille was not necessary due to no lamprey being found in
it. It therefore did not have to be considered for early treatment along with Stone Bridge Brook.

" The Lamoille River will be considered for a 2020 treatment following the results of its 2019

survey.

Changes to the existing schedule required to achieve the proposed treatment schedule

No Change 1 year early 2 years early 3 years early
Saranac (NY) ' Ausable Delta (APA) Great Chazy (NY) Putnam (APA)
Salmon + Delta (APA) Boquet (APA) Saranac Delta (NY) | Lewis (VT)
L. Ausable + Delta (APA) Mill Brook + Delta (APA)

Ausable (APA) Mt. Hope (APA)

Boquet Delta (APA) Lamoille (VT) [not treated]

Beaver (APA) . Stone Bridge (VT)

Poultney (NY/VT)

Hubbardton (VT)

Winooski (VT)

Missisquoi (VT)
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6 Year Summary of Trapping Data Mortalities

# % passed
Year passed # Dead alive
2010 471 65 87.9%
2011 569 139 80.4%
2012 619 51 92.4%
2013 1397 97 93.5%
2014 462 83 84.8%
2015 382 14 96.5%
- Totals 3900 449
Average 650 75 85.7%
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Proposed Aquatic Nuisance Control Species Permit Specific Conditions
for the 2016 and 2020 Stone Bridge Brook TFM Treatments

Attachment 4

Proposed Permit Conditions




Part II. Pesticide Application Conditions

A. Pesticide Use Conditions
1. The Permittee is authorized to use TFM-HP Sea Lamprey Larvicide (EPA Reg. No. 6704-45),
and TFM Bar (EPA Reg. No. 6704-86)

2. All TFM-HP, and TFM-Bar (lampricide) products shall be registered with the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency and the Vermont Agency of Agriculture, Food and Markets for use in Vermont at
the time of the treatment, and shall be handled, applied, and disposed of in full conformance with all
label requirements as well as all state and federal regulations in effect at the time of the treatment.

3. All Operators (pesticide applicators) shall be certified by the Vermont Agency of Agriculture,
Food and Markets in Category Five — Aquatics.

B. Date, Location and Environmental Conditions

1. The Permittee is authorized two applications of lampricide under this permit; one between
September 14 and December 1 of 2016 and one between Labor Day and December 1 of 2020. If
the 2016 treatment must be postponed until 2017 or the 2020 treatment postponed until 2021,
that rescheduled treatment must occur during the same date range. In the case of a
postponement, the next treatment shall remain on its original schedule, not pushed back one year,
to maintain the basin alignment strategy for conducting lampricide treatments.

2. The Permittee shall apply TFM only in the authorized areas of Stone Bridge Brook as shown on
Attachment 1, identified as follows:

a. the primary application location is immediately downstream of where Lake Road crosses Stone
Bridge Brook in the Town of Milton.

b. a supplemental TFM boost application will be located at Beebe Hill Road and used to raise the
concentration if it is determined that the chemical block has deteriorated to a point that could result in
an ineffective treatment.

c. TFM-Bar may be used in up to 5 tributaries within the Stone Bridge Brook watershed for the
purpose of negating the effects of incoming freshwater. TFM-Bar shall be placed no further than 100
meters upstream of a tributary’s confluence with Stone Bridge Brook.

3. The Permittee shall ensure the water temperature at the primary application points (prior to
application) during the day of scheduled treatment is at or above 2° C.

4. Treatment shall only occur in Stone Bridge Brook when the measured flow rate on the day of
treatment is between 2 cfs and 12 cfs.

5. The Permittee shall monitor stream flow hourly during the time period when application is taking
place.

6. No treatment shall occur unless the surface elevation of Lake Champlain is at or below 98.0 feet

National Geodetic Vertical Datum (NGVD) as measured at the permanent USGS gauging station
located at Burlington, Vermont.
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4. Cause for permit suspension or revocation includes, but not limited to, the following:
a. violation of any of the terms or conditions by the Permittee;
b. failure to disclose relevant facts, new research, findings, or other information not previously made
available by the Permittee;
c. any misrepresentation of fact or the provision of false information by the Permittee;
d. a determination that the risk to the non-target environment resulting from the activities authorized under
this permit is unacceptable;
e. a determination that the risk to public health resulting from the activities authorized under this permit is
more than negligible; and/or
f. a determination that there is an undue adverse effect upon the public good resulting from the activities
authorized under this permit.

5. The Permittee shall obtain and conduct the treatment in accordance with an Endangered and
Threatened Species Takings Permit from the Vermont Department of Fish and Wildlife.

Part II1. Monitoring, Surveying & Reporting

A. Monitoring

1. The Permittee shall collect and analyze (for pH and Lampricide concentration) water samples
every % hour from the following sample stations (as indicated in Attachment 1) during treatment by
hand or pH logger. Samples shall be analyzed for alkalinity at least every 2 hours at:

a. Station 1: Downstream of Lake Road Application

b. Station 3b: Downstream of the Beebe Hill Boost application.

2. The Permittee shall collect and analyze (for pH and Lampricide concentration) water samples
every hour from the following stations (as indicated in Attachment 1) during treatment by hand or pH
logger:

a. Station 2: Midpoint between Lake Road and Beebe Hill Road;

b. Station 3a: Above Beebe Hill Road maintenance application point;

b. Station 4: Approximate midpoint between Beebe Hill Road and the mouth;

¢. Station 5: At the mouth near Eagle Mountain Harbor Road

4. Except for samples collected for water use advisory purposes, the Permittee shall determine TFM
concentrations with analytical instruments accurate to within 0.1 parts per million (ppm).

5. The Permittee shall take samples at Stations 1 and 3b at three locations in transect: at one-quarter,
one-half and three-quarters across Stone Bridge Brook.

a. If TFM concentration measurements along this transect are within 0.1 MLC of each other and at or
below the 1.5 MLC target, then sampling may be reduced to the midstream (one-half) location only.
b. If TFM concentration measurements along this transect are NOT within 0.1 MLC of each other
and at or below the 1.5 MLC target, then sampling shall continue at all three locations in until
subsequent measurements along this transect are within 0.1 MLC and at or below the 1.5 MLC
target.

6. The Permittee shall conduct all monitoring, surveys and reporting of the water use advisory zone

in accordance with the “Water use advisory zone monitoring plan for lampricide treatments in Lake
Champlain.” (Smith 2016b)
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Part IV. Public Use Advisories & Restriction Notifications

A. Use Advisories

1. The Permittee shall conduct all public use advisories in accordance with the approved “Lake
Champlain prior notification, and water supply plan for lampricide applications.” (Smith, 2016).

2. All laboratory analyses for TFM regarding public use advisories and notifications shall be
conducted with a minimum detection limit of 5 parts per billion (ppb) or less.

B. Restriction Notifications

1. The Permittee shall inform the public all surface water downstream of the primary application
location should not be used for drinking, cooking, washing or other household purposes such as
bathing, showering, and dish and clothes washing, as well as for swimming, irrigation or livestock
watering until analytical results confirm that TFM residues are less than 35 ppb.

2. The Permittee shall inform the public that water within the use advisory area should not be used
for fishing, hunting or and other water-based recreation activities until analytical results confirm that
TFM residues are less than 100 parts ppb.

Part V. Compliance; Enforcement

The Permittee shall comply with all terms and conditions of this permit. Any permit noncompliance
constitutes a violation of 10 V.S.A. Chapter 50, and is grounds for enforcement action; permit
termination, revocation and reissuance, or modification; or denial of a permit renewal application.
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