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APPENDIX A - BASIN 8 PLANNING PARTNERS

Watershed Council and Watershed Plan Development

In early 2008, the VANR sent out an open invitation to the communities within the watershed to
participate in the development of this plan. The community members that came together as a
watershed council represented a diverse mix of stakeholders from within the watershed. They
included farmers, foresters, business owners, municipal officials, anglers, local watershed and
lakeshore organizations, environmental groups, teachers, and regional planners (Appendix A). The
Department of Environmental Conservation (VDEC) watershed coordinator and the watershed
council went through the following steps:

Issue identification

Issue prioritization

Strategy and solution development; and
Identification of resources and funding

Organizations participating in the Winooski Basin planning process included:

Chittenden County Regional Planning Commission
Central Vermont Regional Planning Commission

Essex Town Planning Commission and Conservation Commission
Friends of the Mad River

Friends of the Winooski River

Hunter, Anglers and Trappers Association of Vermont
Lake Champlain International, Inc.

Lamoille County Natural Resources Conservation District
Marshfield, Montpelier, Northfield and Plainfield Conservation Commissions
Trout Unlimited

USDA - Natural Resource Conservation Service

US Fish and Wildlife Service

University of Vermont

UVM Sea Grant

Vermont Agency of Agriculture, Foods and Marketing
Vermont Agency of Transportation

Vermont Back Roads Program

Vermont Federation of Lakes and Ponds

Vermont League of Cities and Towns

Vermont Natural Resource Council

Winooski County Natural Resources Conservation District
Worcester Selectboard



APPENDIX B: PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND RESPONSIVENESS
SUMMARY TO PUBLIC COMMENTS

Non-point source pollution is Vermont’s largest water quality problem. Non-point source pollution
is generated from numerous land uses and is not easily ascribed to any one polluter. In addition,
much of it is a result of an accumulation of environmentally damaging land use practices that are
culturally accepted or driven by economics. A plan for controlling non-point source must include a
process that helps us as a society understand why we pollute and identifies solutions that we can
accept and will implement voluntarily.

Traditional forms of public participation usually depend upon a series of public meetings where
people’s concerns are heard. This form of one-way communication is used by planners almost
solely for data collection. It fails to change people’s minds and does not ensure that all of the
values of the community are considered. The basin planning process facilitates a two-way
discussion between the community and the Agency of Natural Resources through a series of
meetings. The meetings also include strategy development through collaborative decision-making.
The discussions allow all participants’ opinions to be molded by a better understanding of their
ecosystem and the social and economic needs of their community.

The following is a list of meetings that were part of the collaborative basin planning process.
Participants include partners listed in Appendix A as well as individual citizens.

Public meetings to identify citizens’ concerns and goals for the watershed

February and March 2007 - Upper Winooski subwatershed meeting - Stevens/Jail Branch: 3/15
in Barre Town; West Branch/Little River: 2/18 in Stowe; North Branch: 2/22 in Worchester;
Winooski Mainstem: 2/13 in Berlin; Kingsbury Branch: 2/21 in Calais; Dog River: 2/27 in
Middlesex; and Winooski Headwaters: 2/6 in Marshfield. Over 70 citizens participated.

December 2008 — Upper Winooski basin meetings: 12/9 in Marshfield;12/10 and 16 in
Montpelier: 12/15 in Websterville;12/17 in Stowe

March 2009 - Lower Winooski basin meeting to identify citizen’s concerns and goals for the
watershed. 3/10 in Richmond; 3/11 in Jericho; 3/18 in Williston; 3/19 in Essex. Over 45 citizens
participated

March and April, 2010. Three focus groups with agricultural community members were held

Council/Community meetings to develop strategies
2010

Upper Winooski Basin
Montpelier: 2/11, 3/17,4/21, 7/21, 8/19, 9/15, 10/20
Berlin: 5/19 and 6/16

Lower Winooski Basin (held in Essex Jct.)
3/31, 5/7, 6/7, 9/8; 10/13, 10/14, 12/8,



3 focus group meetings with agricultural community — March and April

2011

Upper Winooski Basin — 3/28 Montpelier

Lower Winooski Basin - 3/30 Essex Junction

Agricultural meeting with Winooski Natural Resources Conservation District Board - January

2012

Public Meeting for draft basin plan
Essex Junction — 2/22

Montpelier — 3/8

Informational Meetings

Central Vermont Planning Commission Board, Berlin — 2/15

Mad River Valley Planning District Board, Waitsfield - 3/15

Chittenden County Regional Planning Commission Board, Winooski — 3/21



Vermont Department of Environmental Conservation
Agency of Natural Resources
Responsiveness Summary to Pubic Comments Regarding:

Winooski River Basin (Basin 8) Water Quality Management Plan

On February 2, 2012 the Vermont Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) of the
Agency of Natural Resources (ANR) released a final draft of the Basin 8§ Water Quality
Management Plan for a public comment period. The public comment period, which ended on
March 23", included two public meetings. The meetings were held in Essex Junction on February
22" and in Montpelier on March 8™ 2012.

The DEC prepared this responsiveness summary to address specific comments and questions and
to indicate how the plan has been modified. The comments below follow the outline of the final
draft. Comments may have been paraphrased or quoted in part. The full text of the comments is
available for review or copying at the Essex Junction Regional Office of the Department of
Environmental Conservation, 111 West Street, Essex Junction, Vermont 05452.

In General

Comment : In general, the basin plan relies heavily on voluntary and incentive based programs
and does not place enough emphasis on regulatory permitting and enforcement

Response: Basin planning process for the Winooski basin followed the Department of
Environmental Conservation’s 2003 “Guidelines for Watershed Planning,” which supported a
planning process that focused on encouraging voluntary-based efforts by providing technical and
financial assistance. Any plans written today will follow a planning process that may include
recommendations to change regulatory or permitting approaches. Further, the reader is referred to
the Statewide Surface Water Management Strategy, Appendix A, for the complete roster of
regulatory programs that are exercised by the Department and partner agencies. It is important to
note that due to legally binding confidentiality issues, a Basin Plan is not a vehicle by which to
identify individual landowners that are targeted for regulatory action.

Chapter 2 —Assessment

b

Comment: The “bug” and “insect” distinction should be clarified. The draft uses the word “bugs’
when referring to one of the criteria used in the reclassification of specific water bodies. Vermont
Agency of Natural Resources, Draft Winooski River Basin Water Quality Management Plan, page
53, (2012). Although the use of the word does not necessarily detract from the overall meaning of
the sentence, it is not scientifically correct. While some “true bugs” (Order Hemiptera) may be
prey items for fish in those systems, it is likely that most of the “bugs” that are being referred to,
are not “bugs” at all. They are “insects”. It would be more proper and scientifically correct to refer
to “bugs” as “insects” in the draft.



Response: The Department appreciates this clarification. The word “bug” will be replaced with
the work “insect.”

Chapter 4 — Implementation Table

Comment: There doesn't seem to be any prioritization of curtailing the agricultural runoff and
groundwater contamination created by dairy farming.

Response: The priority action in the executive summary that promotes existing programs, such
as CREP, to address surface runoff will be broadened to include additional agricultural BMPs. The
new language will include:

Promote existing programs that provide incentives for fencing, buffers, grassed waterways,
barnyard treatments, conservation tillage practices, and cover cropping.

With regard to groundwater, Figure 8 in the agricultural section of the basin plan in Appendix G
demonstrates that nitrate and herbicide groundwater contamination in Vermont have been on the
decline for more than a decade. Further, Figure 21 illustrates that pesticide use in Vermont has
declined since the early 1990°s. The regulatory and conservation programs that provide these
necessary protections for groundwater and surface water are included in Appendix G on page 87
and will continue to be utilized in the Winooski basin and statewide.

Comment: There doesn't seem to be discussion of the Disposal permits that allow untreated
septage (far worse than sewage) to be land applied along the river.

Response: Disposal of untreated septage requires a Solid Waste Management Certification through
the Residuals Management Section in the Watershed Management Division of the Department of
Environmental Conservation (DEC). All Agency programs that protect surface or ground water are
included in the Vermont Surface Water Management Strategy, referenced throughout the basin
plan, including second page of Chapter 3. There are several regulatory requirements for the land
application of sludge (biosolids) and septage that assist in protecting surface waters and
groundwater including prohibition of land application in the area of the 100-year floodway and
within 100° of surface water as well as maximum allowed slope of site, nutrient management for
site, among others.

DEC has no evidence or other data indicating any certified septage disposal site has caused or is
causing any surface or ground water problem.

Comment: [ understand that the State wants the plan to be action oriented. However, I am
concerned that some of the recommendations are so specific that they imply that the issue is
smaller than what it actual is. I think some of the recommendation can and should be broadened
and center around a process for determining priorities. For example, instead of items that
specifically calls out culverts as an issue in the Mad River or lists specific dams for potential
removal, consider rephrasing this way:



e Replace or repair culverts where State databases indicate there is a geomorphic and/or fish
passage benefit and a cost/benefit analysis warrants it.

e Priority should be given to removing dams that are, based on input from VT FWD and US
FWS, degrading otherwise good habitat or present dangers due to the likelihood of failure.
Further input and prioritization should be received from the Dam Taskforce.

I am not sure what purpose a Top Ten list serves. If that remains, there should be clearly stated
criteria as to why something was selected for that list. Is there some basis for believing that
culverts are worse in the Mad than elsewhere in the watershed? To my knowledge, that is not the
case. Listing towns that are the remaining few that haven’t had BBR studies or stormwater
mapping or have a TMDL at least have a basis that is rooted in something clear cut.

In general, I think the specific project approach will:

e Date the plan quickly (there is a specific recommendation in Richmond that discusses using
a UVM class in spring 2010!)

e Fail to make adequate use of State tools or staff expertise to guide project development
over the long term (see the culvert and dam examples above)

e Limit the flexibility of groups and towns to identify and develop projects that may
ultimately be as or more valuable than specific ones listed. This assumes that grant
proposals that can cite the Basin Plan will score higher for funding.

Response: The concern is noted and understood. What the commenter observes here is an
evolution in the basin planning process from that guided by the Agency’s 2003 “Vermont
Watershed Initiative Guidelines for Watershed Planning” to the recently issued Statewide Surface
Water Management Strategy and its Chapter 4 entitled, “Tactical Basin Planning.” The
Department has observed over time that the lack of geographic specificity and prioritization for
specific projects has in fact been a detriment for partners to plan implementation, in that proposals
would be denied funding despite being identified by general strategy in Basin Plans, leading to
confusion over the role of Basin Plans.

The intent of the tactical identification of projects and associated prioritization is to provide
additional assurance to stakeholders and project partners of the Department’s interest in financially
supporting identified projects. For the foreseeable future, the Department’s Ecosystem Restoration
Program (ERP) funding resources will continue to be at levels below those needed for whole-scale
Basin Plan implementation; hence the need for prioritization. Further, the Department has
renewed its commitment to revisiting Basin Plans on the originally envisioned 5- year cycle. As
such, tactical basin plans are intended to include a high priority list of projects and strategies that
are reasonably implemented in that time span. The ERP is looking to tactical basin planning for
guidance to allocate funding to these projects. That said, the commenter raises a good point about
identifying priorities among subwatersheds, and thus the following suggestions will be included in
the basin plan.

The fourth listed priority:
“ Identify culvert replacement projects in Mad River watershed that will improve
geomorphic stability of the stream as well as improved fish passage”



Will be replaced to read:
“Identify culvert replacement projects in the basin, including the Mad River watershed, that
will improve geomorphic stability of the stream as well as improve fish passage”

The first strategy of section E in Chapter 3:
“Identify dams that have high restoration potential based on the results of The Nature
Conservancy’s Northeast Aquatic Connectivity Project.”

will be replaced to read:
“Prioritize dams for removal that degrade habitat, present danger due to likelihood of
failure, have high restoration potential. A resource includes results of the Nature
conservancy’s Northeast Aquatic Connectivity Project.”

The following partners will be added, VFWD, USFWS. The Vermont Dam Task Force is already
included as a partner.

Comment: The basin plan does not place appropriate emphasis on VTANR or VTAAFM’s
regulatory authority to protect and improve water quality. The plan does little to indicate that the
agency will strengthen its use of its regulatory and permitting authority to address some of the
known pollutant sources outlined in this basin plan. For instance, although the long-delayed
establishment of a Vermont CAFO permit is mentioned in the summary, none of the nine specific
agricultural strategies highlighted in the main body of this plan include regulatory or permitting
approaches.

Response: The basin planning process for the Winooski basin largely followed the Agency’s 2003 “Vermont
Watershed Initiative Guidelines for Watershed Planning,” which supported a planning process that focused on
encouraging voluntary-based efforts by providing technical and financial assistance. Any plans written today will
follow a planning process that may include recommendations to change regulatory or permitting approaches. Further,
the reader is referred to the Statewide Surface Water Management Strategy, Appendix A, for the complete roster of
regulatory programs that are exercised by the Agency and partner agencies. It is important to note that due to legally-
binding confidentiality issues, a Basin Plan is not a vehicle by which to identify individual landowners that are
targeted for regulatory action.

Comment: The report is comprehensive touching on many if not all of the important issues
confronting Vermont agriculture today among them, since this is a water basin report, pollution
due to agriculture, which is responsible for 50-60% of the nutrients entering the lake. The report
stipulates this figure and suggests that through nutrient management plans, adherence to Accepted
Agricultural Practices rules and the Presumption of Compliance, Vermont farmers are actively
engaged in efforts to address this problem. Unfortunately, the report, prepared on the basis of
information supplied to Henzel from the VAAF&M, begins on a false premise: that the
conventional dairy protocol is itself "accepted."

Conventional farming, chemical intensive farming, was introduced after WWII to increase
agricultural yields and to lower costs. Farmers were eager to take it up because of course both
these things were very desirable for them. Early adopters soon realized that the protocol, often
referred to as the Miracle of American Agriculture, works as advertised. The cost of food for the
average American worker in 1940 accounted for 35% of household income while today that cost
has shrunk to about 8%. (The lower cost of food is ) no miracle: the protocol is predicated upon



externalizing the costs of soil fertility, weed control and labor into the environment, off the
farmer's balance sheet and onto society's. Between the 1950s and today, late adopters jumped on
the band wagon and the practice has become almost universal. Food is cheaper than ever in real
terms than ever before because it is made in surplus and that by itself sounds great. Until you
consider that the protocol introduced a massive transfer of wealth out of the rural farm economy
into the urban consumer economy, and that it still deposits those externalities in the form of
phosphorous and pharmaceutical wastes into the lake. We see the evidence today that this is so.

Now the agriculture community is "hooked" on the conventional protocol and they are naturally
eager to keep it in place. Larger farms, larger tractors, bigger herds and huge barns are appealing
and if only they cash flowed, everyone would be fine. They do not. The conventional protocol is
also predicated upon over production, which drives farm prices down. That causes local and
federal governments to approve tremendous subsidies to help "struggling farmers stay viable."
When you add to the farm's cash costs the value of these benefits not to mention the costs society
shoulders for cleaning up the lake in order to support the production of more "cheap milk"

the profits for even the most "efficient" farms disappear altogether.

Ninety-seven percent of respondents to the Survey on the Future of Vermont reported that they
support agriculture. The agriculture they had in mind was the small family farm that tourists come
here to gaze upon, not the huge factory farms that depend for their survival upon cannibalizing
those thousands of small to medium-sized farms. To see that this is so, look around: Vermont's
dairy farms have dwindled from 11,500 in 1940 to fewer than 950 today an attrition rate of 93%.
The driver for this attrition, for the 50-60% of pollutants in and still entering the lake is the
conventional protocol.

It is untenable, or perhaps even disingenuous, for VAAF&M to issue reports that suggest they are
working toward the solution to this problem while they lend implicit and explicit support to the
factor that created it.

Response: The financial incentives and economic factors that support dairy farming in Vermont
are by and large controlled by federal policy. In this Water Quality Management Plan, the Vermont
Agency of Agricultural, Food and Markets (AAFM) and the Agency of Natural Resources focus
on what is within the agencies’ and the community’s power to control.

In the recommendations for improving agricultural impacts in the Winooski Basin, there are
specific goals that are aimed at improving soil health and focusing on operations other than dairy
farms.

Of the land uses in the Winooski Basin, a large portion is managed organically and the most
common land use is hay land. These two types of management are very soil health centric, which
is exactly what the commenter suggested, were not being supported. The AAFM will continue to
ensure the conservation programs are available to promote healthy soils and prudent land
management activities.

Also, see previous response regarding the development of basin plans to promote voluntary
implementation of BMPs



Comment: Evaluation of existing dams on the Winooski River and consideration of dam removal
or the mitigation of environmental effects. This analysis of existing dams and the potential for
removal or mitigation of environmental effects is a positive addition to this plan, in particular for a
watershed with so many unused dams.

Response: The Department appreciates this comment and the support it confers.

Comment: Consideration of more stringent wastewater permit standards and more aggressive
septic enforcement is lacking. The portion of the draft plan dealing with wastewater plants and
illicit discharges from septic systems fails to adequately consider use of the agency’s regulatory
tools. While the included strategies of continued monitoring of bacterial contamination and with
the plan to aid municipalities in financing wastewater infrastructure improvements are valuable,
the basin plan fails to consider a more stringent septic enforcement program even where illicit
discharges and failed systems are suspected or propose more stringent discharge limits for
wastewater plants. Both are needed to address water quality problems caused by phosphorus and
bacteria pollution to these waters.

Response: As new wasteload allocations are established by the EPA-led Lake Champlain TMDL
revisions, these allocations will be reflected in the updates to the Basin Plan and in wastewater
permit standards. Appendix E in the Basin Plan includes some of the information that will be
considered. Appendix E identifies every WWTF in the Basin and outlines the date permits are set
to be re-issued, and highlights facility-specific information where warranted. The Agency
understands that WWTFs in Vermont account for 4% of the total phosphorus load to Lake
Champlain, and with limited facility-specific exception, have been operating well below wasteload
allocations that were in place until 2011.

When the Agency becomes aware of failing septic systems, the agency works with the
Enforcement Division. The Agency also supports work that would identify illegal connections of
wastewater to a municipality’s stormwater infrastructure. The implementation table of the Basin
Plan includes infrastructure mapping and illicit discharge detection and elimination (IDDE) in the
following municipalities: Marshfield, Plainfield, Cabot, Berlin and Williamstown, and identifies
the need to augment the existing IDDE assessments in Barre and Northfield. In addition, see the
response to the first comment in this responsiveness summary.

Comment: There is no discussion about the 17 woefully inadequate antique wastewater treatment
plants that discharge into the Winooski

Response: Please see the response immediately above. It should be noted that the Department has
invested over $36 million statewide in public wastewater infrastructure upgrades through the
surface water revolving fund in 2010-2011 alone. The Department’s Intended Use Plan outlines
priorities for additional investment through the SRF, which is shown online at
http://www.anr.state.vt.us/dec/fed/fms.htm.
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Comment: A use attainability analysis is not appropriate for Shelburne Pond. The strategy cited
for addressing phosphorus loading in Shelburne Pond is unacceptable and potentially unlawful.
Under the federal regulations, a state may not remove a designated use from a water body if it is an
existing use, unless a use designation requiring more stringent water quality standards is added. 40
C.F.R.§ 131.11 (h)(1) (2008).

In the case of Shelburne Pond, performing a use attainability analysis (UAA) to remove a
designated use and thereby allowing less stringent water quality protections is improper. Currently,
“Swimming And Other Primary Contact Recreation” the most stringent designated use for
Shelburne Pond. US Environmental Protection Agency, Water Quality Assessment Report for
Shelburne Pond, (2008).

It is likely that swimming or wading is an existing use of this water body. Therefore, it would be
improper for the state to perform a UAA which would remove the “swimming and primary
contact” from designated uses. The fact that such uses have been considered a designated use by
the state indicates that the state believes those activities have occurred, or had the potential to
occur, in Shelburne Pond.

Undertaking a UAA on Shelburne Pond could remove a public use from that body of water and
that removal is unacceptable from a policy as well as legal basis. Shelburne Pond is something of a
rarity in the heavily developed area where it is located. Located a bit more than 10 miles from
downtown Burlington, the state’s largest city, this water body and its surrounding areas provide
visitors the opportunity to escape the city and experience the outdoors. In addition, due to the
efforts both of the state and The Nature Conservancy and the state, the shore of Shelburne Pond
has remained undeveloped and the pond is the largest undeveloped body of water in Western
Vermont.

While the water body is currently impaired, attempting to remove a designated use is counter to the
public good in this case. Requiring less stringent water quality protections by eliminating an
existing or potential use would not further the common goal of the Vermont Water Quality
Standards and Vermont law to “protect and enhance the quality, character and usefulness of its
surface waters and to assure the public health.” Vermont Water Quality Standards Section 1-02 (A)
(1) page 6 (2011) Vermont State Statutes 10 V.S.A. § 1250 (1).

Lower water quality would further affect other designated uses such as aquatic organisms and the
ecosystem, as well as aesthetics.

Instead of giving up on a designated use of Shelburne Pond more work should be put into cleaning
it up and attracting more visitors to enjoy it. Natural conditions such as depth and long-standing
nutrient deposition in the pond’s sediments may have contributed to the pond’s current
hypereutrophic condition, however a 2007 study of the pond makes clear that sediment
accumulation rates have dramatically increased since the late 1800’s and that human activity is
responsible for its decline. Trophic History of Shelburne Pond, Shelburne Vermont, Vermont
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Agency of Natural Resources, Andrea Lini et al. (2007). Fixing those mistakes may require
additional time and effort, including perhaps drafting and implementing a Total Maximum Daily
Load or Water Quality Remediation Plan for Shelburne Pond as part of this effort.

Response: Shelburne Pond is a unique eutrophic waterbody with very high wildlife and scenic
value, and so the Department appreciates this concern. Use attainability analysis as a tool to
gauge the suitability of a designated use for a specific surface water has not previously been
exercised in Vermont. There are many states, however, who have used this approach as a tool to
more appropriately designate uses, and a USEPA memorandum prepared by Office of Science and
Technology (“King Memo,” Ephraim King, 2006[1]) articulates five specific reasons why UAA’s
are a suitable tool.

The commenter appropriately urges caution that documentation of an existing use in a surface
water precludes the ability of State to change that use. The Department agrees. Under Vermont’s
procedure for the determination of existing uses, all lakes and ponds are presumed to have
swimming, boating, and fishing as existing uses. That procedure also allows that this presumption
may be rebutted. In the case of Shelburne Pond, the Department’s opinion is that the presumption
of swimming as an existing use may potentially be rebuttable, due to the long history of eutrophic
conditions as described below. The Department is not aware of work that has been undertaken to
date that would substantiate swimming as an existing use in Shelburne Pond. In a case like this,
the most appropriate time to investigate whether swimming or other uses are existing would be
either during the antidegradation evaluation of a specific permit, or specifically in the
consideration of a UAA.

The commenter also indicates that the designation of uses for Shelburne Pond indicates that the
State believes those activities have occurred. This is incorrect. The water quality standards
regulation requires that States specify appropriate water uses to be achieved and protected. In
designating uses for a water body, States examine the suitability of a water body for the uses based
on the physical, chemical, and biological characteristics of the water body, its geographical setting
and scenic qualities, and economic considerations. However, designated uses do not always
become existing uses. An UAA can lead to refinements or changes in use that lead to more or less
protective criteria. The goal is that the new use is more accurate. This issue is addressed by the
King memo, in points one and two.

The commenter contends that the undeveloped nature of the pond and proximity to Burlington
suggest that conducting a UAA is unacceptable policy, and is poorly protective of public health.
The Department disagrees that evaluating the suitability of UAA in this instance is poor policy for
two reasons. First, the trophic history of Shelburne Pond indicates that there has been a significant
increase in sediment deposition and trophic enrichment since the late 1800’s. While the
commenter correctly indicates that these changes are likely anthropogenic, the Department’s read
of the referenced Lini study is that conditions in the pond were already highly enriched as of 1975,

M http://water.epa.gov/scitech/swguidance/standards/uses/uaa/king-memo.cfm
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with ever-increasing productivity levels since that time resulting from prior untreated waste (whey)
discharge and post-1990’s dynamic nutrient cycling and resultant algal production. While
Shelburne Pond is clearly not in its pre-settlement condition, the conditions evident in the pond
result from a long history of land use in the watershed, with all but a very short list of watershed
sources now controlled. The Department questions the reversibility of the trophic enrichment trend
in Shelburne Pond, and believes that consideration of a UAA, with associated careful evaluation of
all lines of evidence, is an appropriate step.

In light of this comment, the Department has significantly enhanced the discussion about
Shelburne Pond in the final basin plan. Yet, the public review draft action item to which the
commenter is responding reads “Consider undertaking a use attainability analysis.” The comments
filed are not sufficiently persuasive to change the Department’s intent to at least further consider a
UAA for Shelburne Pond. The Department looks forward to discussions with the commenter and
other stakeholders about this issue — an important step in a UAA that is also outlined in the King
memo.

TEXT TO INSERT INTO THE PLAN

Shelburne Pond is a 452-acre lake located in the Champlain Valley. This shallow, high-alkalinity
lake is fringed by large wetlands, and a considerable portion of the lakeshore is in conservation
ownership. There is no direct development on the lakeshore, and a mix of agricultural, forest, and
low-density residential characterizes the watershed. Over the past 20 years, much of the
agricultural lands have gone out of production, and have been replaced by low density, rural
single-family homes. Shelburne Pond supports a wide variety of warmwater species, and hosts
tremendous waterfowl use. Recreationally, Shelburne Pond supports a large annual contingent of
anglers, paddlers, and hunters. The pond is also heavily used in winter for ice activities. It is an
ecologically and recreationally significant resource.

Shelburne Pond also has the highest total phosphorus concentration of any lake monitored by
WSMD over the long-term. The mean spring total phosphorus concentration is 92 ppb (= 7.2, std.
err.), based on 22 years of measurement. During summer, heavy cyanobacteria blooms can
develop. WSMD scientists have observed meter-thick accumulations of cyanobacteria along shore,
and pervasive bloom conditions across the entire lake surface. Such extreme bloom conditions may
preclude recreational uses of the lake, and have prompted the Vt. Department of Health to post
warnings against exposure to the blooms. In addition to persistent algal growth, the lake has
experienced fish kills in the past due in part to oxygen depletion from excessive productivity.
Paradoxically, these prior kills may not have significantly impacted the quality of the present
fishery. In summer 2007, a joint EPA-WSMD fish sampling effort on the lake yielded numerous
large and even trophy-sized northern pike and largemouth bass, despite a relatively low sampling
effort, and poor sampling conditions. Finally, being quite close to the University of Vermont
(UVM), Shelburne Pond has been extensively studied by that organization.

In order to address the nutrient impairment on this lake it is necessary to understand the
background, or natural phosphorus concentrations that would have been expected absent any major
watershed stressors. WSMD’s basic hypothesis for this lake has been that it is to some degree
naturally eutrophic, augmented by historic land use practices. If this is the case, it would be
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inappropriate to manage the lake towards a mesotrophic state; or one lower than the historic
condition. To address this question, WSMD commissioned a paleolimnological investigation of the
lake, from a multidisciplinary team led by UVM. The purpose of this investigation was to
determine the likely historic trophic state of the lake, to provide guidelines for management. The
results of the analysis, as described in the following quotation, were unambiguous:

“All paleo-productivity proxies indicate that Shelburne Pond was oligo-mesotrophic before
European settlement, and has become increasingly productive since the mid 19th century
(~1850). Eutrophication rates intensified after ~1900, and reached peak levels during the
past two decades (post-1990). Comparison of the sedimentary record with historical data
suggests a causal relationship between deteriorating water quality in the pond and human
activities in its watershed. Forest clearing since 1810, a switch to mechanized agriculture
around ~1850, and intensive dairy farming during most of the 20th century, all resulted in
progressive nutrient enrichment.

Despite these significant recent trends, data extending past the post-settlement record
suggest that, although generally lower, Shelburne Pond’s productivity levels were at times
quite significant during the past few thousand years. The causes of these, apparently
natural, fluctuations remain to be investigated.”

This conclusion is emphatic that the historical background in the pond is a meso-oligotrophic state.
What remains unanswered, however, is whether the lake can at this point be returned to that
condition. There are two pathways available: 1) set a target concentration, and develop a TMDL
with loading allocations; or, 2) conduct a Use Attainability Analysis to identify the current water-
quality limitation of the lake, and manage the watershed towards the most realistically attainable
condition.

Given the current condition of the watershed, it is difficult to see how reductions of external loads
can be achieved in a manner sufficient to meet a loading capacity in Shelburne Pond aimed at an
in-lake phosphorus concentration consistent with all recreational uses. The internal sediment
recycling in the lake is very likely a dominant phosphorus source; one that is increasing in
magnitude with the continuing increases in growth of nitrogen-fixing cyanobacteria that senesce to
the lake sediments annually. Given the shallow, windswept nature of the pond, it is unlikely that
chemical controls on internal recycling would successfully control the sediment-phosphorus cycle.
Likewise, mechanistic solutions to increase sediment-phosphorus retention by aeration would be
cost and energy-prohibitive. Given these considerations, WSMD is considering initiating
discussions about drafting a Use Attainability Analysis for Shelburne Pond. Such an approach
would articulate the need for achievable controls on watershed loads, while acknowledging the
existing water quality limitations in Shelburne Pond that result from historical impacts to the lake.

Comment: There is a lack of a needed approach for controlling Eurasian water milfoil in the
Winooski River. Aquatic invasive species are a serious problem for a number of reasons, including
damage to water quality, their detrimental effect on ecosystem integrity and causing a reduction in
public access and use. The draft seems to largely ignore these dangers posed by invasive species.
The agency states that controlling the population of Eurasian watermilfoil in the Winooski River is
too difficult, and therefore, the aquatic plant will not be controlled at all. Vermont Agency of
Natural Resources, “Draft Winooski River Basin Water Quality Management Plan, page 51,
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(2012). While it is true that Eurasian watermilfoil proliferates quickly it can be controlled with
enough effort through a variety of methods. In Wisconsin, this invasive species is controlled
through mechanical, chemical, biological or public education methods. It is inappropriate to
completely give up on the control of this invasive plant in the attempt to restore and protect the
Winooski River Basin.

Response: In Part E of the State of Vermont’s “2008 List Of Priority Surface Waters Outside
The Scope Of Clean Water Act Section 303(d)” the State has identified Eurasian watermilfoil
(EW) as altering the Winooski River from the mouth to Alder Brook to the extent that aquatic
habitat and other designated uses are no longer supported. Eurasian water milfoil is widely
distributed throughout Lake Champlain. EW has also been identified in at least 58 other bodies of
water throughout the Lake Champlain Basin; however, 53% of these populations represent
scattered areas of growth in limited areas. While new infestations of EW are discovered nearly
every year, more and more are found before they become widely established due in part to
increased public awareness and spread prevention efforts like volunteer watchers.

The Watershed Management Division has been charged with managing waters in Part E. The
extensive effort required to control a population over many years, requires that the Division take
an approach that focuses technical and limited financial resources where community groups are
participating in control efforts.

The State statute governing the control of Eurasian water milfoil and nuisance native species is 10
V.S.A. Chapter 50, 1455, Aquatic Nuisance Control Permit (ANC). New non-indigenous aquatic
species control is governed by 10 V.S.A. Chapter 50, 1456 (Rapid Response General Permit). To
date, control of the invasive Eurasian watermilfoil has been requested via ANC Permit Application
by shoreline property owners, Lake Associations, lake groups (as Applicant) and a Lake
Management Company (as Co-Applicant) certified with the Vermont Agency of Agriculture, Food
and Markets in Category Five — Aquatics. The States role has been to provide technical assistance
and regulatory oversight (issue or deny ANC Permit Applications, etc.) The State has not initiated
or paid for a control project for Eurasian watermilfoil (other than via an externally funded grant
program, Grant-in-Aid Program) due to limited resources and the difficulty in managing an
invasive that is well established in Vermont.

The lower Winooski’s population does not currently have the interest of a community group.

In addition, the threat of spread of this invasive aquatic plant from the present population in the
lower Winooski to new areas is low as the receiving waterbody, Lake Champlain, is already
infested with EW. Priorities for the Agency are spread prevention and that the limited resources
to control populations should be directed towards existing efforts by community members.

Chapter 5 — Water management typing and classification
Comment : The draft lacks discussion and analysis of water management typing as required by

law. According to the Vermont Water Quality Standards, a basin plan is required to propose water
management typing (WMT) for Class B waters that are “...based on both the existing water quality
and reasonably attainable and desired water quality management goals.” Vermont Water Quality
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Standards, Section 1-02(D)(5), (2011). In order to provide for the protection and management of
Class B waters, “...all Class B waters shall eventually be designated...” by WMT. Id. at Section 3-
06(A). Therefore, all waters are required to be classified and to be classified by specific criteria.

Vermont Watershed Initiative Guidelines for Watershed Planning also provide guidance on this
issue. A basin plan is required to include a detailed discussion on classification and typing of
waters. These requirements are made clear in the “Plan Structure” section, beginning on page 9 of
the Guidelines. Vermont Dept. of Environmental Conservation, Vermont Watershed Initiative
Guidelines for Watershed Planning, page 9, (2007).

The draft states that a discussion of WMT was essentially not included because such an analysis is
too difficult. The document cited as support for this conclusion concedes that water management
typing has become difficult over time. Vermont Agency of Natural Resources, Dept. of
Environmental Conservation, Progress Report on River Basin Management Planning During 2010,
page 3, (2011). However, the Progress Report does not conclude that the difficulty of WMT
precludes that type of analysis. Id. In fact, despite the level of difficultly involved, DEC states that
it “remains committed to the concept” of implementing WMT. Id.

Meanwhile, the basin management plan “considerable challenges over the past decade have limited
ANR’s ability to identify proposed water management types, and the Panel’s ability to promulgate
these designations ... as such, recommendations for water management types are not presented in
this basin plan.” Draft Winooski River Basin Water Quality Management Plan, page 54 (2012).
Just because WMT is difficult to implement, does not mean that the agency can dismiss it when it
remains a requirement under the Vermont Water Quality Standards and under state and federal
law. A line of reasoning such as this is particularly insufficient when the agency accepts that WMT
will still be used.

Response: The Department has identified the considerable challenges associated with water
management typing in VDEC’s 2010 Report to the Vermont General Assembly on Basin Planning.
As such, recommendations for water management types are not presented in this basin plan.

Comment: We commend the agency’s decision to designate two water bodies as Outstanding
Water Resources. We agree with the agency that the section of the Huntington River to be
designated is a valuable resource for its recreation, aesthetic and cultural components. Designating
this area is an important step in preserving the river for the public’s use and enjoyment. Similarly,
we believe the decision to designate the North Branch section is an important one for preserving
Vermont’s waters. Conservation Law Foundation appreciates the agency’s effort to secure areas
for public swimming and wading and protect their water quality.

Response: The Department appreciates this comment and the support it confers; however, we are
only proposing a designation and will depend on the assistance of the community in initiating and
developing such a proposal.
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http://www.anr.state.vt.us/dec/waterq/planning/docs/pl_LEGIS.Progress.Report.CY2010.final.pdf

APPENDIX C - FISHERIES ASSESSMENT OF THE UPPER WINOOSKI
WATERSHED HEADWATERS TO BOLTON DAM

Headwaters to confluence with Molly’s Brook

Mainstem: Abundant wild brook trout populations from Cabot Village upstream. Temperature
and habitat conditions deteriorate downstream. Max temperature of 78 F observed above the GMP
powerhouse in 2004. GMP hydro generation results in extreme daily fluctuations in flow as well
as rapid temp changes of >5 degrees F.

Ammonia discharge from Cabot Creamery in 2005 resulted in a complete fish kill (all
species/lifestages) for 5.5 miles downstream.

Tributaries:
e Jug Brook - wild brook trout
e Molly’s Brook —wild brook and brown trout above Marshfield Reservoir. Extreme flow
reduction below due to hydro bypass and unregulated minimum flow, max temp of 77 F in
2004, limits wild trout populations downstream of dam.
e Kidder (Hooker) Brook —wild brook and brown trout

Lakes and Ponds:

e Coits Pond — Chain pickerel, yellow perch, brown bullhead, VDFW access

e West Hill Pond — Largemouth bass, chain pickerel, yellow perch, brown bullhead, VDFW
access.

e Molly’s Falls Pond (Marshfield Reservoir) — Northern Pike, smallmouth bass, yellow
perch, rainbow trout (stocked), brown trout (stocked), brown bullhead. VDFW access. Late
fall, winter drawdown impacts littoral zone productivity and may effect spawning tributary
access.

e Peacham Pond — brown trout (stocked), yellow perch, rainbow smelt, VDFW access. Late
fall, winter drawdown impacts littoral zone productivity and may effect spawning tributary
access.

e Molly’s Pond — chain pickerel, yellow perch

Confluence with Molly’s Brook to confluence with Kingsbury Branch

Mainstem: Mix of wild brown trout and rainbow trout with supplemental stockings of both species.
Low levels of wild brook trout, likely originating from coldwater tributaries. Populations vary in
abundance with local habitat conditions which vary widely in this reach. Unregulated GMP hydro
generation substantially alters natural flow and temperature regimes. Aquatic habitat is isolated
between mainstem dams: Marshfield 8 and Plainfield Village.

Slow recovery of wild rainbow trout below Marshfield 8 following 2005 fish kill. No recovery of
wild rainbow or brown trout observed above Marshfield 8 as of 2007, due to barrier (downstream
populations unable to access habitats above Marshfield 8).

VDFW owns 3 parcels of riparian land along mainstem in Plainfield and Marshfield.
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Tributaries:

e Creamery Road Brook — wild brook trout

e Marshfield Brook — wild brook trout

e Naismith Brook — wild brook and rainbow trout. Important rainbow trout spawning
tributary for mainstem populations.

¢ King Brook — wild brook and rainbow trout

e QGreat Brook — wild brook, brown and rainbow trout. Important rainbow and brown trout
spawning tributary for mainstem populations.

Kingsbury Branch

Mainstem: Wild brook trout in East Calais and upstream. Access limited and sampling conditions
difficult from East Calais to mouth. Surface area of North Montpelier Pond increases water
temperatures downstream.

Tributaries:
e Pekin Brook — wild brook trout
e Dugar Brook — wild brook trout

Lakes and Ponds:

e Buck Lake — brook trout (stocked), smallmouth bass, yellow perch, brown bullhead,
pumpkinseed, seasonal VDFW access.

e Greenwood Lake — brown trout (stocked), smallmouth bass, yellow perch, chain pickerel,
brown bullhead, pumpkinseed, VDFW access.

e Valley Lake — smallmouth bass, yellow perch, chain pickerel, brown bullhead,
pumpkinseed, VDFW access.

e Cranberry Meadow Pond — smallmouth bass, yellow perch, pumkinseed.

e Nelson Pond — lake trout (wild & stocked), rainbow trout (stocked), brown trout (stocked)
rainbow smelt, smallmouth bass, yellow perch, chain pickerel, brown bullhead,
pumpkinseed, VDFW access

e Mirror Lake— lake trout (stocked), rainbow trout (stocked), rainbow smelt, smallmouth
bass, yellow perch, chain pickerel, brown bullhead, pumpkinseed, VDFW access

e  Woodbury Lake - rainbow trout (stocked), brown trout (stocked), smallmouth bass,
largemouth bass, rainbow smelt, smallmouth bass, yellow perch, chain pickerel, brown
bullhead, pumpkinseed, VDFW access

e Curtis Pond — largemouth bass, chain pickerel, yellow perch, brown bullhead,
pumpkinseed, VDFW access.

e Bliss Pond — largemouth bass, yellow perch, chain pickerel, brown bullhead.

e North Montpelier Pond — chain pickerel, yellow perch, brown bullhead, pumpkinseed.

Confluence with Kingsbury Branch to Stevens Branch

Mainstem: Mix of wild brown trout and rainbow trout with supplemental stockings of rainbow
trout. Populations vary in abundance with local habitat conditions which vary widely in this reach.
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Large size limits direct population sampling, although angler creel surveys have been conducted
(1999). Several dams fragment and degrade habitat within this reach.

VDFW owns extensive riparian land along the Winooski River directly above Warsaw’s dam in
East Montpelier.

Tributaries:
e Sodom Pond Brook — wild brook, brown and rainbow trout. Important rainbow and brown
trout spawning tributary for mainstem populations.
e Mallory Brook -
e Bennett Brook — wild brook trout

Stevens Branch

Mainstem: Exclusively wild brook trout above Rt 63. South Barre and downstream supports mix
of wild brook, brown and rainbow trout. Despite urbanization and associated impacts, still
supports good levels of wild trout populations in areas. Dam in South Barre.

Tributaries:

e Jail Branch — Upper reaches (Washington) supports exclusively wild brook trout. East
Barre to mouth supports mix of wild brook, brown and rainbow trout. Very low trout
abundance below East Barre dam, unsure why.

e Gunner Brook - wild brook, brown and rainbow trout. Important rainbow and brown trout
spawning tributary for Stevens Branch populations.

Lakes and Ponds:
e Thurman Dix Reservoir - Public water supply — no fishing access. No fisheries data.

Stevens Branch to confluence with Dog River

Mainstem: Mix of wild brown trout and rainbow trout with supplemental stockings of brown trout.
Populations vary in abundance with local habitat conditions which vary widely in this reach.
Large size limits direct population sampling, although angler creel surveys have been conducted
(1999). Several dams fragment and degrade habitat within this reach.

Lakes and Ponds:
Berlin Pond — Public water supply — no fishing access. Largemouth bass, smallmouth bass, chain
pickerel, yellow perch, pumpkinseed, brown bullhead.

North Branch

Mainstem: Wild brook trout in upper elevations (>1000") only.
Brown trout below Wrightsville (stocked)
Temperature increases quickly moving downstream:

Max Temperatures recorded June 26-27, 2003:
BM 1038’ —72.4
Rt 12 bridge elev 822” - 80.5
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Above confl w/ Worchester Brook — 79
Putnamville — 82.5
Below Wrighstville — 80.5

Wrightsville Reservoir has a surface release therefore does not moderate temperatures. High
temperatures and flow fluctuations limit coldwater species.

Tributaries

Martins Brook — wild brook trout and wild brown trout (lower reaches)
Patterson - wild brook trout and wild brown trout (lower reaches)
Herrick - wild brook trout and wild brown trout (lower reaches)

Minister Brook — wild brook trout

Hancock Brook - wild brook trout

Worcester Brook - wild brook trout and wild brown trout (lower reaches)
e (Catamount Brook — wild brook trout

Lakes and Ponds:
Wrightsville Reservoir — Largemouth and smallmouth bass, yellow perch, chain pickerel,
pumpkinseed, brown bullhead. VDEC Access area.

Dog River

Mainstem: Exclusively wild brook trout above Rt 12A in Roxbury, a mix of wild brook, brown
and rainbow trout downstream. Wild rainbows and brown trout dominant below Northfield Falls.
Entire mainstem and all tributaries managed as wild trout waters. A 4.3 mile section in Berlin is
managed with special fishing regulations (reduced harvest) to improve size structure of wild trout.
A toxic chlorine discharge from the Northfield sewage treatment plant resulted in a complete fish
kill for 0.6 miles downstream to the confluence with Cox Brook in 1999.

Tributaries

Felchner Brook - wild brook trout above falls, wild brook, brown and rainbow trout below.

Bull Run — Wild brook and rainbow trout, also wild brown trout in lower reaches

Stony Brook - Wild brook and rainbow trout

Sunny Brook — Wild brook, brown and rainbow trout

Union Brook — Wild brook, brown and rainbow trout

Cox Brook — Wild brook, brown and rainbow trout; dam in lower reach restricts movement

of spawning fish in some years. dam scheduled to be breached in 2008 as cooperative

project with TU, USFWS and ANR.

e (Chase Brook — Wild brook, brown and rainbow trout. Managed as a spawning water with
special fishing regulations (closed to fishing until June 1.)

Lakes and Ponds:
Baker Pond — Largemouth, yellow perch, pumpkinseed, brown bullhead, brook trout (stocked).
VDFW owns surrounding land, dam and access area.

Dog River to confluence with Mad River
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Mainstem: Mix of wild brown trout and rainbow trout with supplemental stockings of brown trout.
Populations vary in abundance with local habitat conditions which vary widely in this reach.
Large size limits direct population sampling, although angler creel surveys have been conducted
(1999). Dam in Middlesex fragments and degrades habitat within this reach.

Tributaries
e Sunny Brook — wild brook and rainbow trout.
e Jones Brook — Wild brook, brown and rainbow trout

Mad River

Mainstem: Upper reach supports wild brook, brown and rainbow rout and i1s managed for wild
trout. Below Warren Village, increasing temperature and habitat deficiencies limit trout
production to “pocket populations” associated with large pools or nearby tributaries. This are
stocked with rainbow trout to supplement recreational fishery. VDFW contracted a temperature
study of the Mad River watershed (see Rod Wentworth for more info). Dams in Warren and
Moretown fragment and degrade habitat.

Tributaries
e Austin, Mills, Stetson, Lincoln, Freeman, Bradley Brook — wild brook trout with possible
wild rainbow trout in lower reaches.
Mill Brook — wild brook, brown and rainbow trout
Rice, Clay, Chase, Slide, Lockwood Brook - wild brook trout.
Folsom Brook — wild brook, brown and rainbow trout
High Bridge Brook — wild brook trout, possible wild rainbow and brown trout in lower
reaches.

e Shepard and Dowsville Brook — wild brook brown and rainbow trout.

Mad River to Bolton Dam

Mainstem: Mix of wild brown trout and rainbow trout with supplemental stockings of brown trout.
Populations vary in abundance with local habitat conditions which vary widely in this reach.
Large size limits direct population sampling, although angler creel surveys have been conducted
(1999). Bolton Dam fragments and degrades habitat within this reach. Waterbury Reservoir
hydroelectric releases result in dramatic flow and temperature fluctuations.

Tributaries
e Crossett Brook — wild rainbow and brown trout.
e Welder Brook — wild brook trout; possible wild rainbow and brown trout in lower reaches.

e Thatcher Brook — wild brook trout above falls; wild brook, brown and rainbow trout below
falls.

Lakes and Ponds:

Waterbury Reservoir — Brook trout, brown trout , rainbow trout (wild and stocked), smallmouth
bass, rainbow smelt, yellow perch, pumpkinseed, brown bullhead. FP&R and GMP access.
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Annual winter drawdown (~40’) precludes littoral zone formation and interferes with rainbow
smelt spawning.

Little River

Mainstem: Wild brook trout in higher elevations, wild brown and rainbow trout below confluence
with West Branch. Mainstem above reservoir provides spawning habitat for migrating brown trout,
rainbow trout, rainbow smelt and other species. Downstream of Waterbury Dam supports wild
brown and rainbow trout. Populations limited by regular and extreme flow and temperature
fluctuations associated from hydroelectric release.

Tributaries

e West Branch — wild brook trout above confluence with Ranch Brook; wild brook trout and
brown trout below.

e Ranch Brook — wild brook trout; wild brown trout in lowest reaches.

e Moss Glen and Sterling Brook — wild brook trout

e Gold Brook - wild brook, brown and rainbow trout

e Miller Brook wild brook trout, brown trout and rainbow trout; serves as spawning habitat
for migrating brown trout, rainbow trout, rainbow smelt and other species from Waterbury
Reservoir in lower reaches.

e Cotton Brook — wild brook trout, brown trout and rainbow trout; serves as spawning
habitat for migrating brown trout, rainbow trout, rainbow smelt and other species from
Waterbury Reservoir in lower reaches.

e Stevenson Brook - wild brook trout, brown trout and rainbow trout; serves as spawning
habitat for migrating brown trout, rainbow trout, rainbow smelt and other species from
Waterbury Reservoir in lower reaches.

prepared by:

Rich Kirn, VDFW 4/21/08
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APPENDIX D — PERMITTED DISCHARGES
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Discharges in Selected BASIN by receiving water

08 Winooski

Receiving Water Discharge Activity Program Facility Name
MNorthiield WWTF Teuxdtile Processing f Dyeing Pretreatment Discharge Chouinard Inc Barry T

POND BROOK Return/Recycled Water Industrial Discharge Montpelier Water Treatment Plant
Stevens Branch Sanitary Waste Qutfall Municipal Discharge Barre City

Stevens Branch Quarry/Mine De-Watering Industrial Discharge Rock of Ages

Stevens Branch Quarry/Mine De-Watering Industrial Discharge Rock of Ages

Stevens Branch Quarry/Mine De-Watering Industrial Discharge Rock of Ages

Stevens Branch Sanitary Waste Qutfall Municipal Discharge Williamstown

THATCHER BROOK Filter Backwash Industrial Discharge Waterbury WTP

THATCHER BROOK Drainage Industrial Discharge Waterbury WTP

UT N BR WINOOSKI Filter Backwash Industrial Discharge Waorcester FD 1

UT of Rouleau Brook Treated Groundwater Industrial Discharge Unifirst

UT of Stevens Branch Quarry/Mine De-Watering Industrial Discharge Pike Industries (Williamsiown Quarry)
UT of Sunderiand Brook Quarry/Mine De-Watering Industrial Discharge Whitcomb Consfruction
Waterbury WWTF Dairy Products Pretreatment Discharge Ben & Jemny's Waterbury
Winooski River Combined Waste Industrial Discharge Burlington Electric McNeil Generating Station
Winooski River Combined Waste Industrial Discharge Burlington Electric McNeil Generating Station
WINOOSKI RIWVER Sanitary Waste Qutfall Municipal Discharge Burlington Morth

WINOOQOSKI RIWER Combined Sewer Overflow (CS0O Municipal Discharge Burlington Morth

WINOOSKI RIVER Sanitary Waste Qutfall Municipal Discharge Burlington River

Winooski River Sanitary Waste Qutfall Municipal Discharge Cabot

WINOOSKI RIVER Sanitary Waste Qutfall Municipal Discharge Essex Junction

Winooski River Combined Waste Industrial Discharge 1B MComp

Winooski River Combined Waste Industrial Discharge 1B MComp

Winooski River Combined Waste Industrial Discharge 1B MComp

Winooski River Combined Waste Industrial Discharge 1B MComp

Winooski River Combined Waste Industrial Discharge 1B M Comp

Winooski River Combined Waste Industrial Discharge 1B MComp

Winooski River Stormwater to Surface Water  Industrial Discharge 1B M Corp

Winooski River Stormwater to Surface Water Industrial Discharge 1B MComp

Winooski River Combined Waste Industrial Discharge 1B MComp
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Town Permit & Discharge ID Expires
MNorthfield 3-1430 001 8/30/2013
Beriin 3-1400 001 12/31/2016
Bame City 31272 001 8/30/2011
Bame Town 3-0347 001 313112016
Bame Town 3-0347 002 313112016
Bame Town 3-0347 003 3112016
Williamstown 31176 001 12/31/2011
Waterbury 31327 001 63012016
Waterbury 31327 002 63012016
Worcester 3-0324 001 313112015
Williamstown 31435 001 33112013
Williamstown 3-1495 001 33112013
Colchester 3-1429 001 33112012
Waterbury 30404 001 3332017
Burlington 31219 001 9/30/2012
Burington 31219 002 9/30/2012
Burlington 3-1245 001 8/30/2009
Burlington 3-1245 002 8/30/2009
Burlington 31247 001 0/30/2009
Cabot 3-1440 001 12/31/2009
Essex 3-1254 001 6/30/2009
Essex 3-1295 001 8/30/2008
Essex 31295 002 8/30/2008
Essex 3-1295 004 8/30/2008
Essex 31295 006 8/30/2008
Essex 3-1295 007 8/30/2008
Essex 3-1295 008 8/30/2008
Essex 31295 009 8/30/2008
Essex 3-1295 010 8/30/2008
Essex 31295 011 9/30/2008

Page: 2 11172012
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APPENDIX E - WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITIES IN THE
WINOOSKI BASIN

Discharges from wastewater treatment facilities (WWTF) compose the majority of Vermont’s
“steady-state” point source pollution'. In 1970’s nearly half of the total load of phosphorus to Lake
Champlain came from wastewater discharges; however, since 1990, significant funding for facility
upgrades has yielded dramatic reductions in phosphorus and other pollutant loads. Flows from
WWTF in the Winooski basin are still significant: the 15 WWTF are desi