Environmental

A Forest Resource Advisory Council Report

FRAC Axes More Harvesting Regulations

A report from the Vermont Forest Resource Advisory
Council (FRAC), released in March, recommends that no new
environmental protection regulations covering timber harvest-
ing operations be enacted at the present time. The report
states, ““The general consensus,..among the representatives of
both the industry and the public who appeared before the com-
mittee was that the environmental damage occurring from pre-

t harvesting practices is not extensive or serious enough to

rant major government intervention in the form of new
regulations,”

FRAC's decision to recommend no further controls came
after 10 months of review by a three member Resource Man-
agement Committee appointed by the Advisory Council. Mem-
bers of the committee included Chairman Sam Lloyd, Repre-
sentative from Weston, Leo Laferriere, General Manager of the
Ward Lumber Company in Waterbury, and Darby Bradley, staff
attorney for the Vermont Natural Resources Council. The com-
mittee drew up a list of alternatives for timber harvesting regu-
lations ranging from “no further action’” to requiring a permit
system for virtually all harvesting operations. The list was sent
to over 400 people for review and comment. The committee
also met with representatives of forestland owners, environment-
al groups, and professional foresters. Two public hearings were
held in February of this year — one in St. Johnsbury and the

other in Rutland.
Sam Lloyd, Chairman of the House Natural Resources Com-

mittee and a member of the FRAC committee, explained some
of the reasoning behind the recommendations. He said, ““With
the bottle bill we saw litter along the roadside, with Act 250
we saw large-scale development moving into the state, with the
phosphate ban we saw the state’s water being polluted. You
don’t make laws unless you have a good reason. We saw no evi-
dence at this time for further control.”

Rather than stricter controls, the FRAC committee chose to
emphasize better cooperation, more education and technical

istance, and self-policing by the industry. Additional rec-

mendations pertaining to wood chip-harvesting operations

were also included.

In talking with people about the report, it became apparent
that the recommendations were received with varying degrees
of approval. Some felt the recommendations fit the current
timber harvesting situation in Vermont, others felt the report
did not go far enough, yet others saw it only as the bare mini-
mum, a first step. Below is a summary of the major findings
and recommendations of the FRAC report and comments from
people who are involved and concerned with managing and pro-
tecting one of Vermont’s most valuable natural resources...
its forests.
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"“As the above recommendations indicate, the members of the committee put considerable faith in the success of

educational and direct assistance programs for woodharvesters and landowners alike and in the ability of the industry to
engage in successful self-enforcement to minimize the adverse impacts of conventional logging and whole-tree chipping

operations.”

from the Forest Resource Advisory Council report

Education and technical
assistance...

“The word is sometimes more convincing than the badge’’ is
a prevalent theme throughout the report. If people know about
sound environmental methods of harvesting timber, most peo-
ple will use them. Therefore, the report recommends that
“statewide educational and technical assistance be expanded.”

Some examples of the kind of technical assistance that
should be encouraged include: how to put in water-bars, how
to build temporary bridges across streams, what to do with a
landing site after the job is finished, how to reduce erosion
when building a skid road.

Educational efforts have begun already. For the second year
in a row, water quality workshops will be held in the state for
industry people and private landowners who harvest timber.
The workshop will be sponsored by St. Regis Paper Co., UVM
Extension Service, the Vermont Timber Truckers and Produc-
ers Association, and Agency of Environmental Conservation.
One workshop will be held in Stratton on July 20th and the
other in Island Pond on August 7th. Erosion control practices
for logging jobs will be the focus of the workshops. Speakers
will talk about such subjects as: water quality laws, the impact
of pollution of fisheries, and basic erosion control practices.
An outdoor demonstration will be conducted to show, among
other things, how to design and build logging roads and skid-
ways to avoid erosion, and how to reclaim logging landings
through mulching and other soil conservation techniques.

Peter Ludwig, a forester with St. Regis Paper Company in
the Northeast Kingdom, expressing a personal view of the re-
sponsibility the timber industry has to the education and tech-
nical assistance efforts, said, *Industry favors the educational
approach to solve its problems. But because of fear of regula-
tion, industry shouts that there is no problem, thereby under-
mining this education approach....This kind of irresponsibility
should be called to task.”

Enforcing existing law...

FRAC found many people felt that the existing laws need
to be more “uniformly and fairly enforced.”* John Danielski,
Vice-President of the Vermont Timber Truckers and Producers,
said, “’Many times it is only the guy who is the most visible who
gets caught. Other operations—maybe even more poorly run—
may never be bothered.” The report stresses, “‘compliance by
all in the wood-harvesting business would benefit the entire in-
dustry and may forestall the need for additional regulations.”

To help obtain uniform compliance with the existing laws,
the industry has begun a self-policing effort. The Timber
Truckers and Producers Association has formed 3 three-person
Complaint Evaluation Committees in the northern, central and

*Vermont water quality laws are broad enough to correct soil
erosion and stream sedimentation caused by poor logging prac-
tices. Act 250 covers all logging operations over 2,500 feet
elevation,

southern regions of the state. In cooperation with Water Re-
sources investigators, members of the committees will visit sites
that have received complaints. The industry investigators will

A Nat Frothingham Photograph

evaluate whether or not an operation is in violation of the wa-
ter quality regulations. If the operation is doing environmen-
tal damage to the site, an effort will be made to solve the prob-
lem through negotiation and assistance. If the operator of a
harvesting site refuses to cooperate or continually violates the
regulations, the case will be turned over to the Water Resources
investigators for possible prosecution. In commenting about
the work of the Committee Danielski said, ’People working on
a one to one basis with people they know is an effective way
to solve problems. Many times it's more effective than a
badge."’

Not everyone, however, is as optimistic as Danielski about
the ability of industry to regulate itself. Dick Brett, business-
man and forester in Woodstock, is one such skeptic. In a letter
to FRAC, Brett argues, "'To pay off, economically expensive
machinery must operate continuously because the costs of tax-
ation, insurance, depreciation, and interest on borrowed mon-
ey go on whether the machine works or not. Consequently,
even a well-intentioned operator cannot favor the public good
versus his own economic survival.”

Then there are those who see no present need, but are con-
cerned about the accelerating pressure on our forest to supply
fuel. John Nessel, Water Resources Assistant Planner, feels tha
the pressures for using wood as fuel will precipitate controls to
protect the environment. “If the 50-megawatt wood burning
plant goes in at Burlington,” Nessel cautions, ““we’ll be harvest-
ing two-thirds more wood than we are now harvesting.”
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“The [Advisory] Council firmly believes that the State of Vermont has a crucial responsibility to future generations
of Vermonters to ensure the viability of the forest resource in the face of increasing demands for wood and the suggested

potential impact of new whole-tree harvesting technology.”

from the Forest Resource Advisory Council report

The report indicates that others share Nessel’s concern, It
states, “"Those who felt that Vermont needs or may need to
adopt further regulation based their position on the prediction
of greatly increased utilization in the future. This prediction is
supported by the state’s current interest in wood energy and
the arrival of the whole-tree chipharvester in Vermont."

In an effort to check on possible environmental damage, the
report recommends monitoring of logging operations. The
FRAC committee concluded that, “’Should these investiga-
tions reveal that wood-harvesting operations are in fact having
an adverse impact, new control, including limitations on the
size of clearcuts, should be considered at that time."”

Modest steps are now being taken in this direction. Five
new county forester positions were created last year in the De-
partment of Forests, Parks, and Recreation. According to form-
er Commissioner Jim Wilkinson, the Department intends “‘to ad-
just the staff so that some monitoring will take place in the
northern part of the state at least part of the time."”

This increased monitoring effort, plus the new foresters,
means more than the state becoming a better “watchdog.” It
will also mean the collection of objective information about har-
vesting operations and their environmental impacts.

More research...

The committee found little scientific data on the environ-
mental impacts of logging operations in Vermont. The mem-
bers had to rely almost entirely on subjective opinion and their
own observations. Because of this dearth of objective informa-
tion, the report calls for ““a cooperatively supported research
program...be initiated to determine, in a systematic fashion,
the nature and extent of the environmental impact of existing
harvesting operations in Vermont.”’

FRAC suggests a report be issued after a two-year study.
This report “would serve as a basis for evaluating the impact of
these (harvesting) operations and a review of the recommenda-
tions here.” Although it is not stated in the report, committee
members see the nature of the study as a random sampling of
operations during all seasons, and in all areas of the state.

The chipharvester...

The wood chipharvester, says the FRAC report, “*has made
it possible to harvest large quantities of wood fuel at prices
which are competitive with oil.”” Because of the potentially
devastating impact this new technology could have on Vermont
forests, the FRAC report singles it out for special consideration.

Essentially, the Advisory Council’s recommendations for
the chipharvesting operations are: the requiring of a license
from the Department of Forests, Parks, and Recreation and the
distribution of the Department’s guidelines. There is no man-
datory requirement for operators to follow the guidelines., The

only requirement for retaining a license is filing with the De-
partment a “’Notice of Intent to Harvest” prior to beginning
operations,

An integral part of FRAC's position on the chipharvesting
operations is inspection of the site by state foresters, “to ob-
serve the effects of the operation on the timber, water, wild-
life, and soil resources.”” A report from the forester would then
be submitted to the Department and to FRAC. Again this rec-
ommendation is a reflection of FRAC’s desire, as one member
put it, ““to make laws on the basis of real—not imagined—
problems.””

The task begins...

Almost all of the actions FRAC recommends in this report
will cost money. But the report says the investment of pubs:
lic funds will yield valuable socio-economic benefits. The Ad-
visory Council urges the state “'to ensure the viability of the for-
est resource in the face of increasing demands for wood and the
suggested potential impact of the new whole-tree harvesting
technology.”

FRAC's work has not come to an end with the issuing of
this report. Hugo John, Chairman of FRAC and head of the
UVM School of Natural Resources, sees the report as only a
small part of the Council’s mandate. “FRAC must continue,”
said John, ““to monitor harvesting activities. And we must al-
ways be asking ourselves if more requlation is necessary.”” The
report is clearly a beginning to looking at the environmental im-
pact of harvesting timber in Vermont.

It is also a lever of sorts. Sam Lloyd observed the broad im-
plications of the report in this way. ""Our hope is that the state
can cooperate with the private sector in a mutually beneficial
way. But the report also holds a club over industry, and says,
‘OK, you can police yourself and remove the necessity for more
regulation, but if you fail in this duty, we will be ready to enact
stronger regulations.” "'
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Hazardous Waste Costs

An Environmental Protection Agency report places the pre-
liminary costs for cleaning up hazardous waste sites in the U.S,
as high as $4 billion. The staggering estimates are, at best,
initial figures based on admittedly scanty information. The re-
port is a result of requests to EPA from the federal Office of
Management and Budget. OMB officials are worried about the
costs the federal government may have to bear to clean up
chemical dumps. The U.S. Congress, under pressure from
states and localities, is also extremely interested in the highly
political question: “Who pays for cleaning up hazardous
wastes?”’

The latest study, prepared by Fred Hart & Associates, under
contract to EPA, estimates the costs of public health and the
environment, the engineering studies required to identify re-
medial measures, and the remedies themselves, Twenty-four
hazardous waste sites were selected as “‘representative.” For
four weeks these cases were investigated. Government files
were researched and, in some cases, sites were visited. The
most prevalent type of facility was a pond or landfill holding
organic and inorganic wastes. The most common problems
was contaimination of surface or groundwater. Two levels
of costs were computed. One level was for emergency, mini-
mum corrections to prevent the situation from becoming
worse. The other level was for the ultimate, proper dis-
posal. These costs estimates were then applied to the total
1,200 to 2,000 sites “known and suspected”’ of hazardous
waste problems that might require special government funding
to clean them up.

For the Level |, emergency cleanup, an average cost of
$3.6 million per site was computed. For the Level || approach,

From Conservation News, a National
Wildlife Federation publication

proper disposal, an average cost of $25.9 million per site was
applied. Depending on how many sites are considered in need
of cleanup, the costs range between $3.6 to $6. billion for
minimum treatment and $26 to $44 billion for the more ade-
quate remedy. None of the estimates, however, included com-
pensation for property damage, economic losses, or personal
injury. Also excluded from the calculations was cleanup costs
for radioactive waste sites.

EPA's Assistant Administrator for Water and Waste Manage-
ment, Thomas Jorling, said that while these are the best esti-
mates at this time, they are very “rough.” They do, however,
provide a “‘reasonable order of magnitude estimate of the min-
imum costs” the nation faces in correcting past mismanagement
of hazardous wastes.

Although the report is punctuated with qualifications and
discussions of the uncertainties surrounding the figures, the
issue of who is liable for the cost of cleanup is clearly recog-
nized. Many sites have been abandoned or the owner is not
financially capable of paying the cleanup bill. In such cases,
some level of government must foot the bill.

Preliminary as they are, the figures indicate one outstanding
point — after-the-fact remedies multiply the cleanup costs
dramatically. For example, EPA officials calculated that the
Love Canal site in Niagara Falls, New York, could have been pro-
perly managed for $4 million. Now, with no accounting for
third-party costs, the bill has run up to $50 million. Likewise,
proper disposal of PCB’s that were dumped along a roadside
in North Carolina would have cost $100,000, but now the state
faces a cost of millions to acceptably dispose of the contamin-
ated soil.

Attention

H.361 Meetings Could Lower Your Taxes

On the basis of a new state law, H.361, if you are keeping your land in agriculture or managed forest production you may qualify for
a “‘use-value’’ assessment which could lower your property tax bill next year.

The Extension Service is holding a series of information meetings around the state this summer to acquaint landowners, listers, town
officials, etc. with the law and draft regulations. The first formal hearing on the regulations will be held in September. People wanting
to enter into the program for the next tax year must sign up before February 1.

For more information attend one of the meetings listed below:

County ate Location Limg
Addison August 22 Middlebury Union High School Auditorium 8:00 p.m.
Bennington August 29 St. Margaret Mary's Parish Hall, Arlington 7:00 p.m.
Caledonia July 25 St. Johnsbury, Ext. Office, Hospital Drive 7:00 p.m,
Chittenden August 28 Essex Jct., Educational Center Auditorium 7:30 p.m.
Essex July 24 Island Pond Town Hall 7:00 p.m.
Franklin August 13 Enosburg Falls Opera House 8:00 p.m.
Grand lsle August 15 North Hero Elementary School 7:30 p.m,
Lamoille August 6 Morrisville, Charimont Restaurant 8:00 p.m.
Orange August 14 Randolph Ctr. Vt. Tech. College (Conant Hall) 7:00 p.m.
Orleans August 8 Orleans Municipal Auditorium 8:00 p.m.
Rutland August 6 Rutland Ext. Office, Rt. 4, Center Rutland 7:00 p.m.
Washington August 20 Montpelier, Union 32 Auditorium, Gallison Hill 8:00 p.m.
Windham August 23 Brattleboro Brooks Memorial Library, Main St. 7:00 p.m.

August 25 Townshend Town Hall 1:00 p.m.
Windsor August 21 Woodstock Historical Soc. Bldg., EIm St. 7:00 p.m.
August 22 Springfield, Riverside Jr. High School, Rt. Il 7:00 p.m.
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Frome Leaves VNRC But

Sewage Project Flows On

M ichele Frome came to VNRC in May 1977 to direct a project on sewage treatiment alternatives for the Vermont
208 Planning Program. Since that time, she has firmly established VNRC's expertise in sewage treatment planning

for rural areas.

As Director of VNRC’s Sewage Planning Project, she conducted projects in cooperation with the Agency of En-
vironmental Conservation, the State Department of Health, and the Conservation Foundation of Washington D.C.
With vision and indefatigable energy, Michele learned about the requlations and technologies in the field. She
played an active and influential role in state government decision-making and in efforts to increase local education
and assistance. She also procured funding to initiate new projects. Known as the Sewage Lady, Michele took her
work to leach fields throughout Vermont—giving the Council a truly new dimension to its grass roots environmen-

tal concern.

Michele leaves her position at VINRC this summer to go on to graduate work at Harvard’s Kennedy School of
Government. We will miss her, but her work will continue. We want to express our appreciation for her contribue

tion to VNRC and to Vermont.

In the following article Michele relates some of the insights and experiences she has had during the past two years
and traces the development of the Sewage Planning Project.

| read recently, "If you
eat, you have sewage.”
Sewage is an unavoidable
part of our lives. It affects
our homes, our health, our

government. But, as with
many issues, people don‘t
pay much attention to sew-

in their pocketbook or in
their backyards.

For many people in Ver-
mont today, sewage is now
hitting home. Sewage is
surfacing in our backyards

- and polluting our drinking
water. And sewage treatment is increasing our local taxes and

the price of building our new homes.

Sewage treatment is also of major national concern. The
present federal sewage treatment program has been called the
largest public works program in the nation’s history. We have,
in fact, spent more money constructing sewage treatment facil-
ities than we have building the interstate highway system.

Why is VNRC interested in sewage? We are concerned about
the need for sewage treatment to protect water quality and
public health. And, we are even more concerned about the
effects of sewage treatment decisions on land use and commun-
ity development. Like highways, sewers can have a dramatic
influence on where growth occurs and how land uses change.
Rapid residential growth has followed the construction of sew-
ers in suburban areas surrounding our cities. VNRC is con-
cerned that the same kind of growth could occur in Vermont.

The VNRC Sewage Planning Project. . .

Because of our concerns about sewage treatment and land

use, the Council established the VNRC Sewage Planning Project.

finances, our recreation, our

age until it hits home—either

The Project has two purposes. The first is to help communities
and people find environmentally sound and affordable solutions
to their present sewage problems. The second is to promote
long-range planning to prevent future sewage problems.

The Sewage Planning Project has focused on areas in Ver-
mont that are unsewered—that is, areas that are not served by
sewers and a community sewage treatment plant. Over half of
the people in Vermont live in unsewered areas. Instead of pub-
lic sewers, they must use “‘on-site systems.” For the most part,
this means using conventional septic systems.

Vermont is a tough place to use on-site sewage systems. Ac-
cording to the Water Resources Department, fully 80% of the
land in Vermont is not suitable for septic systems under the pre-
sent state requlations. Why? Because the land is on steep
slopes, the soil is too heavy and tight to absorb water. the
groundwater table is high, and the soil is too shallow.

Many of Vermont ‘s unsewered areas have serious sewage
problems right now. Households in one northwestern Vermont
village are dumping their sewage into drainage ditches because
their soils are tight and their groundwater table is high. A
southeastern village has 25 households polluting a river because
their tiny lots are right on the edge of a steep bank. A growing
town in Chittenden County has two housing developments and
a trailer park on tracts where there is simply no place for the
sewage to go. In at least one central Vermont town, the sewage
from the downtown still flows through a public sewer straight
into the river.

Some twenty-two towns are now involved in the federal con-
struction grants program. This program provides state and fed-
eral funds to pay for part of the costs of planning and building
sewage treatment facilities to clean-up existing water pollution.
But what about the rest of Vermont's unsewered towns? Many
of these towns don’t have water pollution problems now, but
are likely to in the future if they dont plan ahead.

Through the VNRC Sewage Planning Project, | tried to help
people ask the right questions: How can our planning commis-
sion revise the town plan to ensure that future growth can rely




6

Our committee was formed as a result of many questions concerning the proposed sewage treatment for our small
town....Our early meetings consisted of gathering with the engineers and asking many questions....We went over the
same things so many times and had a difficult time actually doing anything constructive.

Along the way, we heard about Michele Frome and asked her to come talk to us. Michele knows and understands
the problems we are struggling with....Before she came, we were essentially being guided by the engineers. After she
came, | felt we understood our position far better and were able to take the situation more into our own hands....
She gave us a whole new approach. Marion W. McChesney, Chairman, Pawlet Sewage Committee

on on-site systems? What will building a sewage treatment
plant do to land uses in our village? How can we involve people
with different points of view on community development in
our sewage treatment planning? How can we stop polluting
our stream without building an energy-intensive treatment
plant that our village may not need nor want? The questions
are not just technical; they are also economic, political and
social.

In raising such questions, | worked with people on many
levels—in federal agencies, state offices, local governments, and
communities.

On the federal level, | made an effort to have Vermont’s local
needs considered in sewage treatment laws and regulations. In
July 1977, for example, U.S. Senator Stafford held a public
hearing in Burlington on changes to the Federal Water Pollu-
tion Control Act. | testified at that hearing and enlisted others
to testify. We complained that the federal program was forc-
ing some small towns to build large, expensive treatment plants,
which then compelled them to promote new development to
help pay the costs. We suggested that individual septic systems
should be eligible for federal funding. Thanks to Senator
Stafford’s leadership on the Senate Public Works Committee,
many of our recommendations were included in the Clean
Water Act passed by Congress in late 1977.

Passing a new federal law is only the beginning—how the law
is carried out is what really counts. As far as the sewage treat-
ment construction grants program is concerned, it is actually
the state Agency of Environmental Conservation that admin-
isters the program in Vermont. In my experience, most of the
key decisions are made at this level.

The recent decision on the Brattleboro sewage treatment
plant is a good example. In May, Agency of Environmental Con-
servation officials announced that because Brattleboro’s con-
struction bids exceeded cost estimates by $5 million, they might
postpone funding of as many as twenty-one other sewage treat-
ment projects in order to fund this one plant.

| dug into the files and found a great deal of evidence to
suggest that the Brattleboro project was over-designed, and that
the town's problems might be solved for much less money.
| documented this view at a public meeting. Following the
meeting, the Agency made a tentative decision not to fund
the increased costs of the Brattleboro project.

Federal and state government issues can be intriguing, but
the real action on sewage treatment doesn’t happen in Wash-
ington or Montpelier—it happens in the towns and villages.

The final decisions are made by local leaders, voters, and
homeowners.

| tried to help out town leaders in a few of the towns that
are struggling with tough decisions as part of the construction
grants program. Pawlet is one example.

Both Pawlet village and West Pawlet have water pollution

from raw sewage going directly into rivers, The town of
Pawlet has been studying the problem for over ten years. Con-
tinual delays and changes in regulations have frustrated their
search for a solution, The town selectmen made a smart move
when they appointed a Sewage Committee to work with their
consulting engineer. The Committee, however, didn’t have a
clear idea of their options. | told them about the new pro-
visions for federal funding of individual and alternative sys-
tems. | helped them get a second opinion on the ability of
their soils to support on-site systems. As a result, the Com-
mittee took better charge of their own project, instead of
"leaving it to the experts.’”

In the last six months of my work at VNRC, | shifted the
main focus of the Sewage Planning Project from the construc-
tion grants program to the unsewered towns that are not work-
ing with grants. Many of these towns would like to avoid the
need for expensive sewage treatment plants that could alter the
size and character of their communities. To prevent this, town
officials must ensure that private septic systems are properly
located, designed, installed, and maintained.

Local health officers are as close to the problems of septic
systems as anyone because they are responsible for preventing
and correcting public health hazards. To help health officers
deal with septic systems, | ran a series of workshops around
the state this spring. | found enthusiastic audiences everywhere
| went, from Bellows Falls to Lyndonville. At the workshops
people learned how septic systems work, how they fail, and
how to correct them. They also learned how to prevent septic
system failures by adopting and enforcing a local health ordi-
nance. Many people were surprised to learn that nobody regu-
lates septic systems built for private homes in Vermont unless
the town itself has adopted such an ordinance.

'::_i_ﬁ.’. P 1T|J"‘-':
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Where does VNRC go from here? | see four top priorities
for the Sewage Planning Project. The first is to continue to
help towns with planning and prevention of sewage treatment
problems in unsewered areas. The second is to inform home-
owners about septic systems and other sewage treatment op-
tions. The third is to study the actual land use impacts of
sewage treatment plants in small towns and rural areas. And
the fourth is to help people learn more about the other end of
the pipe: we need to know more about where our drinking
water comes from, how to keep it safe, and how to conserve it.




Annual Meeting Set for September 8

arms, Fish, and Photos

“I've always thought of annual meetings as sleepy, in-house
affairs, punctuated by organizational politics, inconsequential
elections, and an occasional policy dispute. If you were lucky,
they gave you a glass of cheap wine and a wedge of teflon-tast-

ing cheese to remember it by.

That was before | got involved with VNRC. Last year at
the annual meeting, | went on a canoe trip to spot migrating
shore-birds, feasted at the Basin Harbor Club, got involved in

the business meeting, and took part in a lively discussion about

Vermont'’s energy outlook."”

This year we think the agenda for the Annual Meeting
looks just as promising. We hope you will be able to join us.
Here is how the day is shaping up.

In the morning there are a variety of field trips scheduled:

Leave Nothing But Footprints: The Appalachian
Trail Rediscovered -- an historical and botanical expedi-
tion around Kent's Pond, Sherburne.

Gtop the Silo: A View of Vermont Farming To-
@y -- two visits to typical Vermont farms in the Wood-
stock area to talk with farmers and see first-hand the

issues facing agriculture.

Meanwhile Upstream at the Bethel Fish Hatchery --
a tour and discussion of what Bethel’s unnatural habitat has
in store annually for the 3/4 million Atlantic salmon that
will pass through its tanks in the 1980's,

Take Nothing But Pictures: Outdoor Photography
Workshop -- a demonstration and practical session at the
Vermont Institute of Natural Science Nature Center for
lenspeople who want to better their technique and composi-
tion.

A Mystery Fifth Field Trip -- to be announced, watch
the August VER for details.

At 11:45 we'll meet back at the Kedron Valley Inn, in South
Woodstock for a home-cooked buffet and get-together. Pic-
nicking on the grounds, and a dip in Paul Kendall’s pond are
available also. After lunch, we’ll adjourn to the near-by Ver-
mont Institute of Natural Sciences meeting barn for a short
business session followed by a panel discussion.

Agriculture Secretary William Darrow will be the keynote
speaker as we examine ““The Vermont Farm: An Endangered
Species?”” Other panelists include Robert Kinsey, Craftsbury
dairy farmer and member of the Vermont House of Represen-
tatives Agriculture Committee; Deacy Leonard, Executive
Secretary of the Vermont Farm Bureau; Mark Lapping, Direc-
tor of UVM'’s Environmental Studies Program and Chairman of
VNRC'’s Board of Directors.

Following short presentations by each of the panelists, the
discussion will be open to the members. The topic is particu-
larly pertinent this year as VNRC begins its examination of
ways in which we can help save Vermont’s vanishing farmland.

Nominations

Nominations of candidates for election to the VNRC Board
of Directors must be received at the VNRC office, 25 State
Street, Montpelier, 05602 no later than JULY 15. Nomina-
tions should include a short biographical sketch and a brief
statement from the candidate saying why that person wants to
serve. The names of nominees and their statements will appear
in the August issue of the VER. An invitation to attend the
Annual Meeting, together with an agenda, details about field
trips, maps and reservation forms will be mailed to all VNRC
members about August 1.




From Vermont Public Interest Research Group .

Trouble on the Right—of—Way

Spraying season is here, and not just for farmers, Each year
thousands of acres of utility and railroad rights-of-way are
sprayed with a variety of herbicides. And unlike the back forty
that might be treated by a neighboring farmer, these rights-of-
way pass closely by the homes of many Vermonters.

This summer the Vermont Electric Cooperative, Citizens
Utility Company, Central Vermont Public Service Company,
the New England Power Company, and almost all of the rail-
roads in the state will treat their rights-of-way. All except the
Central Vermont Railroad plan to use a particularly toxic com-
pound, 2,4-D, along with other herbicides. Where rights-of
way pass through towns or near homes, the health of residents
may be endangered by drift and volatization (evaporation) of
spray, and by contamination of water supplies.

Rights-of-way are treated in different ways. Railroads use
broad-spectrum herbicides to kill all weeds in the gravel area
of the track (the ballast), and occasionally spray vegetation
along the shoulders of the track. Along powerlines, operators
with backpack sprayers are more selective, and spray only
offending trees—those that would threaten the lines if they
were allowed to grow. Occasionally a powerline is sprayed by
helicopter, thus increasing the problems of spray drift.

Of the chemicals used, 2,4-D has earned the greatest dis-
favor among environmentalists. 2,4-D, a chlorophenoxy herbi-
cide, gained notoriety as an active ingredient along with
2,4,5-T in Agent Orange, the defoliant used in Viet Nam. (The
EPA suspended most uses of 2,4,5-T in February 1979 after
the chemical was linked to miscarriages.) Research has shown
2,4-D to be toxic in many ways. The FDA reports that 2,4-D
is a carcinogen in rats; a study by the Bionetics Research Lab-
oratory demonstrated that 2,4-D caused birth defects in ani-
mals; field reports have linked chlorophenoxy herbicides with
miscarriage and lowered resistance to disease in humans; and
studies indicate that 2,4-D may be a mutagen (i.e. it may break
chromosomes in living tissues).

Other chemicals used to kill vegetation are less notorious,
but one EPA report called diuron a carcinogen and it appears
that atrazine may enhance the formation of carcinogenic com-
pounds in plants. The other chemicals to be used this summer
are tebuthiuron, dicamba, diquat, glyphosate, picloram, 2,4-DP,
and possibly hexazinone. .

The chemicals exhibit a wide variety of activity in the soil,
from relatively immobile (diuron) to highly mobile (2,4-D),
and persistant (picloram) to short lived (blyphosate). 2,4-D
has been known to persist in surface waters for several months,
and in lake sediments for even longer. One study in Colorado
found 2,4-D in well water seven years after spraying.

Before spraying, companies must apply for a permit from
the Department of Agriculture. Members of the Vermont
Pesticide Advisory Council review the applications, make rec-
ommendations to the Commissioner, and either approve or
disapprove of the applications, Permits are prepared by the
Plant Industry Division and are approved by the Commissioner.

by David White

While permits carry stipulations to protect public water
supplies and to minimize spray drift, permits approved earlier
this year fail to adequately protect people living along rights-
of-way. After prompting by VPIRG, Agriculture Commissioner
William Darrow agreed to amend the permits by adding a 100
foot buffer strip for homes close to rights-of-way, and by pro-
hibiting spraying in areas marked by residents, But, despite
the recommendations of VPIRG and the Department of Health,
spray permits still do not require personal notification of each
resident and as a result individual water supplies are not ade-
quately protected from the spray.

VPIRG will continue to
press for reform of right-of-
way spraying this summer,
Most importantly, individ-
ual notification of affected
residents must become a re-
quirement for any spray
operation. Utilities and rail-
roads should be required to
supply residents with ap-
propriate markers to deli-
nate areas not to be sprayed.

Furthermore, it should
become the policy of the
utilities and railroads to minimize the use of chemicals along
rights-of-way. The state should actively promote vegetation
management techniques, which would reduce the need for
chemicals, and require manual treatment by utilities in popul-
ated areas.

If a right-of-way passes by your home, you may find out if
the utility or railroad plans to treat it this year by calling their
office. You should ask to make an alternative agreement, and
clearly mark areas you do not want to be sprayed.

If you observe a right-of-way being sprayed: check to see
if the spray is drifting, if spray is entering any water systems
(a ten foot buffer strip is required), or if any spray is coming
closer than 100 feet to a well or home. Report any problems
in writing to the Agriculture Department or to the Vermont
Public Interest Research Group, 26 State St., Montpelier,
Vermont.

An informed and outspoken citizenry is key to promoting :
safer rights-of-way management techniques. Address your
concerns to Commissioner Darrow in the Agriéulture Depart-
ment (Montpelier, Vermont 05602). The Commissioner we-
welcomes your comments and is sensitive to your opinions.

David White is Co-Assistant Director of the Vermont Public .
Interest Research Group. He is currently researching hazardous
wastes in Vermont and is the author of ““Dioxins’’, a report
published by VPIRG,




In Brief. ..

.THE ROAD TO BELVIDERE

On June 4, District Commission 5 declared that an Act 250
permit issued in 1972 for a highway improvement project in
Belvidere had expired for non-use. This was the latest step in
a lengthy battle between some local residents and the Highway
Department. The Department has appealed the decision to the
Environmental Board.

There is little dispute that the road needs improvement. lts
clay base turns the road into a quagmire during mud season.
The issue is whether the existing road can be upgraded, or
whether a substantially new road must be built in order to
qualify for federal assistance.

Local residents claim they were told in 1972 that the existing
road would be paved at essentially the same grade and location.
The Highway Department insists that a new road is needed. Re-
search has revealed that federal standards would permit paving
the existing road, provided speeds are kept to 30 MPH. The
Department feels that this speed is too low for a state highway,
and insists on a 40 MPH design speed.

The fact that the original permit has been revoked insures
that local residents will again get an opportunity to voice their
opinions. VNRC has sought to intervene in the appeal proceed-
ing, and attempted to clarify to local residents and legislators
that the choice is not between ‘‘pave’’ or “‘no-pave,”” but be-
tween a 30 or 40 MPH highway.

ISH IN LAKE CHAMPLAIN FOUND SAFE

Fish in Lake Champlain have been found to have no signi-
ficant metal or toxic contaimination according to a report by
Dr. Kenneth Bogdan of the New York Department of Environ-
mental Conservation. There is an encouraging decline in pesti-
cide levels in fish apparently coinciding with the elimination
of DDT and mercury use in the late 60’s and early 1970’.
Data on wildlife was insufficient for any conclusions at this
time.

from Lake Champlain Committee

ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT IN TROUBLE

Just days after the Senate voted not to exempt the Tellico
Dam in Tennessee from the Endangered Species Act, the House
approved legislation to do just that. Rep. John J. Duncan (R-
TN), in a mischievous parliamentary move that caught everyone
by surprise, pushed through the exemption as a non-germane
amendment to the water development appropriations bill for
FY 1980.

““The amendment was passed by voice vote by the 4 or 6
congressmen on the floor at the time,”” said Liz Kaplan, wildlife
lobbyist for Friends of the Earth. “Nobody even knew what
was in it, and the contents were only discovered when the re-
porters went up to the clerk after the vote to see what had
passed.” Environmentalists adamantly oppose such an exemp-
tion, citing not only the impact on the endangered snail darter,
but also the damaging precedent it would set in opening the

act to other attacks. The water development appropriations
.bill (with the Tellico exemption) now goes to the Senate where
environmentalists will be facing a hard battle to keep a similar
exempting amendment from being introduced.

The surprise Tellico exemption is only one of a host of prob-
lems facing the Endangered Species Act. While passed without
amendment by the Senate, legislation to reauthorize the act
now goes to the House. Attempts to weaken the law are ex-
pected. Environmentalists, in addition to defending the act,
want to advance a November 10th deadline for listing sorne
2,000 species as endangered—a cut-off date that the Office of
Endangered Species, burdened with ‘‘new economic assess-
ment"’ requirements, cannot even begin to make.

Those concerned about the preservation of endangered
species and the fate of the act should write their senators and
representatives. Urge them to oppose any exemptions for
Tellico Dam and to support requthorization and improvement

of the Act. from Sierra Club, National New Report

VNRC JOINS ANTI-MALL FORCES

Last year VNRC was instrumental in the Pyramid Company's
failure to obtain the necessary permits to build an 82-store
shopping mall in Williston, Vermont. This year the Council
has decided to step into a similar fray.

Staff attorney, Darby Bradley, has agreed to represent a re-
gional coalition of concerned citizens and local groups in its
attempt to block a smaller 32-store development proposed for
Berlin, Vermont.

On June 28, the newly formed coalition calling itself
Citizens for Vital Communities (CVC), hired Bradley to watch-
dog and represent it at the upcoming District Five Regional
Environmental Commission Act 250 proceedings. Bradley's
role will be to aid the coalition in seeking “party status’’ to
the hearings and to ask the kinds of environmental questions
unlikely to be addressed by any of the other parties.

Bradley gives two reasons why VNRC has become in-
volved in another mall struggle. First, a mall of such demen-
sions will have a tremendous regional impact, not only
environmentally, but economically and socially as well. A-
long with the expected pressures on existing systems, such as
water, sewage and traffic, the mall will affect commerical
patterns throughout the central Vermont region.

Secondly, such a major development can be viewed as
another crucial test of the effectiveness of Vermont's devel
opment control law, Act 250. There are some important dit-
ferences between the proposed Berlin Mall and the recent
Pyramid case. The Berlin Mall would be considerably smaller
than the one proposed in Williston. The Berlin mall could
have a considerable impact on the region, but probably not
as extensive as Pyramid’s. The builder, Juster Associates of
Yonkers, New York, has the benefit of the initial Pyramid
failure before it in preparing for the hearings. But despite
these differences, the essential questions which ACT 250
covers remain: What will be the environmental consequences
of such a development? How is it going to affect the sur-
rounding communities? What will be the economic effects?

At this writing, it appears that CVC will be the only group
which intends to represent general citizens and environmental
concerns. |t sees itself as having the potential to “fill-in the
gaps’’ and provide testimony through expert witnessess on
matters not covered by parties such as the Montpelier City
Council, area merchants, or adjacent land-owners, who are
expected to apply for party status.
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Church Street
Discussion. . .

Reflections on Nuclear Power: Can We Live With 1t?

Thursday, July 26 (tentative), 7:30-9:30p.m. No Charge.

An attempt to construct a moral framework for examining the
problem followed by two opposing views on what is right in
the public interest concerning the future use or development
of nuclear power, and subsequent open discussion. Presenters
will include Murray Bookchin, social ecologist and director of
the Goddard Summer Ecology Program. Made possible by a
matching grant from the Vt. Council on the Humanities and
Public Issues. Location to be announced. For more informa-
tion please call Jillian Kellogg, Church Center in Burlington,
656-4221,
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