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| ntroducti on

I n the spring and summer of 2014, the 30 Mile Ri
and additional volunteers, conducted a watershed
watershed, |l ocated in Central Mai ne. The survey

| akes by siodemteisf wyifngrosi on and runoff that are n
and recommending solutions to correct the proble
Trained volunteers and technical | eaders surveye
tified 84 erosion sites that are i mpacting or ha
results and analysis of the survey, along with i
i ng erosion issues on their properties. It was d
shed, and other residents of the towns of Vienna

WHAT | S A WATERSHED?
A watershed Is all the | and that purrounds
into the pond through streams, difches, di
through ghoumacdcWatders. ever §t henbaw|ldt hanr jts
pl ants, animals, RAownsjtfasménabdjpseéeptere
t he shordeelviemet vaarlelays | mpact the | akleds water
wor.se

Purposes of the Watershed Survey

The purpose of the watershed survey wacsurtomesd defnt
runof f, particularly soil erosion sites, within
survey was to:

§ Raise public awareness of the connection bet we:¢
runof f .
8§ Ilnspire people to become active stewards of 't h
§ Use the information gat Hermrand paos do rmpe od em@dad moein ts t
§ Make gener al recommendations to | andowners for
The purpose of the survey was NOT to point finge
forcement action against | andowners not in compl
Local citizen participation was essenti al i n com
in upcoming years. Through the | eadership of the

from groups and agencies concerned with pond wat



Threats to Water Qual it
The biggest pollution threat to i ot he
poll uted stoomwaboteporomnhos$dburce POLLUTED (i on
Storm water runoff from rain an STORMWATERpick
ents and other pollutants as it RUNOF F 0ss t
into the pond. Al so called non
source pofllutio
I n an undevel oped, forested watiNps, pol | ueeld ¥
is slowed and filtered y tree [water runbf9%90%s
ot her natural debris on the forup of soil, ke
ven forest floor and filters thseptic W&S?%tlp
waste and| ot her
I n a developed watershed, howeVvl| ytants fF3mMeYi
receive the filtering treatmentlgsgyurces apht oQRC
ter picks up speed as i fl ows | andscape € hkk o
rooftops, compacted soi , gravelcarried iRfTS @M
becomes a destructive erosive fby rainfalihis
devel oped areas in thes waters n wash
the ponds or their feeder streams.
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Why is Runoff a Probl em?

The problem is not necessarily the water itself
bad news for Maine | akes. Studi es5hawve 1t9Me wmet
amo u mpth osfp compsared to runoff from forested area

The nutrient, phosphorus, ifsounododi nf osroiallsg,aes eapnto
and fertilizers Il n natur al conditions, the sc
However, when a | ake receives extra phosphorus,
growth causes choking blooms, but more often it
ti me, damage the ecology, aesthetics and econon
Soil I s the biggest sour ceésofevehos mhaordies etro kman
and other nutrients are naturally present i n th
the soil that erodes from our driveways, roads,

Excesphosphoruscan
ofertilized a | ake a
nuisancalgal blooms

Why is it important to protect these | ake
§ They provide recreational opportunities to wat
§ They are i mportant contributors to the | ocal e
§ Lakes contain valwuable habitat for fish, birds

§ A 1996 University of Maine study demonstrated
every meter (3 ft.) decline in water <clarity,
percent! Declining property values affect 1indi
entire community.

§ Once a | akebs water quality has declined, it c
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FI'ying Pond

ing Pond is part of the 30 Mile River water st
in of |l akes in Central Mai ne, northwest of Al
er Kimball Pond, and flows into Minnehonk Lal
e, Lovejoy Pond, Pocasset Lake, and Andr oscoo(
se |lakes are vital to the economy and qual it
i ng Pond has a water sul . r o X i I
es or 0.6 square miles Flying Pond Watlearkse
Town of Vienna, its wat S ¢ _ 41003res
es is located in both tIf] S.ur ac;a artea. hi a_nac
Kennebec County. The | ¢ m:lzgso wat ers \e)pi'ng
d i s exponentially | arg:t ~ce art
el f. This helps explain T érerﬂg&Z?d_e‘peteH.[ chanGg
ch frequently occur duril LSRRG E a4 T (5
rm event s.

maj ority of developed waterfront properties
ound homes.

er quality data have been collected from FIl yi
with | ow potential for nuisance algal bl oo m:
i ng Pond is a valwuable resource for the gener
mi tive campi ng, -ccoaunnoteriyn gs,k ikianyga,k isnngo, wntorboislsi ng,
available at a boat | aunch | ocated on State I
Mai ne DOT.




FLYING POND WATERSHED
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The Survey Method

Pl anning for the watershed survey began y
Association with support from a steering commit:t
groups. In April 2014, alll l andowner s wi €
give them t he -optp® rtthueiin yp rdaip2déamtgyo. wn e@ st € @hind knlcd e d
have their property excluded from the survey.
On May 20 20L4npteehsniaad 8e
participate in a morning tr: sur
Foll owing the classroom tra eer s
staff were broken into eigh it th
day traveling on foot and b g po
oblems in their assigned | ope
tire watershed were surve jol | €
andardized forms (consi ste =P f o
guirements), cameras and GPS units. Where nece
eir surveys For the most part, all data were
spections were conducted by technical staff to
ected included information andthbet Vypee

I
n water qua
S

I u
mp ac o] | i2t5yar (tSheee dAgpuwer nico dx | teNt do enfd i.pdal gde
teams also recommended solutions to remediate ea
cost and technical l evel required to do so. The
on sites were plotted on a map.
Each site was rated for its potentisalzei mgadtheorsi
ope, amount of soil eroded, and proximity to w
Low | nspiegtcets are those wi-sht ej matemhakbi i teawsphbr

Medi um Isinp st are those whersei tsee,dibmetntnats a rhainghp

Hi gh |lgnptaeced are | arge sites with significant ero




Wat er shed Survey Findin

Overal Houegi gBtdy) sites were identified during th
FIlying Pbadr (5#4jJtyor approxi mately 64%, were | c

approxi mately 36%, were | ocated in the Town of |
Residential areas (not including driveways) co0ons:s
survey. Town roads constituted the second | ar ge
The results of the survey and summary of the dat
found in the Table beginning on Page 25.

Key Findings:

8

Fifteen (15) or appHouirmat8etl)y i1d&% ta ff i aeldl saitglst
rat éend gehs ,i mplaicliteh rtehei r(t3y3) , or appr axeidmautne dirynp3aSc%,
t hisritxy (36) | owr i.mmpMbcsttasof the | ow i mpact sites
Remedi ati on of many of the smaller scale, | ow
Conservation Corps of the 30 Mile River Waters

Of t hef ceurgh(t84 )omda t(e3xl) ,t harr tayppr oxi mateeliydeht %,al
use Another six (6) sites, i apwayakehavbnal yed¥b
properties.

Twenrthyr ee (23), or appr-berumat¢8hhy 87 te stfowenh g oaasds
including thirteen (13) paved and ten (10) dir
the result of the migration of winter (deicing
i nto nearby streams, and from erosion of expos
topic is discussed in greater detail el sewhere
Many of the town road sites wil!/ require subst
i ncluding removi ngr d diorsg twhetreocad anldqulircker s, s
grading ditches. Most of the&eghtt €8) atphér eteh eaz
sites were determined to be of | ow i mpact. El
(4) were determined to be high impact sites.

Nine (9) -bbuthée8d)ghbhtyes, or appr opxiimatt.edl oyu 0lald%
were determined to be | ow impact, one (1) medi
private road sites usually requires the cooper
Comprehensive planning by roadeasns ogoiaat iman ntien



Wat ershed Survey Sites
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Erosion Sites by | mpact

Each site identified dul
rated for its potenti al
| mpact was based on the
its sl ope, amount of soli
i mity to water.

Low § Low | nspictcets are those \

EEIFARRA A s S S AT IS
Wi Vi [

36 (43%)

§ Medi um Isinpast are those
sedi ment is-sttanspatt acd
a high magnitude.

§ Hi gh |Isnptaecs are | arge
significant erosion t he
into a stream or the pc

Thi-sity (36), or nearly half of the sites (43%)
nearly as-tmapge, (8BB)rtpgyr approxi mately 39%, wer
cumul ative effect of all of these sites is ver:



Erosion Sites by Land Use
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Residential  Town Road Private Road  State Road Driveway = Boat Access
Thi-seywen (37), or 44% of all sites I denti fie
denti al | and uses (T3hle rneasjiodreinttyi aolf, t6h edsrei vsei w ae)
ed medium i mpact. Only foursévénwe2®e)y raovoedampp
mately 73% of the residential/driveway sites
by the Youth Conservation Corps (YCC), incl uc
Town roads (both paved and dirt) accounted fc
Remedi ation of these sites wild.l require the f
Nine (9), or approximately 11% of the identif
most cases, remedial action wil!/ be required
hensive planning by a road association is cri
available to assist in planning efforts.
The remaining fifteen (15) sites, or approxi:t
er | and uses, including agriculture (1 site),
tion site (1 site), state roads (7 sites), ar

M



Erosion Sites by Town
Town Hi gh I m Medium I n Low | mp Tot al
Mount Vefnon 4 12 14 30
Vienna 11 21 22 54
Tot 15 33 36 8 4
(18 %) ( 39 %) ( 43 %)
Cost to Fix Sites
Costs an important factoa
ning for remediati on.
l abor and materials to
was estimated and rated
mLow: Less than $500
® Medium: $500-$2,500
High: Greater than $2,500
Forftoyur, or over half of the sites (-628&) can
or 37% of all sites can be fixed at medi um c
(over $2,500).



Resi dé&mt(ies)
Fifteen (15) residential sites were designatpgd |
were high 1 mpact. Most of these sites (18) C an
dium cost. Only one (1) residential site w]I|I
Common Problems | dent Recommended Solutiong:
§ SIight to severe sur §8 Establish vegetativpe b
§ Ilnadequate shorelinesgs Install runoff divefte
§ Erosion from roof rusg | nstall drip line pfot
§ Shoreline erosion s Install infiltratio S |
§ Bare soil s Install dry well fo ro
§ Define and stabiliz f o
g8 Install erosion confr ol
g8 Allow | eaf Ilitter t r
Probl ems
SI'ight surface erosic
shoreline vegetation
Sol utions
l nstall runoff divert
way; add mul ch/ erosic
mi x; establish vegete
Residenti al areas (not including driveways)
fied sources of polluted rujpof
Fortunately, most of these sites ca b e
It is the cumul ative impact of all thle s




Town RBodes (23)
Thirteen (13) town road sites were identifiefp or
Eight (8) were considered | ow impact, eleven] (1:
El even (11) were estimated at a | ow cost to I X,
Common Problems I denti Reedmmended Solutiong:
§ Migration of winter ssaRdmbOdei wingemasandaf ) of
road surfaces shoul ders and ditchfs
§ Moderate to severe r o8a&egsrhaoduel dreora de rtoos ieosnt gb | i
§ Undersized culverts and shoul der
§ Bl ocked culverts § Ar mor inl et/ outlet] of
§ Crushed/ broken culverstsnstall plunge pool] at
§ Unstable inlet/outlets bhstal lvettusnouts in| dif
§ Severe ditch erosion 8 Stabilize sides sl opes
§ Grader ber ms § Vegetate and/ or armpr
Probl ems
Unstable inlet/outlet
partial blockages at
culvert; culvert <crus
i nadequate cover, <cre
hole in road; road sh
ure at both ends of ¢
Sol utions
Repl ace and | engthen

Runof f

Proper

from paved

ma i

ntenance

and dirt
ponds

i
di

S essent
tches.

road
and | akes.

al

surfaces

t

o

preve




Private RO®ad Sites
Four (4) Private Road sites were considered jpLow
Hi gh. Three (3) were estimated at a Low Cos t o
Common Problems | dent iRfeicodnmended Sol uti onsjf:
§ Moderate to severe sé&r rRfegpdeaceer dsriokkren cul vgrt
§ Crushed/ broken culvegtArmor inlet/outlet pf
§ Moderate to severe r®oddissthaddl deerw groca-d su|]f ac
sion § I nstall runoff divelter
SI'ight to severe ditgh nesrtaadilomheck dams n
Side sl ope failure in ditch
Parti al bl ockage of culvert
Probl ems
Severe surface erosi or
broken cul vert
Sol utions
Replace culvert; inst:
di verters on road
Unpaved roads are a major source of pprt
Whil e-ta mendi x may cost more up front, It wi
nance costs on your road, ditcpes




Dri veway Sites (6)

All six (6) Driveway si t eTshrweeer e 3c)o nwsel rdee rdeedt eM pndiint
of repair and three (3) a Medium Cost Nonel] (0)
Common Problems | dentRefcioemimended Sol uti onsj|:

§ SIight to moder at e § uMefgaectea teer odsriiovneway s houl
§ Moderate should erosiddd new surface mat gr i ¢
§ Bare soil § Il nstall runof f di velter
§ Il nstall erosion conf{rol
§ Reseed and hay bare Jsoi
§ Al |l ow | eaf |l i tter t@® 1 ¢
soi l
Pr obl ems:
Moderate surface er (
Sol uti ons:
Build up driveway s
new surface materi al
(crown) road; veget:
shoul der ; install ro

M p



State Road Sites (7)
Three (3) State Road sites were designated a]s
and two (2) as High. Three (3) were rated a]s
Common Probl ems | dentRefcioednended Sol uti ong:
§ Winter sand § Armor <cul vert
§ Unstable inlet/outl &tl nsft addl wdruthge pool
§ S|l ope erosion § Remove debris from [d
§ Sl ight to severe roadStsabbd dli dzeer bearndk- wi t h
sion § Stabilize road shoull
§ Bare soil
Probl em:
Severe shoul der er osi
Solutions:
Ar mor inl et/ outl et of
out s i nstall di t ch

at
[

dei

on
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