Ecosystem Indicator Program, Gulf of Maine Council
SRCC Data Discovery Grant: Summary of Finding as of 11-30-07

I. Point Source Data

a. Historical study: A 1994-96 study was conducted by NOAA (Ref #5) using 1991 point source data: “Development of Land-based Pollution Sources Inventory for the Gulf of Maine Regional Watershed”. Principle Investigators: Percy Pacheco, Dan Farrow, Ranjan Muttiah, 

 HYPERLINK "http://www.brc.tamus.edu/srin/srin.html"  Raghavan Srinivasan 



Major results drawn from the analysis of point source inventory include: 

· There are 273 major and 1751 minor facilities in the study area. Sixty-nine percent of these facilities are in the United States. 

· In the U.S., there are 1069 active industrial facilities, 252 wastewater treatment plants, and 85 power plants; in Canada, there are 492 industrial facilities, 126 wastewater treatment plants, and 8 power plants. 

· In the U.S., wastewater treatment plants account for over 50 percent of the total load discharged for all 15 pollutants, although industrial facilities are responsible for approximately 38 percent of the chromium discharges in the study area. In Canada, wastewater treatment plants are responsible for the greatest portion of the total pollutant loads for total nitrogen, total phosphorus, arsenic, cadmium, copper, iron, lead, mercury, oil and grease, and fecal coliform bacteria, while industries have higher discharges of process flow, biological oxygen demand, total suspended solids and zinc. 

· U.S. facilities account for about 84 percent of the process flow discharged into the Gulf of Maine. The Massachusetts Bay watershed alone accounts for over 36 percent of this flow. Four watersheds account for over 78 percent of the total process flow in the study area. Wastewater treatment plants are the primary source of process flow for the Massachusetts Bay and Merrimack River watersheds, while industry is the major source for the Sheepscot Bay and Saint John River watersheds. 
Comments: A file of these data is available; however, these data are now 16 years old. Updated data should be available from USEPA (See Ref. #1) and EC (Ref.# 3 & 4)

b. US Point Source data: Available from USEPA Envirofacts on-line database (Ref #1). However, there is one caveat currently: “As of June 6, 2006, pending migration to a new system, the data for the permit Compliance System (PCS) will be frozen for the following states: MA, NH…”(plus other states not in GOM). According to Robin Pearlman at EPA Boston, those data have been updated (but the cautionary note is still on the Envirofact website); this is being confirmed.
c. CA Point Source Data: The NPRI (National Pollution Release Inventory) has on-line data (Ref # 4) for required facilities for 1994 – 2006 in MS Access format, but appears to be annual totals and primarily air quality data. It also turns out that these are estimated total loadings for the year, and not based on absolute monitoring data. Interestingly, 2005 data and facilities are available via Google Earth- so it is easy to locate facilities. When inquiring to Environment Canada about discharges to waterways, the response was:

From: Stobo, Jeffrey [Dartmouth] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2007 9:39 AM
Subject: RE: Monitoring data for Permitted Discharges to waterways re: the Gulf of Maine Council for the Marine Environment...
“We don't track any permitting.  It would be possible knowing the facilities of interest to go into their submitted reports and determine those facilities releases to water.  This would be a very manual exercise and not the simple list of permitted outfalls that I think the individual is requesting.”
WWTP facilities do have flow data and nutrients, but again these are yearly totals; fine if only yearly resolution is needed. The 1991 study (see a. above did have data, but it’s not clear how it was collected). If more details are needed, it appears that we’d have to gather written reports (no electronic data) by facility for NS and NB to see if enough data are there to be useful. 
QUESTION: Should we request some representative discharge reports for CA coastal facilities to see what is in them? 
II. Population Density
a. Coastal Towns: We have compiled a complete list of the coastal towns in the GOM as defined by the State CZM programs and the NB & NS towns based on their definition. This list will aid any data collection required by coastal town, such as population density. The list is attached.
QUESTION: Can/Should this list be on GOMC website so that anyone can access it? We are not aware that such a list exists anywhere else.
b. US Data: Available for each town and county from US Census (Ref. #1 ); Note that these towns could be overlain with HUC polygon data for each watersheds (via USGS) if % of the watershed data are needed.
c. CA Data: Available for each town and province. (Ref. # 12)
d. Seasonal housing data: Not  readily available (see Note to file below)
Note to File:

NH Office of Energy & Planning    11-13-2007

Conversation with Tom Duffy 603-271-1768

Re: Seasonal vs. year round housing

· In 2000 and prior, the US Census did track seasonal and recreational housing vs. year-round housing. But stopped in 2000.

· The American Community Survey (ACS) is a county-level tracking that the US census does (http://www.census.gov/acs/www/) for counties with populations larger than 65,000. They have over 800 tables of data, and Table H presents housing make-up (seasonal vs. total). The total census counts have a wider error rate, but the break-downs they do by subcategory have a small error rate. Tom suggested you could look at seasonal vs. total in the ACS and compare that to the ratio in the 2000 census (and before) to see how they compare. However, only York and Cumberland counties (of the 8 counties along the coast) have populations > 65,000. I didn’t check the other states.

· NHOEP tracks housing (every year) in 3 categories: single family, multi-family and mobile homes: (http://www.nh.gov/oep/programs/DataCenter/Housing/documents/housing_supply_06.pdf).

They have tried to track seasonal vs. year round, but it is fraught with complexities that make it difficult to track, and compare to total population densities. For example, there are kid’s camps, campgrounds, hotels, rental houses, etc. in addition to year round housing and they all have different densities and occupancy rates. And, there is no consistent, accurate record keeping by permit or other records that track this varied use. Housing that is now built for seasonal must have the same standards as year-round housing, and there sometimes a graying line between when a house is ‘seasonal’ versus year-round.

· We may have to go to each town to see if they record that information (Seas. Vs. year-round) and if it is always collected the same across towns and states. Some phone calls should make this clear.

Bottom line is that there may be no good way (from the Census or Planning Office) to accurately track seasonal vs. year-round housing…unless the towns do it (and are consistent).

Question: Should we sample some towns to see if and how seasonal housing data are collected?
