Coastal Development Conference Call - January 8, 2008
Participants:


Stacy Benjamin (Maine State Planning Office)

Anita Hamilton (DFO)

Justin Houston (NS Department of Fisheries and Aquaculture)


Susan Jones Moses (Urban and Regional Planning Consultant)

David Mitchell (NS Department of Fisheries and Aquaculture)


David Mountain (Boston Univ. and Town of Newbury Planning Board)

Kathryn Parlee (Environment Canada)

Susan Russell-Robinson (DOI, USGS)


Marilyn ten Brink (EPA)


Christine Tilburg (GOMC - ESIP)


Carolyn Tukey (Town Planner for Harpswell, Maine)


Daniel Savard (NB Env.)

Introduction and Discussion of User Needs Summary
The conference call began with each participant introducing themselves and their organization. In addition, Anita Hamilton explained why she has recently joined the subcommittee's work. Christine Tilburg asked the group if there were any questions about the user needs summary or data availability summary that she produced as a result of the previous conference call (October 31, 2007).

Discussion of the Design Indicator

Susan Moses replied that she didn't have questions about the summaries, but as she missed the last call, she wondered what the logic was behind the possible indicator #3 - the design indicator. She feels that is will be nearly impossible to get this information and equally difficult to understand. She also wondered about the population/density indicator and felt that employment density/area might be provide better information. Justin Huston replied that he is likewise concerned with the 3rd indicator (design indicator) in terms of availability and collecting data. He feels the other two indicators (1. population density and 2. point sources) were pretty solid indicators. He agrees that it is good to identify the type of work that some municipalities do in terms of smart growth. 

Susan Moses also wondered where in the indicator matrix available on the ESIP Planning site (www.gulfofmaine.org/esipplanning) the design indicator is listed. Christine Tilburg replied that a specific design indicator is not present on the matrix yet as the group hasn't finalized what is really meant by a "design indicator". Daniel Savard mentioned that the design indicator really came about as a means of discussing density impacts. Conventional density versus conservation density. Susan Russell-Robinson asked if members of the group read the paper she added to the ESIP Planning site titled: "Wrestling Sprawl to the Ground". The paper's authors discuss the different facets of design. For example, is the development centralized or decentralized? Is the development bunched or wide-spaced? Another example in the paper is proximity. Stacy Benjamin thought that these would be good indicators but the biggest problem would be in the collection of data. David Mountain agreed and stated that although aerial photography is available, the analysis would be a huge effort. Daniel agreed and brought up that point that many of the member organizations have no money and no resources for analysis. Christine Tilburg mentioned that if the group determines that a design indicator based on aerial photography would be extremely useful for the Gulf of Maine, this can be a recommendation that comes out of the group. 

Susan Moses stated that the easiest metric to approach the design element would be impervious surface. Impervious surface can be the first step towards teasing out developed versus undeveloped land. Justin agreed saying that this indicator could also be used as a type of land use proxy. When he looks through the user needs it seems to him that land use and impacts on the marine environment is a reoccurring theme.  Stacy also added that impervious surface could be used in connection with the density indicator to provide information on land use. 
Susan Moses wondered what data might be available for impervious cover. Stacy mentioned that in Maine the State Planning Office is currently updating the impervious surface maps. She asked Christine if there was further update from Liz Hertz. Christine stated that the last time she spoke with Liz about this (October 10, 2007), the flights were being arranged and conducted. Christine also recalled that Betsy Nicholson had mentioned after the last call information about C-CAP data for developed versus undeveloped land.

Action to be taken: Stacy agreed to follow up with Liz Hertz on the projected availability of Maine impervious surface data.

Marilyn ten Brink agreed with the conversation that impervious surface is an excellent indicator. She also mentioned that various tools are in development or have been developed to allow for easier assessment of impervious surface. (During the call Kathryn Parlee sent out a link to determine impervious surface through http://www.csc.noaa.gov/crs/cwq/isat.html). Daniel mentioned that a tool would be helpful to New Brunswick and Nova Scotia as he isn't aware of much impervious surface analysis for the two provinces. Marilyn mentioned that there is a working group on a national level to look at impervious surface calculations. Justin stated that it would be interesting to look at the impervious coverage on both sides of the border. Marilyn agreed and thought that impervious surface allows for a simple way to classify land use. It's a good starting place and numerous studies have linked impervious surface to water quality effects.
Stacy agreed and stated that there are time/trend studies linking impervious surface to water quality and habitat changes.

Christine wondered how much the impervious surface coverage could be extended into Canada. Justin said that the answer would depend on what sort of resources are needed to do this type of calculation. Susan Russell-Robinson believed that the calculations are pretty straight forward and uses parameters like density to run algorithms on a desktop. She thought that there might be a current project involving the St. Croix watershed that is underway. Marilyn agreed with Susan Russell-Robinson and suggested they share information. Daniel asked that once they've determined the most recent information, they pass it along to Daniel and Justin. 
Action to be taken: Marilyn and Susan Russell-Robinson will compare notes on the most recent information regarding calculating impervious surface and then pass the information along to Justin and Daniel for an assessment of the amount of effort it would take to complete these measurements for New Brunswick and Nova Scotia.

Possible Coastal Development Indicators
Christine then summarized the conversation up to this point. The three proposed indicators would be:

1. Density


a. Population density


b. Employment density

2. Impervious surface (as a land use proxy)

3. Point-Sources

Susan Russell-Robinson stated that she thought there is great value with the possible combination of information from the population piece and the impervious surface piece. Susan Moses and Daniel also thought that these two pieces would be very complimentary. Marilyn stated that further along in the process, it might become possible to link these indicators to populations at risk and fisheries at risk.

Anita Hamilton apologized if this was covered in previous discussions, but she wondered if the point sources would cover waste and sewage. Justin stated that when he put forth point sources, he did intend for waste and sewage to be covered. Anita wondered if "waste" would cover industrial waste, offal, rock dumping, snow dumping, etc. Marilyn mentioned that the EPA regulates all discharges, regardless of source, to water. Susan Russell-Robinson asked whether there is a way to get estimates of phosphorus and nitrogen in streams in New Brunswick and Nova Scotia. Kathryn felt it must be measured somewhere. Susan Russell-Robinson mentioned that in the states there is the SPARROW model (http://water.usgs.gov/nawqa/sparrow) that traces sources of input into rivers.

Anita asked if there has been any discussion of indicators for in-water development such as tidal energy development, wind farms, off-shore monitoring, and wharf structures. Justin replied that on one of the initial calls it was decided to focus the first indicators on land-based issues as most of the other subcommittees (eutrophication, fisheries/aquaculture, contaminants, aquatic habitats, and climate change) are disregarding land issues under the assumption that the coastal development subcommittee will be best able to address them.  Anita wondered if these types of issues might be appropriate for the second "round" of indicator determinations.

Summary of Data Discovery

Christine provided an update of the current data discovery being completed by a contractor for the Gulf of Maine Council (via an Action Plan grant). The contractor is working on assessing the availability of data for the coastal development group. The work was divided into two phases with the first phase focused on population/density and point sources. Susan Moses wondered at the purpose of limiting to coastal towns and cites. She feels that the watershed-level issues can become important quickly. Marilyn agreed and felt that the watersheds should have been determined already by the states or provinces. Anita agreed stating that from her point of view the Gulf of Maine includes the watersheds. Susan Russell-Robinson stated that for this indicator in order to limit the work for the contractor, it was decided to look at coastal zones as that is where the greatest development is observed. Stacy felt that most of this data would be available through the watershed. Daniel asked if the progress report and work of the contractor is available. Christine said she would post it to the planning webpage.  

Action to be taken: Christine will post the data discovery progress report and listing of coastal towns to the Coastal Development folder on the ESIP Planning site (www.gulfofmaine.org/esipplanning). (Files uploaded to Coastal Development folder 1/11/08).
Susan Moses thought having the contractor focus on finding impervious surface data would be an excellent task for the second phase. Christine agreed and added that employment density assessment could also be included. 

Action to be taken: Christine will discuss beginning the second phase of the contractor work with the data discovery steering team. The intention would be to focus on impervious surface and employment density.

Scale and Impervious Surface

Susan Russell-Robinson mentioned that one thing that might impact the impervious surface analysis is differences in scale. The group will need to utilize a scale that is consistent across the region. Justin agreed but stated that there is an increasing amount of flyovers and data being made available. David Mountain thought that some of the data will be focused on a community level. Stacy thought that maybe the differences in scale should be included with the assessment of impervious surface work to be done by the contractor.

Action to be taken: Scale will be included with the contractor's  impervious surface assessment.

Next Steps

Christine will type up a summary from the call and make it available to the subcommittee. She will work with the team leading the data discovery to include the point discussed in this call. The group agreed to have a call in February to discuss progress on the impervious surface piece and any roadblocks that have been encountered.
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