July 20, 2000

Mr. Nick Bennett

Natural Resources Council of Maine

3 Wade St

Augusta Maine 04330-6351

Dear Nick:

The DEP will meet with you to discuss the items in your letter.  However, there are misconceptions and exaggerated statements in your letter that need clarification.  DEP has often stated at stakeholder meetings that the proposed DO rule is not a “fix” for solving all non-attainment problems experienced in Gulf Island Pond.  The rule addresses areas of the pond not expected to meet D.O. due to stratification and lack of mixing.  Similar situations of low D.O. in bottom hypolimnetic waters have been observed in lakes under natural conditions.  On the contrary, the proposed rule still requires additional abatement measures to be taken such as point source reductions and hydropower operational changes.

Your statements that the current model developed in the mid-1980’s is “not helpful” or is “meaningless as a useful predictive tool” are greatly exaggerated.  Many years and a very large effort were initially involved in developing this model.  In addition, 20 years of monitoring data taken at Gulf Island Pond has been utilized to update the model in MDEP’s preliminary licensing recommendations. We disagree with many of the modeling deficiencies listed in your letter and can discuss them at a future meeting. Some of the deficiencies can possibly be addressed through simpler desk top model analysis in the interim until an updated model can be developed. 

We agree that at some point, an updated model should be developed. While recognizing that modeling technology has advanced significantly in the last decade and the current model could be improved, this in itself is not necessarily a reason to redo the entire modeling effort before making a licensing decision.  Current licensing decisions must be made on available information, and as DEP policy, licensing actions are generally not held up while waiting for the development of a model or other scientific information.  A reopener clause is ordinarily included in a waste discharge license if additional information being gathered.  DEP follows a five-year rotational schedule of major watersheds and is not scheduled to be sampling the Androscoggin River basin again until 2003. 

Your request for one month of a staff person’s time is unusual and unrealistic.  Due to the enormous work load dictated by the backlog of TMDL’s yet to be completed, it is not possible for a member of my staff to dedicate an entire month to review a modeling effort that was undertaken in another state.  The engineer of my staff, Paul Mitnik, who has already spent many years of his professional career studying the Androscoggin, has 20 years of modeling experience and is already very knowledgeable in all aspects water quality modeling.  Given our limited staff resources, we are not convinced that your request is time well spent.  

You should be aware that a model similar to WASP with multi-dimensional capability was utilized to model Gulf Island Pond.  QUAL2E has only a one-dimensional capability and was considered inadequate to model Gulf Island Pond.  In this light, QUAL3 may also be inadequate.  We are willing to talk about Wisconsin’s modeling approach and would suggest you prepare a presentation to summarize your position.  You should also recognize that there might also be other methods involving less time and effort that would be suitable to make licensing decisions.

Due to summer fieldwork, it is best to schedule our meeting sometime in early September.  We look forward to meeting with you.

Sincerely,

David Courtemanch

Director Division Environmental Assessment

