DRAFT 07-24-08


Public Comments on the Group 1 
Everglades West Coast Basin 

Draft TMDL Documents  
Comments received on July 14, 2008
From: Meadows, Molly [mailto:mmeadows@sfwmd.gov] 
Sent: Monday, July 14, 2008 11:11 AM
To: Bailey, Nathaniel
Cc: Meiers, Damon; Carter, Kevin; Fricano, Pat; Sentes, Steven
Subject: Comments for TMDL Report, Fecal Coliform TMDL for Hendry Creek (Marine) WBID 3258B1
Hello Nathan,

The below are my comments for the TMDL Report, Fecal Coliform TMDL for Hendry Creek (Marine) WBID 3258B1:

Chapter 1

Section 1.2 Identification of Waterbody

            CHNEP is used but I do not see it listed with the References

Florida Department of Environmental Protection, 2003 is used but not included in the Reference list

Statement regarding location …southwest of Cape Coral…is not making since when I read it, please review location again—it may just be me, but the way this is stated it is throwing me off 

Section 1.3 Background

            3rd paragraph has South West Florida Water Management District (SFWMD)

Chapter 2

Section 2.2 information on Verified Impairment

            Earth justice (justice needs to be a capital)

Tables 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3 paragraph talks about the cycles--I understand the cycles, but I don’t think that this document explains what they are.  I think that it should be explained to the reader, or the reader should be told where to go to be able to see an explanation.

Chapter 4

Section Septic Tanks

            CHNEP is listed but I do not see it listed with the References

Chapter 5

Section 5.2.3 Critical Conditions/Seasonality

Why are we using the Hendry County Landfill for monthly rainfall data that’s a long ways off from the site?  If this is an error please change, if not could you give the reader a brief explanation of why we are getting the data from that site.

Chapter 6

Section 6.3 Wasteload Allocation (WLA)

            Why is this left blank, if there is no WLA then state that or fill in the missing info?

References

            As stated above CHNEP is used, but no reference are given

            Florida Department of Environmental Protection, 2003 is used but no reference given

If you need any clarification on the above please contact me.

Molly Meadows

mmeadows@sfwmd.gov
Office: (239)338-2929*7730

Cell: (239)980-2037

FDEP Responses to Email from Molly Meadows (SFWMD):

Comment 1. 
Chapter 1 Section 1.2 Identification of Waterbody

CHNEP is used but I do not see it listed with the References Florida Department of Environmental Protection, 2003 is used but not included in the Reference list

Statement regarding location …southwest of Cape Coral…is not making since when I read it, please review location again—it may just be me, but the way this is stated it is throwing me off 

FDEP Response: The source information in the text from the CHNEP (Charlotte Harbor National Estuary Program) and FDEP will be corrected in the references list of the document, since it is used in several parts of the document.  The source information for the approximate land area of Hendry Creek is incorrectly cited as CHNEP and will be changed to the Lee County Government website.  The text description of Hendry Creek will be revised to better orient the creek with major geographic features and population centers. 

Comment 2. 

Section 1.3 Background

3rd paragraph has South West Florida Water Management District (SFWMD)

FDEP Response: The text will be corrected to read South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD). 

Comment 3.

Chapter 2

Section 2.2 information on Verified Impairment
Earth justice (justice needs to be a capital)

Tables 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3 paragraph talks about the cycles--I understand the cycles, but I don’t think that this document explains what they are.  I think that it should be explained to the reader, or the reader should be told where to go to be able to see an explanation.

FDEP Response: The text for Earth justice will be corrected to read “Earthjustice”, so that it is consistent with other FDEP final TMDL documents.  For Tables 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3 the text will be revised to explain the Rotating Basin Cycle process in more depth or a citation will be added for the reader to locate additional information. 

Comment 4.

Chapter 4

Section Septic Tanks

CHNEP is listed but I do not see it listed with the References

FDEP Response: The citation for CHNEP will be added to the reference list to be consistent with the text. 

Comment 5.

Chapter 5

Section 5.2.3 Critical Conditions/Seasonality

Why are we using the Hendry County Landfill for monthly rainfall data that’s a long ways off from the site?  If this is an error please change, if not could you give the reader a brief explanation of why we are getting the data from that site.

FDEP Response: Rainfall data were not used from the Hendry County Landfill; this is an error in the text.  The text for paragraph 2, sentence 2 will be corrected to read the Lee County rain gage at Lakes Park, which is cited at the bottom of Table 5.3. 

Comment 6. 

Chapter 6

Section 6.3 Wasteload Allocation (WLA)

Why is this left blank, if there is no WLA then state that or fill in the missing info?

FDEP Response:  Section 6.3 Wasteload Allocation (WLA) is intentionally left blank, since it is a section heading.  The sections that follow 6.3.1 NPDES Wastewater Discharges and 6.3.2 NPDES Stormwater Discharges describe the components of the wasteload allocation.

Comment 7.

References

As stated above CHNEP is used, but no reference are given

Florida Department of Environmental Protection, 2003 is used but no reference given

FDEP Response:  The source information in the text from the CHNEP (Charlotte Harbor National Estuary Program) and FDEP will be corrected in the references list of the document.
Comments received on July 8, 2008

-----Original Message-----

From: hatcher_m [mailto:MacHatcher@colliergov.net]

Sent: Tuesday, July 08, 2008 8:41 AM

To: Bailey, Nathaniel; ODonnell, Kevin

Cc: Kang, Woo Jun; Gilbert, Douglas; watkins_r; preston_s; Nath, Ananta

Subject: TMDLs for Collier County WIBIDs

Nathan and Kevin

I met with Rhonda Watkins and Steve Preston briefly on the TMDL reports on Lake Trafford, Cocohatchee River and Gordon River Extension.  We would like to offer the following comments at this time.

Gordon River Extension

Figure 1.1 mixes sub-divisions and city boundaries and the canals are incorrect.  I can provide GIS data for the city boundary and the canals.

You mention contributions from Charlotte Harbor NEP on page 10?  

You identify the Collier County Storm Water Management Division and in the other reports the Collier County Pollution Control Department.  It would be cleaner to simply identify us all Collier County.

In Section 3.2 the group of WIBIDs utilized to determine the 75th percentile reference target used WIBID 3259I which is 39.56 % agricultural.  You also utilized 21FLSFWMBC22 which is in the Henderson Creek canal.  Although the basin is only 2.94 % urban most of it is along CR 951 and the canal directly upstream of the WQ station.  The WIBIDs in Big Cypress were not used.  Why not include samples from WIBID 3261B here?

You identified a BOD target of 1.85, when the method procedure recommends a practical quantification limit of 2.0 mg/l.

On page 16 you include Land Use data for WIBID 3278Y which did not have any stations used to calculate the reference target, and you omitted WIBID 3278I.

On page 18 you identify the City of Naples MS4 permit but you don't include the County's MS4 permit.

In Table 5.1 the FDEP station description should be Gordon R above Weir GG Prkwy.  (The weir is just below Golden Gate Parkway not 951.)

On page 21 in the last paragraph you indicate that "Dissolved oxygen can also be impacted or lowered by instream modifications such as dredging and channelization".  Please note that this WIBID above the Golden Gate Parkway weir is a dredged stormwater conveyance channel and the weir which limits flow from tidal exchange is necessary to prevent salt water intrusion to the City of Naples Coastal Ridge wells.  

Lake Trafford

On page 9 in the 2nd paragraph there is a discussion of the Floridian aquifer.  Lake Trafford is separated from the Floridian aquifer by confining units.  It intrudes into the surficial system which is not discussed in this section.  Since ground water flow is such a large component of the water budget there should be some discussion of the surficial system here.  

In the 3rd paragraph you discuss the influence of the sediment nutrient flux yet this source of nutrients does not seem to be included in the Assessment of Sources or the Determination of Assimilative Capacity.

Since this source of nutrients has been identified and targeted for remedial actions it should be included.

Lake Trafford discharges at around 18 - 19 ft.  Although there is a column for Outflow in Table 5.3 it is not clear that this loss is reflected in the model .

Mac Hatcher

Senior Environmental Specialist

Collier County Environmental Services Department 2800 North Horseshoe Drive Naples, FL  34104

239.252.2954  Fax  239.252.2960

machatcher@colliergov.net

FDEP Responses to Email from Collier County: 
Comment 1. 

Gordon River Extension

Figure 1.1 mixes sub-divisions and city boundaries and the canals are incorrect.  I can provide GIS data for the city boundary and the canals.

FDEP Response: Figure 1.1 will be revised to better delineate local hydrologic conditions, city boundaries, and other relevant geographic features.  The Department would gladly incorporate any local information available into the TMDL to more accurately reflect local conditions. 
Comment 2.

You mention contributions from Charlotte Harbor NEP on page 10?  

FDEP Response: Although the Charlotte Harbor NEP was very helpful in other TMDLs in region, they did not play a role in the development of this TMDL and the reference will be removed.
Comment 3.

You identify the Collier County Storm Water Management Division and in the other reports the Collier County Pollution Control Department.  It would be cleaner to simply identify us all Collier County.

FDEP Response: The naming convention for Collier County government will be revised to initially read Collier County Pollution Control Department and subsequently shortened in later parts of the document to “Collier County”.  
Comment 4.

In Section 3.2 the group of WIBIDs utilized to determine the 75th percentile reference target used WIBID 3259I which is 39.56 % agricultural.  You also utilized 21FLSFWMBC22 which is in the Henderson Creek canal.  Although the basin is only 2.94 % urban most of it is along CR 951 and the canal directly upstream of the WQ station.  The WIBIDs in Big Cypress were not used.  Why not include samples from WIBID 3261B here?

FDEP Response: The FDEP agrees that 39.56% agricultural land use is unacceptable for a reference waterbody and thus WBID 3259I will be removed from the list of reference WBIDs.

WBID 3261B (Tamiami Canal) was not used as a reference WBID for two reasons: First, it was initially listed as impaired for DO, and only after subsequent further assessment of sample stations was it moved to category 4C (natural conditions). During this assessment it was pointed out that problems associated with sample sites might be responsible for high nutrient and low DO concentrations. The second reason is that there was an attempt to utilize WBIDs as close to the population of WBIDs being assessed.  Because WBID 3261B is in not in the Southwest Coast Planning Unit, it would not have been used unless absolutely necessary. 
Comment 5.

You identified a BOD target of 1.85, when the method procedure recommends a practical quantification limit of 2.0 mg/l.

FDEP Response: The thresholds for identifying a causative pollutant were developed using a region based reference concentration.  Stations data (including BOD, TN, and TP) from waterbodies that met the reference criteria were used to calculate the 75th percentile of the medians.  These values are found in Table 3.1 on page 15 of the report.  The BOD value of 1.85 mg/L was used only as reference value to compare with existing data for the Gordon River Extension and not used to calculate the actual percent reduction.       
Comment 6. 

On page 16 you include Land Use data for WIBID 3278Y which did not have any stations used to calculate the reference target, and you omitted WIBID 3278I.

FDEP Response: The land use statistics in Table 3.3 will be revised so that WBID 3278I will be used and not WBID 3278Y.   
Comment 7. 
On page 18 you identify the City of Naples MS4 permit but you don't include the County's MS4 permit.

FDEP Response: On page 18 Table 4.2.1 Point Sources under MS4s, the text will be revised to include the Collier County MS4 Permit # FLR04E037.    
Comment 8.

In Table 5.1 the FDEP station description should be Gordon R above Weir GG Prkwy.  (The weir is just below Golden Gate Parkway not 951.)

FDEP Response: The station description for STORET station 21FLFTM 28030047 will need to be revised to accurately identify its location in relation to the Golden Gate Parkway. The station latitude and longitude were confirmed to be in the correct location and appropriately assigned to WBID 3278K.
Comment 9.

On page 21 in the last paragraph you indicate that "Dissolved oxygen can also be impacted or lowered by instream modifications such as dredging and channelization".  Please note that this WIBID above the Golden Gate Parkway weir is a dredged stormwater conveyance channel and the weir which limits flow from tidal exchange is necessary to prevent salt water intrusion to the City of Naples Coastal Ridge wells.  

FDEP Response: This comment was included in the paragraph to explain some of the processes, whether natural or man-induced, that may affect dissolved oxygen concentrations.  The Department recognizes that some hydrologic modifications need to occur and be maintained for the benefit of other water resource activities.  These factors will need to taken into consideration during the restoration (BMAP) process to establish attainable water quality goals for this waterbody.     
Comment 9. 

Lake Trafford

On page 9 in the 2nd paragraph there is a discussion of the Floridian aquifer.  Lake Trafford is separated from the Floridian aquifer by confining units.  It intrudes into the surficial system which is not discussed in this section.  Since ground water flow is such a large component of the water budget there should be some discussion of the surficial system here.  

FDEP Response: 
The piezometric surface of the Floridian aquifer was introduced in this introductory section, implying that the flow of ground water in the Floridian aquifer in Collier County is generally to southwest.  This head direction is similar to that of the topographic elevation, indicating that the general directions of surface and ground water flows would be southwesterly.  Such background information is helpful in a better understanding of general inflow and outflow directions in the watershed.  Hydrodynamic or hydrogeochemical interactions between the Floridian aquifer and surficial system were not discussed here since the HSPF model simulates a portion of active ground water.  Moreover, the interactions between the lake and the Floridian aquifer are unlikely since the Floridian aquifer is confined by relatively impermeable limestone layers in Collier County and the top of the aquifer is almost everywhere less than 400 feet below mean sea level.  On page 39, the importance of baseflow (active ground water), however, was addressed in more detail and quantified to construct the lake water budget.  Based on the water budget, baseflow is the largest contributor of inflows to the lake, comprising of 32% of the total annual inflow over the 10-yr period.  
Comment 10.

In the 3rd paragraph you discuss the influence of the sediment nutrient flux yet this source of nutrients does not seem to be included in the Assessment of Sources or the Determination of Assimilative Capacity.

Since this source of nutrients has been identified and targeted for remedial actions it should be included.

FDEP Response: 
Sediment nutrient flux is an important source of nutrients especially phosphorus. In general, sediment phosphorus undergoes early chemical diagenesis in organic rich sediment and subsequently releases bioavailable phosphorus to the overlying water column.  However, it may be often complicated to quantify the regeneration of phosphorus via biogeochemical processes in the sediment because of phosphorus addition to sediment pore water via incoming ground water carrying more phosphorus.  For Lake Trafford, however, these nutrient sources from both sediment and groundwater have been already taken into account in the model to determine the assimilative capacity of the lake.  To better display this sediment nutrient flux issue in the report, the Department revised Chapter 5 in the report by adding the following paragraph on Page 50: 

“Sediment nutrients (PO4 and NH4) fluxes were taken into account in the HSPF model as model input parameters to simulate water quality parameters.  For the calibrated model, sediment fluxes of PO4 and NH4 from bottom sediment were set to 0.02 mg/m2/day and 0.012 mg/m2/day, respectively.  These rates were adjusted accordingly for later simulations to represent natural background land use conditions and load reduction conditions, based on the equation described in the following section.”   

Comment 11.

Lake Trafford discharges at around 18 - 19 ft.  Although there is a column for Outflow in Table 5.3 it is not clear that this loss is reflected in the model.

FDEP Response: 
Total annual inflows and outflows (ac-ft/yr) were estimated as shown in Table 5.3.  In the table, negative signs in the columns of Evaporation and Outflow indicate loss of water out of the lake.  As described in Chapter 4 and 5, these inflows and outflows were simulated by adjusting key parameters including soil moisture, lower and upper zone storage, infiltration, and ground water storage, etc.  On page 39, the second paragraph explained how simulated inflows and outflows are related to annual rainfall.  For example, when the rainfall was lowest in 2007, inflows to the lake via interflow and baseflow were minimal possibly due to lower water table.  Similarly, outflow out of the lake was also the lowest over the 10-yr period as shown in Table 5.3.  These findings are coincident to the current conditions of the lake such as exposure of the littoral zone and the occurrence of little discharge from the lake.    
Comments received on July 17, 2008
From: Bickford, Karen [mailto:KBickford@leegov.com] 
Sent: Thursday, July 17, 2008 1:53 PM
To: ODonnell, Kevin
Subject: Reference Request
 

Hi Kevin, 
I’m reviewing the draft DO TMDLs for 3258B & B1 and page 5 the authors mention “screening levels for reference estuaries”. I do not see the citation or know where I could go to look up these values. Could you please forward me the literature or a link to where I could look at these values? This will be helpful in future reviews. I was assuming you would be using the 1990-92 work done by Joe Hand to determine typical values, but these reference values do not seem to match up exactly. 
 
Regards, 

Karen Bickford
Lee County Natural Resources
TMDL Coordinator
1500 Monroe Street, 
3rd Floor           
Fort Myers, Fl 33901
Ph: 239-533-8706
Fax: 239-485-8108
kbickford@leegov.com
Responses to Email from Karen Bickford (Lee County):
Comment:  I’m reviewing the draft DO TMDLs for 3258B & B1 and page 5 the authors mention “screening levels for reference estuaries”. I do not see the citation or know where I could go to look up these values. Could you please forward me the literature or a link to where I could look at these values?
FDEP Response: The Department developed the reference values using station statistics from WBIDs that were considered reference waterbodies.  Therefore, you would not find these in any literature.  Also, there was an initial comparison of the raw data median values to the TN, TP, and BOD statewide medians.  Those values are in Table 2.2 and come from the 1996 305(b) report. We use these for each WBID during our assessment.  Since the median values for the EWC WBIDs were so low and we did not want to list them as a 4c “natural condition”, Nathan used the reference waterbody approach.  

 
The text for Section 2.2 Information on Verified Impairment needs to be revised to sync with other parts of the document.  Thanks for bringing this to my attention.   Would you like me to consider this as a public comment?   If so, I will include a response with the other comments we have received.
Comments received on July 18, 2008
-----Original Message-----

From: hatcher_m [mailto:MacHatcher@colliergov.net]

Sent: Friday, July 18, 2008 2:27 PM

To: ODonnell, Kevin; Bailey, Nathaniel

Cc: watkins_r; preston_s

Subject: RE: TMDLs for Collier County WBIDs

Kevin

Here is some more information and comments on the Gordon River Extension proposed TMDL report.  The natural portion of the system is about 0.3 miles below the control structure at Golden Gate Parkway.  The main drainage canal extends approximately 3 miles north of the structure and connects with an additional 13 miles of drainage canals and ditches.  

In the land use and loading tables in chapter 4 some of the loading rates seem high and you used a pervious runoff coefficient of 0.000 for industrial uses.  Did you convert the loads to concentrations and compare with reported values? 

Thanks

Mac 

Responses to Email from Collier County (July 18):
Comment 1: The natural portion of the system is about 0.3 miles below the control structure at Golden Gate Parkway.  The main drainage canal extends approximately 3 miles north of the structure and connects with an additional 13 miles of drainage canals and ditches.  

FDEP Response: The additional information on the waterbody description and canals will be incorporated into the text.  
Comment 2: In the land use and loading tables in chapter 4 some of the loading rates seem high and you used a pervious runoff coefficient of 0.000 for industrial uses.  Did you convert the loads to concentrations and compare with reported values? 
FDEP Response: The loads were not converted into concentrations because of a lack of data on stream flow rates, which will be obtained prior to TMDL implementation.  The non point source loads shown in Chapter 4, will then be combined with the stream flow and the impact on the stream concentrations can be estimated.  The table provided, thus cannot be converted into concentrations and was provided to give a general idea of relative loads. The pervious runoff coefficient of 0.00 for Industrial was an error; that has been corrected (new runoff coefficient is 0.120).
-----Original Message-----

From: hatcher_m [mailto:MacHatcher@colliergov.net]

Sent: Friday, July 18, 2008 3:54 PM

To: ODonnell, Kevin

Cc: watkins_r

Subject: RE: TMDLs for Collier County WBIDs

Kevin

Sorry for the last minute comments, but here are some minor suggestions for the Cocohatchee River WIBID 3259A.  In Section 1.2 the Cocohatchee River WIBID 3259A is 0.42% percent of the Southwest Coast Planning Unit, not 42%.  In the last sentence the Cocohatchee River above the weir / spillway is a canal that is about 8.5 miles long.  (There are very few "creeks" in Collier above the estuaries and just a couple of natural lakes.)  

The Figure 4.2 would be easier to read and interpret if the land use breakdown was limited to Level 1 uses.

Mac

Comment 1: In Section 1.2 the Cocohatchee River WIBID 3259A is 0.42% percent of the Southwest Coast Planning Unit, not 42%.
FDEP Response: The planning unit percentage will be changed in the text to the correct amount.
Comment 2: In the last sentence the Cocohatchee River above the weir / spillway is a canal that is about 8.5 miles long.  (There are very few "creeks" in Collier above the estuaries and just a couple of natural lakes.)  

FDEP Response: The length of the Cocohatchee Canal will be revised to read 8.5 miles long based on the local information provided.
Comment 3: The Figure 4.2 would be easier to read and interpret if the land use breakdown was limited to Level 1 uses.

FDEP Response: Figure 4.2 will be revised to show only level 1 land use codes for the Cocohatchee River estuary.  
-----Original Message-----

From: Bailey, Nathaniel

Sent: Friday, July 18, 2008 4:15 PM

To: 'watkins_r'

Cc: hatcher_m; ODonnell, Kevin; Mandrup-Poulsen, Jan

Subject: RE: TMDLs for Collier County WIBIDs

Hi Rhonda;

Actually that station (21FLSFWMBC22) had one of the lower median TN concentrations (0.64 mg/L), actually lower than to overall reference average of 0.74 mg/L.  But I will investigate further and will include your comment in the final group of comments for formal response.

Thanks again,

Nathan.

-----Original Message-----

From: watkins_r [mailto:RhondaWatkins@colliergov.net]

Sent: Friday, July 18, 2008 2:58 PM

To: Bailey, Nathaniel

Cc: hatcher_m

Subject: FW: TMDLs for Collier County WIBIDs

Hi Nathan,

I just want to double check which stations you may be excluding from the "reference" sites for the Gordon River Extension TMDL.  Mac mentioned 21FLSFWMBC22 for possible exclusion.  I would also exclude 21FLSFWMBC25 in WBID 3259I as it is directly downstream of most of the agriculture in this WBID. I'm sure that one was popping out as high for TN, TP, and BOD.  The other sites you have listed in Table B.2 are OK for reference sites.

Rhonda
Responses to Email from Collier County
Comment:  I just want to double check which stations you may be excluding from the "reference" sites for the Gordon River Extension TMDL.  Mac mentioned 21FLSFWMBC22 for possible exclusion.  I would also exclude 21FLSFWMBC25 in WBID 3259I as it is directly downstream of most of the agriculture in this WBID. I'm sure that one was popping out as high for TN, TP, and BOD.  The other sites you have listed in Table B.2 are OK for reference sites.

FDEP Response:  WBID 3259I is no longer a reference WBID, station 21FLSFWMBC25 is no longer used to calculate TN reference concentration.


From: Carter, Kevin [mailto:kecarter@sfwmd.gov] 
Sent: Friday, July 18, 2008 6:07 PM
To: Mandrup-Poulsen, Jan
Cc: Bailey, Nathaniel; Fricano, Pat; Gray, Susan; Burns, Kirk; Chang, Miao-Li; Doering, Peter; Meadows, Molly; Nath, Ananta; Sentes, Steven
Subject: District's comments on FDEP DRAFT TMDL Report for Imperial River (WBIDs 3258E)
Jan,

Good afternoon. This E-mail represents the South Florida Water Management District’s (The District) comments on the Florida Department of Environmental Protection’s (FDEP) DRAFT TMDL Report entitled “Dissolved Oxygen TMDL for Imperial River (WBIDs 3258E)” authored by Nathan Bailey, Ph.D., Kristina Laskis, M.S., and Robert McTear (June 19, 2008, henceforth the DRAFT TMDL report). 

The District appreciates the opportunity to comment on this TMDL which is one of six proposed by the FDEP for the rotating basin named Everglades West Coast (EWC, http://www.dep.state.fl.us/water/tmdl/draft_tmdl.htm#Group1).  We attended the public workshop held at the District’s Lower West Coast Service Center (07/11/2008) and compliment the FDEP’s efforts to date with this TMDL as well as actively engaging dialogue with the basin’s stakeholders.  

Our major comments focus on the setting of the total nitrogen (TN) threshold of 0.74 mg/l in order for the water body to meet the state of Florida’s (Florida Administrative Code 62-302 http://www.dep.state.fl.us/legal/Rules/shared/62-302/302-Table.pdf) dissolved oxygen (DO) water quality criteria of 5.0 mg/l (note the TN value of 0.74 mg/l was stated at Public Workshop on 07/11/2008 and differs very slightly from what is written in the DRAFT TMDL report which is 0.76 mg/l).  

We would like the FDEP to consider the following District observations based on our brief data investigation of the DRAFT TMDL report’s “Appendix B.  Water Quality Measurements Used in the Verified Period Assessment.”

•        Overall, this table has 171 observations of TN and DO measurements taken concurrently in the Imperial River between January 2000 to March 2007.

•        Of those 171 observations, the TN concentrations were less than the 0.74 mg/l threshold proposed by the DRAFT TMDL report 47 times (27.5%).

•        Of those 47 observations where TN concentrations were less than 0.74 mg/l, dissolved oxygen concentrations failed the state of Florida’s 5.0 mg/l DO criteria 41 times (87.2%).

Based solely on the historical ambient data, the occurrence of TN values less than 0.74 mg/l does not regularly ensure DO values will achieve water quality criteria compliance.  Some variability is to be expected with instream DO concentrations because of the many diverse reasons for low DO values (e.g., groundwater inputs).  However, the relatively high percentage of failures (87.2%) should be considered carefully as the FDEP moves forward with its TMDL process for this WBID.  In addition, the FDEP should review the other DO TMDLs within this round for the EWC (Hendry Creek WBIDs 3258B and 3258B1; Gordon River WBID 3278K) to determine if a similar TN and DO dynamic exists across the watershed.   

Potentially, the historical ambient dataset does not properly describe the water quality dynamics at the temporal and spatial scales necessary to determine why relatively low TN content (i.e., less than 0.74 mg/l) does not equate to DO concentrations achieving regulatory compliance (5.0 mg/l).  As correctly stated by the FDEP in the DRAFT TMDL report, the hydrology within this watershed is unique within the state and numerous other reasons could exist that may explain the low DO observations.  It is important as the TMDL process moves forward, the EWC TMDL working group better understands the DO dynamics to ensure proper load reductions are made and implemented. 

The District understands the iterative nature of the TMDL process and we look forward to working together with the FDEP and the other EWC TMDL Working Group members as this important process moves forward.  Thank you again for the opportunity to comment and please contact me if you have any questions/comments.

Kevin Carter

Technical Program Specialist – Senior

Watershed Management Department

South Florida Water Management District

3301 Gun Club Road

West Palm Beach, FL 33406

561-682-6949

or 1 (800) 432-2045 (Florida Only)

Extension 6949

Cellular 561-281-7310

kecarter@sfwmd.gov
FDEP Responses to Email from Kevin Carter (SFWMD, July 18)
Comment: Our major comments focus on the setting of the total nitrogen (TN) threshold of 0.74 mg/l in order for the water body to meet the state of Florida’s (Florida Administrative Code 62-302 http://www.dep.state.fl.us/legal/Rules/shared/62-302/302-Table.pdf) dissolved oxygen (DO) water quality criteria of 5.0 mg/l (note the TN value of 0.74 mg/l was stated at Public Workshop on 07/11/2008 and differs very slightly from what is written in the DRAFT TMDL report which is 0.76 mg/l).  

FDEP Response: All of the dissolved oxygen TMDL reports for freshwater will be revised to state the correct TN threshold of 0.74 mg/L, which was used in the TMDL presentation. 
Comment: We would like the FDEP to consider the following District observations based on our brief data investigation of the DRAFT TMDL report’s “Appendix B.  Water Quality Measurements Used in the Verified Period Assessment.”

• Overall, this table has 171 observations of TN and DO measurements taken concurrently in the Imperial River between January 2000 to March 2007.

• Of those 171 observations, the TN concentrations were less than the 0.74 mg/l threshold proposed by the DRAFT TMDL report 47 times (27.5%).

• Of those 47 observations where TN concentrations were less than 0.74 mg/l, dissolved oxygen concentrations failed the state of Florida’s 5.0 mg/l DO criteria 41 times (87.2%).

Based solely on the historical ambient data, the occurrence of TN values less than 0.74 mg/l does not regularly ensure DO values will achieve water quality criteria compliance.  Some variability is to be expected with instream DO concentrations because of the many diverse reasons for low DO values (e.g., groundwater inputs).  However, the relatively high percentage of failures (87.2%) should be considered carefully as the FDEP moves forward with its TMDL process for this WBID.  In addition, the FDEP should review the other DO TMDLs within this round for the EWC (Hendry Creek WBIDs 3258B and 3258B1; Gordon River WBID 3278K) to determine if a similar TN and DO dynamic exists across the watershed.   

FDEP Response: The Department agrees there are other significant factors affecting the dissolved oxygen concentration within the Imperial River, such as groundwater inputs, atmospheric deposition, and hydrologic modifications.  The TMDL report focused on the total nitrogen threshold since it had the best relationship with DO and it exceeded the reference concentrations, which was not the case for total phosphorus and BOD.  Thus, reducing total nitrogen to a median value of 0.74 mg/L (using the 75th percentile of the medians from freshwater WBIDs in the Southwest Coast Planning Unit) was used as the reference concentration target. Applying this target to reduce total nitrogen, the Department believes the anthropogenic affects would be captured, which would result in dissolved oxygen improvement.  As was noted in your comments, the Everglades West Coast has uniquely high number of waterbodies with naturally low dissolved oxygen.  This was the reason for utilizing waterbodies in the Everglades West Coast as reference conditions.  An observation of the relatively lower TN in these reference waterbodies, as well as the correlation between DO and TN in the entire region, indicate that a decrease in the TN can result an increase in the dissolved oxygen. The FDEP does not predict a final dissolved oxygen concentration after the anthropogenic activities have been modified to reduce total nitrogen.  
The FDEP agrees with your comment that more work remains to be done to understand the local hydrology and positively affect change through a collaborative effort between local stakeholders and FDEP, which can occur during the Basin Management Action Plan  (BMAP) development phase of the TMDL process.  
Comments Received on July 21, 2008



From: Bickford, Karen [mailto:KBickford@leegov.com] 
Sent: Monday, July 21, 2008 9:44 AM
To: Mandrup-Poulsen, Jan
Cc: Nelson, Jennifer; Thera, Jennifer; Ottolini, Roland E.; Pellicer, Tony; Kibbey, Keith A.; Bailey, Nathaniel; Fricano, Pat
Subject: Lee County's Comments on WBIDs 3258B, 3258B1 and 3258E
Dear Mr. Mandrup-Poulsen, 


I have attached for the Department’s consideration Lee County’s comments for WBIDs 3258B, 3258B1 and 3258E. The citations referenced in the July2008_DO_Comments.doc have been loaded to our FTP site for your convenience. If you have any questions about the submittal please direct them to me and I will coordinate a response in a timely fashion. Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the draft TMDLs. 

The FTP address is as follows; 

ftp://ftp.leegov.com/NaturalResources/Outgoing/TMDL/
File names: revised report.doc (Fraser, of Water Quality Stations with Minimal Changes Since 1989-1990 Which May Provide Guidance for Ambient Conditions Associated with the Special Water Designation of October 4, 1990 by the Florida Department of Environmental Regulation),

 

WQ Plan Formulation-10-24-07.pdf (Corbett, October 24, 2007 draft, Southwest Florida Feasibility Study Water Quality Plan Formulation), 

Draft SWFFS Report2.pdf (Janicki, Memorandum: Developing Water Quality Targets for Water Bodies Associated With the Southwest Florida Feasibility Study)

Regards, 

Karen Bickford
Lee County Natural Resources

TMDL Coordinator
1500 Monroe Street, 
3rd Floor            
Fort Myers, Fl 33901
Ph: 239-533-8706

Fax: 239-485-8108
kbickford@leegov.com
Responses to Email from Lee County July 21

Comment:

Lee County Comments on the Fecal Coliform TMDL for Hendry Creek WBID 3258B1 submitted July 21, 2008.
Lee County staff agrees that the State adequately demonstrates that there is impairment in Hendry Creek for Fecal Coliforms. The concern we have is that there is proper allocation of load reductions and an accurate assessment of influences in the Hendry Creek Basin. The Department estimated the number of septic tanks in the Hendry Creek Basin based on Florida Department of Health and Census data only. Lee County’s current estimate of septic tanks in the Hendry Creek Basin is about 4000. This verification was done not only by DOH records, but by counting manhole covers that are documented in the County’s GIS coverage for sewer utility service. FDEP estimates 7000 septic tanks for this basin and we believe this to be too high. 

In the future Lee County will be required to work on source reduction strategies. We have begun studying sources in the Hendry Creek Basin and various methods of determining how to identify appropriately sources of Fecal Coliform. Fecal Coliform is not limited to anthropogenic sources and we are concerned that the assessments for TMDL allocation in this basin may not include assessment of bird rookeries or accurate assessment of pet contribution that will allow the County to better direct resources to appropriate source reduction of this pollutant. 

In addition, we would like to know the sources of data used to arrive at the values in Table 4.3. Many of the values seem questionable and could not be verified during review for comment on this TMDL. E.g. The Florida Department of Health estimates 100 gallons of water per person per day water use, but the author uses the figure 70 gpp/d. Table 4.4 contains data from the AVMA Pet Ownership Source Book that is out of date. The website has the most up to date statistics. http://www.avma.org/reference/marketstats/sourcebook.asp
FDEP Response: The Department would appreciate any additional information to better reflect accurate septic tank coverages within the Hendry Creek watershed.  A list or map of manhole covers can be incorporated into the TMDL document for this basin.   If there is information on bird rookeries within the Hendry Creek watershed, it would be greatly appreciated to review prior to finalizing the TMDL report. The sources of data used in Table 4.3 will be provided accordingly.  Table 4.4 will be revised to include the most up to date statistics provided that they constitute a significant change to the current statistics used in the TMDL report.  

Lee County Comments on the Dissolved Oxygen TMDL for Hendry Creek WBIDs 3258B, 3258B1 and 3258E.
Comments on Draft TMDLs Overall

The recent draft TMDLs prepared by FDEP and characterized by FDEP Staff as “placeholder” TMDLs, were developed with minimal data, limited analyses, and will require additional effort if they are to serve as the basis of allocations. The following issues in this basin are worthy of further consideration by the County and State prior to adopting the draft TMDLs:

1. Detailed review of the available data used in the listing process in order to identify gaps, errors and other dataset technical problems. (Lee County has additional data available for Hendry Creek that may not have been previously used in the assessment; stations HENDGR11A, HENDGR40 and HENDGR41.)

2. Detailed review of the adequacy of the present database to support more detailed modeling, or to support determination of reference nutrient values with identification of data gaps. We need to know for future modeling efforts what data is lacking so that we can determine if and what additional data collection can be done. 

3. Conducting a detailed peer review that assesses the following issues:

· Additional consideration must be given to the idea of “natural condition” for DO and the influence of SOD and system hydrology in the overall DO conditions.  We do not have SOD data in this area as well as the affects of groundwater due to man-made alterations in the basin are as yet unknown. 

· We recommend an evaluation of the present DO TMDLs against the precedent that has been established in recent delistings based upon determination of low “natural” DO levels. 

· Variability in the baseline or reference levels of TN will have a significant impact upon the percent reduction in the system.

4. The County recognizes the approximate nature of these initial TMDLs and believes they have value for planning purposes.

5. Seasonal data needs to be collected for those TMDLs that currently consider only concentrations. 

6. The draft TMDLs are not sufficient for developing allocations. 

7. Detailed modeling must be completed, using viable seasonal water quality and stream flow data, to establish actual pollutant loadings (not concentrations) to serve as the basis of any credible determination of required annual pollutant load reductions, or subsequent allocation of reductions to the stakeholders.

Concerns on Future Allocations

If FDEP were to undertake the development of allocations using the draft TMDLs as their technical basis, the allocations could be challenged until such time as the following issues have been adequately addressed:  

1. The recent draft TMDLs prepared by FDEP provide very limited source assessments and will need detailed evaluation and assessment of pollutant sources prior to the development of accurate allocation of pollutant loads. 

2. Detailed examination of the potential seasonal impact of septic tanks/OSTDSs and their annual pollutant load contribution is required which should include:

· Accurate quantification of the number of septic systems within the watershed (e.g. FDEP did not obtain Lee County’s manhole data to determine where central sewer exists versus septic tanks.);

· Identification of the location of the existing systems. (e.g. There was no mention of package plant locations in the TMDL report.); and

· Estimation of the percentage of the septic tank population that have failed. The assumption that a permit for repair represents failure and that all repairs are permitted is a narrow assumption with the potential for more failures than are accounted for. 

3. Evaluation of cross-border levels of contribution where WBIDs are shared between Lee County and adjacent counties so that these loads can be attributed to the proper stakeholders.

Recommendations
After careful consideration of the aforementioned TMDL for the Hendry Creek planning unit, Lee County staff has concluded that there is not a strong enough correlation between Dissolved Oxygen (DO) and Total Nitrogen (TN) to use DO as a qualitative measure of success for restoration of the designated use of Estero Bay and tributaries. The statistical work provided in the TMDL documentation, while thought compelling does not provide the County assurance that this will be an adequate measure of success. Figures 5.1 and 5.2 demonstrate that there is no linear relationship that can be discerned between DO and TN. By contrast Figures 3.1 and 3.2 infer a relationship between DO and TN, however the values used are median values and no frequency with which the median DO and TN values occurring at the same time is demonstrated with this particular analysis. This does not illustrate the true dynamics of the situation that are depicted in actual data, but a theoretical relationship that does not seem to be relevant in this system. 

In spite of our position that DO and TN do not have a relationship by which qualitative analysis of TN reductions can be done, the County does agree with the TN targets developed by the Department. County staff does however believe that even if the TN goals set by the Department are met that there is a distinct possibility that the water quality criteria of 5 mg/L DO may never sufficiently meet the Impaired Waters Rule requirement due to other factors in the basin such as groundwater influence via man-made alteration (e.g. The influence of Ten Mile Canal on the Hendry Creek Basin). 
In addition, we can see no relationship between load into Estero Bay and TN concentration. The following graph was constructed using the monthly average TN from Lee County’s Estero Bay random sites plotted against the monthly TN load from the Pellicer-Kibbey model.  We attempted lag times (months) of -1, 0 1, 2, 3 and zero gave the best R2 (0.0731).  
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Lee County has provided significant technical support to the Southwest Florida Feasibility Study in the construction of performance measures and water quality goals in the Estero Bay Basin. The following verbiage is an excerpt from the Draft Southwest Florida Feasibility Study Water Quality Plan Formulation (Corbett, 2007) that provides an alternative qualitative method to measure the performance of TN reduction in Estero Bay necessary for restoration based on improved habitat quality. This method also provides close agreement with the TN values proposed by the Department. The citations incorporated in the following text are included as attachments with this comment letter. 

Southwest Florida Feasibility Study Water Quality Plan Formulation for Estero Bay Watershed Planning Unit

The Southwest Florida Feasibility Study Water Quality Sub-team considered a number of methods in developing water quality targets and resulting pollutant load reductions necessary to restore Estero Bay. The sub-team reviewed pollutant concentration ranges in the original dataset for the designation of Estero Bay’s tributaries as Outstanding Florida Waters (OFW) in October 1990. 

The sub-team reviewed a Lee County effort to determine proxy target conditions for the tributaries based upon a more robust dataset and more recent data (Fraser 2004), the targets derived from the reference approach in Janicki Environmental Inc (2006) based upon the seasonal 25th percentile of statewide median values effort described above (see Table 8) and used the CHNEP water quality targets optical model to determine water quality targets. 

After lengthy consideration and discussion, the sub-team agreed upon the reference approach in Janicki Environmental Inc (2006). The targets for Estero Bay and its tributaries are salinity specific and aimed at reducing chlorophyll a concentrations in the bay. The sub-team assumed that nitrogen is the limiting nutrient and determined nitrogen loading reduction targets that would meet the chlorophyll a concentration targets. 

In those areas with a salinity range of 0-5 ppt, the dry season median chlorophyll a concentration shall not exceed 1.57 ug/L and wet season median will not exceed 3.00 ug/L. The dry season median turbidity concentration shall not exceed 1.90 NTU, while the wet season median shall not exceed 2.10 NTU. 

In those areas with a salinity range of 5-18 ppt, the dry season median chlorophyll a concentration shall not exceed 3.86 ug/L and wet season median will not exceed 4.92 ug/L In those areas with a salinity range of 18-30 ppt, the dry season median chlorophyll a concentration shall not exceed 2.91 ug/L and wet season median will not exceed 5.00 ug/L. 

In those areas with a salinity > 30 ppt, the dry season median chlorophyll a concentration shall not exceed 2.10 ug/L and wet season median will not exceed 3.60 ug/L. 

1. The Fraser Proxy Method for Estero Bay Tributaries:

Lee County contracted with Tom Fraser of Dexter, Bender and Associates to analyze existing data to determine probable water quality conditions during the period leading up to the OFW classification for the Estero Bay tributaries (see Fraser 2004). The effort identified those sites that have since demonstrated stable water quality conditions and used those sites as “proxy” conditions. The results are used to compare relative changes among the stations for a given constituent for the freshwater tributaries flowing into Estero Bay.

The three primary conditions that Fraser (2004) used in analyzing data and developing the conditions are as follows:

1) Specific Conductivity and/or chloride trends were used to verify stable conditions (no trend) since the date of OFW designation for each evaluated test site.

2) Only sites classified as ‘freshwater’ were used.

3) Only stations for which the parameters of concern did not increase or decrease over the period of record (displayed no trend) were considered suitable ‘proxy’ sites.

Using Lee County’s monthly water quality data which extends back to 1989-1992 in some places, Fraser (2004) determined that there are presently stations and constituents likely having similar water quality conditions now as during the time Estero Bay’s tributaries were designated as OFW by the State. These stations were identified as having ‘proxy ambient’ conditions. At just a few stations was there very high correspondence among a number of constituents to show such proxy ambient conditions. Table 14 lists the proxy conditions for those analytes studied. 

Table 14. Fraser’s Surrogate Values

PARAMETER_NAME 

REF_VALUE 
UNITS

DISSOLVED OXYGEN MG/L 
3.5 


mg/L

BOD, 5 DAY, 20 DEG C MG/L 
0.8 – 2.2 

mg/L

PH 




7.1 – 7.5 

S.U.

NITROGEN, AMMONIA, TOTAL 
0.005 – 0.01 

mg/L

NITROGEN, KJELDAHL, TOTAL, 
0.75 


mg/L

NITRITE PLUS NITRATE, TOTAL 
0.05 


mg/L

PHOSPHORUS, TOTAL O-PO4
0.07 


mg/L

TOTAL SUSPENDED SOLIDS 
4.5 


mg/L

TURBIDITY 



1.25 


NTU

2) Data Ranges in Estero Bay Tributaries OFW designation dataset:

An Outstanding Florida Water, (OFW), is a waterbody designated worthy of special protection because of its natural attributes. This special designation is intended to protect the water quality conditions of the waterbody at the time it is designated. In general, DEP cannot issue permits for direct pollutant discharges to OFWs which would lower ambient (existing) water quality or for indirect discharges which would significantly degrade the OFW.

The State of Florida has held that the water quality sampling stations submitted to the

State and values therein at the time and purpose of OFW designation are the implied surrogate sites and water quality criteria for each respective OFW. The dataset submitted to the State for the designation of the Estero Bay as an OFW covered a very limited spatial and temporal range and was in some cases of questionable value due to the lack of metadata available. In addition, the conditions of the Estero Bay at the time of OFW were not that of a very healthy system (it was closed to shellfish harvesting for several years prior and there were notable signs of eutrophication). Therefore, one could make the argument that the surrogate values implied in the designation are not truly representative of background values for this watershed. The ranges of concentrations in the original dataset for the Estero Bay designation for the variables TKN, TSS and TP are listed in Table 15.

Table 15. OFW Ranges for TKN, TSS and TP

PARAM_SEASON 

SALINITY_RANGE 

VALUES UNITS

TKN 



5-30+ ppt 


0.38-3.3 mg/L

TSS 



5-30+ ppt 


0.5-88 mg/L

TP 



5-30+ ppt 


0.01-0.22 mg/L

* Taken from Florida Administrative Code 62-302 and “Proposed Designation of the

Estero Bay Tributaries as Outstanding Florida Waters”, FDEP Bureau of Surface Water

Management, July 1990.

3) The Janicki Environmental Inc Reference System Approach:

Janicki Environmental Inc. (2006) used 3 methods to develop proposed water quality targets for the Southwest Florida Feasibility Study. One of these methods discussed in the Caloosahatchee River Planning Unit section above was a reference system approach in which a statewide water quality dataset was used to generate percentiles of the distribution of each water quality parameter of interest. The data were first stratified by season and then parsed into salinity classes. Overall median station salinities were generated for each station in the dataset as well as median values for each water quality parameter of interest. The distribution of medians was then calculated for each water quality constituent in each salinity class. The salinity classes were as follows:

• 0 to 5ppt

• 5 to 18ppt

• 18 to 30ppt

• >30ppt

The 25th percentile was chosen to represent a reference based target. Results for selected constituents are listed in Table 8 above.

4) Comparison of the Fraser Proxy and Janicki Environmental Inc. Reference

Approaches to the Estero Bay Tributaries OFW designation dataset:

There are several notable differences between the Janicki Environmental Inc (2006) results and that of Fraser (2004). The former stratified concentration values based on season and salinity, while the latter does not account for season and exclude all stations that are not fresh water. The dataset used in the Fraser (2004) study has the period of record of 1989-2001 from the Lee County database and contains 23,925 data points. 70% of these data were gathered from 1989-2001. Although limited in number of stations and constituents, this dataset overlaps the OFW designation of the tributaries. Janicki

Environmental Inc. (2006) uses a statewide dataset that includes Lee County’s database as a subset. The period of record for the Janicki Environmental Inc. (2006) effort is

1994-2006, and the number of data points used cannot be determined from the report.

The parameters Fraser (2004) examines in his study are as follows: BOD, DO, NH3, NOX, OPO4, PH, TKN, TSS, and turbidity. The parameters included within the Janicki

Environmental Inc. (2006) effort is as follows: TKN, TP, TN, turbidity, chlorophyll a, TSS and others. TKN, turbidity and TSS are the only parameters that can be directly compared between the two studies. To make a more meaningful comparison it is also important to limit the comparison to only freshwater values. For an additional comparison, Table 15 lists the ranges of TSS, TKN and TP values from the OFW designation.

With regards to TSS values, Fraser (2004) found 70% of the data points ≤ 7 mg/L and 56% ≤ 4.5 mg/L. The TSS concentration value derived from Janicki Environmental Inc. (2006) for TSS is 3.6 mg/L. Of the TSS measurements reported in the OFW dataset 20% are < 3.6 mg/L. The measurements for this dataset were collected at various locations near the tributaries of Estero Bay in January and February of 1990, within one week of one another and two measurements in the mouth of the Imperial River in February and

August of 1980. The total dataset includes 10 data points.

The proxy ambient value derived by Fraser (2004) for TKN falls between the wet/dry season ranges derived by Janicki Environmental Inc. (2006). The highest value derived for TKN from Fraser (2004) is 0.77 mg/L. Of the TKN measurements reported in the OFW dataset 79% are > 0.77 mg/L. This dataset is very small (29 records) and from three different sources; 20% of the records were collected in the wet season and the other 80% in the dry season and sampled in the years 1975, 1980, 1988-89 and 1990.

The OFW designation dataset is a collection of discrete sample values, has a tremendous range and is not based on trending data. Given the disparate nature of the OFW dataset, the lack of uniformity from one sample set to the next, the variety of collection sources, locations, seasonal conditions and the small sample size it is nearly impossible to use this dataset to draw any conclusions as to the character of the Estero Bay watershed overall.

In addition, the OFW designation report does not include data analysis that would support selection of a target value. While the Fraser (2004) and Janicki Environmental Inc.

(2006) approaches vary considerably in purpose, rationale and level of detail the results are very similar for those parameters that are comparable. The datasets used for these two methods are considerable (in the range of thousands of records) which gives a much more statistically valid characterization than that used in the OFW designation.

5) CHNEP Targets for Estero Bay:

As described in CHNEP (2006) documentation and the draft Southwest Florida Feasibility Study Water Quality Plan Formulation, the CHNEP water clarity targets are resource based targets with goals of protecting existing depth distribution of seagrass in the coastal Charlotte Harbor region, including Estero Bay and tidal Caloosahatchee River and is over-arching targets for these areas. The targets are a combination of the 3 partial attenuation components of the water column [chlorophyll a, turbidity and colored dissolved organic matter (CDOM)], wherein the target concentration of 1 component depends upon the concentration of the other 2. Using an optical model approach, maximum concentrations of each component are defined by setting 2 components to zero and solving for the 3rd and a plane of constant attenuation created. Water quality conditions within this plane meet the CHNEP targets, while those conditions above the plane do not. These water quality targets allow 25% subsurface irradiance to reach defined, region-specific seagrass bed deep edge targets. The CHNEP seagrass deep edge target in Estero Bay is 1.6 meters with a subsurface irradiance target of 25% and an extinction coefficient target of 0.9.

The sub-team used the CHNEP optical model (equation 3) and plugged in the mean, median and 90th, 75th and 25th percentiles of the turbidity and color concentrations shown in Table 16 (p. 40, draft Southwest Florida Feasibility Study Water Quality Plan Formulation) to determine potential chlorophyll a concentration targets. The results from this exercise are shown in Table 17. Table 18 shows results of plugging in mean, median and 90th, 75th and 25th percentiles of the chlorophyll a and color concentrations shown in Table 16 to determine potential turbidity concentration targets.

From data collected by Lee County in Estero Bay from 2000-2006, the median dry season colored dissolved organic matter (color) concentration in Estero Bay is 16.45 Pt-Co and median wet season is 31.55 Pt-Co (Table 16 below), using the May through October definition of wet season as in Janicki Environmental Inc. (2006). The median dry season turbidity concentration is 3.40 NTU while the media wet season turbidity is 2.50 NTU. To calculate chlorophyll a targets, the sub-team plugged the seagrass deep edge target of 1.6 meters, the light extinction target with these seasonal median concentrations into the CHNEP optical model. The sub-team thusly derived a wet season and dry season chlorophyll a concentration target as follows (see Table 17 for results for average, 25th percentile and 75th percentile calculations):

k = 0.014*C2 + 0.062* C3 + 0.049*C4 + 0.30 (3)

Wet season: 0.9 = 0.014*(31.55) + 0.062*(2.50) + 0.049* C4 + 0.30 (3a)

C4 = 0.01 ug/L

Dry season: 0.9 = 0.014*(16.45) + 0.062*(3.40) + 0.049* C4 + 0.30 (3b)

C4 = 3.24 ug/L 

where k equals the light extinction coefficient (0.92, see Table 11) at depth (1.5 m), C2 is water color in Pt-Co units, C3 is turbidity in NTU and C4 is chlorophyll a in micrograms per liter. This same method was likewise used to determine a turbidity target (by plugging in median seasonal chlorophyll a and color concentrations into the CHNEP optical model); the result is shown in Table 18 (p. 42, draft Southwest Florida Feasibility Study Water Quality Plan Formulation).

Visible from this method is that the chlorophyll a concentration target for the wet season is almost zero. The water quality data used to calculate the median concentration values for each water clarity component (color, chl a and turbidity) were collected throughout the bay, including the mouths of the tributaries into the bay. Therefore, the color concentration values would be greater than if water quality data included only those sites towards the middle and western section/more gulf-influenced areas of the bay. These areas are also where most the bay’s seagrass beds exist as well. Due to time constraints for the SWFFS and the resulting inability to analyze only those data in the middle and western sections of the bay for potential targets, the sub-team decided to use another method for determining water quality targets.

Segment Period of Record

Matlacha Pass 

Dec 2000-June 2006

San Carlos Bay 

Dec 2000-June 2006

Pine Island Sound 
Dec 2000-July2006

Estero Bay 

Dec 2000-Aug 2006

Tidal Caloosahatchee 
April 1999-July 2006

Resulting chlorophyll a and turbidity targets:

The sub-team decided to use the reference approach from Janicki Environmental Inc (2006) in determining chlorophyll a and turbidity targets. The targets for Estero Bay and its tributaries are salinity specific and similar to the Caloosahatchee River Watershed

Planning Unit, are aimed at reducing chlorophyll a and suspended sediment concentrations in the bay. As in the Caloosahatchee River Watershed Planning Unit, the sub-team assumed that nitrogen is the limiting nutrient and determined nitrogen loading reduction targets that would meet the chlorophyll a concentration targets. In those areas with a salinity range of 0-5 ppt, the dry season median chlorophyll a concentration shall not exceed 1.57 ug/L and wet season median will not exceed 3.00 ug/L. The dry season median turbidity concentration shall not exceed 1.90 NTU, while the wet season median shall not exceed 2.10 NTU. In those areas with a salinity range of 5-18 ppt, the dry season median chlorophyll a concentration shall not exceed 3.86 ug/L and wet season median will not exceed 4.92 ug/L In those areas with a salinity range of 18-30 ppt, the dry season median chlorophyll a concentration shall not exceed 2.91 ug/L and wet season median will not exceed 5.00 ug/L. In those areas with a salinity > 30 ppt, the dry season median chlorophyll a concentration shall not exceed 2.10 ug/L and wet season median will not exceed 3.60 ug/L. The definition of wet season and dry season are the same as in the Caloosahatchee River Watershed Planning Unit. The sub-team then assumed the salinity ranges for the Bay and tributaries will be maintained and/or improved as needed through the Feasibility Study to mimic natural hydrographs and to meet hydrologic targets for oysters produced by other sub-teams of the SWFFS.

Analyzing data collected between 1995 and 2005, Lee County determined that there was no significant relationship between seasonal chlorophyll a concentrations in Estero Bay and total nitrogen (TN) loadings from the bay tributaries (see Figure 8, p. 43, draft Southwest Florida Feasibility Study Water Quality Plan Formulation). Therefore, nutrient load reductions were estimated through the WMM results. The sub-team subtracted “pre-development” loading rates by basin from 2050 loading rates to calculate nutrient load reductions necessary to improve water quality conditions in the bay. 

In conclusion, Lee County recommends using a habitat-based qualitative method to assess the future success of TN removal in the Estero Bay basin rather than Dissolved Oxygen. 
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Responses:
Comment 1: 
Detailed review of the available data used in the listing process in order to identify gaps, errors and other dataset technical problems. (Lee County has additional data available for Hendry Creek that may not have been previously used in the assessment; stations HENDGR11A, HENDGR40 and HENDGR41.)

FDEP Response: The Department will incorporate the additional stations and data into the assessment of Hendry Creek, provided that the data collected are within the verified period (January 1, 2000 – June 30, 2008).  The data should be uploaded to the Florida STORET database and will subsequently used in the IWR analysis. 
Comment 2: 

Detailed review of the adequacy of the present database to support more detailed modeling, or to support determination of reference nutrient values with identification of data gaps. We need to know for future modeling efforts what data is lacking so that we can determine if and what additional data collection can be done. 
FDEP Response: The Department will work with all interested stakeholders to identify data gaps and future water quality modeling plans during the Basin Management Action Plan phase of TMDL implementation.

Comment 3:

Conducting a detailed peer review that assesses the following issues:
· Additional consideration must be given to the idea of “natural condition” for DO and the influence of SOD and system hydrology in the overall DO conditions.  We do not have SOD data in this area as well as the affects of groundwater due to man-made alterations in the basin are as yet unknown. 

· We recommend an evaluation of the present DO TMDLs against the precedent that has been established in recent delistings based upon determination of low “natural” DO levels. 

· Variability in the baseline or reference levels of TN will have a significant impact upon the percent reduction in the system.

FDEP Response: The Department agrees that gaining an understanding of the affects of SOD and groundwater inputs and man-made alterations will help assess and restore this waterbody, so that water quality meets the established water quality standards.   
The Department has proposed for Delisting several waterbodies that have low dissolved oxygen and no causative pollutant has been found, providing supporting evidence the low DO is due to natural conditions.  The impact of land use change and urban development in the Hendry Creek watershed provide evidence to support that the low DO in Hendry Creek is predominantly due to anthropogenic affects.

The TMDL document will be revised to include reference WBIDs and stations from WBIDs that have low urban impacts and the TN reference concentration value will be changed accordingly.  

Comment 4: 

The County recognizes the approximate nature of these initial TMDLs and believes they have value for planning purposes.

FDEP Response: The Department will include the finalized TMDLs developed for the Everglades West Coast basin in the next phase of the TMDL process known as the Basin Management Action Plan (BMAP) development. 

Comment 5: 

Seasonal data needs to be collected for those TMDLs that currently consider only concentrations. 

FDEP Response: The data used to develop the TMDLs were typically collected during each month of the calendar year, covering each season.  This also includes variability occurring during the wet / dry seaons. 

Comment 6: 

The draft TMDLs are not sufficient for developing allocations. 

FDEP Response: The Department will utilize the TMDLs developed for the Everglades West Coast basin as a starting point for the next phase of the TMDL process known as the Basin Management Action Plan (BMAP) development.  Detailed allocations, as well as more refined TMDL calculations should be pursued and can be completed during the BMAP development phase.

Comment 7: 

Detailed modeling must be completed, using viable seasonal water quality and stream flow data, to establish actual pollutant loadings (not concentrations) to serve as the basis of any credible determination of required annual pollutant load reductions, or subsequent allocation of reductions to the stakeholders.

FDEP Response: The Department will pursue flow monitoring and include any reliable accurate flow data, as it becomes available, to develop  pollutant load and water quality models.

Comment 8: 

The recent draft TMDLs prepared by FDEP provide very limited source assessments and will need detailed evaluation and assessment of pollutant sources prior to the development of accurate allocation of pollutant loads. 

FDEP Response: The Department will include the finalized TMDLs developed for the Everglades West Coast basin in the next phase of the TMDL process known as the Basin Management Action Plan (BMAP) development.  Detailed allocations, sources assessment, as well as more refined TMDL calculations can be completed during the BMAP. 
Comment 9: 

Detailed examination of the potential seasonal impact of septic tanks/OSTDSs and their annual pollutant load contribution is required which should include:

· Accurate quantification of the number of septic systems within the watershed (e.g. FDEP did not obtain Lee County’s manhole data to determine where central sewer exists versus septic tanks.);

· Identification of the location of the existing systems. (e.g. There was no mention of package plant locations in the TMDL report.); and

· Estimation of the percentage of the septic tank population that have failed. The assumption that a permit for repair represents failure and that all repairs are permitted is a narrow assumption with the potential for more failures than are accounted for.

FDEP Response: The Department would appreciate any additional information to better reflect accurate septic tank coverages, sewer service areas, and package plant coverages within the Hendry Creek watershed.  The information listed above can be incorporated into the TMDL document for this basin.  The assumption that repaired septic tanks is an accurate representation of potentially failing septic tanks has been used in several Department fecal coliform TMDLs and is used only as information in the TMDL document.      

Comment 10: 

Evaluation of cross-border levels of contribution where WBIDs are shared between Lee County and adjacent counties so that these loads can be attributed to the proper stakeholders.

FDEP Response: The Department will include the finalized TMDLs developed for the Everglades West Coast basin in the next phase of the TMDL process known as the Basin Management Action Plan (BMAP) development.  Detailed allocations, sources assessment, as well as more refined TMDL calculations can be completed during the BMAP. 

Comments Received on July 28
From: Nath, Ananta [mailto:anath@sfwmd.gov] 
Sent: Monday, July 28, 2008 4:08 PM
To: Bailey, Nathaniel
Cc: Carter, Kevin
Subject: RE: TMDL Public Workshop Questions
 Nathan:

As explained in the voicemail, my review comments on behalf of the Big Cypress Basin on the Cocohatchee, Gordon River and Lake Trafford did not make their way to Tallahassee before the deadline of last week.  Here are comments on the three. Even if they can not be incorporated into the final report, you may consider them in future WQ assessments of the three waterbodies.

1. Cocohatchee Estuary (CRE):

a. The CRE is the receiving waters of a watershed much larger than 4.82 sq. miles. It receives direct discharge from the Cocohatchee canal which drains a watershed of approximately 186 sq. miles. It doesn’t get any runoff from the city of Bonita Springs; hence, you may state that the watershed encompasses parts of northwest collier and southwest Lee counties. Thus the report’s assessment of sources (land use, population and estimation of daily fecal coliform) is not reflective of the watershed.

b. Some earlier coliform data to the estuary may represent wet weather effluents from the North Collier Wastewater Treatment plant through west branch Cocohatchee stream, although this situation no longer exists.

2. Gordon River Extension(GRE):

a. In addition to the three mile section mentioned under section 1.2, the Gordon River extension basin receives channelized urban flow, primarily industrial runoff from the area north of Pine Ridge Road. Impaired DO can also be contributed to runoff from that segment. 

b. Pelican Bay area is not a part of the GRE basin.

c. The source assessment of low DO in Gordon River can not just be attributed to GRE only; the present Gordon River receives drainage also from an ~120 square mile urbanizing watershed of the Golden Gate Canal and its tributaries.

3. Lake Trafford

a. At high water levels lake Trafford does NOT drain through Fakahatchee Strand;  some outflow from the lake can occur at lake stages above 21ft NGVD, making its way through Camp Keais Strand, Florida Panther National wildlife Refuge, Merritt Canal in Picayune Strand Restoration Project area to the 10,000 Islands estuary.

b. Good background information in Section 1.4

c. The 80%DCIA of commercial/industrial land use incorporated in the simulation of IMPLND module is exorbitantly high. Upland forests/unimproved pasture/woodland pasture also can share some DCIA.

d.  The RCHRES simulation with the lake outflow occurring at 18ft stage is not representative of the real inflow-outflow situation of lake Trafford.

e. The highly convective nature of the south Florida thunderstorm activities make meteorological data from just one station unrepresentative of the rainfall input for the watershed. SFWMD has several weather stations in the watershed with long term records (Corkscrew/Immokalee Landfill/Bonita Springs/North Naples etc. We had earlier evaluated the FAWN data of the Immokalee IFAS Station, and observed it to be inconsistent with neighboring stations in several occasions. Evaluation of the data from these neighboring stations would have been more useful than comparing with Mountain Lake Station in Polk County, over 100 miles away from Lake Trafford.

f. It appears there are rooms for improvements in overall simulation for TN and TP. With the present analysis, there are considerable uncertainty in the assessment of load allocation and determination of TMDL for Lake Trafford.

_____________________________________
Ananta Nath, P.E, D.WRE
Chief Engineer
Big Cypress Basin
South Florida Water Management District
2640 Golden Gate Parkway, Suite 205
Naples, FL 34105
239-263-7615 Ext 7607
239-229-0238 (Mobile)
Fax: 239-263-8166
Responses to Email from Ananta Nash (SFWMD, July 28):
Comment 1: The CRE is the receiving waters of a watershed much larger than 4.82 sq. miles. It receives direct discharge from the Cocohatchee canal which drains a watershed of approximately 186 sq. miles. It doesn’t get any runoff from the city of Bonita Springs; hence, you may state that the watershed encompasses parts of northwest collier and southwest Lee counties. Thus the report’s assessment of sources (land use, population and estimation of daily fecal coliform) is not reflective of the watershed.

FDEP Response: The drainage area is used to reference the area of WBID 3259A and is not intended to be reflective of the entire Cocohatchee River watershed.  The majority of the watershed originates within WBID 3278D, the Cocohatchee Inland. 
Comment 2: Some earlier coliform data to the estuary may represent wet weather effluents from the North Collier Wastewater Treatment plant through west branch Cocohatchee stream, although this situation no longer exists.
FDEP Response: All data used in the impaired waters assessment and TMDL development for the Cocohatchee River estuary are from ambient water quality sites and not from point source monitoring.   
Comment 3: In addition to the three mile section mentioned under section 1.2, the Gordon River extension basin receives channelized urban flow, primarily industrial runoff from the area north of Pine Ridge Road. Impaired DO can also be contributed to runoff from that segment. 

FDEP Response: The local information provided in the comment above will be incorporated into the TMDL as appropriate. 
Comment 4: Pelican Bay area is not a part of the GRE basin.

FDEP Response: The TMDL text will be revised as appropriate. 
Comment 5: The source assessment of low DO in Gordon River can not just be attributed to GRE only; the present Gordon River receives drainage also from an ~120 square mile urbanizing watershed of the Golden Gate Canal and its tributaries.

FDEP Response: The Golden Gate Canal is a contributor to low dissolved oxygen, but will be addressed in a separate TMDL during the TMDL program.
Comment 6: At high water levels lake Trafford does NOT drain through Fakahatchee Strand;  some outflow from the lake can occur at lake stages above 21ft NGVD, making its way through Camp Keais Strand, Florida Panther National wildlife Refuge, Merritt Canal in Picayune Strand Restoration Project area to the 10,000 Islands estuary.
FDEP Response: Response to be provided by Woo Jun Kang.
Comment 7: Good background information in Section 1.4
FDEP Response: Response to be provided by Woo Jun Kang.
Comment 8: The 80%DCIA of commercial/industrial land use incorporated in the simulation of IMPLND module is exorbitantly high. Upland forests/unimproved pasture/woodland pasture also can share some DCIA.
FDEP Response: Response to be provided by Woo Jun Kang.
Comment 9: The RCHRES simulation with the lake outflow occurring at 18ft stage is not representative of the real inflow-outflow situation of lake Trafford.

FDEP Response: Response to be provided by Woo Jun Kang.
Comment 10: The highly convective nature of the south Florida thunderstorm activities make meteorological data from just one station unrepresentative of the rainfall input for the watershed. SFWMD has several weather stations in the watershed with long term records (Corkscrew/Immokalee Landfill/Bonita Springs/North Naples etc. We had earlier evaluated the FAWN data of the Immokalee IFAS Station, and observed it to be inconsistent with neighboring stations in several occasions. Evaluation of the data from these neighboring stations would have been more useful than comparing with Mountain Lake Station in Polk County, over 100 miles away from Lake Trafford.

FDEP Response: Response to be provided by Woo Jun Kang.
Comment 11: It appears there are rooms for improvements in overall simulation for TN and TP. With the present analysis, there are considerable uncertainty in the assessment of load allocation and determination of TMDL for Lake Trafford.

FDEP Response: Response to be provided by Woo Jun Kang.
End of Public Comments Received by the Department
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