Banana River
Basin Management Action Plan (BMAP)

Technical Meeting Summary

Friday, June 18, 2010
9:30 AM – 11:30 AM
Brevard County Agricultural Center 

3695 Lake Drive, Cocoa, Florida 32926
Attendees

	Carolina Alvarez, Brevard County

Robert Berish, Morton Salt

Sarah Brock, ESC

Amy Burch, SpecPro

Vicki Burke, HDR

Tiffany Busby, Wildwood Consulting
John Culver, Brevard County

Robert Day, SJRWMD

Mark Dixon, Patrick AFB

Richard Earp, E-Sciences

Gordon England, Stormwater Solutions
John Fergus, Satellite Beach

Lou Giacoma, Indian Harbour Beach

Clark Giangarra, Algae Collection Technology Inc.
Pamela Gonzales, HDR

Clint Goree, Morton Salt

Whit Green, SJRWMD

Janet Hearn, ATM

Tom Hill, Farm Bureau

Erlyn Hupfer, ISC Environmental Assurance

Larry Jarvis, Jones Edmunds & Associates

Carol Johnson, FDACS

Bob Kelly, SAIC

Sandra Kiser, HDR
	Mary Lawrence, FDEP

Claudia Listopad, Applied Ecology

John Matthews, NASA

Darren May, Cape Canaveral AFS

Bach McClure, Brevard County

Jeanette Miraglia, Eco Sense International

Nicholas Murdock, Patrick AFB

Alain Nageondflestang, Stottler Stagg

Anita Nash, FDEP

Alex Pedicone, FDEP

Marcy Policastro, Wildwood Consulting
Robert Potts, E-Sciences
Thomas Price, NASA

Jeff Ratliff, Cape Canaveral

Joanie Regan, Cocoa Beach

John Royal, Brevard County
Ariane Staples, Cape Canaveral AFS

Steve Szabo, Jones Edmunds & Associates

Patricia Tierney, Storm H2O
Amy Tracy, FDEP
Kalina Warren, FDEP

Jim Waymer, Florida Today

Travis Young, SpecPro


Welcome and Opening Remarks

Tiffany Busby welcomed everyone to the Banana River Lagoon (BRL) technical meeting.  The Indian River Lagoon (IRL) Basin has been divided into three subbasins and this is the BRL subbasin-specific meeting.  Tiffany thanked the Brevard Agricultural Center for the use of their facility.  The stakeholders introduced themselves and the entity they represent.
Tiffany noted that there have been some recent modifications to the meeting schedule, and requested that everyone read the emails so they are aware of schedule changes.  The Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) is making every effort to use everyone’s time efficiently, which is why the schedule has been modified.  The BRL subbasin is moving forward as scheduled with basin management action plan (BMAP) development.  The total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) for the impaired tributaries are needed for the North IRL and Central IRL BMAPs.  In the meantime, the monitoring meetings for these basins will occur since that portion of the BMAP can move forward.  Janet Hearn asked when the tributaries TMDLs are expected.  Amy Tracy responded that should be drafted in the fall.
Allocations

Tiffany stated that at the last meeting, FDEP presented the process they intended to use to calculate the allocations.  Tiffany thanked everyone for providing updated boundary information for use in the allocation process.  This meeting will discuss the results of the allocation calculations and a handout was provided that describes the process.  The presentation will discuss how the base loads were calculated, the de minimus determination, allocation calculations, and how the total nitrogen (TN) target was adjusted for this BMAP.
Bob Kelly stated that the TMDL and BMAP are based on the Pollutant Load Screening Model (PLSM) developed by the St. Johns River Water Management District (SJRWMD).  For the BMAP, no changes have been made to the model; however, when the PSLM shapefile was clipped to the jurisdictions’ boundaries some of the polygons were reduced, which slightly changed the load estimates.  Bob noted that FDEP has a legal obligation to implement the TMDL as written and adopted, and without extreme justification they cannot deviate from that.  The process discussed today is only for the first iteration of the BMAP and is based on the TMDL and the information currently available.  In later iterations, the TMDL and BMAP will be revisited for changes in land use and other new information that may come up during this first phase.  

John Fergus asked if FDEP is being driven to implement these TMDLs by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), which is being driven by the Consent Decree.  Tiffany responded that, to the best of her knowledge, these waters were not included on the Consent Decree list and that the IRL Basin was determined to be impaired due to an imbalance of seagrass coverage.  John asked if the 15-year timeline for the BMAP is being driven by legislation, the Consent Decree, or some other decision.  Amy responded that the TMDL program is part of the Clean Water Act, which is a federal mandate.  The IRL Basin is considered a priority watershed by FDEP and because SJRWMD had background information for the IRL Basin, FDEP was able to continue to prioritize the IRL and create the TMDLs.  The rule related to BMAPs gives FDEP some flexibility in implementing the TMDLs.  Therefore, FDEP is using a phased implementation approach over a 15-year timeline to implement the IRL TMDLs.  This approach was also used in the Lake Jesup Basin, and provides a more cost-friendly way to meet reductions.  Tiffany added that the 15-year timeline is also now a recommendation from EPA for state TMDL implementation.  John asked if there are problems with meeting this timeline is there an option to change the timeline.  Amy responded that there is some flexibility, but it will be important to show that reductions and restoration are occurring.
Bob stated that the allocation process described at the March meeting was used with a few exceptions, which will be explained later in the presentation.  The first step was to look at baseline loads, which are the loads used to calculate the TMDL based on the year 2000 land uses.  Each entity was clipped from PLSM database to determine their baseline loads.  At the last meeting, the description of the allocation process included removing all zero event mean concentration (EMC) values; however, based on a suggestion from SJRWMD, all land areas in the BRL were included except for land use code 5400 (the lagoon proper).  Therefore, all the land and water areas surrounding the lagoon were used in the calculations.  All the same procedures from first application of model were used to be consistent with how the TMDL was calculated.  This process determined the baseline loads for each entity.  Kennedy Space Center (KSC), Cape Canaveral Air Force Station (CCAFS), and Brevard County have the most acres in the basin and, therefore, the most nutrient loading.  The total baseline loads for TN and total phosphorus (TP) were very close to the TMDL starting loads.
Bob stated that part of the allocation process was determining a de minimus level for those entities that have a very small loading to BRL.  When declared as a de minimus load, the entity will not receive an allocation in this iteration of the BMAP.  The load from the de minimus entities was not reassigned to other stakeholders in the basin, so no one has to reduce more to make up for a lack of assigned reductions to those entities.  The calculation for de minimus was done by ranking each entity from highest to lowest baseline load and looking at the percent of the load contributed by each entity.  Four entities were less than 1% of the baseline load and, in total, they were approximately 1% of the load.  This cutoff point for de minimus is only for BRL and could be different for the other subbasins.  Agriculture, Port Canaveral, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and City of Melbourne are all considered to be de minimus for TN and TP and will not receive an allocation in this BMAP.
Bob stated that the next step in the process was to determine the TMDL target loads for nonpoint sources based on the nonpoint source reductions identified in the TMDL.  The target loads from the TMDL for the entire BRL subbasin were divided by the total area of the subbasin (minus the lagoon itself).  The TN target is 2.04 pounds/acre/year and the TP target is 0.344 pounds/acre/year.  For those stakeholders that studied the TMDL document, these numbers are different than the targets in the TMDL.  The TMDL target for TN is 2.18 pounds/acre/year, which includes both point and nonpoint sources.  By subtracting out the load from point sources, this equals the 2.04 pounds/acre/year determined.  The same is true for the TP target.
Bob Berish asked if any of this information is applicable to the point sources.  Bob Kelly responded that point sources received their allocations in the TMDL and they will be handled separately.  Bob Berish asked if Morton Salt should be considered de minimus because they are located on Port Canaveral.  Bob Kelly responded that they are de minimus for their nonpoint load but not for their point source load.  These are two separate allocations.  Tiffany added that none of the nonpoint source allocations change the numbers in the TMDL for point sources.
Bob Kelly stated that each entity’s allocation was determined by multiplying their acres times the target load per acre for TN and TP.  Bob presented tables showing the TN and TP allocations for each entity using the TMDL target loads.  The percent reductions vary by entity depending on the amount of development in the jurisdiction.  Mark Dixon asked how the percent reduction was determined.  Bob responded that the baseline loads minus the allowable load equal the required reduction.  The percent was then determined by comparing the required reduction to the baseline loads.
Bob noted that when looking at the allocations, FDEP was concerned because they noticed that KSC had what looked like a high reduction and FDEP recognized that a high proportion of KSC is undeveloped land.  FDEP thought about what would be fair and equitable and whether it would be fair if reductions had to be made on undeveloped land.  Each entity’s loading per acre for undeveloped areas (3000-6999 land use codes) was calculated.  The remainder of the acres is considered developed.  When looking at the required reductions for each entity compared to the acres of developed land, most entities have a ratio around 10, except for KSC which has a ratio of about 19.  Therefore, KSC does seem to be an outlier.
Robert Potts asked which table showing the required reduction per developed acre is correct because the presentation is different than the handout.  Bob noted that several iterations of the calculations were made and the handout is correct.  Bob had to correct a database that had duplicate polygons in three jurisdictions, which resulted in an additional 700 acres.  Once the database was corrected, the numbers in the handout were updated.  The information on the FTP site is also correct.
Mark asked if an entity can show that the amount of undeveloped acres in the handout is incorrect if that can be updated.  Amy stated that as long as the corrections are based on year 2000 land uses.  Richard Earp asked if the time to debate duplicate polygons is now or if that time has passed.  Bob responded that the issue with duplicate polygons has been resolved.  Joanie Regan asked if they can still tweak a polygon if it was redeveloped prior to 2000.  Bob responded that he took the model as it was with the land uses included.  SJRWMD did they best they could to ensure that the land uses were represented accurately.  If something is wrong, it can be corrected in the next iteration, although it probably will not make much of a difference in the allocations.  Joanie asked about lands that were redeveloped after 2000.  Tiffany responded that those changes will be made in the next iteration.
Bob stated that the basin-wide average for loading on undeveloped land is 2.32 pounds/acre/year.  Three entities, Brevard County, CCAFS, and KSC, make up the greatest proportion of undeveloped land in the basin.  The average loading for undeveloped acres in Brevard County and CCAFS are lower than the average for basin and KSC is higher than average.  Joanie asked if this is based on land uses only and that it is not based on ground truthing and soil sampling.  Bob stated that this can be discussed further after the presentation.  Bob noted that all entities except Brevard and CCAFS have loads from undeveloped lands greater than 2.04 pounds/acre/year.
John stated that it was previously noted that KSC has a much higher reduction per developed area and the comment was made that this means treatment would be required on natural lands.  Bob responded that KSC is approximately 90% undeveloped.  Most stakeholders have much less undeveloped areas.  John asked if the difference in loading on KSC could be due to the fact that it is more inland and has greater runoff.  Bob responded that he did a comparison of KSC to CCAFS, which has 80% undeveloped area.  The EMCs and runoff coefficients varied.  EMCs are associated with land uses, whereas runoff coefficients are related to soil types.  The average EMC for KSC was higher than CCAFS (because of different land uses) and the average runoff coefficients for KSC was higher than CCAFS (because of different soil types).  Darren May noted that the portion that drains to BRL is the most undeveloped.

Bob stated that in terms of the TP target, all entities except Patrick Air Force Base have a load per acre for undeveloped areas that is lower than TP target of 0.344 pounds/acre/year.  Based on this information, FDEP decided to develop an interim target for TN.  This target will be 2.32 pounds/acre/year, which is the average load from the undeveloped land in BRL.  Even with this target, there is an issue with KSC because they have a lot of undeveloped land that has a higher loading.  Therefore, FDEP made an exception for KSC and gave them a target of 2.88 pounds/acre/year, which is their loading from undeveloped land.  Giving KSC their own target puts their reductions per developed land more in line with the other entities.  The TP target will be the TMDL target of 0.344 pounds/acre/year.

Using the interim TN target results in an overall load reduction of 55%, compared to 63% required in the TMDL.  The TP reductions are the same as shown earlier in the TMDL table.  If the interim targets were carried forward for the entire 15-year period it would result in a 22% increase in load from the TMDL for the nonpoint sources and an overall increase of 8% from the TMDL.  TP would be 1.5% greater than the TMDL.  The change in TN is due to the interim target and de minimus entities not receiving an allocation.  The change in TP is because of de minimus entities not receiving an allocation.  

Gordon England asked if 2.32 pounds/acre/year and 0.344 pounds/acre/year are the loading rates used to allocate among the entities but is not the expected concentration in runoff.  Bob responded that 2.32 pounds/acre/year is the basin-wide target that should be achieved on average but not from each outfall.  Tiffany added that the reductions can be achieved anywhere in the BRL if entities want to do a project outside their jurisdiction.  

Darren asked if when the TMDL was established that loading from the water surface was also ignored.  Bob responded that the purpose of the model was to estimate the load from the surrounding areas to the lagoon.  Darren asked how natural sources, such as birds, were addressed.  Bob responded that it would be difficult to figure out the difference in water loads based on one that has birds and one that does not.  The loading is therefore based on an average.  Whit Green added that since the BRL is the receiving waterbody, the model uses it as a boundary for the loads.  Darren noted that there may be some contribution of nutrients from the lagoon itself, which could be artificially inflating what needs to be done by focusing only on reductions from land.  Bob responded that the regression model took the loadings per acre and ran it against seagrass depth.  Whit added that point sources were also included in the regression.  In addition, atmospheric deposition was examined but it did not have much of an effect because it was a small load compared to the loads from increased development.  

John asked if the allocation for TN can be described as attaining the natural background level.  Bob responded that he does not like the term, “natural background.”  Dr. Xueqing Gao (FDEP) converted all lands in the basin to upland forest and wetlands and came up with a natural background load of 0.9 pounds/acre/year for TN.  The problem with “natural background” is there is usually not a lot of information to define what natural was.  John noted that the large natural areas on KSC and CCAFS are the closest to approximate natural background.  Bob responded that that argument could be made; however, FDEP is using the term “undeveloped land” to qualify how the TN target was determined.
Amy stated that if stakeholders think there is gross error in the year 2000 land uses were different than what was shown, there could be the possibility of credit.  Stakeholders will need to provide detailed information to FDEP and SJRWMD to review and make a determination.  Whit added that the maps have a two-acre resolution accuracy because they mapped the entire SJRWMD jurisdiction.  The wetlands have a half-acre scale.  Patricia Tierney asked if the undeveloped acres had to fall under the land use codes noted in the presentation and handout.  Whit responded that they did.
Joanie noted that although these areas fall under undeveloped land use codes, if the surrounding area is more industrial it might have more TN and TP because of decades of past uses.  Whit responded that the concentrations are based on land type, and that soils come into play for the amount of runoff.  All of these numbers in the model were calibrated from real data collected in IRL, although none of the data came from the BRL subbasin.  Joanie asked if the industrial permits for these facilities required soil samples to see what parameters might be in the soils.  Whit responded that the permits do not, although it would be good to have that information to help calibrate the model.  However, funding is not available to sample all the soils in the basin.
Joanie stated that in Tampa Bay it turned out that a power plant was a large source of TN and there may be a need to consider if industry is contributing more of the load in the BRL.  Whit responded that Tampa Bay is very different than the IRL Basin.  In Tampa, there is a lot of industrial air pollution so a large portion of the TN loading is from atmospheric deposition.  In the IRL Basin, the atmospheric deposition is nowhere near as high.  Darren added that the industrial areas on the base are not smokestacks and they have permits for all the uses.  There were studies done on the fallout from shuttle launches and they did not find any issues.
Joanie noted that she understands the basis for de minimus, but taking 1% of the load times the cost per pound could be a substantial cost.  Amy responded that although those entities are de minimus in the first iteration of the BMAP, this does not mean they will be de minimus in future iterations or that they should not be doing projects.  There are other stakeholders, such as multi-sector general permits (MSGPs) that could also receive allocations in future iterations.  Although agriculture is not receiving an allocation, those acres could still be implementing best management practices (BMPs).  It is more important, though, for the Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (FDACS) to be focused on agriculture in the North and Central IRL subbasins where their loading influence is substantial.  
Carol Johnson asked when the TMDL model will be run again.  Amy responded that the BMAP time clock starts once the BMAP is officially adopted.  The TMDL will be revisited five years after the BMAP is adopted.  Carol asked what year land use will be used at that time.  Amy responded that if the TMDL is revisited in 2015 then they will likely use the 2009 land uses since they are updated every five years.  Bob Day added that it depends on when the BMAP is adopted because the 2014 land uses might be available.
John Matthews stated that the TMDL is set up by waterbody identification (WBID) number and he asked if using the entire basin is a change.  Amy responded that the TMDL is written by WBID because that is the way that FDEP assesses waterbodies.  Instead of looking at each WBID, this process used all the acres in the BRL subbasin.  In the North and Central IRL subbasins, project zones will be used because of the differences in hydrology and residence times within each of those subbasins.  However, BRL is all one zone so regional projects can be constructed anywhere in the subbasin and all stakeholders can buy into the project for credit.  Tiffany added that although this process moved away from WBIDs, it is based on the same information from the PLSM and this scale gives more flexibility for projects.
Mark stated that they will be looking at the data and making it as specific as possible because that translates to a monetary savings.  Fixing the soils and land uses could reduce the allocations and save money.  Amy responded that they should not count on fixing the soil types for credit in this iteration of the BMAP.  Mark noted that they have looked at 27 different projects that will only achieve about 30-40% of the reductions.  Amy stated that she understands and that everyone is facing a similar issue.  Credit can be assigned for applicable projects that have been implemented since 2000 and there is also credit available for street sweeping activity and public education on nutrient-related issues.  Tiffany added that public education can result in a lot of credit because it is worth up to 6% of the total starting load.
Darren noted that refining the information just shifts the load from one place to another; however, the total reduction will still need to be met.  The target is not going to change and we just need to figure out how to get there.  Darren stated that he does not understand the concept of treating undeveloped land, especially if those areas are still undeveloped from 2000.  It will be difficult to obtain program funding to treat land that has not been modified.  In addition, it is not beneficial to do projects on undeveloped lands because they have lower loads.  Tiffany responded that FDEP is flexible on how the reductions are achieved.  They adjusted the target so that reductions are not required on undeveloped lands.  This process is designed to distribute responsibility and it will be up to the stakeholders to determine appropriate projects.  Bob added that the undeveloped areas could be used to treat loads from the developed areas.
Robert asked what the cutoff date is for potential revisions to the allocations.  The stakeholders all want to double check the numbers and the jurisdictional boundaries but if something changes for an entity it will affect all the other allocations.  Amy responded that at the next meeting information will be provided for BMAP project collection.  The deadline for submitting changes to the shapefiles for the allocations will likely be the same as the deadline for project submittal, so that FDEP can analyze all the information at the same time.  In terms of checking individual calculations, there are several files on the FTP site that were used in the allocation process.  The pre-process file includes the original files from the entities or the information FDEP had on record and the second pre-process file is the PLSM model clipped for the jurisdictions.  There is also a file with the allocation calculations.  Amy noted that there is a free Geographic Information System (GIS) viewer available to look at the files if any of the entities do not have GIS.
Richard asked what is the vision and major milestones for the BMAP process in the next six months to one year.  Amy responded that during the next meeting FDEP will provide guidance for calculating project reductions and a project table that can be used to submit project information.  Time will then be provided for project submittal and everyone will provide completed projects since 2000 as a first step.  If it is easier for an entity, all projects (including those that are planned) can be provided.  Any information to refine the allocations would also be provided at that time.  FDEP will review all the information and will likely have one-on-one meetings with the entities to discuss their projects.  This process will occur over a few months.  FDEP will then provide information on the approved projects and the balance of reductions needed for each entity.  The entities will then provide additional projects for review.  By January, a complete project list should be provided for each entity.  At this point, a draft BMAP and monitoring plan will be available and the information will be refined from there.

John asked if the projects submitted must meet all the reductions for the 15-year period or just the reductions in the first five-year BMAP.  Amy responded that FDEP is only looking for projects to meet the reductions for the first five years but additional projects can be provided beyond that point.  Amy noted that time will be included on the next meeting agenda for a follow up discussion on allocations. 

Mark stated that the Patrick Air Force Base north housing has a stormwater system that was designed for a 25-year storm but withstood Fay, which was a 500-year storm.  He asked what information could be provided to show this system is achieving more reductions than what is required by permit.  Amy responded that they will need to provide any data and detailed information that are available to support additional credit.  Mark noted that the main factor is that the soils absorb more water than was thought when the system was designed.  Tiffany noted that they will need to provide information that shows the system is operating better than designed.    

Joanie noted that at the Florida Stormwater Association (FSA) meeting there were presentations related to the fact that many models overestimate the discharge rate.  This has resulted in having overbuilt systems in many areas.  Tiffany added that examples were also discussed where the actual input was lower than what was estimated for the project.  Amy noted that Eric Livingston (FDEP) will be involved in the project evaluations and determining project credit.
Bach McClure noted that the reduction percentages are quite high.  If there is an 80% required reduction and 15% of a jurisdiction’s area is not available for projects, this results in reductions higher than 95% on the remaining 85% of the jurisdiction.  He asked what this does to the biota if all nutrients are removed before the water is discharged.  This will not be an issue in the first five years but could be a problem in the future.  Whit responded that they will need to focus on stormwater volume reduction.  Every cubic meter of water than can be held or diverted for irrigation will result in a 100% reduction.  Whit stated that he does not expect water retention or diversion, even on a large scale, to create problems for the lagoon.
Amy noted that if the stakeholders have any questions or concerns before the next meeting they can contact her, Tiffany, or Marcy Policastro.  In addition, FDEP staff are available if assistance is needed in explaining this process to upper management.
Public Comment and Wrap Up

The next BRL meeting will be held on Friday, July 9, 2010 at the City of Palm Bay Council Chambers.
Adjourn
The meeting was adjourned at 11:16 AM.
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