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Welcome and Opening Remarks

Tiffany Busby welcomed everyone to the Banana River Lagoon (BRL) technical meeting.  The participants introduced themselves and the entity they represent.
Allocation Approach

Amy Tracy stated that the reductions for each individual allocation have not been determined yet.  This information should be available in the next few months.  The purpose of today’s meeting is to discuss how the allocations will be calculated so that the stakeholders have an understanding of the process.  Since the BRL basin does not have any tributaries total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) like the Central and North Indian River Lagoon (IRL) basins, the BRL allocations can be completed first.  Amy presented the existing loading for 2000 land use and the target loads for the waterbody identification numbers (WBIDs) in BRL.  These numbers are only for the stormwater sources and do not include atmospheric deposition loading.  The stakeholders in the basin include wastewater treatment facilities (WWTFs), which received allocations in the TMDL that should be either in the facility permits or will be incorporated soon.  In addition, there are municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4s), non-MS4s, and agriculture.
The method for the allocation calculations is a Geographic Information Systems (GIS)-based process.  The extent of the BRL basin is based on the Pollutant Load Screening Model (PLSM) boundaries, and, in general, the area east of A1A is not included in the basin where those areas drain to the Atlantic Ocean.  PLSM shapefile includes the land uses, event mean concentrations (EMCs), runoff coefficients, and rainfall.  The PLSM output file is included on the FTP site and the most recent link to the site is shown on the meeting agenda.  Amy noted that if an entity does not have access to GIS, they can open the dbf file in Excel, which will provide the land use and associated information.  Each processing step in the calculations will create a separate GIS shapefile that includes the land uses for each entity by removing those acres from the base map.  Gordon England asked for an explanation of a shapefile.  Amy responded that GIS is specialty software that takes detailed information and displays it over a geographical scope.  A shapefile belongs to the software and shows the actual location of the information.  
Amy explained that for the entities with MS4s, the load will be split into two separate allocations: (1) MS4 (wasteload) allocation; and (2) non-MS4 (load) allocation.  The wasteload allocation is for point sources including WWTFs and MS4s.  The load allocation includes agricultural runoff and non-MS4 areas.  The loads associated with the MS4 allocation will be linked to the MS4 permit through the existing self-implementation language for TMDLs and BMAPs.  This allows any acres in the jurisdiction that are not part of the MS4 to not be linked to the permit.  The non-MS4 loads and activities are enforceable through the Secretarial adopted BMAP.  The projects to achieve these reductions can occur anywhere in the BRL basin.  Amy noted that a list of acronyms used in the BMAP process is posted on the FTP site.
Amy reviewed example maps that showed the GIS processing steps for the allocation calculations.  The output for the BRL basin from PLSM will be used as the base map.  The first step will be to use the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) file that includes their roads and infrastructure and remove the FDOT acres from the base map.  These acres then become a separate file for FDOT with their land uses and are used to assign their loads.  The next step is to identify EMCs with zero values since these acres have no loading and should not be allocated to any entity.  These areas will be removed from the base map.  The next step is to remove agricultural areas from the base map and create a separate agricultural shapefile.  Then, the jurisdictional boundaries provided by each of the municipalities will be used to clip out their acreages and create separate shapefiles.  In addition, FDEP will ask for the MS4 coverage to split out the MS4 and non-MS4 areas to calculate loading.  Once each of the municipalities is removed from the base map, the remaining acres will be the county’s responsibility.  

The shapefiles for each entity will be used to determine the total starting point load based on the acreage.  Then, using the target load from the TMDL, the total allowable load per acre will be calculated for both total nitrogen (TN) and total phosphorus (TP).  This allowable load per acre will be multiplied by the total acres for each entity to determine the total allowable load by entity.  The starting point load minus the allowable load will yield the required reduction.
Jeff Ratliff asked about not including land east of A1A.  It depends on the jurisdiction whether or not this area drains to BRL.  If A1A is used as the cutoff then most of the City of Cape Canaveral will not be included in the basin.  Amy responded that if this basin delineation is not correct, the stakeholders should provide information to FDEP.  This is especially true for any areas that are drained via pipes to the BRL.  Amy will discuss this issue with Cape Canaveral and Cocoa Beach.  John Fergus noted that A1A is a good division line for Satellite Beach but that A1A goes very far west into Cape Canaveral.
Joanie Regan asked if the MS4 areas would be delineated based on outfalls and stormwater infrastructure.  Bob Kelly noted that the delineation depends on the jurisdiction.  The MS4 boundaries are usually set using the jurisdictional boundaries and an MS4 is designated based on population.  Tiffany added that FDEP does not have all the MS4 systems mapped and the jurisdictions have options on what they can submit for the BMAP.  The simplest approach is to use the jurisdictional boundaries.  Another option is that the MS4 program defines a Phase II MS4 area based on the U.S. Census designated urbanized areas, and the GIS coverage that shows these areas can be provided.  The most accurate approach would be if the entity had their conveyances mapped and knew the drainage area for the MS4 system.  It will be up to each entity to specify their MS4 boundaries using one of these options.  Mark Dixon asked what the deadline is for providing this data.  Amy responded that it should be sent to her within the next month.  The entities can contact Amy if they have questions on what to provide.
Gordon noted that Satellite Beach just annexed a new area that was not originally part of their MS4 system and he asked if they would be responsible for the load.  Tiffany responded that they would be responsible, and the purpose of splitting the MS4 and non-MS4 areas is to limit what is tied to the MS4 permit.  Amy stated that the previous maps provided for the basin were based on the WBID boundaries, which do not exactly match the PLSM output.  The PLSM output will be used to determine the allocations and this file is available on the FTP site.
Mark stated that the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is coming out with numeric nutrient criteria that the entities will have to meet along with the TMDL.  It seems like everyone is getting hit by requirements from two different agencies.  Amy responded that EPA has not yet promulgated the criteria, and EPA and FDEP are working on how adopted TMDLs will be handled.  It looks like existing TMDLs will be made into site-specific alternative criteria (SSAC) that would be used instead of the statewide numeric criteria.  The focus for this basin is on meeting the load reductions for the adopted TMDLs.  Mark noted that as a government entity, they need to budget out a few years and they want to make sure they are asking for the right amount of money.  Amy responded that the BMAP will be split into three, five-year periods, which should help with budgeting.  Bob asked if Patrick Air Force Base has federal permits for discharging.  Mark responded that they have multi-sector general permits (MSGPs) and the MS4 permit.  The base also has south housing, which has been annexed to Satellite Beach, and north housing, which will be annexed to the county.  Tiffany noted these annexations will need to be addressed through the jurisdictional boundaries discussion.  John stated that the south housing does not discharge to BRL but the model already included this area in the loading.  
Amy stated that the next steps include boundaries submittals from the remaining entities.  This information can be in GIS or CAD.  All files that FDEP creates from this information will be posted to the FTP site for the stakeholders to use.  FDEP will go through the GIS processing steps to create the shapefiles and these files will go to Bob Kelly for the allocation calculations.  Amy stated that she hopes to have the allocations ready for the May meeting.  As part of the allocation calculations, de minimus values for TN and TP will be determined.  An entity must meet both the TN and TP values for de minimus, which means the entity’s loading is not significant for this area.  FDEP will notify any entities that meet these values and are excused from receiving specific reduction assignments in this BMAP.  In addition, discussions on the monitoring plan will be started soon.  The BMAP must include a monitoring program and FDEP will be looking to build on existing monitoring efforts.  If an entity does not currently monitor, they will not be excused and must participate.  It will take some time to determine an appropriate network for the BMAP.
Joanie asked if the MS4 boundaries files can be uploaded to the FTP site.  Amy responded that she will provide the link to the site.  If anyone has proprietary data they should discuss these data with Amy.  There is paperwork that can be filled out so that the files are not available to the public.  Once the allocations have been calculated, there will be a discussion on how project credit will be assigned.  Eligible projects completed since 2000 and planned for the next five years can be submitted.
Provisional Credit for Nonstructural Activities

Tiffany noted that although the project collection process has not started yet, FDEP does have information on nonstructural project credits.  A handout was provided on this topic.  FDEP is interested in promoting certain types of projects that are beneficial for removing nutrients but do not have as much information about the associated reductions as the structural project.  These projects have been assigned provisional credits because there is ongoing research to determine reductions.  There is not enough Florida-specific information on these activities now but FDEP wants to give credit in the BMAP because they are beneficial.  One type of provisional credit is for public education and outreach efforts, which can be up to a 6% credit of the TN and TP starting loads.  Locally implementing the Florida Yards and Neighborhoods (FYN) program is worth 3% credit, and entities are eligible even if they are just contributing funding to a staff position.  Up to a 2% credit for will be given for having landscape, irrigation, fertilizer, and pet waste management ordinances.
Troy Rice asked how the requirement for a fertilizer ordinance will affect the credit.  Tiffany responded that FDEP is planning to give credit for this ordinance right now but this could change in the future.  Gordon asked if the military bases, which do not have ordinances but have policies that do not allow fertilizer, will be eligible for credit.  Tiffany responded that FDEP will have to review the information from those types of entities, if there is a policy equivalent to an ordinance.  Patricia Tierney asked if there are criteria that describe what is sufficient.  She asked if having ordinance is enough or if they also have to show they have enforcement.  Tiffany responded that FDEP has not focused on the enforcement part yet because they are currently looking to get the ordinances in the place.  This could change in the future.
Joanie noted that some of the education efforts on this list are more than what is required by the MS4 permit.  She asked if the credit should just be limited to the activities associated with the permit.  Tiffany responded that actually the reverse should be true where FDEP would not give credit for activities already in place.  However, FDEP did not want to punish early adopters of these policies so they are giving credit for the education activities, regardless of when they were implemented.  There is no requirement to implement these actions in the BMAP but stakeholders usually see this as an economical option for credit.  Joanie noted that some MS4 entities have a done more than minimal requirements for their education program.  Amy responded that this credit is evaluated based on information from the stakeholders on their activities.  An entity that does not conduct many educational activities would not receive much credit.
Robbyn Spratt stated that Brevard County has a lot projects that received grants from Section 319 funds, which require monitoring and education activities.  She asked if the county could receive education credit for these activities.  Tiffany responded that short term efforts would not receive credit because FDEP is assigning up to 6% credit for the entire BMAP period.
Holly Abeels stated that she works for the Brevard County Extension Office and some of her coworkers will be doing presentations later this year on FYN.  They can come and speak to the county if they are interested.  Terry Mott stated that she worked with one of those staff people on a homeowner survey that will go out in next two weeks, which asks them how they are caring for their yards.  Based on the answers, they will be educated on a new program. 
Tiffany stated that the other provisional credit if for street sweeping.  The example in the handout is from another basin, and FDEP hopes to have the results from the Florida Stormwater Association (FSA) study soon for use in this basin.  The example method determined a grams/mile/day load and then the stakeholders were asked to provide the road miles swept and frequency to calculate credit.  The example only shows TP but TN credit will also be provided.  The numbers from the example should not be used in any calculations and the stakeholders will be notified of the updated numbers, when available.  Gordon asked if the type of sweeping was included because vacuum sweepers are much more efficient.  Marcy Policastro responded that the study used vacuum sweepers.
Inspection and Maintenance of Neighborhood Stormwater Ponds

Tiffany stated that a question came up in a previous meeting on maintenance of homeowner’s association (HOA) ponds.  FDEP did some research to help explain why these ponds are included in the local government acreages.  For enforcement on the maintenance of these ponds, the St. Johns River Water Management District (SJRWMD) stated that if the pond has an Environmental Resource Permit (ERP) then they can take enforcement.  The ERP program went into place in 1982 so ponds after this time should have a permit.  If there is no ERP, then SJRWMD does not have enforcement authority but they are willing to contact the HOA to work with them on the importance of maintenance.  If the pond discharges to the MS4, the local government has the ability to enforce through the MS4 permit.  The MS4s are responsible for discharges into their conveyances and the loads coming out of the system.  There are some local governments throughout the state that have ordinances in place for stormwater ponds, which helps to increase their authority.  

Tiffany noted that this issue is related to allocations because the TMDL model takes into account that treatment is in place.  This makes the allocation process more equitable because the model acknowledges that there is some treatment and accounted for it in loading.  Therefore, those jurisdictions with more treatment should have a lower starting point load.  Gordon asked how it was determined which properties to give credit to in the model.  Tiffany responded that Whit Green (SJRWMD) provided a detailed explanation in the North IRL meeting.  SJRWMD used aerials from 1989, which was the closest data they had to when the ERP program started.  Those areas that had development in the 1989 aerials were considered not to have treatment and any development after that time was considered to have treatment.  This analysis was not done on a permit level.   
Troy asked how county roads are handled in each jurisdiction.  Tiffany responded that the loads from these roads will be assigned to the entity they are located in.  Amy added that FDEP was originally told that the county road coverage was not available but this may not be true.  If each of the counties in the basin could provide their road coverages then these roads could be assigned to the counties.
Robbyn stated that a lot of the MS4 conveyances go through different municipalities.  She asked how the loads associated with those canals will be assigned.  Bob responded that any area that drains to the canal that belongs to county will be assigned to the county.  The county and cities would only be responsible for their areas that drain to the canal.  Tiffany added that the load is estimated based on land use and not the water quality in the ditch.  Lou Giacoma stated that this did not make sense to him because the city’s boundaries cannot control what is coming from upstream.  Amy responded that the model is not based on the nutrient concentration in the stream but on the loads from the land uses of each jurisdiction.

Darren May asked if the treatment shown in the model factors in the changes in permit requirements over time.  Tiffany responded that the model is not refined enough to make that distinction.  Darren asked if the credit in the model it too conservative since it does not take the treatment requirements into account.  Amy responded that there is also uncertainty related to the maintenance of these stormwater systems because it is assumed that they are maintained and operated as permitted.  Robert Potts asked if the PLSM assumes a certain reduction in areas where redevelopment has occurred.  Bob responded that the model assumed a 70% reduction in TP and 30% reduction in TN regardless of the type of best management practice (BMP).  Joanie asked if they could submit any redevelopment projects after 2000 for BMAP credit.  Tiffany responded that these projects could count and that FDEP would determine the associated credit.
Terry asked if the percentage of the problem caused by subdivisions as opposed to other sources has been determined.  Bob responded that model provides different loading estimates for different land uses so this general information could be provided.  Terry noted that providing this information to homeowners could help them understand how they contribute to the nutrient loading.  Darren stated that they should not be too specific because the projects should be based on an industry standard.  Bob responded that each BMP type has a different effectiveness value and the reduction will be based on the area that drains to that BMP.  The estimate in the model for treatment is very general but a more detailed approach will be used for the BMAP.
Gordon asked if it will be feasible for an entity to monitor their outfall to show they are not having an impact and do not need to be in the BMAP.  Amy responded that Florida Statutes state that monitoring is an option but it must show that the entity is not contributing any load to the waterbody.  Mark stated that the numeric nutrient criteria may lead to entities holding all their water, which could hurt the lagoon.  Bob responded that there is no such thing as total retention because it only retains all stormwater, which would then transfer to the groundwater and to the lagoon.  The water will still enter the system but much more slowly.  Tiffany added that from a seagrass perspective, the less water entering the lagoon quickly is important and beneficial.  Joanie stated that they have a pond that was monitored for a Section 319 grant and they were amazed at how much less water came through basin than anticipated because of the soils in the area.  She noted that the PSLM did not fully account for these differences in soils.  Bob responded that the model included soils but the soil maps are typically not complete so assumptions need to be made.
Next Meeting

Amy stated that the meeting schedule has been adjusted.  FDEP will meet with the water control districts in April and then with BRL in May.  This basin can move forward faster since the tributaries TMDLs are not needed.  The May meeting will be used to discuss the allocations, if they are available, and to start discussions on the monitoring plan.  The next North IRL meeting will be in June and the Central IRL meeting will be in July to discuss monitoring plans.  John noted that if the May meeting will be used to discuss allocations, then the allocation table should be posted a week before the meeting to give the stakeholders time to review the numbers.  This should help the meeting go more smoothly.  Amy responded that she will try to get that information out about a week before and if adequate time cannot be provided for review before the meeting, the allocations will not be discussed in May.
The next meeting is scheduled for Friday, May 14th and a meeting room is needed.  Any stakeholder interested in hosting the meeting should contact Amy. 
Adjourn
The meeting was adjourned at 11:45 AM.
Action Items

1. Amy Tracy will discuss the issue of using A1A as the basin cutoff point and any stormwater piping to BRL with Cape Canaveral and Cocoa Beach.

2. All stakeholders should provide their jurisdictional boundaries and MS4 boundaries (if applicable) to Amy Tracy within the next month.

3. FDEP staff will follow up with Patrick Air Force Base and Satellite Beach about the south housing area.

4. Bob Kelly will provide Terry Mott with the nutrient loading estimates for each type of land use from the model.
5. Amy Tracy will send the allocation table out before the May meeting to allow time for review.
Distribution
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