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Welcome and Opening Remarks
Tiffany Busby welcomed everyone to the Indian River Lagoon (IRL) basin management action plans (BMAPs) meeting and thanked the Brevard County Agricultural Center for hosting.  The participants introduced themselves and the entities they represent.  Tiffany noted that there is a lot of information that will be presented at this meeting so the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) is planning to hold additional meetings by project zone to go through the information in more detail and to answer questions.
Review of the Numeric Nutrient Criteria Map

Tiffany stated that the St. Johns River Water Management District (SJRWMD) was asked by the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) to help propose numeric nutrient criteria (NNC) for the IRL Basin so that the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) would not create their own criteria.  Joel Steward worked on the criteria using the information from the work on the pollutant load reduction goals (PLRGs) and total maximum daily loads (TMDLs).  The draft IRL NNC report included a map that indicated seagrass were recovering, which led to stakeholders questions about the TMDL reductions.  FDEP thought it would be helpful for Joel to present at this meeting to explain what the map represents, what information went into it, and how it is different from the TMDL targets.
Joel stated that a union coverage approach was used in which all the available seagrass mapping years (1943-1999) at the time of target development were overlaid to create one seagrass coverage to represent the maximum extent that seagrass had grown during those years.  The focus of this evaluation is on the deep edge of the seagrass bed, not the total coverage.  The next step was to collect the bathymetry points associated with the deep edge, which was accomplished by setting a buffer around the deep edge.  Bathymetry points in the shallow end of the lagoon and in dredged areas and holes were removed because they are inappropriate areas to analyze for seagrass depth limits.  From the bathymetry points at the deep edge, a cumulative frequency curve was created, which is known as the lower restoration depth (LRD).  An upper restoration depth (URD) curve was also developed.  These two curves represented the original idea for success in the IRL.  As new mapping years are completed, the union coverage is updated with the newest year and the oldest year is removed.  The updated curve is then compared to the LRD and URD, and if it falls on the LRD or between the LRD and URD, then it is considered to be restored if it maintains this status for a set period of time.  

In the Banana River Lagoon (BRL), there are four segments and a LRD was developed for each segment.  In addition, SJRWMD determined the most stable segment over time, which was the northern segment BR1-2.  From this stable segment, URD was developed and this is the ultimate goal for restoration.  Since there are other ecological factors that affect seagrass growth that might not occur in BR1-2, the LRD is the focus of this analysis.  For the TMDLs, SJRWMD and FDEP decided to shift the LRD down 10% to conform to the transparency standard set by the state.  The first step for TMDL compliance is to compare the cumulative frequency distribution curves for the TMDL union coverage and the updated union coverage.  The second step is to compare the individual year’s median to the TMDL median depth limit.  The TMDL load limits were then developed using the TMDL median, which is from the 90% LRD curve.  
For the NNC, the focus is on meeting the TMDL depth limits, and the map from the report was intended only to illustrate a reference approach method.  The goal of the NNC development was to be consistent with the IRL nutrient TMDLs.  Segment-years were selected in which median segrass depth limits were equivalent to the median TMDL depth limits.  The water quality data associated with those segment-years was then pulled and aggregated by segment.  This map was not intended to identify the segments that met the TMDL targets.  The definition of the TMDL target is to achieve both evaluation steps using a multi-years analysis on the project zone scale.  The NNC map did not analyze both steps of the target criteria, did not conduct any multi-year assessment or include a consistency step, and was done on the segment scale instead of by project zone.

David Gunter asked if the change in sea level since 1943 has been accounted for in this analysis.  The bottom of the IRL is fairly flat so any rise in sea level affects the depth.  Joel responded that sea level rise was addressed in setting the depth limit distributions for the LRD and URD, for the period used to set the targets from 1943 to 1999.  SJRWMD looked at the results of three studies on sedimentation rates in the lagoon and compared this information to sea level rise.  SJRWMD found that sediment accumulation has, in general, been keeping pace with sea level rise, which means that the depth stays about the same.  There was some decline in the amount of sedimentation, but this amount was within the error of the bathymetry, which was measured in 1996.
Steve Peene asked if there has been any research on known unimpacted systems and the variability in seagrass.  Natural conditions may vary such that some of the change observed in the IRL is just natural variance.  Joel responded that the URD represents the segments that are as close to unimpacted as possible in Florida.  When SJRWMD analyzed the coefficient of variation (CV) for BR1-2, they found that it was very stable from 1943-1999.  This same analysis was done for southern Mosquito Lagoon and its CV was even lower than BRL; therefore, it is even more stable.  The LRD takes into account the natural variability of the system as well as the anthropogenic variability.
Bob Ulevich asked if the comfort level with the sedimentation rate and IRL depth also extends to light penetration and depth.  Joel responded that if a seagrass acreage target was being set, then sea level rise would have an impact because there would likely be less seagrass in deeper waters.  However, sea level rise does not affect the depth limit target because that target would stay the same and would allow less seagrass acres if the lagoon becomes deeper.
Steve asked if those years not meeting the median depth limit targets have higher concentrations of nutrients.  Joel responded that he is getting ready to do this analysis but he has evaluated this in another way.  He looked at a period of time before 2003 where seagrass were suffering in several segments, and compared this to the period after 2003 where there was a dramatic increase in seagrass.  There was a significant difference in nutrients, chlorophyll-a, turbidity, and color between these two periods.
Assessment of Progress towards the IRL TMDLs Seagrass Depth Limit Targets

Amy stated that the TMDL is required to include a load in order to meet the Clean Water Act provisions; therefore the TMDL rule was written in loads.  However, the IRL has a biological target and the TMDL document includes a median depth limit for seagrass that must be achieved.  What FDEP is really evaluating is whether the median seagrass depth limit is met, regardless of whether the total load reductions have been achieved.  The TMDL depth limit targets are 90% of the 1943-1999 union coverage.  The goal of the TMDLs is not 100% restoration; the TMDL only sets the minimum requirements to have a healthy system.
For the assessment of seagrass success, the project zone scale was used.  Project zones were initially proposed to give a larger area to implement projects to help with partnering to achieve load reductions at a lower cost for a higher benefit.  SJRWMD and FDEP selected the project zone boundaries based on the hydrologic conditions in the area.  While FDEP would like the entire sublagoon to meet the TMDL targets, FDEP believes that success can be shown at the smaller, project zone scale.  There is one project zone in the Banana River Lagoon (BRL), two zones in the North IRL, and three zones in the Central IRL.  The reason that FDEP is not using segments for the analysis is that there are multiple segments in a project zone.  If one segment is meeting the target but the other segments in the zone are not, the stakeholders in that one segment would still need to make reductions since all the segments in the zone are connected.  It seemed fairer to evaluate success only by project zone.
Amy stated that all of the Geographic Information System (GIS) files used in the assessment are posted on the FTP site (listed on the agenda).  These files include the seagrass coverage by year, deep edge buffer, dredged area, and bathymetry.  There are different land use land cover codes in the seagrass files to differentiate between segrass and algae.  This analysis focused on codes 9113 and 9116, which are seagrass.  The GIS function of dissolve was used to create a smooth coverage of all the seagrass data for both the TMDL union and union of assessment years.  The union was created by stacking all the years together to determine one perimeter.  Then the dissolve function aggregates the features based on specified attributes, in this case land use codes 9113 and 9116.  After the dissolve, the polygons representing the total seagrass area were transformed into a polyline, which is the perimeter only.  This step is needed to create a line for the deep edge so that a 15-meter buffer could be drawn to capture the points associated with that deep edge line.  The deep edge was then clipped to each project zone.  To measure the depth of the deep edge, the SJRWMD bathymetry file was used.  The GIS function of erase was used to remove points from the original bathymetry file that were associated with dredged areas since seagrass are not expected to grow in dredged areas.  The intersect function was then used to intersect the updated bathymetry file with the deep edge buffer files, and the output is the bathymetry associated with the deep edge.  It is important to note that the example of an intersect in the presentation is for the entire seagrass bed, and not the polyline actually used in the analysis.  The question was asked how seagrass and algae were differentiated in the 1943 black and white aerial photography.  Joel responded that there is a clear distinction between seagrass and algae in many areas of the lagoon.  However, there were a few areas where a judgment call had to be made.  The analysis of the 1943 aerial photography was conducted in the mid-1990s.
Amy explained that the results of the GIS processing were then used in the two-step evaluation for the TMDL target.  The first step is to create a cumulative frequency distribution curve of the seagrass depth limits for the assessment years and compare it to the TMDL union curve, and the second step is to compare the medians.  The Step 1 method is consistent with the approach used to develop the TMDL depth limit targets.  In order to meet Step 1 compliance, the assessment years curve must lie on or to the right of the TMDL curve at least 50% of the time.  FDEP only used 2003-2007 in the assessment analysis because the Impaired Waters Rule (IWR) prevents FDEP from using data older than ten years.  There is also a 2001 mapping year; however, it was completed only in the southern part of the IRL so the data could not be used in the assessment.  The Step 1 analysis found that BRL is compliant, North A and North B are not compliant, and all of Central IRL is compliant. 

Step 2 then compares each assessment year’s median to the TMDL median depth limit.  This step ensures that one exceptional year does not overpower the other years in the Step 1 analysis.  To be Step 2 compliant, three out of the four assessment years must meet or exceed the TMDL median.  FDEP decided to use three out of four years to account for the natural variability in the system.  Bob Kelly added that this also allows for compliance even if there is a bad year that does not meet the target but the issue is not due to anthropogenic sources.  Amy noted that in the Step 2 evaluation, Central A and SEB met three out of the four years and Central B met all four years.  In BRL, there is some improvement in the medians.  North A improved from 2003 to 2005 but the median has been the same since that time.  North B had some improvement with a small backslide in 2007.
Since the seagrass depths meet both Step 1 and Step 2 in Central IRL, the stakeholders do not have to make additional reductions at this time.  FDEP will continue to collect completed project information since 2000, which will help FDEP characterize what reductions have been made in the Central IRL.  While the targets have been met, FDEP is not ready to say that the TMDL has been achieved in Central IRL.  FDEP will use the data from the 2009 and 2011 seagrass mapping years to conduct another assessment to evaluate whether Central IRL is still meeting the targets.  If the targets are still met, then Central IRL will be considered to have met the TMDL, and the FDEP watershed cycle will be used to continue evaluations.  If the Central IRL is no longer meeting the targets, then FDEP will ask the stakeholders for reductions in a BMAP.

The stakeholders in North IRL and BRL will need to make reductions, and FDEP will develop separate BMAPs for these areas.  The project collection process will continue and allocations will be developed for North A and North B.  In year 4 of the BMAPs, FDEP will reassess compliance using 2007, 2009, 2011, and 2013 mapping data.  If these areas are compliant with the new evaluation, FDEP will not ask for additional reductions in the next iteration of the BMAP.  Then, using data from the 2015 and 2017 mapping years, FDEP will determine if these areas are still meeting the target.  If so, they will be considered to have met the TMDLs.  If not, FDEP will ask for further reductions in another iteration of the BMAP.  

Each year FDEP assesses a basin to determine if the waterbodies are meeting water quality standards.  The IRL Basin is part of the Group 5 basins, and it was determined to be impaired based on an imbalance of seagrass in the Cycle 1 evaluation.  This summer, FDEP will come out with the Cycle 2 evaluation for the Group 5 basins and there may be additional impairments in the IRL.  If any of the impairments are nutrient-related, the current TMDL will be used to address these impairments.  All of the IRL waterbodies listed as impaired (category 5) in Cycle 1 will be moved to category 4a in Cycle 2.  This category is included on the delist list because the waterbody has a TMDL, although water quality standards have not been met.  In another five years (2016), FDEP will reassess this area in Cycle 3.  FDEP is looking to adopt the North IRL and BRL BMAPs in April 2012, and then project implementation will start.  The Central IRL reassessment will occur in March 2013, which is when the 2011 seagrass mapping should be available.  Around the same time of the Cycle 3 evaluation (July 2016), the BRL and North IRL evaluation for year 4 of the BMAP will occur.  As a reminder, the intent of the TMDL is to recover deeper seagrass habitat, and this biological response target is the most important factor to evaluate success of the TMDL.  The load requirements themselves do not determine TMDL success.
Steve Szabo noted that there appears to be an anomaly on the BRL frequency distribution curve around 50%.  The rest of the curve is to the right of the TMDL curve.  Tiffany responded that BRL did meet Step 1; however, none of the medians met the Step 2 requirement.  Steve asked how this process affects the tributaries TMDLs, especially those in Central IRL.  Amy responded that FDEP does not believe that additional reductions, beyond what was included in the main stem TMDL, are needed for most of the tributaries.  The southernmost tributaries, C-25 and Fort Pierce Farm Canal, do seem to have nutrient impairments and require additional reductions.  Those TMDLs should come out soon, once FDEP determines how the Governor’s Executive Order about rule making affects TMDLs, and a separate BMAP will be developed for these tributaries.  Gordon England asked if Central IRL meets the target for enough years, could it be delisted as unimpaired.  Amy responded that this can occur but it would not happen until at least Cycle 3.
John Fergus noted that the entire BRL curve is to right of the TMDL curve except right around 50%.  This seems to indicate success, but it is not reflected in Step 2.  Marcy Policastro responded that BRL is Step 1 compliant because the curve has to be on or to the right of the TMDL curve at least 50% of the time, and the BRL curve is either on or to the right of the TMDL curve 100% of the time.  Bob Kelly added that it would be useful to look at this in more detail because it could be that seagrass in BRL are depressed for some reason at the median depth.  Amy noted that this evaluation is a first cut and will be discussed further in the project zone meetings.  FDEP will not adopt a BMAP that the stakeholders cannot accept; however, if the target is not being met, the stakeholders will need to make some reductions.
Patricia Tierney stated that the seagrass mapping is the most important factor for the BMAP, and asked who will provide seagrass data in the future.  Joel responded that SJRWMD has the 2011 mapping in progress but they will need outside funding to continue in the future.  Marcy added that these discussions will occur in future monitoring meetings.  The question was asked about how often FDEP will conduct the compliance analyses.  Amy responded that FDEP was initially looking to update the evaluation once two new mapping years were available.  However, there was a suggestion to do an assessment with each new mapping year to help stakeholders determine if they are on the right track for success.
Darren May asked if the distributions for each project zone are relatively similar.  Bob Kelly responded that the dataset sizes and plots of the seagrass distributions are very similar.  Bach McClure asked what accounts for the variation in target depths for different project zones.  Joel responded that he is not sure what causes the differences, but he attributes the differences to the many environmental and ecological factors that can influence the depth.
Allocations

Bob Kelly stated that this presentation was given at a past BRL meeting, but there have been two changes to the allocation process since that time.   The TMDLs were based on the Pollutant Load Screening Model (PLSM) developed by the SJRWMD, and neither the TMDLs nor model has been modified for the BMAP.  The allocation calculations were GIS based, in which the PLSM shapefile was clipped to each project zone, and then to each jurisdiction to calculate the baseline loading for each entity.  The 5400 land use category was removed from the analysis since this is the lagoon itself.  In addition, the loadings associated with the other land uses in the 5000 series were removed from each entity’s baseline load to determine the net load.  These land uses are lakes, ponds, and streams and stakeholders are not expected to make reductions in these areas.  This is one of the changes from the previous allocation approach.
The net loads by entity were then sorted from highest to lowest to determine which entities have very low loads and could be considered de minimus.  In BRL, there were several entities with low loading, and a similar process will be followed in North IRL.  The de minimus stakeholders will not be assigned an allocation in this iteration of the BMAP; however, they could receive allocations in future iterations if deemed necessary.  The loadings associated with these de minimus entities are not reallocated to the other stakeholders in the basin.  The next step in the allocation process was to determine the target loads per acre using the target load for nonpoint sources from the TMDL and dividing it by the total acres in each project zone.  The target load per acre for total nitrogen (TN) and total phosphorus (TP) was multiplied by the acres for an entity to determine the allowable load for that entity in that project zone.  Those entities in more than one project zone will have multiple allocations.  The required reductions are then calculated by subtracting the allowable load from the net load.  In addition, since it appears that some areas are closer to meeting the seagrass target than was originally thought, FDEP changed the five-year required reduction of 33% to 15% for this iteration of the BMAP.
Banana River Lagoon Revised Allocations

For the BRL allocations, Bob explained that the baseline loads were recalculated for each jurisdiction.  When comparing the calculated baseline TN and TP loads to the loads from the TMDL model, there is almost no difference.  The slight difference in loading is probably due to clipping the shapefile.  The loads from 5000 land uses were removed from the baseline loads to yield the net load for each entity.  These net loads were sorted from highest to lowest to determine the de minimus entities, which are agriculture, City of Melbourne, Port Canaveral, and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  Carol Johnson asked why the Patrick Air Force Base loads are high given the number of acres.  Bob responded that this is due to the higher loading associated with the land use types in their area.

The 5000 land uses were not included in calculation for the target load per acre.  The resulting targets were 2.04 lbs TN/acre/year and 0.344 lbs TP/acre/year.  When these target loads are multiplied by the acres in each jurisdiction, the resulting load differs from the TMDL load because the de minimus load was not reallocated.   In looking at the required reductions for each entity, the requirement for Kennedy Space Center seemed high given the large amount of natural lands in its jurisdiction.  FDEP compared the target load per acre for natural areas for each of the jurisdictions and found that Kennedy Space Center’s average natural lands target is 2.83 lbs TN/acre/yr, which is higher than the TMDL target.  Since Kennedy Space Center is approximately 91% undeveloped lands, FDEP decided to the modify target because the goal is not to reduce loads beyond natural background.  For the other stakeholders, the basin-wide average target for natural lands, 2.08 lbs TN/acre/yr, was assigned.  When the current reduction requirements for BRL are compared to the reductions presented in June 2010, they are much lower.  As a reminder, the goal of the TMDL is to achieve the deeper seagrass habitats, and the full load reductions from the TMDL do not have to be met as long as the seagrass targets are achieved.
Gordon asked if the allocations were based on acreages within each jurisdiction and not the loads.  Bob responded that the target load is based on average total load from the project zone divided by the total acres of the project zone.  When the target load is multiplied by the entity’s acres, this equals the allocation.  The baseline load for each entity is based on calculating the load for each entity using their land uses.  Steve Peene noted that although it is not FDEP’s intent to reduce to natural background concentrations, Kennedy Space Center’s target requires them to reduce to natural background.  Amy responded that achieving this target is not required in the first iteration of the BMAP.  Steve asked if the stakeholders will have to sign off on the full 15-year reduction or just the reductions for this iteration of the BMAP.   Amy responded that this first BMAP is solely based on a 15% reduction and the evaluation of seagrass target compliance in year 4 to determine progress.  The stakeholders will only need to agree to the first 15% of reductions.  Robert Potts asked if the new BRL allocations include the credit from the completed projects that were submitted.  Amy responded that this is only the allocation and required reductions without any credit included.  The Florida Stormwater Association (FSA) study is still needed to determine credit for street sweeping and catch basins to finish completed project calculations.  If stakeholders have other completed projects, there is still time to submit those.
Steve noted that statistical error could be driving the results of the Step 1 and Step 2 analyses.  None of the medians in BRL are meeting the TMDL median; therefore, there is no one really good year influencing the success in Step 1.  It would be helpful to include error bars for these numbers because success could be within the margin of error and this could mean the difference in spending millions of dollars for projects.  Amy responded that FDEP agreed earlier to look at BRL in more detail and the results of this evaluation will be presented to the stakeholders at a future meeting.
Virginia Barker stated that when the BMAP process started, all the stakeholders had was the TMDL number adopted by law.  Now, FDEP is making it clear that this number is tied to a biological resource and this resource will be reevaluated every few years through an adaptive management approach.  Virginia stated that she applauds this big step.  Another big compliment is to the SJRWMD and stakeholders in the Central IRL that have made reductions, which brought back seagrass.  However, Virginia noted that when she has asked how the seagrass restoration in Central IRL occurred, the answers she received were that hurricanes flushed nutrients out of the basin and there has been decreased rainfall in the area.  Therefore, a portion of the success is due to meteorological conditions and the stakeholders should not leave today and not do anything for the next four years.  When the 2009 and 2011 seagrass data are evaluated, there could be a difference in the results, especially if there is more rain.  In addition, there has been a loss of seagrass density, and while this is not part of the TMDL, it is important to the health of the lagoon.  As a community that will be graded on how stormwater and public works programs are used to improve the health of the lagoon, there needs to be an increase in fish, crabs, and other key species.  It will be important to understand why we are seeing the seagrass response.  The stakeholders need to tease about how much improvement is due projects and how much is due to weather pattern changes.  Also looking at why seagrass grows deeper in one area than another could help to achieve seagrass growth at the deeper depths.
Amy responded that FDEP has some information on reductions from completed projects but the project collection process is still underway.  SJRWMD had put together preliminary information on what changes have been made in the Central IRL, including some large-scale projects that have not been done in other parts of the lagoon.  Virginia made some good points, and this is a good reminder that the lagoon is not healthy.  FDEP has a TMDL and will use adaptive management to address this impairment.  FDEP is trying to work towards what is feasible and achievable because reductions need to be made now instead of stopping to do more research.  It is impossible to include every variable that affects a biological response target, but the stakeholders need to come together and find a way to move forward.  The approach outlined in this meeting may not be the best approach, but restoration needs to begin.
Reductions Achieved in Central IRL 

Joel stated that the Central IRL information is still preliminary and he just started pulling it together yesterday.  He looked at data from 1994 to 2009, which is the timeframe for field data collection in association with the seagrass mapping.  On a lagoon-wide basis, there appears to be some correlation between the average transect distribution and mapped seagrass deep edge.  When looking at light attenuation, the lower the number the more light available at the bottom.  Light availability has increased in later years, which increased the mapped seagrass edge.  From other analyses, it appears that Central IRL is driving this lagoon-wide trend.  Joel also looked at chlorophyll-a, turbidity, and color, which are the three primary attenuators of light.  The chlorophyll-a levels have steadily decreased since late 1980s, which could be due to reductions in point sources to the lagoon.  Turbidity was about the same from the late 1980s to about 2004, and then it dropped off after the 2004 hurricanes.  The big storm surges associated with the hurricanes took a lot of suspended solids out of the lagoon when the water moved out of the inlets.  Color was analyzed against spring (February through May) rainfall volumes.  There is a dramatic decrease in spring time rainfall from 2000 to the present, which is likely influencing the reduction in color.  The annual rainfall volumes in the Indian River County area have also decreased from about 61.3 inches to about 48.9 inches in the period from 2000 to the present.  This reduction in rainfall results in about a 20% decrease in total suspended solids, TN, and TP loading.
There have also been pollutant load abatement actions in the Central IRL.  These actions include wastewater treatment facility discharge reductions; local government stormwater projects; muck removal and sediment trap creation projects in Crane Creek, Turkey Creek, and Sebastian River; operational changes in the C-1 for small magnitude storms with phase 1 of the rediversion project due to start this summer; Vero Beach Main Canal vegetation removal; and the Upper St. Johns River Basin (USJRB) project.  The discharges through C-54 to the Sebastian River have greatly reduced after the implementation of the USJRB project.  The goal is for the three-year average annual discharge to be less than 5.3 billion gallons once the project is completed.  Weather-related reductions in loads have also occurred due to a decrease in atmospheric deposition and a decrease in watershed runoff due to less rainfall.  Very rough estimates of the loading in Central IRL is that the TN loading using 2003 land uses is about 59 kg TN/ha of open water.  The TMDL target is 36 kg/ha and the loading in the past decade is about 42 kg/ha.  However, it appears that natural changes are a big part of the current load reductions, and this cannot be depended on in the future.
John asked if an estimate of what will happen if rainfall goes back to normal has been made.  Joel responded that the calculation has not been done, but it will increase watershed runoff loading.  John asked if a cycle for changes in rainfall in the IRL basin has been determined.  If rainfall changes every ten years and the BMAP is looking at a four year analysis, this could be an issue.  Joel responded that it is difficult to forecast the weather.  Roger Dykes asked if differences in seagrass species were also evaluated in the aerials.  Joel responded that while they are interested in exploring the species composition, SJRWMD’s efforts have been on the deep edge analysis.  Allen Potter asked if clamming activities from the early 1980s to mid 1990s in the BRL had an impact on seagrass.  Joel responded that it does not appear that clamming activities had a major affect on the seagrass deep edge.  The wastewater treatment facilities would have had a bigger impact, especially with the long residence time being a factor in the BRL.
Steve asked if the decrease in chlorophyll-a concentration is driving the light attenuation changes.  Joel responded that light attenuation seems to be more influenced by turbidity.  However, nutrient induced algal growth can shade out the seagrass.  The question was asked if the shapefiles for each seagrass mapping year are available.  Amy responded that they are on the SJRWMD website.  Tiffany added that the processed information used in the FDEP analysis is on the FTP site.  Bach asked for an index of the FTP site to help find files.
Public Comments and Wrap Up

Tiffany stated that FDEP will schedule project zone meetings to answer questions more specific to those areas.  Virginia noted that FDEP is planning to hold a Basin Working Group (BWG) meeting in July and the stakeholders may want to think about what questions their representatives will have and ask those questions at the project zone meeting.  Amy stated that the BWG will make formal recommendations to FDEP, and the purpose of the first meeting is to discuss the BMAP process to date, the seagrass evaluation, and the proposed allocation approach.  Marcy added that the BRL stakeholders need to provide nominations for their BWG representatives so that they can be notified of the July meeting.  Tiffany noted that the next meeting will be on May 13th with the water control districts and improvement district.  The project zone meetings will be scheduled in late May/early June, and FDEP will be looking for sites to hold the meetings in each project zone.
Gordon asked if the PLSM information on the FTP site is going to change.  Amy responded that the latest version is on the FTP site.  The North IRL file was corrupted but the correct file is now posted.  Gordon asked when information on the credit for retention best management practices will be available.  Amy responded that it should be available at the next meeting.  Don Griffin asked if the BMAP is required to be completed in 2012.  Tiffany responded that there is no legal deadline for completing the BMAP.  Amy added that the April 2012 date is what FDEP is working towards, but the adoption date will be up to the stakeholders and BWG depending on when they agree to an approach.  Don noted that if the BMAP is adopted in 2012, then the stakeholders need to work the projects into the budget now.  Tiffany responded that stakeholders will have five years to implement the projects listed in the BMAP, unless a stakeholder says that one of their projects will be completed in 2012.  Rockledge offered to host the North B project zone meeting.
Adjourn

The meeting was adjourned at 12:13 PM.
Actions

· FDEP will look at the BRL data to determine why the seagrass depths around the median are not showing the same success as in other parts of the curve.
· Amy will provide an index of the FTP site to outline where files are located.

· FDEP will schedule project zone meetings and send out a notice of the dates and locations.
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