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Welcome and Opening Remarks

Marcy Policastro welcomed everyone to the Banana River Lagoon (BRL) monitoring meeting.  The participants introduced themselves and the entity they represent.
Monitoring Plan Overview

Anita Nash stated that the purpose of the meeting is to begin discussions on the BRL monitoring plan.  The objectives of the plan will be worked out in later meetings and stakeholders can tailor the plan to meet the needs of the basin.  The basin management action plan (BMAP) is being prepared to meet the total maximum daily load (TMDL) so some of the monitoring plan objectives will be to track reductions in total nitrogen (TN) and total phosphorus (TP) and to determine if seagrass is improving.  The monitoring plan will be put into place for five years and then it can be modified based on the results of the monitoring.
Virginia Barker asked if the monitoring plan would only focus on the two types of nutrients and seagrass.  Anita responded that those would be the minimum objectives.  Marcy added that the allocations for BRL will be presented at the meeting next month and then the project collection process will start.  Once the stakeholders have had time to review the allocations and consider what projects they will implement, the discussions on what the other monitoring objectives should be will occur.  Anita noted that presenting the basic concepts of the monitoring plan now will help the stakeholders think about monitoring throughout the BMAP process.

Gordon England asked if the monitoring plan will involve monitoring the lagoon or also the individual discharge points.  Anita responded that it will not be necessary to monitor each outfall.  Each entity can determine where they want to monitor but the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) is not mandating that the plan cover each outfall.  Gordon asked how the results of the monitoring will be used.  Anita responded that FDEP will use the data at the end of the first five years to determine progress towards the TMDL and the monitoring objectives.
Allen Potter asked if the load allocations will include project credits since 2000.  Marcy responded that the load allocations will be based on the 2000 land uses in each jurisdiction.  Any applicable projects completed since 2000 will be counted as BMAP credit towards meeting the necessary reductions.  Mark Dixon stated that there are 36 discharges from Patrick Air Force Base and he asked if they would have to add sampling on each outfall or if they can just pick a few points.  Anita responded that all the outfalls will not have to be monitored and they can choose the best locations to monitor.  
Jeff Ratliff asked if guidance will be provided on the sampling technique.  Marcy responded that more details will provided later in the process but some information on data management was provided in a handout.  FDEP uses the STORET database for all ambient water quality data.  For the BMAP monitoring plan, any ambient data collected must be uploaded to STORET to be used for the next iteration of the BMAP.  Other data could be collected such as storm event, flow, biological parameters, and groundwater quality but STORET is not equipped to store these types of data.  Any stakeholders collecting these data would maintain that information and provide it to FDEP annually for use in the BMAP progress reports.  All data that are uploaded to STORET must meet the quality assurance/quality control requirements outlined in FDEP’s standard operating procedures (SOPs).  The link to the SOPs is included on the handout.  Once a monitoring network has been determined for the BMAP and the responsible stakeholders are identified, FDEP will work with any entity that needs to be set up in STORET.
Gordon asked if only grab samples should be included in STORET.  Marcy responded that any ambient samples that are taken to routinely determine the water quality for the lagoon or inputs to the lagoon will be uploaded into STORET.  These types of samples will likely be grab samples.  Anita added that FDEP is working on a new database, S-BIO, that will be used to store biological data since STORET is not equipped for that type of data. 

Discussion of BMAP Monitoring Network

Anita stated that she started to pull together existing monitoring efforts in the basin, based on data from the Impaired Waters Rule (IWR) database.  Anita then contacted some of the stakeholders who are providing data to obtain additional information about their efforts.  The stakeholders in the basin are expected to participate in the monitoring plan, whether they are committing funding or staff resources for the sampling.  Anita presented maps of the existing stations and she noted that the presentation will be posted on the FTP site.
The St. Johns River Water Management District (SJRWMD) has water quality stations that are sampled monthly in each segment of the BRL.  Brevard County samples their stations quarterly and the monitoring sites are all clustered in one area.  Suzie Stempel noted that the county is sampling their outfalls, which is why the sites are located in one location of the basin.  Anita stated that Port Canaveral has six stations in the barge canal that they sample monthly for many parameters.  There are also parameters that the Port samples for on a quarterly or annual basis.  SJRWMD also monitors seagrass through transects and flyover photo mapping.  Lauren Hall stated that transects are determined by drawing a line from the shore to the end of the seagrass bed.  A sample is taken every 10 meters along the transect.  These samples do not include nutrient measurements but the SJRWMD water quality stations provide this information.  The transect sampling occurs at least two times per year, in the summer and winter, and there are some monthly sites where there is greater variability.  In addition, SJRWMD uses aerial photography every two or three years to map the seagrass bed.  Marcy noted that for the monitoring plan, FDEP will be looking to the stakeholders to provide the water quality monitoring and that the existing SJRWMD seagrass program will be used to track trends in seagrass extent.
Lauren noted that SJRWMD also has macroalgae monitoring that is done hydro-acoustically.  There are a few years of monitoring data for this study, which is still ongoing.  Transects are run from where the seagrass stops on one side of the lagoon to where the seagrass bed starts on the other side of the lagoon to determine how dense the macroalgae are in these areas.  This study rotates throughout the basin and the monitoring was just completed in the Melbourne area and is moving into BRL.

Anita stated that SJRWMD is also funding the University of Florida biotoxin study, which includes two stations in BRL.  Grab samples are collected every other week during the growing season.  Bob Day added that the study also includes random grab samples as algae blooms are observed.  The FDEP Central Office also conducts a study on marine invertebrates in the sediment and this study occurs every other year.  Kalina Warren stated that Steve Kent (FDEP) collects ponar samples from certain areas of the lagoon and determines the taxonomy of the macroinvertebrates.  This study covers the entire Indian River Lagoon (IRL) Basin.
The Florida Marine Research Institute (FMRI)/Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) are also conducting monitoring and Anita is working to obtain additional information from this effort.  The Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (FDACS) currently has data sondes in the basin but with additional funding from stakeholders,  they are willing to take some water quality grab samples.
Anita stated that if other entities have existing monitoring in the basin they should provide the following information for each station: STORET identification number (if applicable), station description, waterbody identification (WBID) location (if known), latitude/longitude, number of observations (if available), begin date, end date, whether the station is active, sampling entity, local station identification number, station type (water quality, storm event, flow, biology, etc.), frequency (monthly, weekly, etc.), parameters, program name, and any comments.  Anita will provide a spreadsheet with these columns for the stakeholders to complete.  The goal is to have all existing monitoring efforts compiled into large scale maps for discussion at the next monitoring meeting.  Virginia asked if the maps will also show jurisdictional and WBID boundaries.  Anita responded that these boundaries would be included, as well as roads to help with location reference.
Beth McMillen stated that the Marine Resources Council has water quality sites in both IRL and BRL, and the data are uploaded to STORET.  They recently added two more stations to BRL so there are about 10 stations in the basin.  The monitoring locations are near the shore and they tried to pick public access sites so that they could be monitored by volunteers.  Sample collection meets FDEP’s SOPs and the Marine Resources Council conducts a three hour training course with new volunteers.  In addition, the volunteers go through an annual quality assurance inspection and they are also given monthly samples to test.  The samples are currently analyzed for water quality parameters such as salinity, pH, temperature, and dissolved oxygen.  Lauren asked if any of these sites are added to the monitoring plan if they have the ability to add TN and TP to their parameters.  Beth responded that they could do this because FWC takes monthly water quality samples and they can work with them. 
Bob Berish stated that Morton Salt discharges only to the central basin at the Port, and not to BRL.  They do have 20 years of data that have been sent to FDEP on their Discharge Monitoring Reports (DMRs).  Bob asked if these data need to be reentered into another database.  Anita responded that the data are in the correct database at FDEP.  Bob noted that the data the Port is collecting in the barge canal is probably more useful than Morton Salt’s discharge data.
Randy Burden stated that EcoSense has two interns that they can share to take grab samples, if anyone needs help.  Anita asked if any of the cities in the basin are currently sampling and none are sampling.  A stakeholder noted that the Air Force is collecting TN samples on a semi-annual basis.  He will provide the location of these sample points to Anita.  Darren May noted that they also have some historical information on chlorophyll-a.  The study has come to end but they could continue to fund those sites if the locations are useful for the monitoring plan.
Jeff stated that they collect water quality samples as part of their wastewater facility permit.  The samples are taken in the pipe before the effluent reaches the lagoon.  Gordon stated that Satellite Beach has storm event data in conjunction with a Section 319 project and he asked if this data could be useful.  Bob Day noted that most stakeholders probably have monitoring data for Section 319 projects and some data are just for the project but some are for the BRL.  Anita responded that the monitoring plan is for the next five years so any monitoring efforts would need to continue through the first BMAP.  Gordon asked how close to the lagoon does the monitoring need to be for the data to be useful.  There is some monitoring in the canals.  Anita responded that the canal monitoring may benefit a particular jurisdiction so it would be up to them to decide if they want to include those stations.
Virginia stated that the plan needs to include lagoon monitoring to determine whether TN and TP are improving.  She asked if the projects also needed to be monitored to determine the reductions since credit will be assumed.  Marcy responded that, in other basins, an objective has been to obtain more information about the nutrient reductions from the projects.  If the stakeholders want to make this an objective, monitoring sites can be added to the plan.  Joanie asked how project credit will be assigned if Section 319 monitoring is available for a project.  Marcy responded that the data should be provided during the project collection process so that FDEP can review the information to determine project credit.
Joanie asked what monitoring the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) has in place.  Robert Potts stated that FDOT does not currently have monitoring in place because they do not have a Phase I municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) permit.  

Gordon asked if stakeholders can submit monitoring data now to change the allocations.  Marcy responded that the allocations will be based on the 2000 land uses and associated information from the TMDL model.  Monitoring data can be submitted for use in the next iteration of the BMAP.  Bob Berish asked if any assessments will be conducted to determine if nutrients are really the factor affecting seagrass or if other factors, such as salinity and turbidity, are more important.  Virginia noted that it seems like it will be up to the stakeholders to say they want these assessments to be included.  She stated that she was hoping that the BMAP process would bring experts back together to determine what else needs to be monitored.  She asked how the monitoring should be done so that FDEP will consider the information for the next iteration.  Marcy responded that the experts will be involved including Dr. Xueqing Gao (FDEP) and Whit Green and Joel Steward (SJRWMD) since they will modify the model.  FDEP does not want the stakeholders to waste time and money on monitoring efforts that are not useful.  Anita added that it would be better for the money to be spent on projects to reduce nutrients rather than unnecessary monitoring.
Gordon asked what motivation do the cities have to participate and how will they benefit from the monitoring.  Marcy responded that FDEP is working to determine what types of data can be incorporated in the model in the next iteration and this information should be available for the next monitoring meeting to help with the objectives.  In other basins, the monitoring plan included inflow and outflow monitoring for the jurisdictions to obtain a better estimate of the loading.  The IRL model is different than the model used in other basins and FDEP is determining whether this type of monitoring data can be used.

Troy Rice asked if a city can receive credit for contributing funding to existing monitoring instead of creating new stations.  Anita responded that they could get participation credit but monitoring does not reduce TN and TP so this will not be project credit.  Virginia asked since everyone is expected to participate in the monitoring plan, if they determine the ideal network would the funding amount for each entity be based on their allocations.  Anita responded that this is one way the funding could be determined.  It will be up to the stakeholders to determine what agreement works best for them.  Virginia noted that a draft monitoring plan will not be ready in time to be included in funding requests for this fiscal year.  Marcy responded that the new monitoring will not start until the BMAP is adopted.  Virginia asked when that would occur.  Marcy responded that it will be awhile because we need to work out the allocations, project collection, monitoring plan, and draft the BMAP. 
Gordon asked if there is any benefit to increasing the number of transects since the TMDL is based on seagrass.  Lauren responded that SJRWMD has been increasing the number of transects each year.  Anita added that nutrients and seagrass are equally important to the monitoring plan.  Jackie Burns asked how the seagrass target will be evaluated in an irregular year (i.e. a hurricane hit the area).  Marcy responded that five years of monitoring data will be analyzed for the next iteration and any major events, such as a hurricane, will be considered in the data analysis.
Mark stated that they need to start looking at what projects to implement because the funding may need to be sent somewhere else.  There is also only so much reduction that can be achieved within the boundaries of Patrick Air Force Base.  Marcy responded that FDEP is working with SJRWMD to determine options for regional projects that the entities can help fund to meet their reductions.  Darren noted that the planning for the regional projects needs to start now because it takes a lot of time to work out the details on the large-scale projects.
Joanie note that it might be helpful to have someone from Tampa come to an IRL meeting to talk about how they are implementing their monitoring in that basin.  Anita responded that she knows that the Tampa plan took years to prepare and she will pass this request along to Amy Tracy (FDEP) as an option for a future meeting.  Chris Ferraro added that for the Tampa basin, a reasonable assurance (RA) plan was prepared, not a BMAP.  The RA plan did not include allocations and is not as formal as a BMAP, although there are lessons that could be learned from that process.  Gordon stated that he talked with Holly Greening and she would be willing to make a presentation to the IRL stakeholders.  Bob Day noted that the main stem of the lagoon is already covered by SJRWMD and FDEP efforts so the main question for the monitoring plan is what to do about monitoring the tributaries.
Virginia stated that one of her main concerns is the calibration of the model, which is the basis for setting the load allocations.  Data from Central IRL were used to calibrate the entire model, including the North IRL and BRL.  Data were not collected for the other basins and data are also not available for salinity and total suspended solids (TSS), which contribute to seagrass loss.  It will be important to figure out what other data are needed and where else to monitor in order to have the necessary information for the next iteration.  This will help to maximize public expenditure of funding for habitat restoration in the lagoon.  TN and TP might be the correct focus in some places in the lagoon, but not in all areas.  Bob Day responded that the process to establish the TMDL is not static.  Joel and Whit will tell you that the more data, the better.  Bob noted that as far as he knows, they plan on continuing to update the IRL Basin model.  
Virginia stated that part of the local government frustration is that they were given an unfunded mandate, and there are some uncertainties that are being pushed off for another five years.  There needs to be a commitment from the agencies to address these uncertainties in the next iteration.  Gordon added that since there are only a few calibration points, collecting more data would provide a more accurate picture of the problems and solutions in the basin.  John Royal stated that Brevard County had been looking to partner with Satellite Beach to obtain some data in BRL to calibrate the model but they were unable to obtain a grant from SJRWMD for this work.   Anita noted that the monitoring plan is probably heading towards gathering data to help with calibration of the model but this can be discussed more at the next monitoring meeting.  
Terry Mott asked if anyone could provide information on where the homeowners’ money is going (manpower for data, scientists and salaries, etc.).  Gordon responded that the percentage would vary by city.  Virginia added that the largest percent of the costs are related to capital projects, of which the costs far exceed manpower costs.  Terry asked why it takes so long to put a BMAP together.  Anita responded that the entities are still implementing projects, even though a BMAP is not adopted, so some restoration is already occurring.  Marcy added that FDEP wants to work collaboratively with the stakeholders on the BMAP to learn more about the basin and determine the best plan for restoration.  This coordination takes time.  
Allen stated that having information about the specific reductions for each project type would be beneficial to determine what projects to implement.  Marcy responded that FDEP will provide the stakeholders with a list of BMPs and removal efficiencies for TN and TP during project collection.  In addition, stakeholders can collect information about project efficiencies as part of the monitoring plan.  Allen asked how the information on removal efficiencies is complied.  Marcy responded that FDEP looks at information from around the state and determines appropriate efficiencies for the basin.  These numbers are usually averages with basin-specific information included, where available.  Anita added that the efficiencies vary depending on the location of the project, soil type, land uses, etc. but this type of detailed information is not available.  Gordon noted that FDEP also maintains a best management practice (BMP) database with information from past studies.   
Mark noted that an important factor is the homeowners because until fertilizer application practices change, there is not much the entities can do.  Bob Day responded that legislation recently passed requiring all jurisdictions to adopt a fertilizer ordinance.  Chris added that most fertilizers sold to homeowners are no either low or no phosphorus.  Public education will be an important part of changing fertilizer practices.  Mark stated that golf courses are also a problem.  Chris responded that FDEP does have a BMP manual for golf courses.  

Virginia stated that the Brevard County Board of County Commissioners recently directed staff to bring back a plan to adopt a fertilizer ordinance.  The county’s initial direction is to bring a proposal that would apply county-wide, which the cities would either follow or adopt themselves.  There is no way to enforce the ordinance so education will be important.  However, the education provisional credits in the BMAP do not provide the economic incentives that are equal to the benefits for the lagoon.  Marcy responded that education credit is given off the starting point load for each entity so this credit can be a large reduction.  Darren noted that the tricky part is that it is easier to see the benefits of capital projects than education efforts.  The most benefit will likely be achieved from retrofits because there is limited space to do projects.  Randy stated that the main point is that we need to start somewhere to achieve the reductions.  

Public Comments and Wrap-Up
Marcy noted that the next BRL meeting will be held on June 18th at 9:30 AM at the Brevard County Agricultural Center.  Entities should email Anita with their existing monitoring efforts by June 18th so that the maps can be prepared for the next monitoring meeting, which will be held once project collection begins. 
Adjourn
The meeting was adjourned at 11:40 AM.
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