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Action Items:
· Follow up with Scott Turner on designation of new septic tank failure areas and need for meeting on what measurement to use to evaluate water quality (e.g. geometric mean or other measurement).
· Justin Levine and Vince Seibold will look into having the sediments cleaned in the concrete portion of Newcastle Creek near Berrywood Lane.  
· Brian Hancher will forward JEA comments on the Newcastle Creek report to Amy Tracy.
Welcome, Introductions, & Agenda Review (Vince Seibold and Fred Calder)
Tiffany Busby welcomed the group.  Fred Calder mentioned that the focus for the next several months will be on organizing management actions for the BMAP.  Introductions were made.  
Updates

· TAT Update (Pat O’Connor, Scott Turner, TAT Members)
· Special legislative funding update (Vince Seibold)
· Septic tank failure list status/analysis method (Scott Turner)
· Membership lists for the Technical Working Group (TWG) and Basin Working Group (BWG) (Tiffany Busby)
No active members of the TAT were present to provide an update on the intensive sampling underway.  Ms. Busby said that the group should continue to check in with Scott Turner about septic tank failure areas and what statistical measurements to use to determine failure areas.  
All entities have confirmed their memberships in the “sunshine” voting group.  When there are sufficient items to vote on, they will be presented to the voting group for decision.  It would be best to hold off on initiating the sunshine group as long as possible.  Management actions will be identified and developed as each of the tributaries is studied.  Mr. Calder mentioned that anyone can attend the working group meetings.  Amy Tracy said that the most current distribution list is approximately one week old.  She added that if anyone wants to contact someone that is not on the list, she or Ms. Busby will assist.  
Vince Seibold gave a brief update on the legislative appropriation and scope of work for utilizing this funding; the Florida Legislature appropriated $12 million dollars to COJ for tributary restoration actions.  COJ is working with the SJRWMD to develop a scope of work.  Mr. Seibold indicated that he has shared the details in previous meetings, but will send the material again if it is requested.  Mr. Calder asked when the first project would begin.  Mr. Seibold said the first project will begin in March 2008 and the contract with the SJRWMD will last approximately 3 1/2 years.  The thermal imaging project will probably take place in the winter of 2008- 2009.  Rick Dedman asked how far these projects will go to solve detrimental effects of septic tank effluents.  Mr. Seibold replied that $11 million will be spent on sewering the Oakwood Villas septic tank failure area.  Mr. Dedman asked how septic tank failure areas are determined.  Mr. Seibold replied that Mr. Turner and the DOH use several criteria.  Mr. Calder said that Mr. Turner indicated he has scheduled a series of surveys over the next few months and his availability will be somewhat limited.  DOH is updating the failure areas and has asked for input from the working group.  
Don Lohman asked if the legislative appropriation was limited to septic tank replacement.  Mr. Seibold replied that this also supports the TAT assessment efforts in the tributaries.  Mr. Lohman asked if this was the same set of funding that was initiated three years ago; Mr. Seibold said that it was.  Mr. Calder said that this process is ongoing, with the involvement of DEP, JEA, and different types of sampling and other studies.  The Technical Working Group is taking one group of WBIDs at a time.  He said that PBS&J re-reviewed the first group of tributaries that were assessed and added new sampling efforts since that process began.  The process dictates that we go on to assess another 10-12 tributaries.  The strategy is to build our knowledge base and organize as we go through the assessment process.  Mr. Lohman asked if this information is online.  Ms. Tracy said yes.  JEA, COJ, and DEP are sending and compiling all of the sampling results.  These results have been and will be included in the technical reports as they are completed.  An assessment of the monitoring and assessment data will be included in each technical report as it is produced.  Ms. Busby said that each report will have as much up-to-date information as necessary in order to identify sources.  Mr. Seibold said that he hopes to be finished with the city council portion of the contracting process by February.  
Ms. Busby asked if there were any additions or deletions to the meeting summary from November 15, 2007.  None were raised.   
BMAP Process Discussion (Tiffany Busby and Amy Tracy)
· Key information from the technical reports
· One-on-one meetings planned to identify WBID-specific efforts
· Working Group discussion and evaluation of level of effort by WBID
· BMAP section drafted by WBID/sub-basin

· Monitoring and tracking implementation

Ms. Busby said that the group should talk through the process of going from the technical reports to the BMAP.  This includes actions such as identifying information in the reports that will be needed for the BMAP.  She added that once the technical reports are produced, there should be one-on-one meetings with agencies who have the responsibility of finding out what events and efforts have occurred and what they plan to do to resolve issues.  Actions that have occurred since 1996 can be compiled in the BMAP.  The group should strive to identify actions that are specific to a particular WBID. Time should be spent with each of the organizations/agencies.  This BMAP does not involve a quantity of reductions like there are with nutrients; it is more of a measure of sufficiency of effort.  The BMAP will then be a tributary by tributary summary of actions.  Mr. Cordova pointed out that the Newcastle Creek technical report was not detailed enough to identify specific projects.  Ms. Busby said that there will be another meeting and process to tie together the reports and the BMAP.  Brian Hancher said that the Newcastle report seems to blur OSTDS and centralized sewer in identifying sanitary sewer as a factor.  He said that he hopes to have those separated as much as possible in the future.  He suggested that we consult a hydrogeologist regarding groundwater contributions of fecal coliforms.  He wants to determine one way or another whether the large failure area upstream of Newcastle Creek is a source of contaminants.  

Justin Levine said that they sampled several areas in Newcastle Creek and got high readings at Berrywood Lane.  After the discussion at the previous working group meeting, the site DNC2 was sampled.  Nothing out of the ordinary was found.  Two days later, a sample was taken across the street and revealed 28,000 CFUs.  He said that there is a gravity main located under Berrywood lane.  Water sampled coming out of the parking lot was clean.  Again, they sampled the south side of Berrywood Lane with a result of 2200 CFUs.  Mr. Cordova suggested that sediments may contain regrowth of fecal coliforms.  
Ms. Busby said that this BMAP will be much different than others performed on other types of contaminants as it is more qualitative than quantitative.  Even though the report was considered “blurry” it is one of the tributaries we know the most about.  We are still dealing with “probable sources”.  Ms. Busby added that she expects there will be difficult conversations as there are probable sources and projects that have occurred in these WBIDs.  We are not going to be able to say definitively in most cases what the sources are.  She suspects that every WBID will have unique challenges for assessment and assignment of responsibility.  There has been a lot of effort to compile the information that we do know.  Mr. Seibold added that the USGS is studying groundwater, and DEP is conducting a nutrient study on OSTDS areas.  He said that Eric Liviginston wants to develop a model out of this study; however this will be accomplished at a later date.  Ms. Busby said there will be reliance on this group to determine if agencies are applying their resources appropriately and a discussion on the “sufficiency of effort” in each WBID or tributary.   

Mr. Calder said that DEP has pushed PBS&J into a difficult position, as their scope requires the best opinion based on the evidence and the production of a report as to the likely conditions resulting from a source of bacteria.  Then, based on all of the information and a weight of evidence, the contractor will recommend actions even though it may be out of their comfort zone, and evaluate if the proposed actions seem sensible.  Mr. Calder added that if the group can assemble enough information, and PBS&J can put it together in a format to point us in the right direction, then we have achieved our task.  The more problems that are found that can be corrected, the better.  We have to understand that there will still be unknowns at the end in terms of sources—that situation is expected.  Chuck Bernreuter asked if the BMAP is a living, breathing document.  Mr. Calder said that remedial actions will go on, but as an official document, it changes about every five years.  It will have to be readopted to make changes.  For each of the management actions, you adopt it and act, then go back and see the measurement and remedial portions.  Ms. Busby added that the BMAP is an action plan; it will describe what actions to take to solve the problems.  Every five years we will revisit and update the BMAP, and then it is readopted by the secretary of DEP.  It will be written so that follow up on sampling sites, etc. are part of the management actions.  
Mr. Dedman mentioned that when trying to identify sources of wastewater pollution on urban watersheds, they typically look only at TNTC values of fecal coliform.  They also try to take samples during the same conditions such as rainfall, groundwater, etc.  Mr. Calder said that technical report describe water quality findings from a standpoint of different seasons, and if there are any relations between rainfall and fecal coliform values.  We know where the highest deliveries of fecal coliform are, but to get down to something akin to Mr. Levine’s efforts with Newcastle Creek is finite.  He suggested that in a situation like this, we decide what kind of management actions could be done; if they don’t work, and then we move on.  Mr. Levine suggested that one solution could be to clean the sediments from the bottom of the creek near Berrywood Lane; the sides are all concrete.  Mr. Seibold said that management actions could be progressive steps.  He said that for the water quality efforts, we are trying to get to 400 or less CFUs.  If there is a steady high pattern, regardless of TNTC values, then there is obviously an issue that needs investigation.  

Ms. Busby said that as we have felt that the BMAP will only make sense if actions are identified for each tributary, then we need to go back to each organization/agency and determine what their actions should be.  Mr. Calder said that DEP is willing to take the time to do this. He suggested that Mr. Seibold can meet with public works regarding maintenance projects.  Ms. Busby said that they met with JEA yesterday; they have a detailed database about their infrastructure.  Mr. Hancher asked about the sampling in Newcastle Creek and suggested a ground-penetrating radar (GPR) to see if there was an illicit connection.  Mr. Cordova said that there may be limited use for this.  Mr. Calder said that if the group feels there is merit, then that could be a management action.  It falls under the “detective work” part of the plan and is an idea that needs to be evaluated.  Mr. Hancher said that they have GPR in-house and that it is used mostly for utility locating.  Often there is infrastructure that does not have locating wires.  If there is a pipe that is buried, and is not part of the stormwater system, GPR may find the pipe.  Mr. Levine said that once the sediment is cleaned out from the ditch, the pipe may be visible. 
Phyl Kimball asked if JEA uses video cameras to find leaks.  Mr. Hancher replied that a lot of the wastewater collection system infrastructure is TVed for cracks, damage, roots, grease buildup, etc.  Mr. Kimball asked if JEA is to the level that most infrastructure could be TVed every two years.  Mr. Hancher replied that to inspect and pipe burst on this level would be cost prohibitive.  However, JEA does have an extensive inspection and replacement program on which they have spent $500 million on replacing (pipe bursting) collection lines.  Additionally, general inspection and cleaning is routine.  Some infrastructure is assessed more than once a year and is targeted for upgrade.  For instance, PVC gravity mains built three years ago would not need inspection as often as older areas or older pipe materials.  Mr. Hancher said most piping in Newcastle is either PVC or HDPE; generally the closer you get to the creek, the newer the piping.  Mr. Kimball said that if there was a routine process in place it should take heat off of JEA.  Mr. Hancher replied that there are routine programs such as the pop-top program which inspects approximately 21,000 manholes.  He said that if there is an issue that can be identified they fix it.  He said that upon reviewing the Newcastle Creek report, he does not see anything that would indicate sewer contamination.  Mr. Calder suggested that JEA really should review the drafts of the technical reports.  Mr. Hancher admitted that he did not review the Newcastle Creek draft report in time, but will be ready for the next report.  Ms. Tracy said that if Mr. Hancher can forward comments to her soon, they will incorporate it into the report.  Mr. Calder said that JEA has the schedule, so they know which reports are coming next.  Either the Butcher Pen Creek or Hogan Creek report is coming up in mid-January.  He asked if everyone was comfortable with going forward and collaborating to help identify projects to start building the BMAP.  He added that we can collect project information and see if the projects will be sufficient to address the problems.  Again, it will not be quantitative as in a nutrient BMAP.  We will need to have a mechanism where we track the actions being made, and include proactive and reactive responses to actions.  No objections were raised to the suggestion.  
Data Tracking and Integration Subcommittee Report (Amy Tracy & Tiffany Busby) 
Ms. Tracy said that it is difficult to determine what kind of information to track.  The subcommittee will be working on a broad flow chart describing what happens when an issue arises.  They want to understand what each agency does, what information they have, and incorporate the two.  Once this is assembled, it will be easier to detail actions.  She asked if there were any questions so far.  Melissa Long asked if there is a plan to acquire data that we find missing.  Ms. Busby said outlining the processes will assist in this.  Ms. Busby and Mr. Calder thanked the participants for their time and cooperation.  
Upcoming Technical Reports (Amy Tracy)
Mr. Calder said that two more draft technical reports will be ready for review and comment in late January or early February.  Once firm dates are set, notice will be sent to the working group.  There will still be two weeks for review and comment.  He added that there is a lot of guidance from DEP as to what will go into the technical reports.  The more information on stormwater, sanitary sewer, and septic failure areas we have, the better.  Ms. Busby reminded the group that there should be a definite response from everyone even if there is no comment.  Mr. Bernreuter asked about follow-through on specific action items.  Mr. Calder replied that DEP does not want to micro manage local entities.  He said that his hope is that some of the internal relationships will improve with these actions.  Ms. Long pointed out that some of this activity is currently being done by the TAT.  Errol Bos said that the purpose of the BMAP is to outline major actions that include activities.  The activities will be either proactive or reactive.  The issue now involves the documentation of some of the actions that have been going on for years.  Mr. Calder said that the purpose of the BMAP is to get everything down on paper.  This is an ongoing effort of how people will work together.  Ms. Tracy said that the BMAP is not a DEP-owned document, it is a plan for entities to come together to improve the community quality of life.  Mr. Bos added that it is the “playbook” for future activities.   
Public comment, review and wrap-up (Tiffany Busby)

Ms. Busby said that as one-on-one meetings are planned, the January meeting will be cancelled, and the group will meet again on February 14, 2008.  Ms. Tracy said that by this time, two technical reports will be out and there will be information from the one-on-one meetings.  She asked if there were any objections to this plan.  None were raised.  Ms. Busby asked if there were any other announcements.  Mr. Kimball said that Jacksonville will be an area for field trials for bacteria sampling.  Willow Branch Creek and Butcher Pen Creek will be included in the sampling.    
The meeting was adjourned at 3:15 p.m.
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