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Welcome and Opening Remarks
Tiffany Busby welcomed everyone to the Lakes Harney and Monroe Basin Management Action Plan (BMAP) meeting, and thanked Volusia County for the use of their meeting room.  The stakeholders introduced themselves and the entity they represent. 

Approach for BMAP Allocation Calculations
Samantha Budd stated that Dr. Xueqing Gao (FDEP) has spent a lot of time configuring the load from the model for use in the BMAP process.  As a quick review, the Hydrologic Simulation Program – Fortran (HSPF) model includes the Lake Harney and Lake Monroe basins, and the Lake Harney basin includes 11 subbasins and the Lake Monroe basin includes nine subbasins.  Subbasin 14 in the Lake Monroe basin is internally drained, meaning it does not contribute loading to the impaired waterbodies.  Subbasins 9 and 10 in the Lake Harney basin discharge outside the model boundary; therefore, they do not contribute to the watershed input loading.  The model includes two boundary conditions: the inlet boundary for Lake Harney and the outlet boundary from Lake Jesup.  The model also includes 13 land uses; best management practice (BMP) treatment from wet ponds, dry ponds, and swales; failing septic tank inputs; two springs; one wastewater treatment facility (WWTF); atmospheric deposition; and in-stream nutrient attenuation.
The nutrient loadings from the HSPF model were output as annual total loads for every year in the period of 1996 through 2003.  The loads were converted to a Geographic Information Systems (GIS) shapefile using the St. Johns River Water Management District’s (SJRWMD) 2000 land use information.  This shapefile includes per acre loading and the acreages of different land uses from the model by subbasin.  Danielle Honour asked if the stakeholders will see this shapefile and loading.  Samantha responded that this information will be available for the next meeting.  Samantha noted that the final acres in each subbasin are the product between the acres of the land use and a multiplication factor.  This factor is used to express the percentage of the model polygon in the watershed basin.  For instance, since Subbasin 14 does not contribute loading to the impaired waters, the multiplication factor is zero, which results in zero acres contributing loading.  In addition, certain portions of water and wetlands that were used as the receiving waters in the model were also assigned a zero multiplication factor.  Carol Johnson asked if this factor removes acreages or loading.  Tiffany responded that it removes loading from areas that do not contribute to the impaired waters.  Samantha added that the loading associated with the land uses will not be redistributed because there is no loading.  Subbasin 14 is internally drained and Subbasins 9 and 10 discharge outside the basin boundary and are included in the upstream portion of the loading.  Danielle asked what portions of the waters and wetlands were removed.  Marcy Policastro responded that these areas are the receiving waters, which include Lake Harney, Lake Monroe, the river between the lakes, and the associated wetlands.  Samantha stated that the GIS shapefile can be used to determine the loading from different areas.  To do this, the jurisdictional boundaries submitted by each entity will be used to clip the shapefile to their area to calculate the starting loads. 
The Smith Canal total maximum daily load (TMDL) will also be included in this BMAP.  Smith Canal is Subbasin 18 in the Lake Monroe basin.  For this first iteration of the BMAP, the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) will evaluate how Smith Canal responds to load reductions using only the Lakes Harney and Monroe TMDL required reductions.  If additional reductions are needed to improve the water quality in Smith Canal, these reductions will be assigned in the next iteration of the BMAP.  Tiffany added that there is a separate TMDL for Smith Canal and instead of determining separate allocations for the stakeholders in the Smith Canal watershed, the reductions from the Lakes Harney and Monroe TMDL will be used for this BMAP.  Marcy noted that the Smith Canal TMDL requires a 26% reduction in total phosphorus (TP).  During the last meeting there were stakeholder concerns about the reductions needed for Smith Canal since it is a channelized system, and this approach allows time to see how Smith Canal responds to reductions before requiring additional projects.
Samantha stated that de minimus entities will also be identified during the allocation process.  Brevard and Lake Counties have a very small part of their jurisdictions in the watershed and those areas are undeveloped.  FDEP excused these counties from this iteration of the BMAP; however, they may need to participate in future iterations if additional load reductions are needed or the land uses change.  A de minimus standard will also be determined to identify other stakeholders that have very small loadings in the watershed.  Tiffany added that the idea of identifying de minimus entities is not to defer reductions; however, if the loads are very small it may be difficult to add a project and the load reductions may not be meaningful.  Richard Earp asked if there is a definition for de minimus.  Tiffany responded that the definition varies depending on the basin because the standard should be determined such that all de minimus entities do not constitute a significant portion of the total load.  Once a standard is determined, it will be discussed with the stakeholders.  Richard noted that there seems to be another standard based on the area in the basin.  Marcy responded that Brevard and Lake Counties were considered de minimus because the basin boundary barely crosses into those jurisdictions, and the areas are water, wetlands, and forest, which is natural background loading.
Samantha stated that FDEP wants the stakeholders’ feedback on the allocation options for the BMAP.  The TMDL includes loading from the main stem upstream, Lake Jesup, atmospheric deposition, watershed loads, and the WWTF.  The main stem and Lake Jesup loads will be addressed in separate BMAPs.  Atmospheric deposition is considered part of the natural background loading and the TMDL does not require reductions from this source.  The WWTF input is addressed by the facility’s permit.  Therefore, the BMAP will focus on the required reductions assigned to the anthropogenic stormwater watershed inputs.
The first approach is called the “relative contribution of loading” approach.  Each entity’s percentage of the total starting load would be calculated and this percentage would be applied to the required reductions from the TMDL.  For instance, if an entity is 10% of the total starting load, they would be responsible for 10% of the required reductions.  Sherry Brandt-Williams suggested changing the labels in the presentation to make it clear that “Lake Harney” and “Lake Monroe” are the entire watershed basins, not just the lakes themselves.  Marcy noted that this approach was used to make the allocations in the Lake Jesup BMAP.  In addition, all the natural areas (associated with the GIS land use codes 3000, 4000, 5000, and 6000) will be removed from the starting loads and entities’ loads because the TMDL does not require reductions from natural areas.  Mark Ellard asked if the land use coverage is based on the standard SJRWMD coverage or if modifications were made for treatment.  Marcy responded that the land uses in the model are SJRWMD’s 2000 coverage, and areas with BMP treatment were assigned a lower loading than areas without treatment.  Mark Flomerfelt asked if there is an opportunity to add missing BMPs to the coverage.  Marcy responded that coverage should be posted to the FTP site, and stakeholders can add missing BMPs and credit would be assigned using the same percentages that the TMDL used.
Samantha stated that the other allocation option is the “target load per acre” approach.  In this option, a target load per acre would be calculated for the Lake Harney basin and the Lake Monroe basin.  The target load per acre would be multiplied by each entity’s acres to determine the allowable load.  The difference between the entity’s starting load and their allowable load is the required reduction.  Marcy added that this allocation approach is being used in the Indian River Lagoon Basin.  Carol asked if there is any way to determine which approach is better without numbers for each option.  Tiffany responded that FDEP wanted to discuss the options without numbers to help choose which the more fair and equitable option.  Tiffany noted that the target load per acre approach focuses on those areas with higher event mean concentrations (EMCs).  If a jurisdiction has lower EMCs, they would have fewer reductions to make.  The starting load also factors in the EMCs.  Both options adjust what each stakeholder is responsible for based on the loads from the model, just in different ways.  Samantha added that numbers can be provided to the stakeholders at the next meeting.
Sherry asked if the target will be determined for each land use type or the overall basin.  Tiffany responded that this will be a target for the entire basin.  If an entity has higher starting loads, they would have more reductions to make than an entity with lower loads.  Carol asked if the reductions are more equal in the relative contribution of loading approach.  Samantha responded that this approach is also based on the starting loads so an entity with higher loads would have greater reductions to make.  Richard stated that he does not understand the logic of the target load approach.  The other approach seems very logical because it is based on the percentage of the load each stakeholder is responsible for generating.  Tiffany responded that the target approach would be good for those stakeholders with low loading land uses.  Part of the rationale for this approach is that there are some largely undeveloped areas while other areas are highly developed, and FDEP wants to encourage reductions in those areas that have high concentrations.  The purpose of the allocations is to determine responsibility in the BMAP, but there is flexibility in where projects are constructed in the basin.  
Sherry asked if FDEP looked at what the target load would be if all natural areas were removed.  Marcy responded that all natural areas would be removed in this approach.  The target would be calculated by dividing the required load reductions from the TMDL by the anthropogenic acreages in the basins.  Mark Flomerfelt asked if the EMCs from the model could be provided.  Samantha responded that she would obtain the EMCs from Xueqing and send that information to the stakeholders.  Danielle asked how a decision on the allocation approach will be made if the stakeholders are split between the two options.  Tiffany responded that the final decision rests with FDEP and they will choose based on what is most fair and equitable.  FDEP does want feedback from the stakeholders on the options.  Carol asked if the stakeholder feedback is needed before the next meeting so the allocations can be presented.  Samantha responded that the starting loads will be presented at the next meeting and then discussions can go from there.
Collection of Completed Projects
Marcy stated that the entities will submit projects to show how they will achieve their required total nitrogen (TN) and total phosphorus (TP) load reductions.  Projects will be collected in two steps.  The first step will be projects that have been completed since January 1, 2003.  This date was selected because the TMDL model used data from 1993 through 2003.  Since projects that were put into the ground in 2003 may not be reflected in the water quality data used in the model, these projects can be included in the BMAP for credit.  The second step will be to collect planned projects to meet the balance of the required reductions.  The information on completed projects is due by June 17th and then FDEP will determine TN and TP credit for each eligible project.  Once the allocations are determined, the balance of the required reductions for each entity can be calculated and additional projects will be collected, as needed.  Projects that provide treatment over and above any permit requirements will receive BMAP credit.  This is a requirement because any stormwater projects constructed to offset new development do not provide water quality benefits to the impaired waterbodies.  Projects that provide additional treatment or treat areas that were previously not treated will be given credit.  All projects must treat nutrients and must be located in the Lakes Harney and Monroe watershed.  The GIS files for the basin boundary are posted on the FTP site.
There are several types of standard and provisional BMPs that are eligible for BMAP credit.  Marcy stated that the credit for retention BMPs is draft and FDEP is in the process of determining a different approach for credit.  The numbers provided can be used to estimate credit until the final approach is provided to the stakeholders.  The credit for wet detention ponds is based on the mean annual residence time, which will be used in the equations shown in Figures 13.2 and 13.3 of the Draft Stormwater Treatment Applicant’s Handbook.  Credit for treatment trains will be calculated by propagating the load as it moves through the different BMPs.  Dry detention, baffle boxes, nutrient baffle boxes, alum injection, Stormceptors, and continuous deflective separation (CDS) units have set percent reductions as shown in the handout.  Catch basin credit is evaluated on a case-by-case basis and the Florida Stormwater Association (FSA) study should include additional details on how to determine credit.  Credit for swales is based on the retention BMP credit.  Stormwater reuse credit will be determined based on the amount of water not discharged from the stormwater pond because it is instead being used for irrigation.

Provisional BMPs are those BMPs in which Florida-specific studies are being conducted to determine the efficiencies.  The credit in the handout will be applied to this first iteration of the BMAP and may be revised in future iterations based on new information.  Floating islands or managed aquatic plant systems (MAPS) will receive a 20% reduction in TN and TP as long as at least 5% of the pond is covered with floating islands and the plants are harvested annually.  This credit will be applied as a treatment train.  For education efforts, up to a 6% reduction in TN and TP from each entity’s starting point loads can be assigned.  A 3% credit will be applied for participation in the Florida Yards and Neighborhoods Program.  Up to 2% credit will be assigned for four local ordinances: landscaping, irrigation, fertilizer, and pet waste management.  In addition, 1% credit will be given for public service announcements, informational pamphlets, websites, and illicit discharge inspection programs and call-in numbers.  A form has been provided to the stakeholders for details on their educational activities.  The street sweeping credit will be based on the results of the FSA study, which should be available soon.  Information on the calculations will be provided once the report is available.  The stakeholders should begin identifying the areas of the basin they sweep in preparation for credit calculations.
A project collection spreadsheet will be sent to the stakeholders, and this sheet should be filled out to the extent possible for each project.  Permit numbers should be included for each permitted project on the list.  In addition, the area treated by the project is needed for the credit calculations.  The map of this area can be sent as a GIS file, Computer Aided Design (CAD) file, or hard copy.  The file name for the map should include the project number to help correlate back to the project in the spreadsheet.  Marcy reviewed the spreadsheet and information required.
Marie Duffy asked if all the projects are due by June 17th.  Marcy responded that the completed projects are due June 17th, and there will be another round of project collection so the stakeholders will have the ability to add other completed projects, if needed.  Kim asked if credit can be obtained for vegetation removal and replanting, because these types of projects were included on the project lists for the Wekiva BMAP.  Marcy responded that FDEP is in the process of developing a calculation approach for vegetation removal but an approach for replanting credit has not been discussed.  Samantha added that for the Wekiva BMAP, FDEP asked that all projects in the area be submitted and FDEP will determine if credit can be calculated.  All the project reductions will not be quantified in the Wekiva BMAP but this is the goal for the Lakes Harney and Monroe BMAP.  Tiffany asked if Seminole County has any of these types of projects in the Lakes Harney and Monroe Basin.  Kim responded that she was not sure but they are doing a large scale replanting project in Lake Jesup.  Sherry added that this planting is in areas of Lake Jesup where there is currently no vegetation.  Carol asked if credit could be assigned by analyzing the nutrient content in the vegetation.  Marcy responded that FDEP hopes to collect this type of information in the Indian River Lagoon and those results could be used in the calculations for vegetation removal.  Sherry stated that she has information on the nutrient removal associated with planting and she will send these references to FDEP.
Marcy stated that as part of the project collection process stakeholders can provide additional design/engineering details and available monitoring data to support the credits for the project.  FDEP may request maintenance records for several projects to ensure that the projects are being operated as permitted.  If the projects are not properly maintained, FDEP would either reduce the credit for the project or require additional maintenance for full credit.  If stakeholders have questions as they are working on their project lists, they can contact Marcy or Samantha.

Public Comments and Wrap Up
Tiffany stated that the next meeting will be used to discuss the starting loads, de minimus entities, and allocation options.  Since project collection will be ongoing, a May meeting will not be held.  The next meeting is tentatively scheduled for Thursday, June 16, 2011; however, this is during the Florida Lake Management Society meeting.  Mark Flomerfelt asked if the meeting could be moved to the next week to avoid the conference.  Several stakeholders also requested that the starting loads and load reductions for each be provided before the meeting to allow time to think about the allocation options.  Samantha added that the July meeting for Lakes Harney and Monroe would be July 21st, which is the same day as the Lake Jesup annual meeting.

Andrew Giannini stated that there are several cities in Volusia County that have installed flood control projects that connect closed basins, and he asked if this information is needed.  Marcy responded that if the water is being pumped out of the closed basins to the impaired waterbodies, that information is needed since they are contributing a load.  Tiffany added that if the projects take away flow from the impaired waters, this would be a credit.  Andrew noted that these projects are just emergency discharges for extreme events.
Dan O’Hanlon asked how credit will be determined for stormwater reuse.  Marcy responded that the credit will be based on the water removed from a stormwater pond for irrigation.  Dan asked what information is needed to determine credit for the catch basins.  Marcy responded that FDEP is waiting for the FSA study to provide details on what information is required.  Kim noted that she recently got an update that comments are being incorporated into the FSA report.  The credit for street sweeping looks like it will be based on miles swept and the type of land uses in the surrounding area (residential, commercial, etc.).
Adjourn
The meeting was adjourned at 3:07 PM.
Actions

· FDEP will fix labeling in future presentations to make it clear that the references are to the Lakes Harney and Monroe basins, not just the lakes themselves.

· Samantha will post the BMP coverage to the FTP site. – Completed.
· Samantha will provide the list of the EMCs from the model.

· FDEP/Wildwood will send the handouts via email to the distribution list. – Completed.
· Sherry will send FDEP the literature on nutrient removal rates associated with planting.
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