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Welcome and Opening Remarks
Tiffany Busby welcomed everyone to the meeting.  She noted that there is no set approach for a basin management action plan (BMAP) and we are determining detailed allocations for the Lakes Harney and Monroe BMAP to help with the municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) permits.  The purpose of this meeting is to discuss different options for the allocations.  The participants introduced themselves and the entity they represent.

BMAP Allocation Calculations
Marcy Policastro stated that the entire watershed is divided into two basins: the Lake Harney basin and the Lake Monroe basin.  These basins are further divided in the model into 20 subbasins; 11 subbasins in the Lake Harney basin and nine subbasins in the Lake Monroe basin.  Subbasin 14 in the Lake Monroe basin is noncontributing; therefore, the loads from this subbasin do not affect the impaired waterbodies and this area is not included in the loading or reductions.  Subbasins 9 and 10 in the Lake Harney basin discharge outside the watershed and also do not contribute directly to the impaired waterbodies.  The loads from these subbasins are not included in the allocations.

The Hydrologic Simulation Program – FORTRAN (HSPF) model calculates loads on a daily basis, and these loadings were output as annual loads for the period of 1996 to 2003.  Dr. Xueqing Gao (FDEP) created a Geographic Information Systems (GIS) shapefile by connecting the loads from HSPF to the 2000 land use file.  This shapefile includes a specific load per acre for each land use in each subbasin.  A multiplication factor was applied to show which portion of the acreage for each polygon contributes loading to the basin.  In addition, attenuation factors were applied to account for the loss of nutrients as the runoff moves through the basin to the impaired waterbodies.  The final loading for each polygon is a function of the acres, load per acre, and attenuation factor.  The GIS shapefiles for the Lake Harney basin and Lake Monroe basin are posted on the FTP site in the “GIS” folder in the “Starting Loads – Delivery Ratio” subfolder.  A handout was also provided that explains how each of the columns in this shapefile was used to calculate starting loads.  The total acres from a polygon were multiplied by the multiplication factor to determine the effective acres that drain to the waterbodies.  The effective acres times the per acre total nitrogen (TN) and total phosphorus (TP) loads equals the respective loading.  This loading times the TN and TP delivery ratios yields the final loading, which was used to determine the starting loads for the allocations.

The first step to calculate starting loads was to remove the natural areas, which are represented by the 3000, 4000, 5000, and 6000 land use codes.  These areas were removed because the total maximum daily load (TMDL) does not require reductions from natural lands so the stakeholders are not responsible for this loading.  Then the areas for each entity were clipped out to create individual GIS shapefiles.  The first step was to remove the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) roads and Turnpike Authority roads.  The agricultural areas were then clipped, followed by each of the municipalities, which were clipped to their boundary.  The remaining area was assigned to the counties based on their boundaries.  If an entity is located in both the Lake Harney basin and Lake Monroe basin, there would be two GIS shapefiles.  John Gamble asked if they could see the individual files that were created.  Marcy responded that the individual entity shapefiles are located on the FTP site in the “GIS” folder in the “Entity Starting Loads” subfolder.

The next step in the process was to identify de minimus entities, which are those stakeholders with very low starting loads.  The starting loads were sorted from highest to lowest for both TN and TP to determine to the de minimus loadings.  Four entities met the de minimus standard: DeLand, Lake Helen, Orange City, and Turnpike Authority.  Each of these stakeholders’ loading was less than 1% of the total loading and combined they were about 1% of the load.  These entities will not receive an allocation in the first iteration of the BMAP; however, completed projects are being collected from them for the BMAP.  The loading from the de minimus entities was not reassigned to the other stakeholders.  Tiffany asked if anyone had concerns about not assigning reductions to the de minimus entities.  No one had objections to some entities being classified as de minimus in this BMAP iteration.

The TMDL includes loading from the main stem upstream inputs (St. Johns River and Econlockhatchee River), Lake Jesup, atmospheric deposition, watershed inputs, and point source input.  The main stem upstream and Lake Jesup inputs will be addressed by separate BMAPs.  The TMDL did not require reductions from atmospheric deposition so it is assumed to remain constant.  The Sanford wastewater treatment facility (WWTF) is the only point source and those reductions have been included in the facility permit.  Therefore, the BMAP only focuses on the watershed inputs, which are the stormwater sources.  The TMDL requires a reduction of 93,126 lbs/yr TN and 18,319 lbs/yr TP from the watershed inputs.  

Allocation Options
The acreages and starting load information for each entity was then used to calculate allocations.  Allocations were calculated for two approaches: (1) relative contribution of load approach, which was used in the Lake Jesup BMAP, and (2) target load per acre approach, which is being used in the Indian River Lagoon BMAP.  For the relative contribution of load approach, the allocations were determined by calculating each entity’s percentage of the total starting load and then applying that percentage to the TMDL required reductions to assign each entity their required reduction.  The de minimus entities were not assigned a load reduction, so the entire TMDL required reduction is not being allocated.  Under this approach, all responsible stakeholders are required to make a 31.3% TN reduction and 33.1% TP reduction.  The pros of this approach are that the allocations are based on each entity’s percentage of the starting load and everyone is required to make the same percent reduction.  The cons of this approach are that it does not focus reductions on the land uses with the highest load and the areas closest to the impaired waterbodies.  John asked if the allocations are split out by basin.  Marcy responded that the allocations are the total required reductions for the entire watershed.  If an entity is located in both basins, their starting loads were added together.  John asked if the split between basins is available.  Marcy responded that the calculations are included in detail on the FTP site in the “Entity Starting Loads” folder.  Carol Johnson asked for more details on the con for this approach.  Marcy responded that in this approach, everyone has to make the same overall percent reductions.  Therefore, those entities with higher loadings or those located on the impaired waterbodies do not have to make as much of a reduction as they do in the other approach.

For the target load per acre approach, a target load was determined for the entire BMAP basin.  This target was calculated by dividing the anthropogenic target load by the anthropogenic acres.  Each entity’s acres times the target load per acre is their target load.  The starting load minus the target load is the required reduction.  The first step to calculate the target load for the anthropogenic sources was to subtract the natural areas load from the TMDL target load for the watershed inputs.  The watershed inputs include runoff from urban, agriculture, and natural lands.  The TMDL does not require load reductions from the natural areas so this load is assumed to remain constant.  The natural loading was calculated using the GIS shapefile.  Another factor is that the loading in the GIS shapefile is slightly different than the TMDL because of some of the conversions that were made to create the shapefile.  A portion of this difference attributed to the natural areas was also subtracted out of the TMDL target load to determine the anthropogenic target load.  Danielle Honour asked what caused the differences between the GIS shapefile and the TMDL.  Marcy responded that the model determined loading on a daily basis but a yearly output was used for the shapefile.  In addition, the load per acre for each land use in each basin had to be estimated, as well as the attenuation factor.  The overall results are very close to the TMDL; however, the difference did affect the determination of the target load per acre.

Kelly Young asked if the HSPF model has been used in other areas.  Tiffany responded that it has been used in other parts of the state and is a well known model.  This model has a lot of detail, such as attenuation, which makes the loading more accurate.  However, the details make it trickier to calculate allocations.  This is the first time that the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) has created a GIS shapefile from the model but Dr. Xueqing Gao plans to share this approach with the other basins that are using HSPF.  Danielle asked if in the future HSPF models will be built by jurisdiction instead of subbasin.  Sherry Brandt-Williams responded that the models will not be set up that way because HSPF is not a land use based model.  The jurisdictional boundaries will have to be laid over the model once it is set up.

Marcy explained that once the anthropogenic target load was determined, it was divided by the total anthropogenic acres to calculate the target load per acre.  The target loads per acre are 4.34 lbs/ac/yr TN and 0.80 lbs/ac/yr TP.  The de minimus entities are not receiving an allocation so the total reductions are slightly less than the TMDL reductions.  In addition, the required reductions in this approach are slightly less than the relative contribution of load approach because of the differences between the GIS shapefile and TMDL.  However, 94% of the TN reductions and 97% of the TP reductions are still being allocated.  Each entity’s acres were multiplied by the target load per acre to determine the target load.  This target load was subtracted from the starting load to determine each entity’s required reductions.  For TN, Lake Mary’s starting load is less than the target load so they do not have to make reductions.  The TN reductions range from 0% to 50.1%.  For TP, FDOT, Lake Mary, and Volusia County have starting loads less than the target loads so they do not have to make TP reductions.  The TP reductions range from 0% to 45.9%.  The pros of this approach are that the reductions are focused on the land uses with the highest loading and the areas closest to the impaired waterbodies.  Those stakeholders with low loading do not have to make reductions or only small reductions.  The cons of this approach are that not as much of the TMDL required reductions are allocated, and the City of Sanford must make larger reductions since they are very developed and located on Lake Monroe.

Dan O’Hanlon stated that the target load per acre approach makes more sense since it focuses on the higher loads.  Danielle asked if the allocations include the point sources in the basin.  Marcy responded that the allocations are only for the stormwater sources.  The Sanford WWTF is the only point source in the basin and their allocation was already added to their permit.  Chris Ferraro added that when a TMDL is adopted, an allocation for the point sources is included in the rule.  The Sanford WWTF allocation is already in their permit and they have been given a schedule to meet the required reduction.

Gerald Chancellor stated that the target load per acre approach makes more sense.  He noted that the agricultural reductions are similar under both approaches, which is surprising.  Marcy responded that agriculture is more spread out in the basin, which is why there may not be much of a difference.  While the TN reductions are similar for agriculture, there is a bigger difference for TP.  John stated that he agrees the target load per acre approach makes more sense.  The Deep Creek basin has been dry, and considering the stakeholders in the northern part of the basin the same as those on the lakes does not make sense.  Kim Ornberg added that this was the major problem in Lake Jesup where Orange County was being held to the same amount of loading as Seminole County because attenuation was not included.  Marcy asked how the Sanford representatives felt about the target load per acre approach since they were most affected.  Marie Duffy responded that they will work to make reductions in either approach and do what they need to do for the BMAP.  Sherry added that Sanford has received outside funding for projects and has been implementing projects that achieve load reductions.  Russ Sheibenberger stated that Sanford just put in some stormwater ponds, which should help.  He noted that they might be able to conduct street sweeping more often in the downtown area near the water, and he asked if there would be more credit for this.  Marcy responded that there could be, since the street sweeping credit will be based on material collected.  Increasing the frequency of sweeping could increase the amount of material collected.  Russ stated that another issue for Sanford is that a lot of the area is wet, especially when the lake stage is up.

Dan asked how credit would be assigned for floating mats.  Marcy responded that a treatment train approach would be used.  Credit would first be assigned for the reductions associated with the wet pond, and then a 20% reduction on the remaining load would be assigned for the floating mats.  

Tiffany asked which allocation approach the stakeholders prefer.  Carol responded that she prefers the relative contribution of loading approach, and the other participants preferred the target load per acre approach.

John noted that there is a housing development at the end of the basin that goes through wetlands before it reaches a channelized area, so it is hard to believe that this load makes it the waterbodies.  Dan stated that Deltona is close to the lake but their reductions are not that high.  Marcy responded that Deltona is partially in the noncontributing subbasin so according to the HSPF model, the loading from that area is not making it to the waterbodies.  Danielle stated that as more of the basin becomes developed over time, natural attenuation may not do as much to help with the loading and this approach might not hold in the future.  Samantha Budd responded that this approach could be changed in future iterations, if needed.  Ryan Mitchell asked how distance from the waterbodies is factored into the approach.  Marcy responded that it is included in the starting loads through the attenuation factor, which is assigned to each polygon in the model.  Marcy showed one of the output spreadsheets and the attenuation factor that was applied.

Kelly asked if projects need to be done in specific areas of the watershed.  Marcy responded that projects can be completed anywhere in the BMAP basin and receive credit.  Tiffany added that Dr. Xueqing Gao was asked about whether separate allocations were needed for each basin but he thought it was fine to have one overall allocation.  Tiffany also noted that the difference in the allocation approaches is less of an issue for agriculture because the individual growers are only asked to implement approved best management practices (BMPs) in either approach.  The difference is how much additional reductions remain that are not addressed by BMP implementation and are not currently covered by a specific funding source or program.  Tiffany asked if anyone had concern about having more agricultural loads fall into this category.  No one expressed concern.  John asked if silviculture is included in the agricultural land uses.  Carol noted that silviculture areas fall under a separate BMP program.  Marcy added that silviculture is likely included in the agricultural land uses but she will check.

Dan noted that the target load per acre approach has less reductions being achieved.  Marcy responded that this is one of the cons of this approach; however, most of the TMDL required reductions are being allocated.  Sherry added that this small difference should not have much of an impact because the watershed inputs are very small compared to the upstream inputs.  Marcy noted that this will need to be factored into the monitoring plan.  The focus of the monitoring will need to be on the tributaries to show the load reductions from the projects.

Status of Project Collection
Marcy stated that most of the stakeholders have provided their completed project information.  Any additional information should be provided by July 28th so that credit from these projects can be calculated.  The completed project credit will be presented at the next meeting and there will be discussion about a reasonable timeline to achieve the remainder of the required reductions.  The process to calculate credit for the retention BMPs will remain the same as what was presented at the April meeting.  The Florida Stormwater Association (FSA) study was completed in May, and this information will be used to calculate credit for street sweeping and catch basins.  FDEP is working with FSA to determine the best way to use this information for BMAP credit.

Dan asked how credit will be assigned for education projects.  Marcy responded that a form was provided at the April meeting that outlines the activities that can receive credit.  These activities include the Florida Yards and Neighborhoods Program, ordinances, and pamphlets and presents.  Up to a 6% credit off the starting load will be assigned for education efforts.

Carol asked if FDEP can provide a map of the watershed without the noncontributing areas.  Marcy responded that this map can be created and will be sent out.

Dan asked if there are plans to incorporate TMDLs into the stormwater management programs for MS4 permitting.  Marcy responded that FDEP has heard that comment before but it is difficult to line up the annual BMAP reporting with MS4 reports since the MS4s have different reporting periods.  Shannon Wetzel stated that the Seminole County Phase I draft permit has all the BMAP efforts linked.  She was not sure if this would be the same approach for the Phase II permits.

Public Comments and Wrap Up
The next meeting will be held on Thursday, September 15, 2011.

Adjourn
The meeting was adjourned at 2:38 PM.

Action Items
· FDEP will check if silviculture is included in the agricultural acres. – Completed.  Silviculture is considered an agricultural land use (code 2200 for tree crops).
· Stakeholders will submit their completed project information by July 28th. 
· FDEP will prepare a map of the watershed without the noncontributing subbasins.
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