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Welcome and Opening Remarks
Samantha Fillmore welcomed everyone to the Lakes Harney and Monroe Basin Management Action Plan (BMAP) meeting.  The participants introduced themselves and the entity they represent.

Review of the Draft BMAP
Marcy Policastro reviewed the draft BMAP and the comments received from the stakeholders.  A handout was provided with the more significant comments; corrections of typographical errors and minor wording edits were not included on the handout but were changed in the BMAP.  There were a few additions to the list of acronyms.  Seminole County noted that the Executive Summary did not specify that the Middle St. Johns River (MSJR) segments were impaired so text was added to clarify the impairments.  Marcy noted that the most significant edit to the draft BMAP was in response to the St. Johns River Water Management District’s (SJRWMD) comment that references to the “Lakes Harney and Monroe Basin” did not encompass the entire area.  References to the basin were changed to the “Lakes Harney and Monroe and MSJR Basin.”  Marcy asked if the stakeholders were good this change to the basin description.  Mary Brabham noted that this area does not encompass the entire MSJR Basin.  John Gamble suggested calling it the “Lakes Harney to Wekiva Basin.”  Kalina Warren noted that Lake Jesup is within that reach but is not part of the basin.  The stakeholders agreed that calling it the “Lakes Harney and Monroe and MSJR Basin” would be best.  Chris Ferraro stated that having a descriptive basin name is helpful so that people understand what waterbodies are included in the BMAP.  Marcy responded that the cover of the BMAP document does provide a more specific description of what waterbodies are included if there are questions.  John suggested that the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) could place a statewide map on their website that shows each BMAP basin to help with understanding.  John Abendroth responded that FDEP does have a PDF map of the basin areas on the website.  John Gamble suggested adding hyperlinks to the BMAPs from this map.

Marcy stated that in Section 1, there was a suggestion to remove the roads referenced in the basin description because the roads are not along the shorelines as noted.  Seminole County also requested that the “noncontributing areas” bullet in Section 1.4 include information about potential additional areas in the county that could be identified using the new light detection and ranging (LIDAR) data.  The stakeholders had no additional comments or edits to Section 1.  In Section 2, Janet Hearn (ATM) and Seminole County noted that Figure 3 was missing the flow arrows and the correct figure was included.  Marcy noted that the figure with the flow arrows is important to show which subbasins are noncontributing and which flow outside the watershed.  The stakeholders had no additional comments or edits in Section 2.  In Section 3, the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) Phase I municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) permit number was added.  References to the appendix with the project tables were incorrect and were updated to say Appendix E.  The stakeholders had no additional comments or edits in Section 3.  There were no edits to Section 4, which describes the allocation process and follows the same outline as the allocation handout that was previously distributed.

Section 5 presents the management actions and includes summary tables of how each entity met their required reduction for the first BMAP iteration.  Marcy reviewed Table 25, which has the approach for the agricultural reductions.  The Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (FDACS) is proposing to enroll 90% of the producers in the basin for best management practices (BMPs) in the first BMAP iteration.  This percentage was selected because some of the agricultural operations will not be eligible for BMP programs and some of the producers may change crops over time, which will require enrollment in a new BMP program.  The estimated reductions from the 90% BMP implementation were previously presented to the stakeholders.  FDACS reviewed the land uses in the basin and identified some areas that had changed from agricultural to urban since 2004 or to a less intensive agricultural use.  Agriculture was assigned a credit for these land use changes.  Any areas that are now urban will be the responsibility of the appropriate city or county in the next BMAP iteration.  In addition, there were some agricultural areas in the noncontributing basin identified by Volusia County and these areas were given a credit for 100% treatment since the loads do not affect the impaired waterbodies.  Based on these actions, agriculture has achieved more than the 50% required reductions for total nitrogen (TN) and needs an additional 341.1 lbs/yr of total phosphorus (TP) reductions for the first iteration.  FDACS, FDEP, and SJRWMD will discuss options for these TP reductions, through either cost-share BMPs or regional projects.  John Gamble asked if the agriculture TN credit could be given to the other stakeholders.  Marcy responded that this credit is only for the first iteration of the BMAP and will be needed to achieve the remaining 50% of the required reductions in future iterations.  The stakeholders had no additional comments or edits in Section 5.

Section 6 is the monitoring plan, which includes the objectives, parameters, and monitoring network identified by the stakeholders, as well as the requirements to upload the monitoring data to STORET and follow FDEP standard operating procedures (SOPs) for sample collection.  Seminole County provided additional stations for the biological and vegetation monitoring network.  The stakeholders had no additional comments or edits in Section 6.  Section 7 describes the commitment to plan implementation and will include letters of commitment provided by the stakeholders.  Marcy reviewed the appendices and asked the stakeholders to carefully review their project tables in Appendix E to ensure the information is correct.  The stakeholders had no additional comments or edits on the BMAP.  Marcy stated that any additional edits should be sent to her by February 23rd so that an updated version of the BMAP could be prepared to send to the policy makers on March 1st.

BMAP Next Steps
Samantha stated that the next version of the draft BMAP would be ready on March 1st so that the policy makers have time to review the document before their meeting on March 15th, which will be used to discuss the BMAP.  A public meeting will then be held in early April to obtain feedback from the public on the BMAP.  This meeting will be in the evening so that members of the public can attend.  A 30-day comment period will start after the public meeting.  FDEP will then review and address any public comments by the end of May.  During this same time, FDEP hopes to receive as many letters of commitment as possible from the stakeholders to include in the final BMAP package by the end of May.  At that time, the final BMAP will be together and FDEP will start coordinating meetings to obtain division and Secretarial approval of the BMAP.  Once the Secretary approves the BMAP, notice of the Secretarial Order will be posted in the Florida Administrative Weekly (FAW) and a 21-day challenge period will start.  If there are no challenges of the BMAP by the end of that period, the BMAP will be adopted and enforceable.  This is estimated to occur by the end of July.

John Gamble asked if at the end of the five-year BMAP period once the model is updated and new information is available, will a new BMAP be developed.  John Abendroth responded that an update to the BMAP would be prepared and this update would go through the BMAP adoption process.  The stakeholders have the flexibility of changing projects through the annual reports, which allows changes to the BMAP without requiring readoption.  The second iteration of the BMAP will involve large enough changes that the BMAP will need to be adopted again.  Kim Ornberg stated that the goal for the first five years is to achieve 50% of the required reductions but she asked if there are any benchmarks for lake response that FDEP is looking to achieve during this time.  John Abendroth responded that FDEP has not identified any benchmarks yet.  Marcy added that since the watershed loading is a small part of the overall load to the impaired waterbodies, major changes in the lake and river water quality is not expected.  This is why the monitoring plan is focused on the tributaries and watershed and there should be noticeable changes in the tributaries water quality from BMAP activities.

John Gamble asked if updates could be provided on the Lake Jesup BMAP efforts at the annual meeting.  John Abendroth responded that FDEP could provide updates on Lake Jesup.  Mary noted that the Econlockhatchee River is a bigger issue for the impaired waterbodies than Lake Jesup.  John Gamble responded that he did not realize the Econlockhatchee River contributed to the impaired waterbodies.  Marcy stated that the contributing sources outside the watershed include the Upper St. Johns River, Econlockhatchee River, and Lake Jesup.  Samantha added that FDEP is looking to prepare a BMAP for the Upper St. Johns River Basin next since it is a contributor to the Lakes Harney and Monroe and MSJR Basin.

Samantha stated that a date has not been set for the April public meeting.  Marcy asked if there were any commission meetings held in the evenings that should be avoided.  Mark Flomerfelt stated that the Seminole County commission meets in the afternoons.  John Gamble stated that the Volusia County commission also meets in the afternoons.  John Abendroth noted that the public meeting could not be held earlier than the second week in April to allow time to notice the meeting in the FAW.  FDEP wants to hold the policy briefing first to ensure there are no issues with the BMAP before noticing the public meeting.  Marcy stated that the Deltona library is open until 7:30 on Mondays through Thursdays and she asked the stakeholders if the library would be a good place for the meeting.  The stakeholders agreed that this would be a good location.

Donna Lea Needham asked how the BMAP would all be funded because it looks like efforts started in 2010.  Marcy responded that the BMAP process started in 2010 but the stakeholders were given credit for their projects since 2003 based on the land use in the model.  The projects are mainly funded by the cities and the counties with some contributions from grants.  Kim added that many of the projects listed in the BMAP are already funded or implemented.  Donna Lea noted that the stakeholders are only committed for five years.  Marcy responded that many of the stakeholders have implemented or planned more projects than needed to meet the BMAP requirements in the first iteration.

Samantha stated that the policy briefing would be on March 15th at 1:30 PM at Seminole County Agricultural Extension Services Office.  Marcy asked the stakeholders to encourage their policy makers to attend the meeting since their input is important as the BMAP moves towards adoption.  John Abendroth noted that FDEP is available to help the stakeholders put together presentations on the BMAPs for their commissions or board or to make presentations, if needed.  Donna Lea asked if FDEP would attend an Audubon meeting.  The meetings are held on the second Saturday of each month and the group does not have much confidence that this plan will be accomplished.  John Abendroth asked Donna Lea to inform her group about the public meeting since the purpose of the meeting is obtain feedback from the public.  It may be possible for the FDEP Central District office to attend an Audubon meeting, if needed.  Donna Lea asked what it means that the BMAP will become enforceable.  John responded that FDEP could enforce the BMAP activities based on its statutory authorities.  If an entity is assigned reductions in the BMAP and they did not achieve those reductions, FDEP can take action through fines or a more formal legal action to create a new compliance schedule.  FDEP does try to avoid fines for an entity that did not meet its BMAP obligations due to funding constraints; however, FDEP does have the authority to ensure the BMAP activities are being completed.

Adjourn
The meeting was adjourned at 2:17 PM.

Action Items
· The stakeholders will provide any additional edits or comments on the BMAP to Marcy Policastro by February 23rd. 
Distribution
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