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Welcome and Introductions
Moira Homann welcomed everyone to the meeting and introduced Tina Gordon from Wildwood Consulting. Tina thanked everyone for coming and thanked the City of Sanford for the use of the space. Tina reviewed the agenda for the meeting and reminded everyone to sign-in. Tina gave an overview of what would be presented by Mary Szafraniec from Wood for the 5-Year Water Quality Review and stated that not all of the data analysis could be provided in the presentation due to time, but that Mary would be available after the meeting if anyone wanted to get further information on data that may not have been presented. Stakeholders were asked to introduce themselves and indicate what organization they represent. 

Overview – Moira Homann, Florida Department of Environmental Protection (DEP)
Moira went over the total maximum daily load (TMDL) for Lakes Harney and Monroe and MSJR and discussed the BMAP adoption and how annual reporting has been done in the past. Moira announced that the fourth progress report was finalized in July 2017 and included information through August 31, 2017. Moira indicated that there had been some confusion with the reorganization of the DEP website on where stakeholders could access annual reports and other BMAP information, so the following link was provided as a hyperlink in the presentation for access to the 2016 annual report: https://floridadep.gov/sites/default/files/FINAL_LakesHarney%20and%20Monroe%20BMAP%202016%20Progress%20Report.pdf. Moira went over the statutory mandate based on the Florida Watershed Restoration Act and the BMAP requirement for assessments of water quality to be conducted after the fourth year of implementation to determine whether there is reasonable progress in implementing the BMAP and achieving pollutant load reductions. Moira also stated that DEP has been working with the St. Johns River Water Management District (SJRWMD) to ensure that the most accurate and relevant district data are being used for this analysis. 

5-Year Water Quality Review – Mary Szafraniec, Wood
Mary told the stakeholders that this is the second 5-year review that has been conducted and the process will continue to be standardized, so comments on the process and report are welcomed. The group was informed that the presentation is only a summary of the analysis and that a full report containing all the methodology and analysis and would be available in early 2018. For this basin, the analysis focused on impaired lakes (Harney and Monroe), MSJR main stem segments (between Lake Harney and confluence of St. Johns River with Wekiva River), and tributaries including Econlockhatchee River (Econ), Deep Creek, and Lake Jesup. Parameters for the analysis included total phosphorus (TP), total nitrogen (TN) and chlorophyll-a (chl-a) for the period of record (POR) from 2006-2017 for the trend analysis and 2002-2017 for the step trend analysis. There were some bimonthly data, but most of data used were collected monthly. 
Mary reviewed the quality assurance/quality controls (QA/QC) that were used to ensure accuracy, including the elimination of the deep water column data, statistical checks to ensure there were no false data, and the removal of data with fatal qualifier codes. Mary also reviewed monitoring network station locations and how these were grouped for analysis purposes, including the aggregation of Lake Harney stations due to different sampling periods. Lake Monroe also had aggregation of data for three stations, for the same reasons which allowed for a more continuous data set. 

Mary reviewed the preliminary data review and analysis including how time series plots were used to assess for data gaps, similarities, and group data sets to improve data sufficiency. She also reviewed the autocorrelation function (ACF) and explained how this extra step should be done when conducting trend analysis to assess the p-value. The Seasonal Kendall Trend Analysis was presented as the improved standard of what statisticians are using now for water quality trends. Results of this analysis were presented later and stakeholders were informed that the in-depth explanation and supporting tables would be included in the appendix of the final report. Mary invited stakeholders to stay after the meeting to speak about any part of the analysis that they would like more information on. She also informed them that she had slides with further results that were not included due to time constraints that would be available to view after the meeting. 

The purpose of the step trend analysis, boxplots, and Mann-Whitney Test were reviewed and the use of each test was explained in relation to the analysis for the BMAP. Mary explained that the step trend analysis was used to assess changes in land use for a specific set of time periods using a non-parametric Mann-Whitney test. The analysis also included a cross-correlation function to look at the lag between upstream and downstream stations. In the final report there will also be boxplots to show medians and means. 

Significant results were reviewed and presented: 
· Lake Monroe chl-a time series between Jesup and Monroe, including the outfall for Monroe, showed a heavy peak around 2011 with some variability between time periods for the stations, which is why they were aggregated.
· TN Seasonal Kendall Trend results showed that 10 out of 11 stations had seasonality. This test had a robust data set that allowed for the separation of seasonality. Mary noted that although some stations showed no significant trend, there were a lot that were in between p-values of .01 and .05, so as the period of record moves or more data becomes available for the analysis, these may become statistically significant. Mary also pointed out that Lake Ashby is showing a significant increasing trend for TN. 
· Mary reviewed the TP Seasonal Kendall Trend results and noted of particular interest that Lake Ashby is decreasing for TP and increasing for TN. She proposed that it may be good to look at some land use changes to see if there is a potential explanation for these trends.
· Chl-a Seasonal Kendall Trend results showed a significant increase for Lake Ashby and Deep Creek, which Mary indicated was expected due to the increasing TP. Mary indicated that the Econ did not have enough data to conduct the trend analysis.
· The results of the biosolids application evaluation were reviewed. Mary presented a map of Lake Ashby to Deep Creek showing the flow patterns, followed by a TP time series graph for TP. She also reviewed the known biosolids application periods that were provided for the analysis as 2002-2011, with discontinuation of applications in 2012. She reviewed the results for those two periods of records, but noted that there may also be phosphorus storage that creates a lag. Mary pointed out the large step-change evident in the time series analysis that correlates largely to the discontinuation of biosolids in 2012, with the exception of some small peaks after 2012. 
· Step Trend analysis for Deep Creek and Lake Ashby (presented on separate slides) were reviewed. Mary pointed out that the black line in the plot shows the end of biosolids application. For Deep Creek, she noted that the median values were driving the trend, but you can see some of the high points that demonstrate the significantly higher TP prior to 2012, with stabilization after 2012, which correlates to the periods before and during the application of biosolids. TN was also presented, but showed no significant differences during the same analysis periods. For Lake Ashby, Mary pointed out that there were quite a few high points and there was a significant trend from period to period, but it would be good to get another five years of data. She explained that this could be coincidental, as Lake Ashby is upstream of the biosolids application site, so the water quality in Lake Ashby may not have a direct link to the biosolids applications. 
· Mary showed a summary table with Lake Ashby and two Deep Creek stations which indicated that no significant difference was found in the DMR station of Deep Creek. 
· Results for the cross correlation function (CCF) were reviewed to explain the relationship between downstream and upstream pairs for MSJR main stem and Lake Jesup. Mary explained that for this relationship we have the SJR upstream of Jesup versus downstream of Jesup and the values show the lag time, or how long it will take to travel. This is significant to show whether stations are related to each other. Mary explained that if there were other tributaries flowing in, this relationship may be dampened. She explained that the CCF shows that water quality observed at OW-SJR-1 and OW-2 station takes one to two months to show up at station SJR-415. An example was given as what you are seeing at OW-SJR-1 in January will show up in February at SJR-415. Mary also indicated that there was a nine-month cyclical cycle, likely driven by the rainy season and that there is modeling and travel time analysis that can be done with empirical data, but those were not in the scope of this project. 
· Mary reviewed the statistical analysis summary and gave some take-home points. She pointed out that if the analysis was run using only the p-value (without the autocorrelation function) there would have been some false positives. She also pointed out that Seasonal Kendall Trends Analysis showed significant increasing trends for TN and chl-a in Lake Ashby and TP in MSJR upstream of Lake Harney. Significant decreasing trends were shown for TN at the MSJR to Upper St. Johns River (USJR) outlet as well as the MSJR downstream of Harney, Jesup and Monroe, and in Lake Monroe. Significant decreases in TP were shown for Deep Creek and Lake Ashby and a decrease in chl-a shown for Deep Creek. 

Questions were then taken regarding the 5-year water quality review. 
· Kelly Young asked if the Volusia County data were used or if it was eliminated since they eliminated anything data under 0.5 meters. Mary responded that they did not eliminate anything under 0.5 meters, but rather did not use data from the bottom 0.5 meters of the water column to QA/QC for water depth. Any data on water quality sampling that took place above 0.5 meters in the water column would have been used if it was provided in the Storage and Retrieval (STORET) Database/Watershed Information Network (WIN) Database. Kelly stated that there were some issues in STORET data at the time the analysis was being conducted and that Volusia County is trying to get that cleaned up. However if the Volusia County stations have the correct data (within the BMAP monitoring network and within the POR) that it should be included in the analysis. Kelly stated that she would send additional stations to Moira and Mary and that the data are in WIN/STORET now. 
· Moira informed everyone that there will be a larger report sent on that covers the 5-year analysis. She requested that anyone with additional data or thoughts on changes in the area that may correlate to trends contact her. Moira also explained that she has requested that Wood conduct some analysis on loads, not just concentrations, to be included in the final report since meeting the load is the actual statutory requirement of the BMAP. 

Statewide Progress Report and Annual Reporting Update – Moira Homann
Statewide Progress Report
Moira explained the new requirement under Florida Statutes to provide the governor and legislature with an annual report that includes information on all BMAPs. She informed everyone that the first report is due on July 1, 2108 and would be due on July 1 in subsequent years. As a part of this new reporting requirement, Moira explained that project collection for all BMAPs will now be due near the beginning of the calendar year and all reporting will be on the same timeline after the first report. Moira informed participants that the reporting period for the Lakes Harney and Monroe and MSJR BMAP will run from the end of the 2016 annual reporting period to this past calendar year (from September 1, 2016 – December 31, 2017). After that, reports will run from January 1 – December 31 annually. Moira confirmed that the annual meeting will still occur to keep stakeholders engaged and informed regarding accomplishments, restoration projects, and management strategies. 

Moira reviewed the project collection and reporting changes that will need to be provided for the new reporting format and took questions from participants. Moira clarified that there will be more details requested and that this will information will need to be provided for all projects previously submitted under a BMAP as well as new projects moving forward. Moira informed everyone that they should have already received an email with an Excel workbook for each BMAP that they are a part of and asked that anyone who has not yet received that email please contact her immediately. She informed everyone that the new proposed rankings of high, medium, and low for projects will be assessed for each BMAP, and not on a statewide basis, although they will be presented in a comprehensive report. Moira discussed that the new annual report will include water quality information and status of projects needed to achieve minimum flows and levels (MFLs) and that DEP will be working with the water management districts (WMDs) and Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (FDACS) to prepare this comprehensive report. These reports will be posted on the DEP and WMD websites. 

Derek Busby from the SJRWMD added that if stakeholders have BMAP projects and are submitting applications for funding or cost-share from the WMD, they will now be asked to use the same title and project number so that the connection between funding and BMAP applicable projects is clear and consistent, and the WMD will know which projects are tied to BMAPs. 

Moira added that if there is information not in the project tables for the annual report, these will now be listed as "Not Provided" to indicate that the information was requested and the stakeholder did not provide it to DEP. 

Derek asked about how the department calculates reductions and whether or not this information could be provided to the SJRWMD. He stated that he did not think that the way project reductions were calculated was consistent in BMAP summaries, cost-share requests, and local uses. Because of these differences, projects may end up with three different reduction numbers – the calculation provided by stakeholders, confirmed calculations done by DEP or its contractor, and the reduction calculated by the SJRWMD in regards to cost-share funding. Moira and Mary discussed the process of how the department calculates the reductions including the approved checklist and DEP best management practices (BMP) efficiencies document. Mary added that as the information for credits is reviewed, they utilize geographic information system (GIS) files and conduct a thorough review to confirm reductions. Derek stated that it would be good if everyone adopted the same guidance. Moira stated that she would send the checklist and efficiencies document to Derek Busby at SJRWMD. Mary indicated that there is a tool that is being worked on that will allow for standardized calculations and will be available to everyone. 

Madeline Hart from the Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (FDACS) asked if that tool will look at agricultural BMPs too. Mary replied that there is no plan at this time, but that you could probably apply the same reduction calculations. 

Someone asked if all of the time periods for the first report are the same. Moira responded that if you are in more than one BMAP, she will reach out to you to confirm which time period applies to each BMAP since that was not included in the email instructions. 

Kim Ornberg asked if, based on new checklist, you will need to submit additional data. Mary and Kim discussed how reductions are calculated and Kim asked if Wood will be calculating these. Mary responded that Wood does the verification calculation for DEP currently and that this is why GIS shapefiles are needed for some calculations. Some of the municipalities have submitted reduction calculations, but Wood still does the verification. 

Someone asked what additional information was being requested and how older projects where institutional knowledge may have been lost (referencing a project in the BMAP with a 1997 start date) where data cannot be provided. Tina Gordon explained some of the columns including Start Date, Completion Date, Funding Source, Funding Amount, Latitude, and Longitude and why they might be needed. She stated that the start date can relate to a planned project, but the completion date may be some years later and will be the date that the project actually began reducing nutrients. Moira stated that these are important pieces of information and that stakeholders should do their best to give completed information. Moira added that she would inquire as to how far back we should go when asking stakeholders to provide information on old projects (in reference to Sanford’s Lake Jesup workbook). 

Kim asked how reductions will be calculated for non-structural projects like restoration. They are still in the project tables, but they are TBD for reduction. Moira replied that she would will get back to Kim to see how we can account for these. 

Water Quality Monitoring Plan
Moira explained that the water quality monitoring plan needs to be updated. In Lakes Harney and Monroe, monitoring currently consists of ambient water quality monitoring, storm event sampling, and biological monitoring. This information gets gathered in the monitoring plan and gets used to measure progress toward achieving the TMDL and provides information on cost-effective project implementation. Sampling stations, parameters, frequency, and other elements of this strategy may be modified. Moira will send information on current monitoring plan and send back out. Please provide Moira with any updates to water quality or biological monitoring and on research studies.

Stakeholder Project Updates
City of DeBary Lake Monitoring Program, David Hamstra, Pegasus Engineering
Moira stated that we will make slides from this presentation available. David stated that the city does not monitor Lake Harney or Lake Monroe, but they can contribute to the lakes data. Volusia County started connecting lakes after storm events for the purpose of flood control. All of these are land-locked lakes, but almost all are now connected from Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) orders for emergency management and discharge into lakes or bayou for flood control. There is now direct discharge into Lake Monroe. David showed a slide with the lakes color coded. Those lakes that are yellow and green only discharge in emergency situations into the river or the lakes. DeBary retained someone for their Lake Monitoring Program and collected data to look at pumping in emergency situations. The city now has quarterly monitoring and an annual summary. The city is doing this to make sure that it is not contributing, but also to make sure they meet the recreational standards and to make sure issues in one lake are not passed on to other waterbodies in an emergency situation. Summaries are brought to the city council to look at potential funding for projects, which currently include flood control and, hopefully, will include water quality in the future. David explained that in his graphics, all orange-colored lakes go to borrow pits, yellow- and green-colored lakes discharge into river or bayous. There are locked gates to all lakes and have they have only been opened in expectedly large storm events. Future plans may try to take the yellow-colored lakes and discharge that into the borrow pit as well. Lake levels were all drawn down before Hurricane Irma, and no flooding occurred. 

What’s next? 
Moira will send water quality review report from Mary by the end of the month. Wood will look for Kelly’s data to see if more analysis needs to be done. Moira requested that everyone submit projects and project updates by close of business (COB) January 31, 2018.

Moira also requested that everyone should submit changes to monitoring network and research updates, as applicable. She noted that the new progress report will be posted by July 1. 

Once DEP gets updates on projects, DEP will perform new load reduction calculations. Moira would like to look at cross correlation to look at Jesup, Monroe, and Harney to see if there are downstream implications. 

Mary asked in relation to loading data, is anyone aware of USGS flow data for the area? If not available, modeled data could be used. Someone stated that there is one gage at the mouth of SJR and one at Deep Creek. SJRWMD has one at the DCR-MRD station, but it may be run through the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS). 

Public Comments
There were no public comments at this meeting. 

Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 3:25 PM.

Action Items
· Kelly Young - send additional stations to Moira Homann and Mary Szafraniec.
· Moira Homann – send the BMP Efficiencies document and checklist to Derek Busby at SJRWMD.
· Moira – send stakeholders that are in more than one BMAP area instructions on the time period for annual reporting in the first year. 
· Moira - inquire as to how far back we should go when asking stakeholders to provide information on old projects (in reference to Sanford’s Lake Jesup workbook). 
· Moira – inquire with DEP on whether there has been any decision on how to account for reduction calculations for non-structural projects like restoration and get back to Kim Ornberg.
· Moira - send information on the current water quality monitoring plan.
· All - provide Moira with any updates to water quality or biological monitoring and on any research studies.
· Moira – send out the water quality review final report from Wood. 
· All – submit project collection workbooks by COB January 31, 2018. 

