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9:00 Welcome and Introduction, Charles Gauthier (DEP) and Kathleen Harrigan (SAIC)

e Samantha Fillmore (Wekiva Basin Coordinator) and John Abendroth (Watershed Planning and
Coordination Administrator) have left the Florida Department of Environmental Protection

(FDEP).

e Charles Gauthier has joined FDEP as an Environmental Administrator of the Watershed Planning
and Coordination Section. Since the end of November Charles has also served as the Wekiva

Basin Coordinator. His contact information is at the bottom of the agenda.

e Rick Hicks, Administrator of the Groundwater and Springs Section has also been significantly
involved in the development of the draft BMAP. Both Rick Hicks and Charles Gauthier have been
involved in other DEP or BMAP meetings. Charles and Rick will continue to be involved in the
finalization process for the Wekiva BMAP. Ken Kuhl (of the DEP NPDES MS4 section) has joined

the Watershed Planning and Coordination Section as a Basin Coordinator.
e Basin working group members should verify their contact information on the sign in sheets.

e The purpose of this meeting is to go through each section of the draft BMAP with Basin Working
Group members. At this stage in the BMAP review process, our primary goal is to capture the
information submitted by Basin Working Group members accurately. Consequently, we suggest
starting with questions from Basin Working Group members. Subsequently, we will open the
floor for public comment and discussion. The official public comment period, including Basin

Working Group members, ends March 31..
9:07 Opening Remarks, Charles Gauthier, FDEP

Restoring water quality in groundwater systems is especially challenging. Florida is unique in
that it has this proactive, collaborative process to resolve water quality problems. Florida takes a
comprehensive approach to springs and land protection. Wastewater standards, land use
development, agricultural BMPs, etc., are only one part of the approach. By participating in
numerous BMAP development and implementation efforts statewide, the Department hopes to
share successful approaches and ideas with stakeholders in the Wekiva Basin. As we move
ahead we will hold annual meetings and after five years there will be major reassessment of the
BMAP. | thank everyone who has done the work. Hopefully we have put a good product in front

of you; if not, please let us know.



9:14 Summary of Wekiva River, Rock Springs Run, and the Little Wekiva Canal BMAP
Overview of BMAP Development Process

e A BMAP is a way to restore waters that have a TMDL. The BMAP document outlines projects,
expectations, and other relevant information during three five year cycles. DEP has a five year
monitoring process for TMDL development. The BMAP process is anchored with adaptive
management strategies, and consequently, may change as new information is considered.. For
instance, some restoration projects may begin before a TMDL or BMAP process has begun.

Assessment and monitoring are ongoing.

e The planning area in this basin includes a springshed and a surface watershed which present
new challenges in terms of BMAP development. The western portion of the planning area
contributes predominately to the springshed because the surface water in that area flows to the
Ocklawaha Basin. The eastern portion of the planning area is predominately a surface watershed

for the Wekiva River but there is overlap in some areas between the springshed and watershed.

e Some projects described in the BMAP benefit surface water contributions while others address

groundwater loading.

e There are many representatives in the Basin Working Group from 11 towns and cities, 3
counties, the Department of Health, various state agencies, Sanlando Utilities Corp., Friends of
the Wekiva, etc.. This representation is important to ensure that we have representatives from
every jurisdiction in the basin. Some representatives are not present today but that does not
mean that they are not involved. There has been good representation from jurisdictional

stakeholders.

e The draft BMAP has six chapters and many appendices. The first three provide background
information like BMAP basin planning area and other maps, the purpose of the BMAP,
impairments, and pollutant sources. Chapter four discusses management actions. Chapter five
discusses how to assess the response to these actions and includes information on the
monitoring plan, studies, and any missing information. Chapter six is comprised of the
commitment to the plan by stakeholders. The appendices provide additional supporting

information.

e Basin Working Group comments are due by March 31, 2013. Once these comments are received

and addressed we will release another draft of the BMAP and hold a public meeting. At the close



of that public comment period the document will be adopted by secretarial order. Our goal is to
have that all completed by spring. Comments received before the March 31" deadline are not

limited to the basin working group.

9:20 Review and Discussion of Major Elements of the BMAP, Rick Hicks FDEP

A TMDL is a surface water body restoration target. TMDLs were developed for two segments of
the Wekiva River. Dr. Gao wrote a TMDL for one segment in 2008 which was adopted by rule for
nitrate and total phosphorus. A TMDL for the Wekiva Canal was adopted in 2008 for total
nitrogen and BOD because of low dissolved oxygen in the canal.

There are two sources for pollutants in this system. One is the direct runoff to the streams
which may be more limited than previously discussed. The primary source is groundwater to the
springs.

(Figure 1.1 from the Draft BMAP) The dark areas on the map are the primary recharge areas for
the groundwater basin as defined by Brian McGurk (SJWMD). That area is primarily responsible
for producing water that comes out of the spring system.

(Figure 2.3 from the Draft BMAP) There is a lot more discharge east of Rock Springs. The lighter
shaded areas are more vulnerable with less confinement and more recharge.

TMDLs are not always expressed as loads; they can also be expressed as concentrations. The
Wekiva TMDL is based on concentration target of 0.286 mg/L of nitrates based on multiple
sources of data that allowed for the development of this threshold for algal growth. The
threshold for the Little Wekiva Canal is based on loads and calculated differences (Tables 1.5
and 1.6 from the Draft BMAP).

Some of the water bodies in this TMDL are not impaired but do contribute to other segments
which are impaired. The Little Wekiva River and Blackwater Creek are examples.

The total phosphorus target concentration is 0.065 mg/L. A percentage of that load comes from
naturally occurring material in the aquifer.

Historical records show that nitrate concentrations are decreasing in the lower segment of the
Wekiva River, while concentrations in other segments have remained stable. Total phosphorus

concentrations have been very consistent. (Table 2.2 from the Draft BMAP)



9:40

Non point sources are a major contribution in this system. Non point sources include surface
water sources that do not require permits. Point sources from wastewater treatment facilities
are minimal, since these sources discharge only during emergency situations.

Nutrient sources vary and include: domestic wastewater, atmospheric deposition, natural
sources, septic tanks, animal wastes, and fertilizers. Phosphorus may release from clay material
contained in the confining layer of the aquifer (Hawthorne Formation).

We used two approaches for estimated loads and reductions: discharge from the springs (Table
3.4 from the Draft BMAP) and loads associated with the runoff model (Table 3.3 from the Draft
BMAP). These two approaches overlap somewhat so we may want to revise this. This
methodology was based on land use data for the year 2000 so that modeling could be updated
with more recent land use data. We hope to come up with a more accurate estimation of the

total load for the basin than what these overlapping models currently provide.

Management Actions, Kathleen Harrigan SAIC

We have collected a large number of projects that date back to 2000. We used projects from
that date because of the long residence time of pollutants in groundwater. Because of that time
delay, we would not expect to see an immediate benefit in the spring from implemented
projects or management actions.

To be included in this BMAP, projects had to be part of the planning area. Only projects that
went above and beyond permit requirements were included. We have also listed wastewater
treatment plants because the significant reductions achieved since 2000..

There are lots of nonpoint sources. Jody Lee of FDACS gave a presentation on agricultural BMPs
last July which is available on our ftp site.

WWTP projects, stream bank restoration, exotic plant removal, local ordinances, public
education activities, and road paving projects with treatment have been incorporated into this
BMAP. Land use designations that changed from agricultural use to conservation or other uses
were also included.

Table 4.3 from the Draft BMAP displays a list of facilities that treat wastewater within the basin.
Chris Ferraro, DEP’s Central District Office, is the contact person for details on this. Chris gave a
presentation in 2009 about the wastewater treatment facility improvements required by the

Wekiva Wastewater rules which is summarized as part of the BMAP document.



Sanitary sewer collection system repair efforts that went above and beyond the permit
requirements to reduce leakages and make things more efficient were included in the BMAP.
Some examples include the expansion of collection systems to connect septic tanks, and the
Wekiwa State Park and the Zellwood area transition to sewer systems. This project type spans 9
Basin Working Group members and has 47 projects in it. (Table 4.2 from the Draft BMAP)

Eleven Basin Working Group members did extensive work from a rehabilitation standpoint in
regards to surface water and springshed projects. Permitted facilities that went above and
beyond the baseline requirements in inspections, rehabilitation, street sweeping, and dirt road
paving received credit for these activities in the BMAP. (Table 4.5 from the Draft BMAP)
Additional projects addressed public education, bank stabilization, exotic vegetation removal,
land preservation and conservation, and wetland preservation as well as future studies to assess
pollutant loads. These projects were implemented by twelve Basin Working Group members
(continuation of Table 4.5 from the Draft BMAP).

A lot of irrigation ordinances are included that address fertilizer issues. There were studies done
that examined whether people knew how much fertilizer they should use and found that most
people do not. Many of the public education projects in the BMAP address pet waste and
fertilizer issues. (Table 4.10 from the Draft BMAP)

There are about 50,000 acres dedicated to agricultural use in the planning area. Of these, 6,000
acres have enrolled in BMPs. FDACS is focused on cow and calf practices which make up 22,000
acres in the planning area. Some horse farm operations within the planning area are not large
enough to be addressed by the standard agricultural BMPs so those will require a separate
educational effort. (Table 4.16 from the Draft BMAP)

The nitrate and phosphorus load estimation may be high because of the limitations of our ability
to distinguish between the overlapping groundwater and surface water loadings. Many different
approaches were considered to determine how to credit load reduction. Project estimation
numbers associated with projects were provided by Basin Working Group members. The
estimated loads going into the system subtracted by the projected load reductions provided by
the stakeholders show that the projects are making a good effort at reducing pollutant loads.
Rick Hicks is trying to improve the estimated load numbers because there is some redundancy in

the watersheds that overlap. (Table 4.15 and 4.16 from the Draft BMAP)



e Basin Working Group members should review their projects to ensure that the information in

the BMAP is accurate and complete. Let the basin coordination team know if anything else

should be added. Any new load reduction data that should be included.

Q&A

Mark Flomerfelt, Seminole County: | would
like to suggest that the March 15 deadline
be extended so that we have time to review
the new information.

Charles Gauthier, FDEP: | think it’s important to
accommodate the need for review and get it done. On
the other hand there is a lot of pressure to keep this
process moving. That said, we can work with that time
frame and provide a 30 day extension.

Kim Ornberg, Seminole County: The Yankee
Lake plant has no surface water discharges
anymore but it is listed in the document for
reductions.

Chris Ferraro, FDEP: That is true but they land apply and
have a total nitrogen limit of 3. There have been
significant reductions through their reuse.

Chuck O’Neil, League of Women Voters: In
one of the tables it said that goal is to
reduce total nitrogen concentrations in
Wekiva Springs by 79 percent and
phosphorus by 64 percent. How does that
table relate to reaching those numbers if the
greatest projected reduction is 35%?

Kathleen Harrigan, SAIC: The numbers shown are
associated with individual projects which are only a
subset of our total project list. Groundwater load
reductions were harder to quantify. The actual effect of
the BMAP is bigger than those projects that are listed
there.

Rick Hicks, FDEP: The 79% is a reduction of nitrate
loading and not of nitrate concentration. It’s difficult to
alternate between concentrations and loadings. Projects
have load reductions that result in concentration
reductions. The overlap issue that we discussed with the
land use loading model and the spring loading makes
these calculations more difficult. We hope to figure that
out and get more accurate numbers by the next version
of the document.

Chris Ferraro, FDEP: The 35% reduction also doesn’t
include the public education or ordinances that local
governments have adopted. There are no calculated
load reductions associated with those.

When will the next version be published?

Kathleen Harrigan, SAIC: We will need about 30 days to
receive additional comments and then a couple of weeks
after that to work through them. That time frame
depends on the amount of comments we receive but




should take at least two weeks.

Sister Pat Siemen, CEJ: Does this plan have
any kind of allocated load reductions for
agriculture? | know that agricultural
interests will have to implement BMPs but
since agriculture is about 32% percent of the
land use in the planning area are there
projected allocation reductions there?

Kathleen Harrigan, SAIC: Some BMAPs have specific
allocated reduction goals but that was not possible in
this basin because of the complexity of groundwater
influence. There are no allocations for agriculture
practices or any other activities in the watershed. They
have committed to implementing their BMPs with their
producers which will have a reduction effect.

Chris Ferraro, FDEP: Where did the 32% of
load from agriculture come from?

Note: The MACTEC report uses a larger basin
that included more agricultural area than
the planning area for this BMAP.

Kathleen Harrigan, SAIC: The 32% is from 2002 MACTEC
report.

Kathleen Harrigan, SAIC: FDACS will look at the specific
acreage which they associate with active agricultural
commodities in the planning area and then associate
that with different commodities to implement their
BMPs. They are also doing that in many of the adjoining
basins.

Chuck O’Neil, League of Women Voters: If
you reduce a load of total nitrogen but then
also grant consumptive use permits for
further reduction of the water does the
impact of flow reduction negate the benefit
of decreased nutrient loading? Will the
decreased water levels result in increased
concentrations?

Robert Mattson, SJWMD: Interestingly enough a year
ago Erich R. Marzolf and | did study to show a strong
positive correlation between nitrate concentration and
flow. What we found is the opposite. Increased flows
produced increase nitrate concentrations. That
correlation was very strong in Wekiwa Springs and not
as strong in Rock Springs. The take home message of
that study is that we have to reduce the nitrate load
above all else.

10:15 Monitoring, Kathleen Harrigan SAIC

e There are several monitoring partners in the Basin Working Group that monitor surface water

and groundwater, springs, flow, and perform biological assessments. (Table 5.1 from the Draft

BMAP)

e Core monitoring sites and supplemental monitoring sites have been established for surface

water. The goal was to identify sites that were sampled frequently enough (at least quarterly) to

establish a sufficient monitoring routine. This frequency is important for surface waters where

we hope to get data on seasonal variation across the basin. Fortunately, an extensive historical



database exists for this watershed which allows for comparison and the establishment of long
term trends. Supplemental sites are not sampled quarterly.

The BMAP describes two monitoring objectives. The primary objective is long term trend
monitoring. The second objective is to eventually focus management efforts on what is working
and determining the sufficiency of these actions.

All of the groundwater stations listed are to be collected as core stations. We will adjust those a
bit to be sure that we are getting surficial groundwater measurements and not the deeper wells.
(Table 5.2 from Draft BMAP)

The basin working group decided on a group of core parameters and supplemental parameters.

The groundwater monitoring includes a different set of parameters than the surface water

monitoring. The supplemental parameters help interpret the core parameters. Basin Working

Group members should verify that the correct parameters are listed for their respective

agencies. (Table 5.8A and 5.8B from Draft BMAP).

e Algal surveys are mainly performed by the Water Management District. Other agencies will

perform algal assessments for a total of 20 algal stations.

e Flow monitoring stations have been added to this BMAP. Some of the stations are collocated

with monitoring stations.

e Previously we had supplemental surface water and groundwater monitoring associated with

permits (i.e. spray fields, etc). We eliminated those from this document but have identified

those for which there is data available that we can request if the need arises. We will be working

with those permitting entities.

o Appendix F holds details for this information so Basin Working Group members should review

the list for accuracy and be sure that they are comfortable maintaining that monitoring

frequency.

Q&A

Marianne Pluchino, Seminole
County: We may have to update
our monitoring tools due to the
new assessment tools for assessing
nutrient impairment required by
the Numeric Nutrient Criteria
(NNC). This would add the Rapid
Periphyton Survey and Linear

Kathleen Harrigan, SAIC: The Rapid Periphyton Survey is
listed in the narrative portion. Monitoring sites are listed
in the tables because right now we do not have any
stations associated with the Rapid Periphyton Survey.
We appreciate any updates you might have. Thank you
for reminding us of the new assessment tools.




Vegetation Survey.

Kim Ornberg, Seminole County: Is Bart Harriss (DOH): Yes, the legislature approved a

the Department of Health doing loading study for 2015 which will look at septic tank use
research on septic tank loading? in the interest of reduced loading.

Andrea Samson, Coalition for Charles Gauthier, FDEP: You have made some important
Property Rights: My question is points and there are many that are anxious for the

what is the coordination between outcome of this study. We have over two million septic
the two agencies to show what tanks in the state so we understand your concern and are
either will use to determine anxious to see the outcome that is most cost effective.
whether septic tanks in particular One size does not fit all. Thank you.

areas are a problem? | may be
wrong in my assessment of what
that will actually give us but a one
size fits all approach seems
problematic. It must take into
account soil considerations, flow,
etc. Do they need another year of
funding to finish that study and
have those tools study? Septic
systems owners have large out of
pocket cost associated with any
potential legislation and their
return on that investment is
determined by how good your
science is.

Research and Implementation, Charles Gauthier FDEP

e The SJWMD is embarking on important springs research. | am certain there will be some focus
on this particular system in addition to others. This research should provide an excellent
platform for the second generation of this BMAP process.

e The research portion of the BMAP identifies areas where more research is needed. This BMAP
will require an evolving understanding of acreage and crop types. We will have to improve our
land use inventories and update load estimates.

e FDEP will stage an annual process to check on the progress of projects, water quality trends,
issues/problems, and research updates as part of our adaptive management approach.

10:30 Next steps, Kathleen Harrigan SAIC



e The Basin Working Group comment period will be extended for another 30 days which will

move the rest of our proposed target dates back by about two weeks. The final draft of the

BMAP will probably be available by the end of April but that depends largely on the types of

comments received.

e Basin Working Group members should review the draft BMAP for accuracy and verify that all

monitoring and research efforts have been documented. Letters of commitment from Basin

Working Group members should be submitted at this time. These letters are not necessary for

the enforcement of the BMAP but are valuable expressions of commitment from stakeholders.

Q&A

Mary Brabham, SIWMD: | would
like to introduce Mike Langton who
will discuss what his team can do
for local government. They are a

great resource.

Mike Langton, grant writing consultant: | served in the
Florida House of Representatives for five terms. During
the 1986 session my first bill was to outlaw the use of
septic tanks and | had my hat handed to me. We work
with the Water Management District with their grant
writing and they mentioned that we could also be made
available to local governments as a free service that the
WMD will pay for. Please contact us directly or through

Mary Brabham.

Chuck O’Neil, League of Woman
Voters: Is it possible to put together
a timetable for the achievement of

these reductions in the springs?

Kathleen Harrigan, SAIC: It is generally very difficult to
anticipate the response times for things associated with
water bodies. Sometimes the response time is shorter
because of certain projects like NuRF, the Northshore
Restoration Area, etc. It is difficult to estimate a timeline
and that is why we have periodic check in times. The
groundwater component makes this process even more
difficult because of groundwater retention times. The
average age of the water is seventeen years. Some of the
water takes upwards of 100 years to get to the surface.
Other factors keep changing too so this process requires
a constant monitoring effort. What we can expect are
load reductions associated with specific projects and

implementation dates.




From what | understand is that Rick Hicks, FDEP: In certain areas of the St. Johns River,

underneath the freshwater that particularly in Sanford, there does tend to be an
comes from the aquifer is older upwelling of salt which is a natural occurrence. The
saltwater. | was told that no one freshwater aquifer is underlain by saline water. In
knows where the divide between drought conditions we have seen some increase in
freshwater and saltwater is and salinity in our springs.

that some wells are actually They are not all going salty but there is a gradual trend in

producing saltwater. increased salinity. As we have less fresh water there is
more of a mixing of that. The WMD is doing all kinds of

things to manage consumption in light of this.

Rob Mattson, SIWMD: A year ago when | gave an update
on the water quality status in this watershed | noted that
the conductivity in the Wekiva and Rock Springs was
increasing and that is the result of consumptive use

problems as well as decreased rainfalls.

Basin Working Group members will get an email from Kathleen to confirm upcoming deadlines. DEP
staff will continue to work on updating the land use and loading estimates which is now possible
thanks to Rick Hicks. Basin Working Group members should continue to provide comments. Public is
invited to comment as well but the official public comment period will begin after the next draft
BMAP is available. The BMAP adoption phase will not delay the restoration process as many of the
projects described in the BMAP are occurring or will begin soon.

11:04 Adjourn
For more information contact:
Kenneth Kuhl
Ph: (850) 245-8418 / Fax: (850) 245-8434

Kenneth.Kuhl@dep.state.fl.us

Or
Charles Gauthier, FAICP
Ph: (850) 245-8555 / Fax: (850) 245-8434
charles.gauthier@dep.state.fl.us

Watershed Planning & Coordination Section
Florida Department of Environmental Protection
2600 Blair Stone Road, MS 3565, Tallahassee, FL 32399
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The current draft (posted by the Department on 4-16-13) of the Wekiva River, Rock Springs Run, and the
Little Wekiva Canal BMAP may be downloaded at:
http://publicfiles.dep.state.fl.us/DEAR/BMAP/Wekiva/Meetings/2013 (4)April/.
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