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Welcome and Introductions
Tiffany Busby welcomed everyone to the Orange Creek Basin Management Action Plan (BMAP) meeting.  The participants introduced themselves and the entity they represent.

Charlie Gauthier stated that the Florida Department of Environmental Protection works on water quality restoration plans around the state, and these plans cannot happen without local participation.  The Department provides leadership on the BMAP process, but the locals provide the projects.  Charlie noted that he is very impressed with the work done in this basin but there is still more work ahead.  The BMAP lays out a roadmap for what needs to occur going forward.  The revised BMAP needs to be adopted so that implementation can occur.  There are 17 adopted BMAPs around the state with another ten underway.  The Department is getting ready to start BMAPs for Volusia Blue Spring and Jackson Blue Spring, so there is a state focus currently on springs.

Charlie noted that the Orange Creek BMAP update is a learning experience for the Department.  Orange Creek has one of the first BMAPs, so it is one of the first reaching the five-year assessment stage.  The stakeholders have made a lot of progress reducing loads, but there are issues with legacy loading in the sediment and loading in ground water.  The Department will need to coordinate with the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) on lake management strategies.  The Orange Creek Basin will continue to be a pioneering area as the Department and stakeholders work through these issues.  The legislative session is starting today and water is a big topic with legislators.  There is serious talk about additional funding for water quality, and Governor Scott is allocating in $55 million for springs.  There are also discussions about providing funding for the Indian River Lagoon and Lake Okeechobee.

Charlie stated that the Orange Creek BMAP has gone through a lot of editing.  The Basin Working Group (BWG) started meeting in the fall to discuss the water quality assessment and the plan for the next five years.  There were internal discussions at the Department about the BMAP format.  It was decided that the original BMAP and Secretarial Order will stay in effect.  The new document will be a supplemental BMAP that will also be adopted through an order.  The Department did not want to lose the information about the work that has been accomplished to date, but they also wanted to move forward and have a streamlined document on what will occur in the next five years.  The new BMAP is now more focused on water quality trends and new projects.  The Department also listened to the stakeholder comments and made revisions to the BMAP.  There is one more chance to review the BMAP, and comments are due Monday, March 17th.  The BMAP will be updated based on the comments received and then there will be internal Department briefings on the BMAP up to the Secretary.  The BMAP will be adopted through an order that will be open to a challenge period.  Once the BMAP is formally adopted, there will be notices in the local newspaper.  The goal is to have the BMAP in effect in May.  

Review of the Revised Draft BMAP Section by Section
Mary Paulic stated that the revised BMAP was posted to the FTP site on Friday, and the stakeholders have two weeks to review the document.  The Department has gone through the BMAP and the volume of material that was in the January 30th draft has been reduced.  The focus of the BMAP is now on new material and details that are specific to the Orange Creek Basin, and the general language about programs has been removed.  This is the second phase (or cycle) of the BMAP that updates and supplements the 2008 BMAP.  The order for the 2008 BMAP is still in effect, so those projects are still enforceable.  For the updated BMAP, parts of the document, such as the total maximum daily load (TMDL) details, were moved to the appendices.  The Department wanted to have this information nearby without disrupting the flow of the document.  There is also a supporting document from 2008, and Mary noted that she plans to update that document with the program information and other information that was removed from the BMAP.  This update should be ready by June.  The water quality review document also needs to be finalized.  Mary stated that she received stakeholder comments on the report and she also has updated analyses from Jian Di.  This document should be finalized about the time the BMAP is being adopted.  These three documents will represent the next five years.

In the BMAP, the project information has been moved around and there is no longer one big list of all the projects.  The project information is now split out by where it is located in the basin, or if the project is a larger, basin-wide effort.  For the projects from the 2008 BMAP where changes were made to the status, description, or costs, those projects are included in Appendix E.  The stakeholders should review these projects to make sure they have the most up to date information.  Mary noted that the BMAP layout is not too different.  Chapter 1 is still the background information, Chapter 2 lists the considerations and future growth, Chapter 3 provides the regulatory background and general management strategies, Chapters 4 through 9 are the information for each waterbody, and Chapter 10 is the monitoring plan.  The appendices include the references, TMDLs, BWG consensus process, bacteria source tracking protocol, and strategies from the first iteration.

In the Summary, the Department wanted to highlight the accomplishments and improvements in water quality.  For the lakes, they wanted to highlight what was achieved and what else is needed to improve water quality.  The summary includes more details on the water quality evaluation and the five major management areas for next five years.  In Chapter 1, the previous Section 1.2 about the TMDLs was moved to an appendix, since this is old information that does not need to be restated.  The hydrology information was shortened.  Mary noted that some of the maps in the BMAP will be cleaned up, and the two maps of the basin will likely be combined.  In Section 1.3, the Department decided to remove the list of BWG members, since it disrupted the flow, but a reference was made to the Acknowledgements Section for a list of members.  The consensus language was moved to Appendix C because while this information is important, it takes the document off the main path of the BMAP purpose.  In Chapter 2, the considerations bullet on future growth in Section 2.1 was removed, since there is an entire section on future growth.  In Section 2.2, additional detail was added about the verified waters in the basin and the numeric nutrient criteria.  In Section 2.3, details about the Environmental Resource Permit (ERP) program were added to help with the discussion on Envision Alachua.

Buford Pruitt stated that he has spent hours looking for a good map of the Orange Creek Basin streams, and the only option he can find is the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) quad sheets.  He stated that he would appreciate a map showing all the basin streams.  Mary responded that in Figure 2 of the BMAP, there is an inset map that could become its own map, and it has more details on the basin hydrology.  Figure 1 will likely be removed and become an inset map, and a new map with more details will be added.  Buford noted that the BMAP might not be the best place for this map, and the St. Johns River Water Management District (SJRWMD) might be a better source of information.  He would like to know where each stream is located and have each one labeled with its name.  At a previous meeting he mentioned that he found a bat colony on a stream, but he cannot find the name of the stream.  Mary responded that a lot of the smaller streams do not have names.  The scale used will determine the level of detail for the map in the BMAP.  This type of map could already exist and Mary offered to look into it.

Mary noted that Chapter 3 includes in the regulatory language in the first part of the chapter.  This language was slimmed down to remove some of the program details.  The next part of the chapter is information on the basin-wide management strategies and the list of the five most important actions for the next five years.  In Section 3.4, a lot of the detail on the agricultural program was removed and it will be moved to the supporting document.  Chapters 4 through 9 have information similar to what was in the January 30th BMAP including the description of the waterbodies, information on water quality and pollutant sources (from the TMDL), and management strategies specific to each waterbody.  Chapter 10 is largely the same information as before with the table of Lake Watch stations removed and the information added to Table 14 with the other monitoring stations.  There are also the appendices.

Buford noted that he reviewed Appendix E several times and he found the information to be misleading.  The projects really fall into the categories of BMAP-led water quality remediation, projects that the stakeholders have been doing all along, and projects that the stakeholders have been doing all along that have been augmented because of the BMAP process.  Some of the projects listed have nothing to do with water quality.  He would like to see the Department split out the projects into different categories, such as no value, lots of value, or medium value.  He is worried that politicians will use these numbers to show how much money they are spending to help with water quality, and some things, such as street sweeping, are not done for water quality.  Mary responded that Buford can submit this with his comments so that she can have others at the Department review this suggestion.  Mary added that street sweeping does help reduce the amount of nutrient load in stormwater runoff by removing material that accumulates on the roads so that it does not get into the stormwater system.  Buford noted that the local governments have been sweeping for years and there are still polluted waters.  He would like to see what actions are being done solely because of the BMAP process.  Mary responded that some of that information was in the 2008 BMAP.  She also noted that Appendix E is only those projects from the 2008 BMAP that were updated, so this appendix is not the full project list.

Buford stated that he would like to see all written comments received during BMAP development placed into a BMAP appendix.  Mary responded that she will give consideration on how to do this.  Bob Palmer noted that the appendix on consensus talks about bringing concerns to the attention of the Department decision makers.  He stated that he intends to submit a letter to Mary, and he assumes that she will share this letter with Department decision makers.  He asked how this process works.  Mary responded that she receives different level of comments on the BMAP.  Some are minor edits that staff can work through, which do not need to be raised to upper management.  The more detailed comments are discussed at the Division level, which is where decisions for the BMAP program are made.  The comment letter can also be sent directly to upper management, or Mary can relay the comments.  Bob asked if there is a place on the website where substantive comments can be collated so that all the stakeholders can review them.  Mary responded that the comments could be compiled and placed on the FTP site.  This may be a better place for the comments than a BMAP appendix.  In addition to the comment period, there will be a challenge period after the Secretary adopts the BMAP order.  Bob asked what the difference is between the challenge period and the comment period.  Mary responded the challenge period provides an opportunity to oppose an agency action instead of providing comments.

Charlie stated that posting the comments received to the FTP site is a good.  He is reluctant to include them in the BMAP, but it is useful to compile the comments for stakeholder review.  Bob suggested including a link in the BMAP document with where the comments are posted.  Mary responded that they would add the link to the FTP site in the BMAP.  Judy Etzler stated that she is also interested in seeing the comments.  She attended another stakeholders meeting in Lake City, and the comments from those meetings are compiled and sent to interested parties.  It is interesting to read the comments and to see the evolution of the document.  She appreciates that people take the time to comment.  Mary responded that notes are taken at the meetings, which capture those comments.  She still owes the BWG and stakeholders the January meeting summaries.  Judy asked if Mary could send the stakeholders the comments as she receives them.  Mary responded that she would do this, unless the document was large.  Tiffany noted in that case, the link to where the comments are posted can be sent.

Next Steps
Mary stated that comments on the BMAP are due by March 17th.  She asked that the stakeholders carefully review the project details, both in the main document and Appendix E.  Mary will also be contacting the entities to talk with them about their projects.  The final BMAP should be ready by the end of March, and the link to where the revised document is posted will be sent to the stakeholders.  Sally Adkins asked if Appendix E includes all the project information to the present.  Mary responded that the appendix has the projects from the original BMAP in which some of the information was updated as part of the second BMAP iteration process, but not all the projects.  Sally noted that some of the information in the appendix is old.  Mary responded that she would appreciate it if the stakeholders could update any old information.

Kevin asked where the list of newer projects are located in the document.  Mary responded that the newer projects are included in Chapter 3 for the basin-wide projects and in Chapters 4 through 9 for the waterbody-specific projects.  Some of the activities, such as ordinances and agricultural best management practice (BMP) implementation, are included in Chapter 3 because they apply to multiple waterbodies and the Department did not want to repeat the information.  The subsequent chapters list the projects for the individual waterbodies, which will make it easier to update portions of the BMAP in the future without affecting the rest of the document.  Kevin asked if the BMAP includes projects in different stages, such as projects the stakeholders want to do versus those that will definitely happen.  Mary responded that there are a variety of projects in the BMAP.  There are a few projects that will not be done for a few years and some projects that were completed since the 2008 BMAP.  There is also the Paynes Prairie project, which is ongoing.  Sally added that the projects the stakeholders included in the BMAP have started in some way.  They could not include “wish list” projects that are not funded.  Mary noted that the BMAP is adopted by the Department Secretary, which makes the actions in the BMAP enforceable.  Therefore, once a project is in the adopted BMAP, it must be done.  The projects included usually have started with some approval.  The stakeholders are required to implement the projects in the BMAP or provide a replacement project with the same level of reductions.

Kevin asked if there is an estimated benefit of all the projects.  Mary responded that where possible, the BMAP includes estimates of total nitrogen (TN) and total phosphorus (TP) reductions.  For the urban streams, there is no good way to estimate the reductions in fecal coliforms because the TMDL is not based on loading, but on the number of exceedances.  The monitoring data are used as evidence that the BMAP strategies for reducing fecal coliforms are working.  It is also difficult to determine the benefits of some actions, such as ordinances and public education.  Kevin asked if there is a cumulative benefit that has been determined to show how far the projects have gotten towards the TMDLs and how many more projects are needed.  Mary responded that it is difficult to say how many more projects are needed because the focus is on the load reductions.  Additional load reductions are needed for the lakes so, as part of this BMAP iteration, the Department will develop nutrient load budgets to help to determine what additional effort is needed.  Some more detail, such as the load reduced by the Paynes Prairie project, can be added to the BMAP now.

Bob stated that during the last few meetings, the stakeholders had comments about adding information to the BMAP, such as more regulatory language for Plum Creek.  The Department has updated the document based on the comments and he appreciates this.

Mary asked if the BWG could accept the five items listed in Section 3.2 as the focus for the next five years.  These items are:  (1) implementing and refining the bacteria protocol, (2) continuing to support the implementation of the Paynes Prairie project, (3) identifying additional strategies for the lakes and including Lochloosa Lake once the TMDL has been adopted, (4) continuing conversations between the Department and FWC about plant and habitat management in the lakes, especially for Orange Lake, and (5) implementing agricultural BMPs.  The BWG provided feedback that they agree with these items.

Mary stated that the earliest the next BWG meeting would be is in June.  By this time, the BMAP would be adopted and the supporting document and water quality assessment would be updated.  The Lochloosa Lake TMDL is still in development, and the tentative completion for the draft TMDL is in June.  The public meeting on the draft TMDL would be in early summer to obtain feedback.  The Department has also discussed bringing the draft TMDL to the BWG for input first.  Judy asked if SJRWMD is developing the TMDL.  Mary responded that the Department is preparing the TMDL but SJRWMD has done the modeling.  Jian added that SJRWMD is in the initial stages of gathering data and considering the BMPs that are already in place.  There is one engineer working on the model and he should have it ready in May.

Mary suggested holding quarterly meetings on the BMAP, which would mean that subsequent meetings would be held in September and December.  The BWG provided feedback that a quarterly meeting schedule is good.  Mary suggested convening sub-committees or a lakes Technical Working Group, which could meet on issues separately and come back to the BWG.  These committees or groups would be fact-finding groups for the BWG.  Dave Wilson asked if the point of the quarterly BWG meetings is to provide updates on nutrient issues.  Mary responded that the purpose will be to provide both updates on progress made and to identify what actions should be taken to reduce the nutrient loads to the lakes.  The meetings would continue in 2015.  In late 2015 or early 2016, additional strategies could be added to update the BMAP before the end of the full five-year cycle.

Kevin asked how the new numeric nutrient criteria (NNC) relates to what is included in the BMAP and what the BMAP might need to include once the NNC go into effect.  Mary stated that an assessment of waters in this basin was made in 2012.  It will be 2018 before the Department assesses these waterbodies again, and this will be done with the NNC.  Since the BMAP will be adopted in 2014, the full five year cycle will be completed after this assessment so the stakeholders could consider updates to the BMAP based on any changes in the listing.  The TMDLs addressed by the BMAP are based on criteria that was in place at that time.  The lakes were assessed using the Trophic State Index and the streams were evaluated using a fecal coliform count of 800 colony forming units.  The NNC and the implications for this basin could be discussed in more detail at a future BWG meeting.

Public Comments and Wrap Up
Buford stated that he would like to suggest a research activity.  He previously mentioned the bat colony he found in a culvert, and after talking with Alachua County, he found that a lot of wildlife use culverts.  Animals will use stream banks for migrating, and on a natural stream bank the full amount of their waste does not automatically end up in the stream.  However, when animals use culverts for migration and shelter, when their waste drops, it will be washed out to a surface water during the next rain event.  He looked through the literature for more information on wildlife uses of culverts and their influences on water quality, and there was very little information.  Buford suggested that the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) and FWC put together a plan to fund researchers to look into this issue.  The researchers should coordinate with the Alachua County Environmental Protection Department (ACEPD), and the results should be incorporated into the next BMAP process.  Sally responded that ACEPD conducted a hot spot study for fecal coliforms in urban areas, and they found that sometimes the hot spots are due to wildlife.  They do evaluate this source and try to address the problems, where possible.

Mary suggested holding the June meeting on the 25th or 26th.  The BWG provided feedback that those dates work for them.  Mary responded that she will find a meeting room and then send a notice with the date and location.  These meetings will go back to morning meetings.  Charlie stated that part of the plan is to get into a routine of regular meetings to determine how to address the issues with the lakes.  

Charlie stated that he wanted to recognize Mary because she has worked extremely hard on this product, and she is also working in other areas of the state including Upper Ocklawaha, Silver Springs, and Indian River Lagoon.  There is a Silver Springs meeting on Thursday.  Charlie also thanked Tiffany and Marcy Policastro and stated that the BMAP program would not work without their support.

Adjourn
The meeting was adjourned at 11:17 AM.

Action Items
· The stakeholders should submit comments on the BMAP to Mary Paulic by Monday, March 17th. – Completed. 
· Mary will update and finalize the supporting document and the water quality assessment report.
· The stakeholders should review the projects in the main document and Appendix E to make sure this is the most up to date information. – Completed.
· Mary will provide a more detailed map of the basin hydrology for the BMAP.  She will also look for a details streams map for Buford Pruitt. - Figure 2 displays more of the basin’s hydrology.  It was discovered during the creation of this map that many of the small streams do not have names, at least not identified in the Florida’s National Hydrographic Database.
· The Department will post substantial BMAP comments to the FTP site.  The FTP site link will be included in the BMAP and sent to the stakeholders so they can review the comments. - Posted at http://publicfiles.dep.state.fl.us/DEAR/BMAP/OrangeCreek/2014_BMAP/ in a folder called Comments.
· Mary will finalize and send the summaries from the January meetings. – Completed.
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Mary will send a link to the final BMAP when the document is posted towards the end of March. - The document is posted at http://publicfiles.dep.state.fl.us/DEAR/BMAP/OrangeCreek/2014_BMAP/.
· Mary will add the load reduced by the Paynes Prairie project to the BMAP. – Completed.
· The NNC and the implications for this basin will be discussed in more detail at a future BWG meeting.
· Mary will send an email to the BWG once the next meeting location has been finalized for June 25th or 26th. – Completed.
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