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Introductions and Welcome
Marcy Policastro welcomed everyone to the Orange Creek Basin Management Action Plan (BMAP) public meeting.  Charlie Gauthier and Mary Paulic with the Florida Department of Environmental Protection will provide an overview of the Orange Creek BMAP, which is an update to the adopted 2008 BMAP.  After the presentation, the Department will be asking for comments and questions on the BMAP to help improve the document.  The participants introduced themselves and the entity they represent.

Purpose of the Meeting and Overview of the BMAP Process
Charlie Gauthier stated that the Department and stakeholders started to update the BMAP in the fall.  The purpose of today’s public meeting to discuss the BMAP and provide feedback.  The BMAP will be brought to the Department’s Secretary for approval through a secretarial order.  The actions in the BMAP are enforceable through this order.  The minimum requirements for a BMAP include strategies and projects for restoration, a monitoring plan, and a plan to address future growth in the loading.  Florida Statute requires an assessment of the BMAP progress after five years of implementation, and Orange Creek is one of the first BMAPs to reach this mark.

Orange Creek BMAP Overview
Mary Paulic noted that the BMAP content will be slimmed down before it goes to the Secretary for adoption.  The BMAP addresses the nutrient total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) for Newnans Lake, Lake Wauberg, Orange Lake, and Alachua Sink, as well as the fecal coliform TMDLs for Hogtown Creek, Sweetwater Branch, and Tumblin Creek.  The Lochloosa TMDL is under development and should be adopted in 2014.  The lakes were listed as impaired because of the trophic state index (TSI), which is based on total nitrogen (TN), total phosphorus (TP), and chlorophyll-a data.  The creeks were listed as impaired because fecal coliform concentrations exceeded 800 colony forming units (CFU).  The data used to assess the waterbodies are collected by the St. Johns River Water Management District (SJRWMD) in the lakes and Alachua County in the stream.  Where available, LAKEWATCH data are also used.  

For fecal coliforms, the exceendance rates in the creek based on the latest data are 37% in Hogtown Creek, 40% in Sweetwater Branch, and 39% in Tumblin Creek.  These exceedance rates are all lower than the rate in the TMDL.  Alachua County, Gainesville Regional Utilities (GRU), and the Florida Department of Health (FDOH) in Alachua County have collaborated to create protocols that address fecal coliforms.

For the nutrient evaluation in the lakes, the TMDL data from the period of 1990-2000 were compared to the more recent data from 2008-2011.  Lake Wauberg has had a statistically significant increase in TN, TP, and chlorophyll-a since the TMDL period.  This is a landlocked lake that is located within the Hawthorne, so there is a natural phosphorus contribution.  The TSI for this lake has also been steadily increasing.  In Alachua Sink, the water quality data were not reviewed because the Paynes Prairie Sheetflow Restoration Project, which started construction in May 2013, will meet the wasteload allocation for wastewater and stormwater once completed.  There are also upgrades to the Main Street Water Reclamation Facility (WRF) and alum treatment for TP removal in this basin.  TP has increased in Lochloosa Lake, Newnans Lake, and Orange Lake since the TMDL.  TN decreased in Newnans Lake, which is the only lake with a TN TMDL.  TN has increased in both Orange Lake and Lochloosa Lake.  Chlorophyll-a has decreased in all three lakes, and there has been a small decline in TSI in the lakes.

Ryan Hamm (Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission [FWC]) asked if the Department has tried to correlate the TSI with water levels in the lakes.  Mary responded that Jian Di with SJRWMD has been looking at correlations for TN and TP concentrations with water levels.  Jian added that TN and TP are correlated to water level, especially in Newnans Lake where 60% of the nutrient fluctuation is due to water level changes.  He is currently working on evaluating the TN and TP trends with the stage effects removed.

Dave Wilson (Florida Springs Institute) stated that it looks like the TN target is 2 mg/L, and for springs it is usually 0.35 mg/L.  This target seems high.  Mary responded that for springs, the target concentration is for the ground water.  For surface waters, there is no set target so the TMDL determined what the TN concentration should be to get the system back to a healthy biological community.  Jean Larson (Citizen) asked if the Department has data for Haile Sink.  Robin Hallbourg responded that Alachua County samples Hogtown Creek immediately upstream of Haile Sink.  Buford Pruitt (Citizen) stated that Alachua Sink flows to the river so he hopes this is taken into account.  Mary responded that the Paynes Prairie project will help to remove a source to Alachua Sink, which will also benefit the river.  Bob Palmer (Alachua County Environmental Protection Advisory Committee [EPAC]) asked why there is not a TN TMDL for Orange Lake.  Mary responded that when the Department develops a TMDL, they look for the limiting nutrient for the waterbody.  In the case of Orange Lake, only TP was limiting.

Mary noted that the BMAP currently assigns allocation to the entire basin rather than individual entities.  However, in the future, detailed allocations may be needed.  Judy Etzler (Sierra Club) asked if Marion County has been involved in the BMAP.  Mary responded that the county has been involved in the Basin Working Group (BWG) since it was convened in 2004.  Bob Palmer (Alachua County EPAC) noted that the BMAP says there are no detailed allocations but it also notes that the Alachua Sink wasteload allocation will be met by the Paynes Prairie project, and this seems to be a specific allocation.  Mary responded that the TMDL specifies a wasteload allocation for point sources, both wastewater and stormwater, and a load allocation for the nonpoint sources.  These are the general allocations the BMAP is using, and these are not to individual stakeholders.  Bob asked if there are point sources other than the Main Street WRF with allocations in the TMDL.  Mary responded that the power plant also has an allocation.  Bob noted that it would help to explain these allocations more fully in the BMAP.

Mary stated that as part of the next BMAP cycle, the Department would like to involve the smaller entities that have not been as active with the BMAP in the past.  The first BMAP iteration included studies to gather information, and the 2011 Surface Water Improvement and Management (SWIM) Plan was developed with project ideas.  Going forward, the Department and stakeholders will need to identify actions to improve water quality in the lakes.  As part of this BMAP update, the Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Service (FDACS) will be working to enroll more producers in best management practices (BMPs).  The BMAP also includes estimates for future growth in the loading.  This section discusses the Innovation Square District improvements, which will provide treatment, and the Envision Alachua development proposed for Lochloosa Lake watershed.  The TMDL will be used to set the water quality targets for development in this area.

Judy Etzler (Sierra Club) asked if any possible changes from Envision Alachua would be included in the BMAP, or if they would be included in a future cycle.  Mary responded that the BMAP documents the proposal for the land use change, but this development has not occurred yet.  Whitey Markle (Sierra Club) stated that the Alachua County commission and staff have no way of knowing what the TMDL might be before approving the land use amendments.  He asked why the Department is waiting to tell the county what the consequences of this development might be.  Mary responded that there is some information in the BMAP but the earliest the draft TMDL will be ready is June, so there is no information to provide to the county now.

Bob Palmer (Alachua County EPAC) stated that there is language in the BMAP that the Plum Creek development might cause additional loading.  He noted that his understanding for an Outstanding Florida Water (OFW) is that there should be no net degradation.  There seems to be a legal framework in place that should be explained in the BMAP.  Mary responded that the Department would look at the OFW language and determine how to revise this text.

Mary stated that 118 projects were included in the 2008 BMAP, and significant activities included the planning for the Paynes Prairie project and the bacteria source tracking.  The BMAP update includes 30 new projects, such as stormwater retrofits, conservation land purchases, pet waste education, fertilizer and landscaping ordinances, and data collection and evaluation.  The 2008 BMAP will remain in effect, which means the history from the original BMAP can be removed from the new BMAP.  The 2014 BMAP will include new projects, changes to the 2008 BMAP, and a strategy for going forward.  The 2014 BMAP will likely be updated earlier than five years with new information.  There is also a supporting document to the 2008 BMAP, which will be updated.  The focus of the 2014 BMAP will be on meeting the TMDL targets in Wauberg, Orange, and Newnans lakes, and to consider the Lochloosa Lake TMDL once it is adopted.

David Moritz (Alachua County EPAC) stated that it does not seem as if there has been a new analysis of what needs to be done.  Mary responded that the Department uses a watershed assessment cycle in which it assess waterbodies every five years to determine which should be listed as impaired.  The last assessment for this basin was done in 2012, and there is a section in the BMAP that identifies the additional impaired waters that do not have a TMDL.  David asked if Orange Lake is on the list for a TN TMDL.  Mary responded that the Department just finished its evaluation of the lake and has no plans to redo the TMDL.  TN data for Orange Lake are included in the water quality evaluation report if any of the stakeholders are interested in reviewing the data.

Mary stated that comments on the BMAP are due by February 14th, and the stakeholders should check the projects and text for accuracy.  Formatting and word smithing edits are not needed now since the format will change.  An updated BMAP will be ready at the end of February/early March and then another meeting may be held to review the document.  The Secretarial adoption process would begin in mid-March.  Mark Kuhn (Florida Department of Transportation [FDOT]) stated that he would prefer to wait and review the BMAP after it has been reformatted.  Robin Hallbourg (Alachua County) asked if the projects that are completed and were part of the 2008 BMAP would be removed from this BMAP.  Mary responded that this is correct.  Ryan Hamm (FWC) asked if it possible for the Department to highlight what information will be trimmed to save people from reading extra information.  Mary responded that too much information will be moved around to do this.  Mary asked if the stakeholders preferred to read the document now for accuracy or to wait for a new document in February.  Bob Palmer (Alachua County EPAC) and David Moritz (Alachua County EPAC) provided feedback that they preferred waiting for a new document.

Judy Etzler (Sierra Club) asked if the Department’s management gave feedback on the BMAP, which is why the format will be changed.  Mary responded that she now has refined guidance for how the BMAP should proceed.  The initial thought was that the original BMAP would be rescinded and replaced with the new BMAP.  However, the original BMAP will be staying in place so the new BMAP does not need to include all the history from the 2008 BMAP.  Charlie added that this BMAP is pioneering the path forward for the second BMAP iterations.  The 2008 BMAP and order will be retained, and the new BMAP will also be adopted to include information looking forward from the first BMAP.  Therefore, a lot of the narrative from the original BMAP is not needed, as well as background information such as on the MS4 permit program and the agricultural BMPs program.  The new BMAP will start with information from the water quality assessment, and then describe the plan forward.  In terms of comments from the stakeholders, the review should focus on the management strategies to ensure the information is correct.  In addition, language in the BMAP, such as the information about Envision Alachua, should be reviewed to make sure it is accurate.

Bob Palmer (Alachua County EPAC) stated that the new approach makes sense, and he was going to suggest removing all the old projects because the tables should focus on the projects for the future.  Judy Etzler (Sierra Club) added that while it is nice to be aware of all the work that was done, the project tables have a lot of information to sort through.  Robin Hallbourg (Alachua County) asked if the stakeholders have identified factual changes that are needed, could those edits be provided now.  Mary responded that this information should be sent now.  David Hamstra (Pegasus Engineering) asked if the information that will be removed from the BMAP will be lost or if it will go to the supporting document.  Mary responded that the Department is thinking of updating the supporting document with the information that will be removed from the BMAP.  The supporting document is a good reference to help with understanding the BMAP.

Dave Wilson (Florida Springs Institute) stated that he is confused about the impact of the final BMAP document.  He asked if a project is proposed that shows it will sharply increase nutrients, does the BMAP have the ability to control whether that project is completed.  Mary responded that the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) wastewater permitting would control discharges from the wastewater treatment facilities, and the Environmental Resource Permit (ERP) Program would address stormwater projects.  Marcy added that the BMAP does not control the discharges from the new projects, but the TMDL sets the allowable loading limits.  The NPDES and ERP permitters look at the TMDL when issuing permits.  Alice Rankeillor (GRU) noted that the Paynes Prairie project includes a target loading in the ERP, and the WRF permit also has a loading target.  Mark Kuhn (FDOT) stated that when a project is applying for an ERP, information has to be submitted to show that the project is not adding to the nutrient loading.  David Hamstra (Pegasus Engineering) added that SJRWMD is very consistent about requiring a no net increase in loads for areas with a TMDL when issuing ERPs.

Whitey Markle (Sierra Club) noted that there is an issue in the Lochloosa Lake watershed because without a TMDL, SJRWMD cannot impose the no net increase in loading requirement for the Plum Creek development.  The amendments for this development could be passed before the TMDL is completed this year.  Andrew Roberts (Gainesville) responded that the amendments would be the final approval for the land use zoning.  However, the developers will need to obtain individual permits before construction, and this is where the TMDL requirements will be applied.

Jean Larson (Citizen) stated that she is hearing a lot about the creeks and lakes and stormwater runoff, but not about monitoring for the ground water.  She is if there is a total disconnect between the surface water and ground water, or if the ground water is being considered.  Mary responded that the Department’s focus for the BMAP has been on those waters with TMDLs, and these are surface waters.  The Department does conduct ground water monitoring, but Mary was unsure of the extent in the basin.  Robin Hallbourg (Alachua County) added that the county participates with the Department in monitoring, and there is ground water monitoring that is not listed in the BMAP.  The county monitors Haile Sink just upstream of where it goes into the ground, and Alachua Sink is monitored in the channel.  Both of these areas are monitored quarterly, when data can be collected, and the data are available on the county’s website.  From this monitoring, there is good information about the quality of water going into the sinks.  Jian Di (SJRWMD) added that the modeling includes ground water and the interconnectedness with the surface water.  The variations in ground water quality are much smaller than the variation in surface waters so not as much monitoring is needed.  Jean responded that this is not the case when trying to monitor for fertilizer use impacts on ground water.

Buford Pruitt (Citizen) asked during the MS4 conversation, what Mary meant by asking McIntosh to participate in the BMAP.  Mary responded that McIntosh does not have a MS4 permit, but the Department needs them to be more involved in discussions about what should be done for the lakes.  It would be good to have them in a room with the other BMAP participants to determine what role they can play and what projects they might have.  Buford noted that he finds it difficult to imagine McIntosh getting involved in the BWG because the people there do not have an expertise in the items that are discussed at the BMAP meetings.  He asked if the Department just wants someone at the meetings or if they are looking for the town to implement stormwater retrofits.  Mary responded that as a first step, it would be good for someone from the town to attend the meetings.  They did have a representative early in the process, and it would be helpful to reengage them in the discussions for Orange Lake, and also for the Silver Springs BMAP.  Then, their role in the BMAP can be determined.  The MS4 permits are based on population but if a municipality is located within an impaired watershed, the Department has the authority to designate them as an MS4.  The Department has not used this authority before and are not planning on using it for McIntosh, but they have this option.

Whitey Markle (Sierra Club) stated that there is also an issue of sewage from an overloaded package plant in McIntosh, and Marion County does not have the authority to address this issue.  This plant is discharing a lot of TN to Orange Lake.  Mary responded that there is no TN TMDL for Orange Lake but the package plant could be evaluated to determine if it is a source to the lake.  David Moritz (Alachua County EPAC) asked if TN could be added to the Orange Lake TMDL.  Mary responded the TMDL could be revised if there is good evidence to show that it needs to be reevaluated.  Bob Palmer (Alachua County EPAC) asked if the Orange Lake TMDL applies to Adena Ranch, and if the no net increase in loading requirement applies to this property.  Mary responded that Adena Ranch is agricultural so it would fall under the provision of having to implement appropriate BMPs.  Bob asked if they can increase loading as long as they have BMPs.  Mary responded that BMPs are designed to reduce loading.

The stakeholders provided feedback that they would rather wait for the new BMAP document before reviewing the BMAP.  Marcy requested that if anyone has factual edits to the BMAP text, to please provide that information to Mary as soon as possible.  Mary noted that a revised BMAP document would be provided in late February.

Public Comment Period
Buford Pruitt (Citizen) thanked Mary and the BWG for allowing the public to attend the BMAP meetings.  The BWG has listened to his questions and provided information, which he appreciates.  He also thanked Bruce Jaeger (FWC) for taking him out to look at the spoil island.  Buford stated that his one frustration with the BMAP is that FWC has not yet provided information on their activities.  Buford noted that he is convinced that the scraped down areas, spoil islands, and roto-tilling areas are having adverse effects on the lakes and giving exotic species a place to get onto the lake.  He has asked FWC multiple times about their plan to roto-till, and they have not provided any information, including basic information about where it will be done and the impacts on water quality.  He has had similar problems with other communication with FWC in the past.  Buford noted that he has a lot of questions for FWC but they left the meeting early.  Marcy asked Buford to send Mary the list of questions he has for FWC to see if the Department can help get his questions answered.  Buford stated that he would send the list of questions to Mary but he also asks that the BWG request that FWC publicly notice their activities.  He would like the opportunity to review and comment on their information, like he can do with other agencies.  Judy Etzler (Sierra Club) stated that she heard a lot of talk about FWC changing the contour of Orange Lake but she has not seen management plan.  Marcy asked that Judy also send her FWC questions to Mary.

Bob Palmer (Alachua County EPAC) stated that he reviewed the statute for what is required in a BMAP.  He noted that one item is that the plan must establish a feasible funding strategy, and he asked where the funding strategy is included.  Mary responded that the project tables in the BMAP include the costs and sources of the funding.  Bob stated that the issue is that the statute says a funding strategy for management strategies, but the BMAP just includes a series of projects but no long-term solution.  The statute also requires milestones for water quality improvement.  However, the BMAP includes a bunch of projects that do not have information on how they will help water quality.  Mary responded that the milestones are the completion dates for the projects.  In addition, the five-year assessment is used to determine progress towards water quality targets.  Bob stated that he believes there is a philosophical difference in how he is interpreting the law and how the Department is interpreting it.  He will send these comments to the Department.  He noted that the document is much improved but he does not think that it complies with the law.

Adjourn
The meeting was adjourned at 4:50 PM.

Action Items
· The Department will clarify what the wasteload allocation is that is being addressed by the Paynes Prairie project to avoid confusion with the fact that no detailed allocations are included in the BMAP. – Completed.
· The Department will review the OFW language and determine how to revise the text about the Envision Alachua development. – Completed.
· [bookmark: _GoBack]The Department will look into the package plant issue in McIntosh. – This is part of second phase of BMAP.
· The Department will provide a revised BMAP for stakeholder review later in February. – Completed.
· The stakeholders should submit any factual edits to the BMAP text and projects to Mary Paulic as soon as possible. – Completed.
· The stakeholders should send questions about FWC’s activities in the basin to Mary. – Completed.
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