Orange Creek Basin Management Action Plan
Basin Working Group Meeting Summary
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Gainesville Regional Utilities Building
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Welcome and Introductions
Tiffany Busby welcomed everyone to the Orange Creek Basin Management Action Plan (BMAP) meeting.  She thanked Gainesville Regional Utilities (GRU) for the use of their meeting room. The participants introduced themselves and the entity they represent.

Tiffany asked if there were any comments or corrections on the March 31, 2015 meeting summary.  There were no corrections.  Mary noted that she plans to post the March 31st meeting summary on the BMAP website for future reference.

Agency Updates 
Tiffany asked if there were any updates not already noted on the agenda.  The following updates were discussed, as noted below.

Florida Department of Environmental Protection (DEP)
Mary Paulic gave an update for the DEP.  She and reported that a total maximum daily load (TMDL) grant reminder was emailed out to the distribution list.  Grant applications for this cycle are due on July 1, 2015.  Mary provided the grant coordinator contact information at DEP.  David Hamstra asked if this is the grant notification that comes out three times per year.  Mary responded that, yes, the TMDL grants are usually opened up for applications three times per year.

Mary reported that since the March meeting, two technical meetings were held related to the Orange Creek BMAP issues.  Mary will post the technical meeting summaries on the same web site as the March 31, 2015 meeting summary; the website is listed at the bottom of the agenda.  Mary reviewed the key points that were discussed at the two technical meetings.  She stated that there were discussions about missing stakeholders and also discussions about annual project reporting.  Mary stated that the Orange Creek BMAP annual meeting will be held August 6th.  There are also new procedures to standardize the way project credits are given and these were reviewed at the last technical meeting.
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Status of the Lochloosa Lake TMDL 
Mary reported that the FDEP is proposing a new TMDL for Lochloosa Lake.  The DEP is also proposing new TMDLs for Marshall Lake, Lake Roberts, and Lake Denham.  These three lakes are located in Lake County and/or in Orange County, and generally in the Upper Ocklawaha watershed.  There is also a new TMDL proposed for Lake Weir, which is located in southern Marion County.

Mary added that the second TMDL workshop for Lake Weir was held on May 27.   Mary reviewed the adoption process for the new TMDLs.  First, the reports will be revised based on the public comments received.  The reports will be posted by the end of July 2015.  Then the DEP will publish a public notice of proposed rule language toward the end of August 2015. Then, the TMDLs will become effective in late October 2015.  David Hamstra asked if the TMDLs were based on the numeric nutrient criteria.  Wayne Magley responded that most TMDLs are considered hierarchy one site specific numeric criteria.  Wayne added that this means that these TMDLs are not based on the standard numeric nutrient criteria for the region.  Tiffany asked if the schedule that was outlined will be possible if the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is reviewing the TMDLs as both new TMDLs and as changes to water quality standards.  Wayne responded that the schedule that Mary described allows time for EPA to review the TMDLs both as new criteria and as new TMDLs.  

Bob Palmer asked how many TMDLs been proposed in total.  Mary responded there are five new TMDLs being proposed.  Bob asked if the TMDLs were all for nutrient impairments.  Mary responded that, yes, all the TMDLs are for total nitrogen and for total phosphorus.  Wayne added that the DEP is adopting all five TMDL is at the same time so that the rule where they are placed is only opened up one time.  Bob clarified that these five TMDL as are all new.  Wayne responded that, yes, all five TMDLs are newly proposed TMDLs.

Lake Wauberg BMAP Update 
Mary reported that together, both DEP and the Florida Department of Health (FDOH) made site visits to Lake Wauberg.  They visited the University of Florida (UF) recreation area on the lake and the Paynes Prairie Preserve State Park.  Mary noted that the lake can get heavy recreational usage from both the university’s recreational area and the Paynes Prairie Preserve State Park campers and other recreational users. 

Mary stated that both facilities have large septic systems.  In order to maintain these systems, they dose the drain fields.  While the two agencies were onsite, they noticed some things that might need to be addressed.  Anthony Dennis, FDOH-Alachua County, is following up on the drainfield issues and making sure the facilities are in compliance for both UF and Paynes Prairie Preserve State Park.  Anthony was unable to be here today, but he will have more information to share in the future.

Mary reviewed a map of Lake Wauberg.  Then she noted that some of the watershed drainage may be coming under U.S. Highway 441, from Georges Pond.  If so, this area was not accounted for in the TMDL.  If this is the case, there may be some other sources and some other land uses that should be addressed.  Judy Etzler asked if Georges Lake connects to Lake Wauberg.  Mary replied that she is not sure.  There are some culverts under the road; Doug Dycus with the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) provided some maps of the lakes and the conveyance systems to her.  Overall, Lake Wauberg is a lake with a small watershed.  Judy added that she travels in the Lake Wauberg area a lot and she has a lot of questions about why the lake looks the way that it does.  Mary noted that lake water is usually a green color, but the color doesn't seem to prevent folks from using it.

Alan Obaigbena asked if there were additional areas west of Interstate 75 (I-75) that were included as part of the TMDL area for Lake Wauberg.  Mary responded that those areas were not included.  Alan asked if DEP was adding this area to the BMAP area.  Mary responded that she is not sure if DEP is adding the area or not.  She stated that there may not be a continuous connection there, and it is possible that water flows both ways between Lake Wauberg and Georges Pond.  Alan stated that sometimes the flow may travel away from Lake Wauberg.

Discussion of Nutrient Sources, Budgets, and Responsible Parties 
Alan asked Mary why the total nitrogen (TN) and total phosphorus (TP) numbers are different than last time, and asked if a conversion factor was applied.  Mary replied that all the loading numbers are in pounds per year.  Alan stated at the last meeting, the TN and TP numbers were different.  Mary responded that the numbers should be the same.  She noted that when we get to that sheet, she will review the numbers and will explain her approach to those numbers.

Mary reviewed the table of loadings and the reductions needed. She added that the numbers may have a nitrogen fixation load included.  Judy noted that Lochloosa Lake has a higher loading number than Orange Lake.  Mary replied that the load from Lochloosa Lake to Orange Lake is one of their tributary systems.

Mary reviewed the characteristics of the TMDLs.  The Orange Lake and Newnans Lake TMDLs used 1995 land use information.  The modelled watershed included Hatchett and Little Hatchett Creeks.  For Orange Lake there is a gauged canal that represents the load coming and from Newnans Lake through Camps Canal.

In the Lochloosa Lake TMDL, the 2009 land use was used.  The model used for the Lochloosa Lake TMDL was the hydrologic simulation program FORTRAN (HSPF) model.  In the HSPF model, there are 13 subbasins defined for Lochloosa Lake.  In order to analyze the loading information, Wayne reviewed over 300 files exported from the model.  He is now working through those numbers and the loading from the various land use categories in the Lochloosa Lake watershed.  Mary added that the HSPF model applies attenuation to the upper reaches of the watershed and showed a map of the model basin and subbasins that contribute loading to the lake.  

Alan asked because they are attenuated and do not reach the lake, why those loads are included.  Mary explained that the loads are attenuated, not eliminated.  The full loading does not make it to the lake, but part of the loading does and the attenuation factor accounts for that.  Wayne added that there is sometimes loss of load through stream attenuation within the subbasins that are upstream of the lake itself.  Alan remarked that subbasin 25 does not flow to the lake; instead it flows east of Highway 301.  Wayne responded that he would check on the flow of subbasin 25.  Wayne asked Alan to provide documentation that supports subbasin 25 flow away from the lake, so those data can be considered.

Jian Di added that subbasin 25 is part of Lochloosa Lake Slough.  When the lake stage is higher, the water will flow out of subbasin 25.  However, most of the time, the water flows back to the lake; the water only flows the other way occasionally.  Bob asked if this watershed contains the Plum Creek property and if the TMDL be adopted this year and the Plum Creek is developed, if they are then not allowed to add additional nutrient loading to the watershed.  Bob also asked who monitors the situation.  David noted that the St. Johns River Water Management District (SJRWMD) will require that loads from the Plum Creek development will not increase above the existing conditions.  Plum Creek must demonstrate this requirement through best management practices (BMPs) and through models.

Judy asked on what year the map is based.  Mary replied that the map was developed in the last six to eight months and was used for the TMDL modeling, but the land use information came from 2009.  Wayne added that the modeling was done as part of the SJRWMD's Water Supply Impact Study and simulated the 2004 through 2012 time period.  Judy noted that the soils there are nonporous.  Therefore, the area floods easily.  She noted that that makes the difference for development from a resident's point of view.

Mary reviewed the various land uses.  She compared the 1995 to the 2009 land use acreages.  She reviewed the difficulties with comparing land uses. These interpretations of land use are based on aerial photography taken at specific times.  Mary noted that there may be shifts in land uses because of land use changes or because of differences in interpretation of the land uses.  She added that there are small pieces of land uses that are also in the Suwannee River Water Management District (SRWMD) and their land uses were from a different year than the SJRWMD data.  There is also area in the Orange Lake basin covered by the Southwest Florida Water Management District (SWFWND).  So overall, Mary used three sources of land use data for the analysis.

Mary added that when you are comparing wet years and dry years, the lake and wetland sizes change which changes the acreages in the various land use categories.  Jian added that in 1995 and 2009, the lake sizes were totally different due to changes in water levels.  When the SJRWMD performs the land use analysis, they have to decide how to treat those land uses.  

Alan noted that if you look at the 2003 TMDL, the acreage shown doesn't match the acreages being discussed.  Mary noted that Newnans Lake is split over Highway 20.  She compared the land use data for both years under the same overall delineation, so they should be comparable.  Alan noted that the Orange Lake acreage is different.  Mary replied that overall the area is trimmed to the same boundary, so the acreage and land use should be comparable.  Jian added that the differences in lake levels can cause some errors during the land use analysis.  Bob expressed concern that the TMDL was based only on 2009 data when there was more water in the lake.  More recent 2014 land use information is still being processed. Wayne noted that for Lochloosa Lake, there is a water and wetland component that was adjusted for the differences in lake levels over time.  However, the Orange Lake TMDL did not have that same fluxing component. Compared to Lochloosa Lake’s TMDL, Newnans Lake, Orange Lake, and Lake Wauberg were evaluated with simpler models that were available for TMDL development in 2003.  Also, in the Orange Lake TMDL, the lake surface area varied each year which influenced the estimates of atmospheric deposition from year to year.

Mary stated that the purpose of this exercise was to look at whether there were large changes in land use occurring.  Overall, the analysis shows that the land use changes were not large.  .  Mary added that she wasn't sure how to categorize some of the mining and industrial land uses.  Also she noted that she did not separate the categories for forested areas, whether they were harvested or not.  Overall Mary noted that there were some small shifts in land use acreage.  Mary noted that for the category of differences in acres, a positive number means there was an increase in acreages for that type of land use while a negative number indicates there were fewer acres in that land use category compared to 2009.  For the difference in acreage category, she divided by the 2009 acres to get the percent difference.

According to the 1995 land use there is a combination of water and wetlands acres that increase in 2009.  That shows that there was an increase in open water of the lake.  Mary added that she has the geographic information system (GIS) file available if anyone wants to review the source data.  She added that the files are large, but she can make them available.

Mary noted that the land uses in Newnans Lake demonstrate some shifts in land use types.  The biggest changes were in the forest, silviculture, and rural open categories.  David asked Mary if the bottom line of this analysis is that the small land use changes don't warrant redoing the TMDL.  Mary agreed that the small land use changes should not affect calculations too much.  

Mary noted that the forest and rangeland acres converted to other, more intensive land uses equaled 981 acres of the total 79,000 acre watershed.  Alan stated that in the TMDL, no wasteload allocation was provided for stormwater sources.  Therefore, DEP cannot allocate any of the wasteload reductions to stormwater entities.  Mary replied that there is a wasteload allocation for the wastewater plant at Brittany Estates in the Newnans Lake TMDL.  Mary noted that the wording may be different in how we describe the loading, but the approach is still viable.  This issue was discussed in more detail later in the meeting.

Mary reviewed the land use changes for Orange Lake and Newnans Lake.  There was discussion about the land use polygons.  Based on review of the areas where land use conversion occurred between mapping years, there is no one area with a large concentration of changes.  Judy asked if the outline of the lake on the map reflected a low water level.  Mary replied that the 2009 land use information reflects the lake levels for that year.  

David Moritz commented that the year is 2015, so using 2009 land use is way out of date.  He added that forestry practices may have changed a lot since then.  Mary responded that we won't have a new land use dataset for another year or so, and when that is available we will plan to review this type of information again.  Land use in Florida is typically mapped on a four to five year interval. Mary noted that the nutrient budgets are important because they provide an accounting system for the loading.  DEP is moving towards allocations. Mary suggested that we need some numbers to provide a way of dividing of the reductions.

Mary asked if anyone has strong opinions about whether we should focus on TP reductions only or track and assign reductions for TN also.  She added that some TN loadings may be coming from internal cycling in the lakes.  Tiffany asked if it is required to track TN loadings.  Mary replied that tracking the TN reductions would help us understand what is happening with TN and whether we are having any success with reducing some of the internal loads in the lakes.  David Hamstra commented that there would be no harm to track in TN loads and Mary agreed.  

Tiffany asked if Mary was suggesting that DEP would require TN reductions through allocations or if what she was proposing to track the TN reductions, but not allocate TN reduction assignments.  Mary replied that that is a good question.  Alan stated that if there is no TMDL for TN, that it is not within DEP's authority to require TN reductions through allocations.  Jian and added that if there is no TMDL for TN, it would be difficult to require those reductions.  Mary stated that only the Orange Lake TMDL has no TN component.  Alachua Sink only has a TN reduction and not a TP reduction, but that is a TMDL for a ground water input.  However, TN could still be tracked in the Orange Lake Basin.  Robin Hallbourg added that she also thinks it's important to track the TN discharges to Orange Creek and to ground water.  Judy added that there is a sinkhole in Orange Lake that is a direct connection to Silver Springs, so it would be useful to understand more about the TN loads.  

Bob noted that it would be good to have a strategy to reduce TP but will also reduce TN.  He asked if it was a common approach to only address TP and not TN.  Mary responded that this approach of directly addressing TP was used in the Harris Chain of Lakes and has been effective in reducing TN as well as TP.  Mary asked Tiffany if a similar approach was used for Lake Jessup.  Tiffany replied that is the approach being used in Jessup – than the BMAP focuses on reducing TP loads while the Lake Jesup TMDL includes both TN and TP.  Bob asked if Lake Jesup has recovered with this approach.  Tiffany replied that the lake has not yet recovered as there has not been enough time to see a recovery.

Bob asked what the science is on this TP-only approach and whether there is scientific support for only addressing TP loads.  Wayne responded that in classical limnology TP is usually the limiting factor in lakes.  Wayne cited an example of Lake Washington on the west coast of the United States.  In freshwater systems, he explained that it is a common approach to control TP loading.  Bob asked if we would be wasting our time on TN.  Wayne replied that there are TMDL limits for TN and TP for most of the lakes.  Also, if you focus on reducing TP loads, many of the projects would likely reduce TN as well.  Mary added that as you cut back TP loads, you are starving the lake and forcing it to use its internal loads.  Bob asked when this would be decided.  Mary noted that we will track both TN and TP for now.  Bob asked if TN would be allocated.  Mary replied that definitely TP would be allocated and that TN is mostly from the internal loads of the lake and could be tracked but maybe not required to be allocated for the second phase.  This topic needs more discussion.  Bob asked how to address those internal loads in an allocation approach. Mary responded that she needs to work on an approach and U.S. EPA has documented some techniques that might be used.

Mary reviewed the key concepts and definitions used in her loading analysis.  It was noted that the last column listed on the Newnans Lake handout was listed as TP load, but it should read “TN load.”  When the Orange Lake numbers were reviewed, there was some confusion over why the percentages added up to more than 100 percent.  Mary explained that the major categories do add up to 100%.  However, she added percentages to some subcategories, and so when adding them please only add the amounts in the major categories.  Mary added that you can see that the subcategories add up to the percentages in the main categories.  When the Newnans Lake numbers were reviewed, Mary noted the wasteload allocation for the Brittany Estates package plant.  Mary added that the TMDL is an overall number that includes the allocation for Brittany Estates, so in order to calculate the remaining reductions needed, you have to include the wasteload allocation provided in the TMDL for Brittany Estates.  Alan stated again that there was no wasteload allocation for stormwater sources in the TMDL and questioned how DEP can allocate to those sources.  Mary replied that the stormwater sources are also part of the load allocation, and now with detailed allocations we can specify those numbers and the Florida Statutes allow for that.

Janet Hearn stated that it is possible to have a load allocation for stormwater sources outside municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4s).  Mary explained that the DEP is now portioning the nonpoint source loads.  Alan replied that if the wasteload allocations were not assigned under the TMDL, that they can’t be assigned to the MS4 entities.  Mary replied that she and Wayne will review the TMDL rule and what approaches are allowed for allocations to MS4 entities.

Jian commented that the internal cycling in Newnans Lake needs to be addressed.  He asked if there were any plans to pursue a project do dredge the lake or to remove the internal loads, which seems like an expensive endeavor.  If not, Jian asked what else can be done to address the internal loads.  Mary replied that she tried to eliminate the internal loads from the puzzle by setting them aside.  However, the watershed loads are so small, that there is not much load to work with to achieve restoration.  Therefore, the approach needs to address the internal loads as well as the watershed loads.  Mary suggested that we need to discuss possible solutions such as lakeside nutrient removal systems or county projects located up in the ditches or canals that could treat lake water and return it to the lake with lower concentrations.  Jian suggested that if we take care of the nutrient loads in Newnans Lake, the decreased loadings from Newnans would also help Orange Lake.  Bob added that the Newnans Lake loads may be driving the problems downstream.  David Hamstra stated you could pursue alum surface treatments to bind TP and to prevent it from further cycling through the system.  David Moritz suggested that you can’t perform alum treatment directly in the lake.  Mary agreed that type of chemical treatment must be performed off-line of the lake.

Patrick Moran added that in constructed wetlands, sometimes hotspots of TP are observed.  If the TP concentration in the sediments is high, when water concentrations are low, sometimes the TP can be pulled out of the soils into the water column.  It would be hard to dredge the lake because it is expensive and because of the archeological resources that are buried in the lake bottom that are protected.  Jian replied that if the lake was allowed to be dredged, maybe a museum could be built to display the artifacts.  David Moritz noted that you could use wetlands to cycle the nutrients out of the lake and it might work, but it will take a long time.  Judy added that Orange Lake has a thick layer of sediment.  Mary noted that some of the nutrients in the sediments could be extracted through plants.  The SJRWMD also tried fish harvesting to remove nutrients, but they only tried that for one year in Newnans Lake.  They are still funding fish harvesting in Lakes Griffin and Apopka.  David Hamstra commented that if you took away all the stormwater loads, you would still have large nutrient loads. 

Mary noted that the SJRWMD’s pollutant load reduction goal (PLRG) and the DEP’s TMDL are similar but not identical.  Mary stated that we have to figure out what to do with the tributaries.  

Alan asked if the reduction needed based on the TMDL is 12,623 lbs/yr or 9,442 lbs/yr.  Mary replied that a reduction of 12,623 lbs/yr is needed to achieve the TMDL.  

Mary stated that we need to focus on the nutrient sources that we can remediate.  Atmospheric deposition is not a source we can remediate unless we know of an important local source.  Most sources tend to be outside of this area and outside of our control.  Therefore, the approach would shift the reductions to those sources that are controllable.  Mary noted that she would make all the tables that were provided as handouts electronically available.

Mary briefly reviewed the required reductions needed, the definitions and the accounting information which had been previously discussed.  Mary added that we need to plan for a future discussion on internal loads and how to address those.  Alan asked if it is possible to eliminate the internal loading.  Mary replied that the watershed reductions possible are so small that we would not achieve the TMDL by only addressing those loads.  This is why the internal loading issue warrants more discussion.  Alan asked if it is true that we can’t meet the TMDL without addressing the internal loads.  Mary agreed and added that Newnans Lake drives a lot of what happens downstream, so making some achievements in Newnans Lake should be a priority.  Alan asked how the allocations would be derived and whether they would be based on the contributing areas.  Mary responded that a basis of the contributing area would make sense, and that is likely to be one possibility we will explore.  Alan noted that in some cases, there are roadways within the contributing area of a lake, but in other areas, there are no state roadways such as in Cross Creek.  Mary asked Alan to provide FDOT’s jurisdictional areas electronically, so she could work with those in GIS.  Alan agreed to provide the FDOT areas in GIS format if Mary could provide the Orange Creek basin boundary in GIS format.

Mary reviewed the list of responsible parties she has identified for each lake basin.  She noted that she also needs to get in touch with FDOT District 5, as there is some of their district area in Marion County.  Mary also noted that she needs to check with the applicable division of FDACS about whether there are any aquaculture operations in the basin that should be included in the discussion of potential sources.

Reporting and Annual Meeting Preparation 
Tiffany Busby reviewed the purpose of the annual reporting process to report any progress made on BMAP implementation and to provide an opportunity to highlight completed efforts in the basin.  She noted that the Florida Watershed Restoration Act requires annual reporting on BMAPs.  Tiffany added that in previous years the BMAP reports were based on the calendar year.  However, since the second iteration BMAP was adopted in July 2014, we are shifting to a reporting period that ends in June of each year.

Tiffany reviewed the kinds of updates that will be included in the report.  The project updates will be based on the information provided by the local stakeholders; these requests were sent in May for both progress on current projects and new projects planned.  A water quality update is also planned where the water quality monitoring efforts will be reviewed and a water quality summary provided.  Overall, a report will be prepared that includes these updates.

Tiffany noted that Mary would like potential future projects to be submitted, including any policies or project that address the second phase loading requirements.  In particular, projects that focus on the priority waterbodies should be included the reporting.  

Tiffany outlines the report preparation schedule with the due date for project information of June 22nd.  There was a handout that described the entire schedule.  Tiffany noted that the project information will be summarized and the report will be compiled in late June and then reviewed internally in July.  The report will be transmitted prior to the annual meeting scheduled for August 6th.  After the meeting, comments and corrections will be welcomed until August 28th when the report will be finalized.

David Hamstra asked about the timeline for new projects and how far out in time they could begin.  Mary responded that any projects that begin in the next five years could be submitted.  Judy asked if the projects will be included in the annual report.  Mary replied that they will be included.  Someone asked how much reporting will be satisfied through the Clean Water Partnership.  Mary responded that she sent one email to all the parties in the Clean Water Partnership but was not sure how the response was being coordinated.  Robin replied that Sally is working on the response on behalf of the partnership.

There were no other questions about the annual reporting process.

Public Comments and Wrap Up
Joanne Auth stated that she had two main comments to make.  The first comment is that for someone from the public, all the acronyms used in the discussion were hard to follow.  She suggested that a list of acronyms be passed out at the beginning of the meeting for reference.  Her second comment was that there were a lot of tables being used in the meeting and that they should make sense on their own; they should be self-explanatory.

Joanne added that she attended this meeting for a different reason—that she knew there would be people there would care about the environment.  She said that sometimes people feel impotent or stymied by how hard it is to get things done.  She explained that she has initiated a project on her own to recognize people who work on environmental problems.  She has produced a pin with a flag on it.  The flag is an environmental flag that was used on the first Earth Day.  She hopes that the pin reminds the people that wear it that we are working together to solve difficult problems.  She added that the pin says “Environmental Patriot.”  She stated that if anyone would like a pin, she would be happy to give one.

Robin Hallbourg reported that Alachua County applied for funding from the Florida Legislature and is waiting to hear if the funding remains in the budget after the veto process.  There is $100,000 currently in the budget that passed.  

Bob stated that he was glad to hear more about projects being done in the basin.  At the last meeting, he noted that he made the contention that there were not any new projects in the BMAP and that they were all older projects.  He noted that he hopes there will be new items included in the annual report.  Bob asked Mary to call him to follow up on the action item from last time to review the new projects in the 2014 Orange Creek BMAP.  

Bob also noted that most of the people in the meeting are from state agencies but the way that projects actually get done is opaque.  It is not always clear how the linkage occurs between load reductions and funding and he would appreciate an explanation of the process.  Mary agreed that in the future, an agenda item would be added to explain how the project process works.  David Hamstra noted that a project does receive extra points for state grants if it is part of a BMAP.

David Moritz asked if there is an evaluation of whether projects are effective in achieving load reductions.  Mary replied that if a project receives a Section 319 grant, then some monitoring is required.  Also, there are stormwater studies that help provide the numbers we use to estimate project reductions.

Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 11:47 AM.

Action Items
· Mary noted that she plans to post the March 31st meeting summary and the two technical meeting summaries on the BMAP website for future reference.
· Anthony Dennis is following up with both UF and Paynes Prairie Preserve State Park and their septic systems.  More information will be provided about these facilities in the future.
· Wayne agreed to check on the flow of subbasin 25 in Lochloosa Lake.  Alan agreed to provide documentation that supports subbasin 25 flow away from the lake, so those data can be considered by the department.
· 
· Mary and Wayne will review the TMDL rule and what approaches are allowed for allocations to MS4 entities.
· Mary noted that she would make all the tables that were provided as handouts electronically available.
· Mary added that we need to plan for a future discussion on internal loads and how to address those.
· Alan agreed to provide the FDOT jurisdictional areas in GIS format if Mary could provide the Orange Creek basin boundary in GIS format.
· Mary needs to get in touch with FDOT District 5, as there is some of their district area is in Marion County. 
· Mary will to check with the applicable division of FDACS about whether there are any aquaculture operations in the basin that should be included in the discussion of potential sources.
· Mary/Tiffany will consider providing a list of acronyms as a reference.
· Bob asked Mary to call him to follow up on the action item from last time to review the new projects in the 2014 BMAP.
· Mary agreed that in the future, an agenda item would be added to explain how the project process works.
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