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Welcome and Introductions 
Mary Paulic welcomed everyone to the Orange Creek Basin Management Action Plan (BMAP) technical discussion.  Mary recommended installation of a staff gauge at Lake Wauberg to measure water levels, and collection of phytoplankton samples at Orange Lake, Newnans Lake, Lochloosa Lake, and Lake Wauberg.  Phytoplankton was previously sampled at Orange Lake, Newnans Lake, and Lochloosa Lake, but is no longer sampled due to budget constraints.

Mary noted that the draft total maximum daily load (TMDL) for Lochloosa Lake is still under review by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).  Jian Di asked if the concentration target is based on the new nutrient numeric criteria.  The department has tentatively based the concentration targets on modeling of the lake using forest and wetland background conditions.  Jian asked how much EPA’s review influences the TMDL.  Mary responded that EPAs review sometimes postpones the adoption of TMDLs or could lead to adjustments in the TMDL or its documentation.  Lochloosa Lake currently has a TMDL that was drafted and approved by EPA.   Mary noted that EPA can withdraw their TMDL once the department’s proposed TMDL is adopted.  

Allocation Methodology 
Mary commented that the TMDLs for Orange Lake and Newnans Lake included 1995 land use to estimate total phosphorus (TP) loads as well as total nitrogen loading for Newnans Lake.  The draft TMDL for Lochloosa Lake is a more detailed model and includes more up-to date land use (2009 land use).  A comparison of 1995 and 2009 land use data shows that only small shifts have occurred in the basin.  The shifts are mainly from the re-categorizing of land use types.  Newer techniques and technologies have refined the accuracy of categorizing land use.  

Mary noted that a large portion of the loading to Orange Lake is from tributaries.  The Orange Lake watershed receives loading inputs from Newnans Lake, parts of Camps Canal/River Styx, Camps Canal/Prairie Creek, and Cross Creek.  Newnans Lake receives loading inputs from Little Hatchett Creek and Hatchett Creek. 

Mary reviewed the difference between the 1995 and 2009 land use data for Newnans Lake.  Mary noted that the agricultural lands were categorized using the 2000 series listed in the Florida Land Cover Classification System (FLUCCS).  Mary commented that for allocations, one option is to use the baseline loadings in the TMDL and then estimate the contribution or distribution of loading using 2009 land use data.  Mary noted that the 2014 land use data will not be ready until next year.  

It was asked if Lake Forest near Newnans Lake was included in the Newnans Lake watershed as shown on the map.  Mary checked back on GIS maps and yes the Lake Forest Creek watershed is included in the modeled Newnans Lake watershed.  Mary noted that the map is not a refined map.  The basin boundaries in the map were developed using waterbody identification (WBID) boundaries.  Mary noted that she will check the boundaries.  Jian commented that the south portion of Newnans watershed does not drain to Newnans Lake.  

Mary explained the general approach for calculating allocations/allowable loadings to the lakes.  The allocation approach takes into account land use distribution, and focuses on urban runoff from developed land uses.  Mary commented that agriculture is addressed separately through best management practices (BMP).  Mary noted that one method for calculating allocations is to use the TMDL 1995 land use baseline loading estimates, but update land use distribution with 2009 land use.  Mary asked the participants if they agreed with this method.  Alan Obaigbena asked if the loading from atmospheric deposition is taken out prior to assigning reductions to jurisdictions.  Mary responded that atmospheric deposition is an uncontrollable source, so entities are not required to reduce loadings from this source.  Mary asked the participants if the allocations should be applied to the basin as one whole piece, or broken up by tributaries.  James Link noted that the older sections of Gainesville have not changed much since 1995, but a lot of new development has occurred in Gainesville.  The city implemented a storm water user fee to help fund projects.  The city is planning to conduct a watershed study of Little Hatchett Creek within the city limits.  

Mary passed out a copy of the Lake Yale allocation calculations to explain and provide an example of the allocation process.  Mary noted that the TMDL baseline loading provided a starting point, and then 2009 land use data were added to include estimated load change from growth.  Mary commented that the St. Johns River Water Management District (SJRWMD) developed the TMDL model for the lake.  The model is spreadsheet-based, but complex.  The model includes loading estimates from major sources such as agriculture, natural areas (i.e., silviculture), septic tanks and wastewater package plants within 200 meters of the lake, and developed lands.  Mary noted that the model includes 24 different categories of land uses.  The number of categories made it too complex to work with spatial distributions, so for allocations agriculture land use was lumped together, and developed land uses were divided up into three categories.  Holly asked Mary to check if open rural was included in agriculture.  Holly stated that the FLUCCS code for open rural is 2600, so it may have accidently been lumped in with agriculture.  Mary noted that the developed uses were simplified from nine or 10 categories to three categories.  The three categories include low, medium, and high-density development.  Anthony Dennis suggested septic tanks be referred to as onsite sewage treatment and disposal systems (OSTDSs). 

Mary reported that the second column on the spreadsheet includes the TMDL baseline loadings.  The initial baseline loadings included 24 categories.  Mary noted that the project information is shown in the third and fourth columns.  The numbers in these columns are negative to account for a reduction in loading.  The estimated load change from growth (1995-2009) is shown in the fifth column.  The sixth column sums the previous columns and shows the new starting loading.  Mary noted that the point source on the spreadsheet zeroed out, which may mean the facility was decommissioned.  Jian stated that the controllable estimated percent contribution is higher than he estimates for each controllable source.  Mary responded that the contributions from the uncontrollable sources are evenly distributed to the controllable sources, which is why the percentages are higher for the controllable sources.  Jian noted that the calculation would be the source loading divided by the sum of all the loadings minus the uncontrollable loadings.  

Mark Kuhn asked how intensity of land use was partitioned.  Mary responded that the three categories were grouped based on event mean concentrations (EMCs) and amount of impervious surface.  Mary noted that the last column shows the allocation/allowable loading.  Mary stated that the entities must meet their overall required reductions, but they are not required to reduce the individual sources exactly as calculated/shown in the spreadsheet.  The allocation process helps weight the allocations, but the entities may decide how they want to meet the reductions.  Robin Hallbourg asked what types of lands are included in the natural area category.  Mary responded that silviculture is included.  Mary noted that she will double-check on what other types of lands are included.  Robin Hallbourg asked if Mary plans to develop an allocation spreadsheet for Orange Creek.  Mary responded that she will develop an allocation spreadsheet for the Orange Creek basin, and another technical discussion will be held to review the spreadsheet.     

Mary discussed the two methods for calculating the required developed land use loading reductions.  The first method lumps all the developed land uses into one category and then calculates the percent developed per jurisdiction.  The second method divides the developed land uses into three categories (low, medium, and high-density) and then calculates the percent developed per developed land use per jurisdiction.  Alan asked which method is more equitable.  Mary responded probably the one with more categories.  Mark asked how the areas of the developed land use categories are calculated.  Mark commented that Interstate 75 has a 300-foot right-of-way (ROW).  Mark asked if only the impervious area is counted or is the 300-foot ROW also included.  Mary responded that she included the area provided by the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT).  Mary noted that natural lands and other areas can be cut out.  Mark asked Mary to provide the criteria for categorizing developed areas into low, medium, or high-density.  Mary responded that the criteria is based on FLUCCS codes and EMC values in the TMDL model.  Mary offered to pull the information together to show how the developed land uses and other land uses are categorized.  Mary asked the participants if they would be okay with aggregating the developed land uses into the three categories.  Mary noted that the two methods give different results.  For example, Eustis will have to remove 119 pounds of TP using the three category method, whereas the other method only requires removal of 46 pounds of TP.  The three category method increased the reductions for Eustis, but the required reductions for Lake County (more rural) were lowered.  Mark noted that the theory makes sense, but more explanation is needed on the details.  

Mary noted that is up to the cities and counties to decide how to meet the reductions.  Some counties are reviewing the treatment efficiency of wastewater package plants compared to OSTDS.  Educational programs also earn credits.  Up to a six percent reduction can be applied to the controllable stormwater loading for each jurisdiction that participates.  Mary noted that data demonstrate that education is useful and decreases nutrients from entering the waterbodies.  Robin Hallbourg asked Mary to provide a list of the consolidated land use categories.  Mary noted that transportation was listed as medium density.  Alan commented that the EMC for roadways was updated.  Mary replied that it may be more appropriate to use the older EMC that was included in the TMDL.  Alan replied that FDOT would want to see what the difference is based on the two values.  Mary noted that she might be able to adjust on the allocation side if there is a difference.  Jody Lee asked if agriculture and rangeland have the same EMC.  Shane Williams replied that the values should be different.

Mary asked if the developed land uses should be aggregated into three categories or lumped together into one category.  Alan replied that sufficiency-of-effort is the appropriate way to reduce loadings rather than assigning allocations.  Mary noted that the participants should think about which method they would prefer. 

Mary noted that the total loading reductions include stormwater runoff and septic tanks as well as other sources.  Point sources are included in the TMDL and are handled during permitting.  Project reductions are included in the allocation spreadsheets.  Street sweeping and catch basin cleanouts are great efforts, but the BMPs need to be partitioned out if they cross jurisdictional boundaries.  

Mary asked if the city limits for Gainesville were correct on the map.  It was noted that the northern portion was annexed recently.  Jian added that part of city is not located in the Orange Creek basin.  Mary noted that she will check the municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) boundary.  Alan offered to send the shape file for the 2010 census to help identify the MS4 boundary.  

Mary asked the participants if they would prefer to allocate by jurisdiction or between Gainesville urban areas and non-Gainesville urban area.  Alan noted that a wasteload allocation was assigned to the MS4, so a non-point allocation should not be assigned as well.  Mary responded that MS4s are assigned both non-point source allocations and wastewater allocations.  Mary noted that the participants should think about which option they would prefer, and plan for further discussions on the topic.   

Comments and Wrap Up 
Mary commented that she will adjust the watershed boundaries for Newnans Lake and Orange Lake to match the TMDL model, and will provide a spreadsheet with the aggregated land use categories.  Mary noted that she would like to have another technical discussion approximately one week prior to the next public meeting.  The next public meeting will be planned towards the end of February.  Holly Edmunds noted that the Lower St. Johns River Main Stem meeting is on February 25th.  Robin Hallbourg commented that she would like to see the allocations for Orange Creek prior to the public meeting.  

Jian noted that he attended an FDOT presentation on the flood issue at Highway 441 near Lake Wauberg and Georges Pond.  Jian asked FDOT if they could include water quality treatment along with their flood attenuation project.  Alan replied that they may not if it is just a matter of installing a larger pipe.  Alan commented that he will send Mary of copy of the presentation to share with the participants.  Jian noted that he plans to meet with FDOT late February.  

Mary commented that she will try to bring someone from the TMDL group to the next technical discussion.  Mary noted that she will pull EMC details from the TMDL model, so they can discuss how to handle differences between older and current EMC values. 

Alan asked Mary to provide a copy of today’s presentation. 

Adjournment
The meeting adjourned at approximately 4:15 P.M. 

Action Items
All- Consider installation of a staff gauge at Lake Wauberg to measure water levels.
All- Consider collection of phytoplankton samples at Orange Lake, Newnans Lake, Lochloosa Lake, and Lake Wauberg when funds become available.  
All- Determine if allocations should be applied to the basin as one whole piece, or broken up by tributaries, (includes Hatchett Creek, Little Hatchett Creek, and Newnans Lake).  
Mary- Check to see if open rural (FLUCC code 2600) was lumped in with agricultural land uses.  
Mary- Consider using the term onsite sewage treatment and disposal system (OSTDS) instead of septic tank.
Mary- Show how land use categories were aggregated, and provide a list of the different land uses included in each category.    
Mary- Create an Orange Creek Basin allocation spreadsheet and hold another technical meeting to discuss the details of the spreadsheet.  
All- Decide if developed land uses should be lumped into one category or into three categories.  
FDOT- Determine if FDOT ROWs were included in the delineations provided to Mary. 
All- Partition out BMPs, such as street sweeping and catch basin cleanouts, if they cross jurisdictional boundaries and/or watershed boundaries.
Mary- Verify the Gainesville MS4 boundary. 
Alan- Provide Mary the shape file from the 2010 census to help identify the Gainesville MS4 boundary.  Complete. 
All- Decide if you would prefer to allocate by jurisdiction or between Gainesville urban areas and non-Gainesville urban area.  
Mary/Alan/Mark- Discuss non-point source requirements for MS4s.  
Mary-Adjust the watershed boundaries for Newnans Lake and Orange Lake to match the TMDL model.
Alan- Provide Mary a copy of the FDOT U.S. 441 flooding presentation. Complete.
Mary- Share the FDOT U.S. 441 flooding presentation with meeting participants. Complete. 
Mary- Plan the next technical discussion. A meeting date of February 24th was proposed during the discussion. The meeting should occur prior to the next public meeting.    
Mary- Plan the next public meeting (probably in March).    
Mary- Plan to bring someone from the TMDL group to the next technical discussion.  
Mary- Pull together EMC details from the TMDL model, and discuss how to handle differences between older and current EMC values. 
Mary- Post your technical discussion presentation. Complete. 
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