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Welcome and Opening Remarks
Marcy Policastro welcomed everyone to the St. Lucie Basin Management Action Plan (BMAP) technical meeting.  The participants introduced themselves and the entity they represent.

Discuss Outstanding Allocation Items
Katie Hallas stated she wanted to follow up on the allocation items that were discussed at the last meeting.  While the purpose of this meeting is mainly to discuss the monitoring plan, there are a few allocation items that need to be resolved so that the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) can bring updated allocations to the January meeting.

The first allocation item is the agricultural land uses.  In the March 2012 version of the allocations, there are some agricultural land uses included in the municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4), non-MS4, and community development district (CDD) allocations.  Katie noted that during the last meeting, she reviewed the process to clip the Geographic Information Systems (GIS) layer to assign the allocations.  As part of this process, agricultural lands should be clipped out before the MS4s, non-MS4s, and CDDs; therefore, FDEP will reclip the GIS layer to assign the agricultural land uses to the agriculture allocation.  FDEP has discussed this with the Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (FDACS), and they agree with this correction since they are the appropriate entity to enroll the agricultural lands in best management practices (BMPs).  FDEP is considering leaving the agricultural lands in the CDD allocations, as suggested at the last meeting, if CDDs have the ability to work with the agricultural lands like the water control districts (WCDs) do.  Prior to leaving agricultural lands in the CDD allocations, FDEP will have further discussions with the CDDs to determine whether this suggestion is correct.

Another allocation item is the MS4 and non-MS4 allocations.  FDEP has asked the MS4 stakeholders for feedback on whether they want separate MS4 and non-MS4 allocations or if they would prefer one, overall allocation.  Several of the stakeholders (Martin County, St. Lucie County, and Port St. Lucie) have already provided their preference, and FDEP is waiting for feedback from Stuart and Fort Pierce.  Sam Amerson stated that Stuart owns lands outside the city limits, which are conservation lands or stormwater management projects.  He noted that it seems to be to the city’s benefit to include these areas in their allocation, and he asked how to do this.  Marcy responded that the city would need to discuss these areas with Martin County to determine whom these areas should be assigned to in the allocations.  Dianne Hughes stated that the county would like to talk with the city about these areas.  The county needs to review the GIS and other information on the Haney Creek project area.  Marcy requested that Stuart and Martin County provide FDEP feedback on these areas this week. 

Katie noted that the benefit of having two, separate MS4 and non-MS4 allocations is to show what required reductions and projects are associated with the MS4 permit.  However, adequate projects will need to be provided in both the MS4 and non-MS4 areas.  The benefit of having one allocation is that the entity has more flexibility in where to implement projects.  However, the entire required reduction and all projects in the BMAP would be associated with the MS4 permit.  Katie stated that cities should provide GIS files of the city boundaries by end of week to help refine the allocations. 

Katie stated that FDEP had a call last week with Port St. Lucie about the CDD allocations.  There are four CDDs that are currently receiving allocations because they discharge to either the C-23 or C-24 canal and not to the city’s MS4.  The city will be providing FDEP with more information about the CDDs and, if there are any changes to the allocations, FDEP will coordinate with those CDDs.  FDEP also had a call yesterday with the North St. Lucie River WCD, Fort Pierce, and Port St. Lucie about the areas where the cities overlap with the WCD.  After this discussion, Tom McGowan and Jack Andrews (Fort Pierce) met to discuss the overlap with Fort Pierce.  The overlap with Port St. Lucie was addressed on the call.  Information from these stakeholders will be used to update the allocations for these entities.

Katie stated that the total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) were based on the 1999 land use coverage, so the BMAP model also used this coverage.  FDEP and the South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) went through an extensive effort to align the BMAP with the St. Lucie River Watershed Protection Plan (SLRWPP) and its 2012 Update.  During the last meeting, the stakeholders provided feedback that FDEP should update the BMAP model to include the 2004 land use to match the SLRWPP.  Katie provided maps that showed the differences between the 1999 and 2004 land use coverages.  The differences are insignificant but the change in land use will be made so that the plans are consistent.  Credit will still be provided for projects that were completed in 2000 or later.  Deb Drum stated that the 2004 land use coverage would not account for the big development boom between 2004 and 2010, and she asked how this would be rectified.  Katie responded that in the next BMAP iteration in five years, FDEP would update the land use coverage in the model.  The TMDL is based on 1999 land uses, so FDEP would have to revise the TMDL to use the most current land use coverage.  The TMDL update is not scheduled for several more years and waiting for a TMDL update would cause another delay in the BMAP process.  Deb stated that there would be a big difference in land uses between this BMAP iteration and the next iteration.  She noted that she knows FDEP is trying to hurry this process but not updating to the most recent land use coverage would be causing a problem.  Katie responded that FDEP is not trying to hurry this process along with inaccurate information but that FDEP does not think it would be ideal to prolong this process in order for the TMDL to be revisited with the use of newer land use data.  The reason for not changing the land use to the most recent coverage now is that the TMDL is based on 1999 land use, and the 2004 land use coverage is not significantly different, which is why the land use could be updated to the 2004 land use coverage.  Updating to the 2004 land use will align the BMAP with the SLRWPP while staying close to the TMDL.  Marcy added that the TMDLs are always a snapshot in time, and the process would not move forward if it were stopped every time new data were available.  Only a portion of the total reductions will be required in this BMAP iteration, and adjustments will be made in the second iteration based on newer information.  Katie noted that updated land use would be added to the BMAP considerations section for the next iteration.  Katie also noted that the FDEP recognizes that the first iteration of the BMAP will need refinements as newer data, e.g., land use data and monitoring results, become available and that such updates are expected.

Katie stated that another change to the allocations is to the managed lands.  This was discussed in detail during the last meeting, and the stakeholders provided feedback that they wanted to split out the natural lands from the agricultural lands instead of using the managed lands coverage.  Katie also mentioned that a write up explaining the managed lands approach was provided to the stakeholders.  For the updated allocations, FDEP will use the 2004 land use codes to identify the natural land uses.  FDACS agreed with this approach because it is consistent with how the agricultural lands were assigned in the SLRWPP.  Kevin Henderson asked what would occur in a situation where the comprehensive plan shows an area should be a development but is now in conservation.  Marcy responded that the 2004 land use codes would be used to determine the land use type.  However, if an area was shown as developed in the 2004 coverage but the development has been removed and the land put in conservation, credit would be assigned for the land use change.

Katie stated that the last allocation item is identifying de minimus entities, which are stakeholders with loads that are low enough that reductions from these areas would have no significant impact.  The de minimus entities would not receive an allocation in this BMAP iteration and these loads would not be reassigned to the other stakeholders.  During the last meeting, the stakeholders gave feedback that a de minimus determination should be included in the allocations, and this will be discussed at the January meeting.  The proposed approach to identify the de minimus stakeholders would be any entity with loads that are 0.5% or less of the total loads, and all of the de minimus stakeholders together would be about 1% of the total load.  

Katie asked the stakeholders to provide information to her by this Friday, December 14th on the MS4 and non-MS4 allocations, jurisdictional boundaries, and any additional completed projects or missing project information.  The project information is needed as soon as possible and if it is not provided by the end of the month, the credit would likely not be included in the information for the January meeting.

Jason Bessey stated that there is a neighborhood in St. Lucie County that will be officially part of Martin County, effective July 1, 2013.  He asked how this change could be made in each of the county’s boundaries.  Katie responded that since this change in happening in July, it could be noted in the BMAP considerations section for changes in the next iteration.  Jason stated that St. Lucie County would like this change now, and the neighborhood already has Martin County addresses and attends Martin County schools.  Marcy responded that the two counties would need to discuss this and if Martin County is willing to take this area now, the county boundaries can be updated.  If not, a note in the BMAP considerations section can be added.  Amy Eason asked if FDEP would send the allocation information well ahead of the January meeting so that the stakeholders would have time to review it before the allocations are finalized at the meeting.  Katie responded that the goal is to send the allocations to the stakeholders a week before the meeting, but this depends on how quickly people provide the needed information.  The January meeting was pushed back a week (instead of the second Wednesday, as discussed) to allow time for review of the allocations before the meeting.  Marcy added that the allocations do not have to be finalized at the January meeting if there are still questions.  However, the goal is to have better numbers at the January meeting to determine how to move forward with reductions for this BMAP iteration.

BMAP Monitoring Plan Purpose and Outline
Katie stated that this is the first meeting to discuss the monitoring plan, and the monitoring will also be discussed at future meetings.  A monitoring plan is required in a BMAP to meet Section 403.067, Florida Statutes (F.S.), which requires that the BMAP include a monitoring component to track pollutant load reductions.  In addition, since the BMAP and SLRWPP processes are being aligned, Section 373.4595(4)(b)(3), F.S., includes a provision for the St. Lucie River Research and Water Quality Monitoring Program.  This program included the inventory of monitoring efforts that was previously sent for stakeholder review and provided as a handout.  Katie noted that we are at an advantage for the monitoring plan in this basin compared to other areas of the state because of the work that has already been completed through the SLRWPP inventory.

When developing a monitoring plan, there are several important considerations including the TMDL parameters, goals and objectives to determine BMAP success, core and supplemental parameters related to the impairment, assumptions made in TMDL development, allocations to sources, existing monitoring stations, and responsible entities.  The steps to development a monitoring plan include determining the objectives, reviewing existing monitoring in the basin, discussing sampling parameters and frequency, identifying monitoring and research needs, and developing the monitoring plan document.  Katie stated that FDEP would draft the monitoring plan document based on the discussions held at these meetings, and provide it for stakeholder review.

Identify Monitoring Plan Objectives
Katie stated that the first step is to identify the monitoring objectives, and the draft primary objective is to “Track trends in total nitrogen (TN) and total phosphorus (TP) loads in major canals and tributaries in the basin.”  Katie asked the stakeholders for feedback on this objective.  Marcy explained that the primary objective must be the objective to monitor for progress towards the TMDLs.  The secondary objectives can be anything else stakeholders want to monitor to learn about the basin and measure BMAP progress.  

Amy stated that during the last meeting, the stakeholders had concerns about the monitoring plan because of Lake Okeechobee discharges into the basin through the C-44 canal.  Marcy responded that this is why the proposed primary objective focuses on tracking trends in the watershed and not the St. Lucie River.  Amy asked if the waterbodies in the C-44 subbasin would be monitored instead of the canal.  Marcy responded that FDEP would need feedback from the stakeholders on this when it is time to identify stations that are needed for the monitoring plan.  Carmela Bedregal stated that there are several methods to calculate runoff using daily measurements of inflow concentrations and flow and outflow concentrations and flow.  This information can be used in equations to calculate an annual loading.  The SFWMD uses these equations in the South Florida Environmental Report (SFER) each year, and these calculations can be used to discern the C-44 canal loading from the Lake Okeechobee loading.  Katie noted that the draft SFER is available on the SFWMD’s website for review.

Jason asked if the primary objective should also include biological oxygen demand (BOD) because the TMDL is also for BOD.  Katie responded that BOD could be included in the primary objective.  Jason noted that there are impairments in the basin, including fecal coliforms, and it might be good to include other parameters in the monitoring plan to help with other TMDLs and future BMAPs.  Katie responded that FDEP has issued a guidance document for addressing fecal coliform impairments.  Therefore, FDEP is moving away from BMAPs for fecal coliforms.  A Walk the Watershed could be coordinated with Anita Nash (FDEP) to look for sources of fecal coliforms, if the stakeholders are interested.  Marcy added that when the stakeholders start discussions about monitoring stations, they could identify stations where fecal coliform or other parameter sampling is needed.  Mark Perry noted that other entities are sampling in the basin, which could add to the information in the monitoring.  Examples include the Department of Health bacteria monitoring and oyster and seagrass monitoring.

Kevin Henderson asked what type of monitoring is needed to show that the runoff from an area is not as much as the model estimates.  Marcy responded that inflow and outflow monitoring for the area would be needed to show the loading.  Kevin asked if they could propose a project to reduce runoff and prove that the runoff is less than what the model shows.  There is a benefit to reducing the amount of runoff.  Marcy responded that the most effective projects are retention projects that hold water for treatment.  These projects would receive credit in the BMAP.  Kevin noted that project credit is based on acre-feet of storage or residence time, which may not fully show the project benefits.  Katie responded that FDEP is aware that the project credit and factors in the model are based on estimated values so they are willing to work with the stakeholders if they have other information.  Marcy added that if Kevin has information for a specific area, it could be discussed in more detail.  Carmela stated that they could conduct a study to monitor for a representative period and that the SFWMD might be interested in partnering on a research effort like this.  Parallel monitoring could occur with an area that has a weir/culvert and one without.  BMPs are very site specific and could be more efficient with just minor tweaks, so short-term demonstration projects are useful.  Marcy noted that monitoring specific BMPs is included as one of the proposed secondary objectives for the monitoring plan.

Mark suggested monitoring runoff from certain subbasins that have one outfall point and are representative of a land use type.  This type of monitoring could help with calibration of the model information.  Marcy responded that if Mark could point out those areas on the maps, this information could be useful.  Katie stated that the monitoring plan would not be finalized until February or March so there is time for the stakeholders to provide additional comments on the plan.  Dianne stated that Martin County does not have water quality monitoring or funds set aside for monitoring.  She asked how the monitoring plan would be funded and if the costs would be split across the BMAP entities.  Katie responded that FDEP typically asks the entities to provide information on current monitoring and feedback on future monitoring needs.  Based on this information, the costs could be determined and there may be options to cost share the monitoring with FDEP or SFWMD.  Deb stated that there are a lot of unfunded mandates given to the entities, and she asked what would happen if they decide not to monitor.  Marcy responded that monitoring is not a requirement, so FDEP would not take enforcement action against any stakeholder that does not monitor.  However, it is to the stakeholders’ benefit to monitor to gather more information about the basin.

Kevin stated that he is a firm believer in one entity conducting the monitoring and maintaining data.  It would be helpful if the local governments could give funding to SFWMD to add to their monitoring network so each stakeholder would not have to hire monitoring technicians.  Kevin Carter responded that SFWMD has partnered with local governments for monitoring in other basins.  Jason stated that St. Lucie County has talked with the Institute of Food and Agricultural Sciences (IFAS) about adding additional parameters at the Department of Health monitoring stations.  IFAS is willing to help with monitoring if the effort is structured in a way that they gain data they need.  Deb stated that she agrees that the monitoring should be conducted by one entity and that SFWMD is the right entity.  The stakeholders should start having that conversation with SFWMD.  Marcy noted that the stakeholders must first determine the objectives for the monitoring plan so they can determine the parameters, frequency, and location of sampling.  Once the additional monitoring is known, coordination can start with SFWMD to ensure they have the staff resources to add more monitoring.  Kevin Henderson stated that he wants to make sure FDEP can agree to this type of approach.  Marcy responded that in other BMAPs, stakeholders have contributed funding to an entity to conduct the monitoring so this approach would be acceptable.  Jason Storrs stated that the FDEP Southeast District office also agrees that this approach is good.  Jason Bessey noted that there might be enough current monitoring to track trends in TN and TP. 

Identify Key Existing Stations and Gaps in the Monitoring Network
Katie stated that she split the list of monitoring from the SLRWPP into active and historical monitoring.  The existing monitoring is mainly conducted by SFWMD and these stations have long data sets.  St. Lucie County also conducts some monitoring in the basin.  Kevin Carter noted that the existing monitoring information is current as of the SLRWPP Update.  SFWMD has made some modifications to the sampling since the plan was updated and there are some stations in the basin that were dropped from the monitoring network in 2011 that SFWMD will be picking up again.  Mark asked if the estuary sites are still included in the monitoring.  Patti Gorman responded that the estuary sties have remained the same, although there were some minor tweaks to the list of parameters at these stations.  SFWMD also optimized the lagoon stations to focus the monitoring near the seagrass sites.

Mark asked if the SFWMD tributaries monitoring stations would be discussed during the meeting.  Katie responded that the tributaries stations would not be discussed during the meeting today because SFWMD is making some changes; however, the updated sites would be provided at a future meeting.  The presentation focuses on the source control sites.  Kevin Carter added that SFWMD is in the process of putting together the updated monitoring site information, and this should be available in January or February.  Dianne asked what the difference is between the tributary and source control stations.  Carmela responded that all the stations are monitored for TN and TP and some were monitored for flow.  When looking at the historical data for the SFWMD regulatory program, there were several key requirements including trying to capture as much acreage as possible to determine the effects of all the projects together.  The source control program also uses performance measures based on historical data to develop trends.  SFWMD went through a process to determine the best monitoring sites to cover the basin.  They identified 17 stations where water quality should be monitored to best represent the basin, and these stations also had a good historical record of at least five years of data.  SFWMD is cleaning up their flow database, but they are not going to keep all the flow stations because flow monitoring can be very expensive, especially in small tributaries.  In the past, SFWMD also had rainfall data at some stations to determine if there is a correlation between rainfall and water quality concentrations.  However, they found that most stations did not have this relationship.  Deb asked how SFWMD addresses the timing of when they monitor water quality concentration since there is a wet and dry season.  Carmela responded that sampling is conducted biweekly at every station.  However, data are only collected when there is flow, and it is up to the sampler to determine if there is positive flow.

Katie stated that the existing monitoring also includes aquatic program monitoring, which is mostly for seagrass in the estuary and some Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP) oyster monitoring.  The historical monitoring was mostly SFWMD efforts that ended in 2009 or 2011.  Marcy noted that the stakeholders could decide to resume monitoring at these locations as part of the monitoring plan.  These sites would have an historical dataset, which is useful.  Katie stated that she did receive some comments on the monitoring from the stakeholders, and she updated the information in the presentation based on that feedback.

Determine Water Quality Parameters and Frequency of Sampling Needed
Katie stated that the parameters for the monitoring plan also need to be determined.  The proposed list in the presentation includes parameters that are already being collected as part of the existing monitoring.  Dianne asked what monitoring Harbor Branch is conducting in the basin.  Megan Davis responded that they are currently not monitoring in the St. Lucie Estuary and are focusing their weekly monitoring in the area around Harbor Branch.  There is new monitoring planned that can be discussed later in the meeting.  Katie requested that the stakeholders provide information on other monitoring in the watershed, even if it is not directly related to the BMAP.  This information could still be useful.  Dale Majewski stated that Port St. Lucie conducts periodic monitoring, and he will provide this information to FDEP.  Mark stated that the Florida Oceanographic Society conducts weekly monitoring for salinity, dissolved oxygen, and pH.  This monitoring has been ongoing since 1988.  They also have coastal weather monitoring data since 1984.  Marcy noted that in other BMAPs, the monitoring plan was included in the main report, and other monitoring in the basin was included in an appendix.  This could be how the St. Lucie BMAP monitoring plan is structured, if the stakeholders want to include other monitoring.

Jason Bessey stated that he thought the proposed list of parameters looked good but that BOD should be added.  Dianne noted that some waterbodies in the basin are impaired for copper and maybe some copper sampling should be included.  Katie responded that there is some copper monitoring the basin that could be used.  Kevin Henderson noted that the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) has long-term monitoring in the basin, and Joan Browder (NOAA) would the best contact for these data.  Dianne stated that the U.S. Geologic Survey (USGS) has three stations in watershed for salinity and/or flow data, and she will provide information about these stations.  Megan suggested adding chlorophyll-a to the list of parameters.  Marcy noted that the list of parameters is divided into core and supplemental.  The core parameters are needed to support the primary objective of the monitoring plan, and the supplemental parameters are used to gather additional data about the watershed. 

Additional Monitoring and Research Needs
Katie stated that the BMAP could include information about research needs, such as collecting nutrient flux data in the estuary, or further evaluation of the hotspot analysis.  Patti stated that for the hotspot analysis, the focus should be on biosolids spreading.  The biosolids are now treated to Class A standards; however, this allows more biosolids to be spread in the basin.  Legacy phosphorus loads should also be evaluated.  Jason added that Class A biosolids are considered to be fertilizer so they are no longer a waste.  However, a lot of phosphorus is being imported to the basin through these biosolids.  Marcy noted that these sites should be implementing BMPs to limit nutrient runoff.  Jason responded that the sites do have nutrient management plans as per the rule revisions.  Mark stated that the previous hotspot study includes a list of the top sites in the basin, and the top ten sites should be further evaluated to determine what should be done to address those areas.

Kevin Henderson stated that it would be critical for FDEP to determine a method for assigning credit for less runoff if they want the stakeholders to pay for monitoring.  Marcy responded that the data collected in the monitoring plan are usually used in the model to update estimates of loading.  If better information is available, it could show that the runoff is less than originally estimated so fewer reductions would be needed in the future.  Kevin stated that without a detailed rationale for how this would occur, the local governments would not provide funding for monitoring.  There is a big gap between what the model says the loading is and what the loading needs to be.  Katie responded that this is why the reductions are addressed in phases.  FDEP recognizes that new data will be collected and new information on BMP efficiencies will be available.  These data can be factored into the next BMAP iteration.  Marcy added that during the January meeting when the updated allocations and project credit will be presented, the stakeholders would discuss the target for reductions in the first BMAP iteration.

Megan stated that Harbor Branch just bought Land Ocean Biogeochemical Observatories (LOBOs) and they are in the process of putting them together.  The LOBOs will provide data every hour, and these data will be uploaded to a website.  The LOBOs will be up and running by February, around the time of the Indian River Lagoon Symposium.  Harbor Branch had received feedback that real time, continuous data are needed in the St. Lucie Estuary, which is why they purchased the LOBOs.  They will work with the stakeholders to determine the three best locations to deploy the LOBOs.  These units have self-cleaning sensors so little maintenance is needed.  The goal is to use the LOBO data to correlate with what is occurring in the environment for seagrass and other parameters.

Katie asked for monitoring plan ideas by the January 16th meeting.  There will likely not be time to discuss the monitoring plan in depth at this meeting since the focus will be on the allocations.

Public Comment and Wrap Up
The next technical meeting will be held on Wednesday, January 16, 2013 at 9:00 AM in the Martin County Building Department Conference Room.

Adjourn
The meeting was adjourned at 11:18 AM.

Action Items
· The City of Stuart and Martin County will provide FDEP feedback by December 14th on which entity’s boundaries should include the parcels outside the city limits.
· The cities of Stuart and Fort Pierce should provide GIS files of their city boundaries by December 14th.
· FDEP will add a note about using the most current land use in the next BMAP iteration as part of the BMAP considerations section.
· The stakeholders should provide any additional completed projects or missing project information by December 14th.
· Martin County and St. Lucie County will discuss how to handle the neighborhood that will be in Martin County in 2013.
· FDEP will update the primary monitoring objective to include BOD.
· The stakeholders should provide Katie with any additional monitoring information by January 16th.
· SFWMD will provide information on their updated monitoring network in January or February.
· Dale Majewski will provide Port St. Lucie’s periodic monitoring information. – Completed.
· Mark Perry will provide information on the Florida Oceanographic Society’s water quality and coastal weather monitoring.
· FDEP will contact Joan Browder about NOAA’s monitoring in the basin.
· Dianne Hughes will provide information about the USGS stations. – Completed.
· FDEP will add BOD and chlorophyll-a to the list of monitoring parameters.
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