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Welcome and Opening Remarks
Charles Gauthier welcomed everyone to the St. Lucie Basin Management Action Plan (BMAP) technical meeting and thanked Martin County for the use of their facility.  Charles stated that he works at the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) as the Environmental Administrator of the Watershed Planning and Coordination Section.  He introduced Katie Hallas, who is the FDEP Basin Coordinator, and Tiffany Busby and Marcy Policastro, who are with Wildwood Consulting and assist FDEP with the BMAP process.  Charles noted that this is a new team for the St. Lucie Basin, and this BMAP started several years ago.  There have been some delays; however, it is a priority for FDEP to move forward expeditiously with the BMAP.  The new team spent several months going through information on the BMAP and allocations, and there are several items that will be discussed during the meeting that FDEP is asking for stakeholder feedback.  The BMAP process is collaborative, and stakeholder input and guidance are essential.  FDEP would like to move forward with the St. Lucie BMAP, but it should be a good restoration plan that makes sense.  The participants introduced themselves and the entity they represent.

BMAP Process Milestones
Katie Hallas stated that she wanted to review the key BMAP milestones and the progress that has been made to date on these milestones for the St. Lucie BMAP.  Katie stated that the purpose of this agenda item was also to refresh the stakeholders’ memory of the BMAP process since the last meeting was held in March 2012.  One of the key activities is identifying stakeholders and this is an ongoing process.  Katie asked the stakeholders if they know of people who should be involved in the process to either add those names to the sign in sheet or email her so they can be added to the distribution list.  Another key element of a BMAP is to identify the total maximum daily load (TMDL) to be addressed.  The TMDL for the St. Lucie Basin was adopted in 2009.  The geographic extent of the BMAP must also be identified.  The extent was in refinement until March 2012 when FDEP worked closely with the South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) to align the boundaries of the BMAP with the St. Lucie River Watershed Protection Plan (SLRWPP) to meet the requirements of the Northern Everglades and Estuaries Protection Program (NEEPP) legislation.  Vanessa Bessey asked if the BMAP boundaries are now the same as the SLRWPP boundaries.  Katie responded that the boundaries between the two plans are now the same for the water quality component of the SLRWPP, and FDEP and SFWMD will continue to work closely to ensure they stay the same in future iterations of both plans.

Katie stated that a key step in the BMAP process is allocating to the responsible entities.  The draft allocations were presented at the March 2012 meeting, and this information will be reviewed again during this meeting.  There are also some potential modifications to the allocations that FDEP has identified that will be reviewed later in the meeting.  Another step is to develop projects to meet the TMDL, and this is being worked on now.  Identifying considerations for the next BMAP iteration is another key step but has not started yet.  These considerations could include modifications to the model or research needs to identify problem areas in the watershed.  Funding sources will also be identified in the BMAP.  The stakeholders will provide feedback on what local funding is available, and once the BMAP is adopted, FDEP can work with the stakeholders on obtaining other funding sources such as Section 319 and TMDL grants.  Both of these funding sources give preference for projects in an adopted BMAP.  Another key element is determining a process to monitor progress towards TMDL achievement.  Katie noted that she sent the monitoring plan from the SLRWPP Update to the stakeholders for feedback, and this monitoring plan will be used as the basis for the BMAP monitoring plan as another way to keep the two plans in line.  A meeting will be held on December 12th to discuss the monitoring needs.  The BMAP document will be prepared for review, and Katie has started to draft the document based on past meeting notes and information in the SLRWPP.  Portions of the BMAP will be provided to the stakeholders for review within the next few months.  The final step in the process is to submit the BMAP for FDEP Secretarial adoption.

Mark Perry asked what the timeframe is for submitting the BMAP to the Secretary for adoption.  Katie responded that goal is to submit the BMAP to the Secretary as soon as possible.  The steps to completion include submitting projects, finalizing allocations, reviewing the draft BMAP, and determining a monitoring plan.  FDEP realizes that the stakeholders have been engaged in the process over the last several years, and they would like to complete the BMAP.  Mark asked if the BMAP adoption would coincide with a SLRWPP Update to the legislature next year.  Katie responded that the next SLRWPP Update would be in 2015, so the BMAP adoption will occur before then.  FDEP and SFWMD have been discussing how to join these processes so that there would not be two separate reporting processes.  The agencies recognize that it takes a significant workload to prepare two reports, and it takes a lot of stakeholder time to review two reports.

Sam Amerson asked if the step to identify funding sources is primarily for staff to implement the program or if this also includes monitoring.  Tiffany Busby responded that FDEP usually asks that the stakeholders provide information on costs and funding sources when they submit projects.  There are typically questions about the cost to implement the actions in a BMAP and while the funding information is not usually complete, it does help to provide a picture of the effort.  If the stakeholders provide cost information in the BMAP, they are not committed to spending that amount of money.  Gordon England added that the BMAP typically looks at construction costs and not monitoring costs.  Tiffany responded that this is correct although monitoring costs can be included in the monitoring plan section.  However, the monitoring costs will be more difficult to determine because they are usually imbedded in other costs of the organization, mainly staff time.

Katie stated that FDEP would like to hold monthly technical meetings to complete the BMAP, and the proposal is to meet on the second Wednesday of the month.  She asked if this date worked for the stakeholders.  Katie also noted that the meetings could be held in different locations if people wanted to host the meeting.  Sam stated that past meetings were held in different locations.  HM Ridgely added that the basin is not that large, so people do not have drive too far.  The stakeholders provided feedback that meeting on the second Wednesday of the month at the Martin County offices would work.  Tiffany stated that if anyone else wanted to host a meeting and had a room large enough, he/she should contact Katie.

Basin Working Group or Policy Maker Briefings
Tiffany stated that based on past meeting summaries, there have been discussions about having a Basin Working Group (BWG) or a policy maker briefing.  FDEP would like to discuss the options one more time to determine an approach since it is almost the time in the process where the policy makers would become involved to receive an update on the BMAP activities.  FDEP is not locked into a specific format, so feedback from the stakeholders is needed on which approach would be best for this area.  FDEP has found from past experience with other BMAPs that there seems to be a benefit to the overall process if policy makers are knowledgeable about the BMAP and its implications.  Part of the BMAP process should be to inform and engage the policy makers, which should help staff obtain funding for projects in the BMAP.  Traditionally, meetings with the policy makers are held to discuss allocations, projects and credit calculations, monitoring plan responsibilities, the BMAP itself, and other items that might come up.  The purpose of these meetings is to engage policy makers in the process to help with project implementation, obtain additional perspectives on the BMAP, and ensure there is a clear understanding of the BMAP responsibilities.  Engaging the policy makers is especially important now since elections were just held, and there are new people on the boards that may not be aware of the BMAP.

There are two options for engaging the policy makers.  The first option is to convene a BWG, which is a formal committee with members that would be appointed by FDEP.  The second option is to hold policy maker meetings without a formal committee.  For the BWG option, the technical stakeholders would provide names to FDEP of representatives that should be involved in the process, and FDEP would appoint representatives and alternates to each seat on the BWG.  This group would vote and make recommendations to FDEP; however, the votes are not binding to FDEP.  Since the BWG would be providing recommendations to FDEP, the members would fall under the full provisions of the Sunshine Law.  All BMAP meetings are held under the Sunshine Law, but BWG members would be held to the provision that they cannot discuss BMAP-related items with other members outside of publicly noticed meetings.  This provision applies to both the BWG representative and alternate, and this should be a consideration when naming a representative because this process should not constrain his/her ability to do his/her job.  The BWG would have quorum requirements for voting, so the appointed members would need to attend the meetings.  The pros of the BWG approach are that each entity has an appointed representative to provide input, votes are held to show the level of support so it is clear when there is consensus on BMAP items, participation is higher because members feel obliged to attend, the meetings provide a forum to hear other comments and questions, and members of public can still attend the meeting to provide comments.  The cons of the BWG approach are that the Sunshine Law provisions limit coordination and conversations outside of publicly noticed meetings, very small entities or large organizations that coordinate with other entities might have a difficult time finding the right person for the committee, and typically after the first few meetings, the representatives start sending their alternates and if the alternate is a technical person, it would constrain his/her functions due to Sunshine Law provisions.

The policy maker briefings would also be held as public meetings, but they would not have a set membership.  Since there are no designated members, no votes would be held.  This approach allows an entity to have more than one representative, so an entire commission can attend and provide input.  Without appointed members, there would be no limitation on discussion of BMAP items outside of publicly noticed meetings.  The pros of the policy maker briefings approach are that there is no Sunshine Law limitation, multiple people from one entity can participate, other groups that are too small to have a seat could participate, and it still provides a forum to hear comments and questions from other entities.  The cons of this approach are that the lack of a set membership means it may be more difficult to get policy makers to attend meetings, and there will be no voting so it will be harder to tell the strength of support for an item.  Tiffany asked the stakeholders which option they prefer.

HM stated that he prefers the second option because it is less formal, and the Sunshine Law provisions are generally a problem.  Bonnie Wolff Pelaez stated that she also prefers the second option because it would be an issue if they could not talk with other stakeholders.  Glen Gareau stated that he has sat on a committee under the Sunshine Law at the SFWMD to review projects so he could not talk with other members until a public meeting was held.  This was a big constraint, and the BMAP process is much more complex than the project committee.  Mark stated that the policy maker briefings are better because all the policy makers can attend without a Sunshine Law constraint.  It is better not to have a formal process, especially since a vote does not have any authority going forward.  Gordon asked if the BWG would have seats for the various agencies or just the municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) entities.  Tiffany responded that a BWG would predominately be the entities with allocations.  Some agencies, such as the Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (FDACS) and SFWMD, would have seats, and there would also be an environmental interest seat.

The stakeholders provided feedback that they preferred the policy maker briefings approach.  Tiffany stated that FDEP would send an email to the distribution list asking for the names of people that should be invited to the briefings.  The contact names, email addresses, and titles should be provided.  A separate policy makers list will be created, and the technical stakeholders will be copied on any emails to the policy makers.

Allocation Process/Potential Modifications Review
Katie stated that the allocation model has not changed since it was presented at the March 2012 meeting.  The model will not be further changed since a lot of time was spent making the BMAP model consistent with the SLRWPP.  Katie noted that FDEP realizes the stakeholders may not be 100% happy with the current model, so FDEP would like comments on what should be modified for the BMAP considerations section.  The considerations section will outline items that should be worked on for the next BMAP iteration.  The allocations can still be modified, and FDEP wants feedback on what should be changed for this BMAP iteration.

The allocation model is a spreadsheet model created for the BMAP to calculate starting loads, allocations, and required reductions to meet water quality standards.  The model was refined earlier this year when FDEP and SFWMD worked to align the BMAP with the SLRWPP.  These refinements included aligning the subbasin boundaries, adding localized rainfall data for each subbasin, and keeping the event mean concentrations (EMCs) for urban land uses (based on Harper and Baker, 2007) but updating the agricultural EMCs to match Del Bottcher’s values for the Lake Okeechobee and St. Lucie watersheds.  Katie noted that she would look for Del Bottcher’s report or ask SFWMD if she is unable to find it, and she will post it to the FTP site for stakeholder review.  The runoff coefficients (ROCs) in the BMAP model were also revised to be more reflective of runoff from different land uses.  The model was originally set up to include specific ROCs for each soil type, but basin-specific data to do this were lacking.  Katie asked if the stakeholders were aware of more basin-specific data to please alert the FDEP, so the data could be considered for model refinement in the next iteration of the BMAP.

Lesley Bertolotti noted that there are two areas that are slightly different between the BMAP and SLRWPP basins.  The first area is the C-25 watershed, which is not included in the BMAP because a water quality analysis was not conducted as part of the SLRWPP update.  However, the SLRWPP included this area in its watershed boundary because there are occasional discharges through the G-81 structure into the St. Lucie watershed.  The second difference is the south coastal watershed, which is south of the BMAP area.  This watershed also did not have a water quality analysis, but is included in the SLRWPP area.  Vanessa asked if the C-25 area is included in the St. Lucie BMAP.  Katie responded that this area is not part of the BMAP now.  FDEP and SFWMD went through an extensive effort to align the boundaries with the acknowledgement that further modifications would be made in the future, as needed.  Vanessa stated that it has not been clear before that the basis of the BMAP boundaries is the SLRWPP water quality analysis boundaries, so this distinction was helpful.  Mark suggested adding the SLRWPP boundaries to the map to clearly show the differences in the watersheds between the two plans.  Tom McGowan noted that the C-25 area is currently part of the Central Indian River Lagoon (IRL) BMAP so it is being addressed.  Gordon asked how the northeast portion that sometimes flows to the IRL is included.  Marcy Policastro responded that this area is included in the Central IRL BMAP, and is the area starting just north of the St. Lucie BMAP boundary.  Gordon asked for a copy of the boundaries for this area.

Katie stated that the BMAP model is posted to the FTP site under the March 2012 meeting sub-folder.  This link will be sent to the distribution list.  HM asked why the fallow agricultural lands ROC is not listed.  Marcy responded that there is not a ROC for fallow lands.  If there have been changes to fallow lands since the 1999 land use coverage in the model, a credit would be assigned in the BMAP for this change in loading.  Vanessa noted that FDACS does not have a best management practice (BMP) for fallow lands.  Marcy responded that agriculture would receive credit for BMP implementation on agricultural lands and would receive a separate credit for changes in land use.  FDEP spoke with FDACS a few months ago about this, but FDACS is waiting for any changes to the allocations before determining credit.  A follow up call will be scheduled to discuss the credit process in more detail.

Katie then described the tabs associated with the model spreadsheet.  She stated that the BMAP model has several tabs for “Conformance” to list the land use definitions, “EMCs,” “ROCs,” “Summary” to calculate total nitrogen (TN) and total phosphorus (TP) loads per acre, “Calcs Juris” to calculate starting loads for each entity, and “Juris N Red” and “Juris P Red” to calculate the starting loads, allocations and required reductions.  Katie stated that more recently a problem with links in the model was identified.  The Calcs Juris tab was not properly linked to Juris N Red and Juris P Red tabs.  The allocations to each entity did not change since March 2012; however, the required reductions did change because these are the difference between the starting loads and allocations.  There are also additional modifications to the allocations that FDEP would like to make based on feedback from the stakeholders.  Katie noted that the allocations would be discussed again at the January meeting.

The first step in the allocations process is to calculate the starting loads for each entity.  The Geographic Information Systems (GIS) map was used to clip out areas assigned to each entity.  The clipping was done sequentially with water, managed lands, water control districts (WCDs), Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) and Turnpike roads, agriculture, Community Development Districts (CDDs), MS4s, and the remaining areas to the counties as non-MS4 allocations.  Using the EMCs and ROCs for each subbasin, the TN and TP starting loads for each entity were calculated, and these formulas are included in the model.

Mark asked if the loads could be shown in metric tons (MT) to help align the information with the SLRWPP.  Katie responded that the loads in MT, in addition to pounds, could be shown.  Dianne Hughes asked if this information is posted to the FTP site.  Katie responded that the March version of the allocation model is posted, but the corrected version is not posted yet because FDEP wanted to discuss it at the meeting first.  HM noted that it would be helpful to leave both models on the FTP site, so the stakeholders can compare them.

Katie stated that the next step in the process was to calculate the target loads per acre to assign allocations.  The target loads per acre were calculated by determining the percent reduction needed in each subbasin to achieve the target nutrient concentrations.  This percent reduction was multiplied by the current load per acre in each subbasin, which is the total loading for the subbasin from the model divided by the total acres in the subbasin.  The current load per acre minus the needed reduction in loading resulted in the target load per acre for each subbasin.  The TN and TP targets load per acre were multiplied by each entity’s acreage in each subbasin to determine the allowable load in that subbasin.  The sum of the allowable loads is each entity’s total allocation.  The starting load minus the total allocation is the required reduction.

Mark stated that the allocation numbers in the presentation seem smaller than before.  Katie responded that no changes were made in the model except to fix the linking error.  Mark stated that the entity names are also different because conservation lands were listed previously and the Turnpike was not included before.  Katie responded that the list of entities did not change since March 2012.  In reviewing past meeting summaries, it seems as if managed lands and conservation lands were previously shown separately but, in March 2012, both were included in the managed lands category.  This is one of the items that will be discussed later in the meeting.  HM stated that the conservation land owned by SFWMD was not included in the allocations before.  These areas were part of the starting loads, but they did not have reductions assigned at the November 2011 and March 2012 meetings.  Katie responded that the allocation model did not change since March 2012, but she will check past allocation information to see how these lands were included.  While FDEP is looking for feedback on what should be changed in the model for the next BMAP iteration, the focus should now be on projects to achieve the reductions.

Katie noted that FDEP has identified several potential modifications to the allocations.  The first modification is that according to the allocation processing steps, the agricultural lands should be clipped out before the CDDs, MS4s, and non-MS4s.  However, agricultural land use codes are included in these allocations.  FDEP would like to reclip the allocations to ensure that agricultural lands are properly assigned to agriculture and not to the other entities.  Amy Eason asked how this would work because all of Troup-Indiantown is agricultural lands.  Marcy responded that Troup-Indiantown is a WCD, and these districts are responsible for agriculture, and will have agricultural lands in their allocations.  Tom stated that he is not sure that the agricultural lands should be removed from the CDDs.  They have agricultural lands within their jurisdiction because they have not fully developed yet.  The CDDs would have a greater ability than the cities to control these lands. 

Katie stated that another potential modification is related to the MS4 and non-MS4 allocations.  The counties were assigned both allocations; however, the cities were only assigned a MS4 allocation.  It appears that portions of the incorporated cities are being assigned to the counties; therefore, the cities should also receive a non-MS4 allocation.  The cities should submit GIS shapefiles of their boundaries by December 12th for use in updating the allocations.  Dale Majewksi stated that Port St. Lucie submitted their boundaries several times, and he asked if they are needed again.  Katie responded that she spoke with Kim Jackson, the FDEP GIS specialist assigned to the St. Lucie BMAP, and she only received the MS4 boundaries, so the city boundaries are needed.  Bill Griffin stated that Stuart owns land outside of the city boundary in the Haney Creek area, and he asked how they should show this land.  Tiffany responded that this area could be included in the shapefile for the city, as long as the county was good with this area being assigned to the city.  Sam stated that Stuart’s MS4 boundary matches the city boundary, so FDEP should have the necessary information.  Marcy responded that the MS4 boundary that FDEP has on file does not appear to match the city boundary.  The MS4 GIS file is posted to the FTP site if the stakeholders want to review it.

Katie asked if the stakeholders want separate MS4 and non-MS4 allocations.  The benefit of having separate allocations is that the required reductions and projects in the BMAP are linked to the MS4 permit, so separate allocations would specify which portion of the reductions is linked to the permit.  The benefit of one allocation is that the entity would have more flexibility on where projects could be implemented.  Tom asked what would be included in the MS4 permit if the allocations were not separate.  Tiffany responded that the MS4 permit includes self-implementing language that requires the permittee to implement what is included in the BMAP.  The BMAP project table and schedule would be linked to the permit.  Dianne stated that Martin County would be having an internal discussion to determine which approach they prefer.  Katie requested feedback on this item by December 12th.

Katie stated that another item for discussion is the CDD allocations.  There are four CDDs that are currently assigned allocations because they either discharge or will discharge to the C-23 or C-24 canals instead of Port St. Lucie’s MS4.  FDEP met with some of the CDDs yesterday and is planning to meet with Port St. Lucie to ensure this is the most appropriate approach for allocating to the CDDs.  For the WCD allocations, there are large overlap areas between North St. Lucie River WCD and the cities of Fort Pierce and Port St. Lucie.  FDEP wants to talk with these stakeholders to verify who is responsible for the stormwater infrastructure in those areas.  This could affect the allocations to those stakeholders.  Bob Higgins stated that the Pal Mar WCD is 100% undeveloped and is more of a managed land because it is more than half owned by Martin County and SFWMD.  Katie responded that FDEP would like to meet with Bob to discuss Pal Mar WCD in further detail.

Katie stated that managed lands are another item that could potentially be modified.  The managed land coverage represents state, federal, and local conservation lands.  The issues with this coverage are that some of these lands may still be agricultural or transitioning to conservation, and the 1999 land use coverage shows that much of these areas were agriculture, so too much of the load may be set aside.  In other BMAPs, the land use coverage was used to identify areas with natural land uses.  The allocations would be modified to aside the load and acres associated with natural lands instead of using the managed lands coverage.  If some of the lands shown as agriculture in 1999 are now really conservation lands, the appropriate entity (agriculture or WCD) would receive credit for the change in land use.  

Katie asked if the stakeholders preferred to continue to use the managed lands coverage or to change to the natural land uses from the 1999 coverage.  Mark asked if FDEP would determine if those areas shown as managed lands are really agriculture or conservation lands.  Katie responded that they would do this and from past meeting notes, it appeared that the stakeholders liked the option of separating out the conservation lands.  Tom responded that it does not make sense for communities to be held responsible for greater load reductions by setting aside too much load with the managed lands.  It would be better to separate out the conservation lands.  A good example is the C-23 and C-24 areas, which are included in the managed lands coverage but there is still some agriculture.  Katie noted that there is a write up on these options that she will post to the FTP site.  The stakeholders should provide feedback on which approach they prefer by December 12th.  Katie stated that she believes the approach of allocating all the agricultural lands to agriculture is consistent with the SLRWPP.  Vanessa noted that this seems reasonable because FDACS is the only one with the ability to address agriculture.

Tom asked if the managed lands were left in the target load per acre calculations.  Marcy responded that that the acreage and loading associated with the managed lands was included in the target load per acre calculations, but these need to be removed.  For either the managed lands or natural land use approach, the acreage and loading associated with those areas would be removed from the target calculations.  Tiffany added that with the managed lands, a larger load would be removed so the target would be more difficult to achieve than if the loads associated with the natural lands were removed.  Pattie Gertenbach asked if agriculture is pulled out after the roads, if some of the agricultural lands are part of the roads coverage.  Marcy responded that there should not be agricultural lands assigned to the roads since the roads coverage focuses on the roads and right-of-ways but this will be verified.

Katie stated that the last potential modification is the land use coverage.  The TMDL and BMAP model are based on the 1999 coverage; however, the SLRWPP Update used the 2004 land use coverage.  To be consistent with the SLRWPP Update, FDEP is proposing to use the 2004 coverage.  Katie stated that she understands the previous Basin Coordinator did an evaluation and found a minimal difference between the 1999 and 2004 coverages, but it would still be good for the plans to match.  Changing the land use date would not affect the date of project eligibility.  BMAP credit is currently being assigned for projects since 2000, and this date would stand since that is what the stakeholders were initially told.  Vanessa stated that she would think there is a significant difference between the 1999 and 2004 land uses based on changes that occurred in the basin during that time.  Dianne asked if the SFWMD looked at the two coverages as part of the SLRWPP update.  Lesley responded that she has the spreadsheet from FDEP and does believe there were small differences.  Lesley offered to look for this information.

Dianne stated that the stakeholders originally wanted to use the 2004 land use but based on the analysis, it seemed like an insignificant change.  HM stated that the 2004 land use should be used to match the plans.  Dianne responded that she agrees, and this has been a stakeholder concern, but FDEP previously pushed back on changing the land use date.  Katie responded that the 1999 land use was used to match the TMDL, but so much has changed to align the two plans.  Mark asked if changing the land use coverage would change the TMDL.  Katie responded that the TMDL would not change, but the reductions in the BMAP do look different from the TMDL since the focus is on the watershed and not waterbody identification (WBID) numbers.  The stakeholders provided feedback that the 2004 land use coverage should be used.

HM stated that he does not understand why there are still two separate plans.  Katie responded that there are ongoing discussions between FDEP and SFWMD to marry the two processes.  However, this would require a legislative change because the SLRWPP is updated every three years.  The current thinking is that once the BMAP is adopted, the SLRWPP will be rolled up into the BMAP.

Katie stated that the last allocation item for discussion is setting a de minimus threshold.  This threshold was set in other BMAPs to identify entities that have loads low enough that reductions from these areas would have no significant impact.  The de minimus entities would not be assigned an allocation in this iteration of the BMAP but could be assigned allocations in the future.  The loads from these entities would not be reassigned to the other stakeholders in the basin.  The proposed approach for identifying de minimus stakeholders would be any entity with TN and TP loads of 0.5% or less, with all de minimus entities together equaling about 1% of the total basin loading.  Dianne asked how many entities would be de minimus using this approach.  Marcy responded that using the current allocations, about five entities would be de minimus and together are about 1% of the load, so 99% of the load is still being addressed.  Tiffany added that in other basins, the de minimus entities were either a very large entity with just a small portion in the watershed or very small entities.  In both cases, it would be difficult to make reductions.  The question was asked if the de minimus areas are included in the allocation calculations.  Tiffany responded that these areas are included in the calculations but would not be assigned a required reduction.  Pattie stated that she thinks the de minimus concept is a good idea.  She asked if 1% would be the line so that if the total de minimus load were above this, the entities would have to be reevaluated.  Marcy responded that the goal is to keep the de minimus load about at about 1%, but this threshold can be discussed further in January when the allocations have been revised.

Project Credit Calculations
Marcy stated that in order to achieve the allocations, the stakeholders must provide projects and programs to reduce nutrients.  Many of the stakeholders have provided project information already, and Marcy thanked the stakeholders for providing additional information, as requested.  The projects are being collected in two phases.  The first phase is projects that have been completed from January 1, 2000 through the present.  As mentioned earlier, this date for projects will not change with the change to the 2004 land use coverage.  The second phase will be to collect planned projects to achieve any additional reductions needed.  At the January meeting, the updated allocations will be compared to the project credit so that the stakeholders can determine a feasible reduction target for the first five-year iteration.  Credit will be assigned to projects only for the portion of treatment above and beyond permit requirements.  This is a requirement to ensure the projects provide water quality improvement benefits for the river and are not just mitigating for new development.  Projects must treat nutrients and be located in the St. Lucie River watershed.  The GIS files for the watershed are posted to the FTP site.

A handout was provided listing the standards stormwater BMPs and provisional BMPs eligible for BMAP credit.  Credit for retention BMPs will be assigned based on the inches of retention provided by the project and whether the retention is on-line or off-line.  For wet detention ponds, credit is assigned based on the mean annual residence time of the pond.  The residence time is used in the equations for TN and TP efficiencies in the Draft Stormwater Treatment Applicant’s Handbook.  The link to the handbook is included on the handout.

Street sweeping and catch basin clean out credit are assigned using the Florida Stormwater Association (FSA) report information on nutrient loads associated with source control and maintenance of BMPs.  The report includes TN and TP concentrations per kilogram of material collected.  FSA created a spreadsheet tool to calculate TN and TP load reductions using information on the dry weight or volume of material collected annually.  Stakeholders that submitted street sweeping or catch basin projects for credit have a separate FSA spreadsheet posted in the project credit calculations folder on the FTP site.  A blank spreadsheet is also posted on the FTP site in the project collection folder if other stakeholders want to submit this information for credit.

Marcy stated that credit would also be assigned for septic tank phase out.  FDEP contracted with Florida State University (FSU) to create a model to estimate nitrate loading from septic tanks.  This model is called ArcNLET, and it is publicly available software that can be downloaded from the website included in the presentation and on the BMP efficiencies handout.  The model uses information on septic tank locations, soils, and surface waters to estimate loading.  Credit is assigned based on the proximity of the septic tanks to surface waters.  In order to calculate credit, the stakeholders need to provide a coverage showing the parcel locations of septic tanks that have been or will be phased out.  FDEP has FSU under contract to provide support to the stakeholders with the model.  Gordon asked if the FSU contract only allows support to the St. Lucie stakeholders.  Janet Hearn mentioned that she thought this model would be useful to the stakeholders in the Caloosahatchee Basin.  Katie responded that the contract could be adjusted to provide support for stakeholders in other basins, as well.

Marcy noted that many of the other standard BMPs have a set percent efficiency.  An option is provided for treatment trains, which are made up of multiple BMPs.  The project collection spreadsheet includes a column to note if projects are part of a treatment train so the load could be attenuated through the BMPs properly.  Another standard BMP is stormwater reuse, which is irrigation from a stormwater pond.  Credit is assigned for stormwater reuse projects based on the percentage the total runoff to the pond that is used annually for irrigation.

There are also several provisional BMPs that are considered provisional for this iteration of the BMAP because there is not enough Florida specific data to determine efficiencies but these projects address nutrients.  Credit for these projects could change in future iterations of the BMAP as more information is available.  One type of provisional BMP is floating islands or managed aquatic plant systems (MAPS).  These BMPs receive a 20% reduction in TN and TP, as part of a treatment train with the wet pond they are placed on for additional treatment.  At least 5% of the pond must be covered with floating islands, and the plants must be harvested annually to ensure the nutrients do not enter the pond again.  Marcy stated that another provisional BMP, which had been discussed in past meeting, is public education and outreach.  Up to a 6% TN and TP credit is assigned on the anthropogenic starting load for participation in the Florida Yards and Neighborhoods Program; fertilizer, irrigation, landscaping, and pet waste ordinances; public service announcements; pamphlets and presentations; websites; and an illicit discharge program and call-in number.  A form for the educational efforts is posted to the FTP site in the project collection folder if any stakeholder has not yet submitted their efforts.

FDEP is in the process of developing a guidance document for crediting muck removal projects.  In order to receive credit, muck must be removed to the natural substrate because even a small amount of muck can flux nutrients and still contribute a load.  The muck must be stored away from surface waters to ensure it does not enter the waterbody again.  Credit is assigned based on the area of muck removed and the nutrient flux rate.  This guidance document was developed for the IRL Basin so it currently includes flux rate information for the lagoon.  Tom stated that this document was specific to the IRL, so it would not apply to the St. Lucie without specific data.  Marcy responded that it is our understanding that flux studies in the St. Lucie Basin have been completed and FDEP will look for this information.  The draft document will be provided to the stakeholders for review.  FDEP is also in the process of drafting an aquatic vegetation harvesting guidance document, which will also be posted for review.  Some of the WCDs have submitted these types of projects already and credit will be based on the type of vegetation removed, the amount of vegetation harvested, and the nutrient content of the plants.  Another project type, which is not listed on the BMP handout, is water control structures.  This BMP mainly applies to the WCDs and includes structures, such as tilting weir gates, that allow water to flow out while holding back any sediments that may have built up.  The credit for these structures was also developed in the IRL Basin and, based on available information, the provisional credit is 5% for TN and 0% for TP.  Data that can be used to better quantify the benefits of these structures are needed, and Marcy emphasized that stakeholders, who have more specific data, should provide them to FDEP.

Marcy stated that for the project submitted to date, FDEP calculated credit and the spreadsheets are posted to the FTP site.  Each spreadsheet includes tabs with the summary of all projects and credit, wet pond calculations (if needed), retention BMP calculations (if needed), and the model information for each project area that was used to determine the loading.  Any missing information is highlighted on the spreadsheet with a note of what is needed.  A blank project spreadsheet is also posted to the FTP site for any additional completed projects or for stakeholders that have not yet submitted projects.  The spreadsheet should be filled out as completely as possible because the information is needed to calculate project credit.  The permit number for any permitted project must be included so that FDEP can determine what additional treatment was provided.  In addition to the spreadsheet, map files showing the area treated, not just the project location, must be provided.  The maps can be sent as a GIS shapefile, Computer Aided Design (CAD) file, Google Maps file, or PDF.  The names of the maps should correlate to the spreadsheet to ensure the correct information is used.  Additional or missing information should be submitted to Marcy and Katie by December 14th.

Tiffany noted that education and outreach efforts could be a large amount of credit because this is a percentage of the starting load.  Marcy added that the WCDs and CDDs cannot implement some of the educational efforts that are listed for credit; however, if they have similar efforts, they should submit that information for consideration.  Amy noted that the CDDs and WCDs could work with FDACS to develop educational activities that may be eligible for credits.  Marcy noted that if any of the stakeholders have questions about the credit assigned for their projects, they should let her know.

Monitoring Plan
Katie stated that a monitoring plan is needed 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.  Katie sent an email with information on the monitoring from the SLRWPP 2012 Update appendix, and this information will be used as the basis for the BMAP monitoring plan.  Katie asked for feedback on this monitoring by December 4th, so the monitoring plan could be discussed at the December 12th meeting.  The purpose of this meeting will be to discuss changes to the monitoring, additional monitoring needed, and objectives of the BMAP monitoring plan.  The primary objective will be to monitor the effectiveness of the BMAP but other objectives can be included, such as research needed to identify hotspots within the basin.  The SLRWPP monitoring table is posted on the FTP site for review.  Mark asked if SFWMD could bring the SLRWPP monitoring maps to the meeting.  Katie responded that she would ask SFWMD to bring these maps.  Marcy noted that since the purpose of the monitoring meeting is to discuss monitoring locations, the stakeholders should ensure the correct monitoring people attend the meeting.

Public Comments and Wrap Up
Mark stated that the SLRWPP included near term reductions through 2014 and longer term reductions starting in 2105.  The combination of these two reduction goals are less than what the BMAP has outlined.  He asked if the reductions would be coordinated to be more closely aligned in the future, especially for TP.  Katie responded that she does not have a complete answer to that question today.  The goal will be to work through the BMAP projects and determine what reductions should be achieved in the first five years.  During that period, FDEP will work with SFWMD to discuss the timelines and reductions for both plans.  The SLRWPP has a three-year timeline, and BMAPs typically have a 15-year timeline.  Mark asked for an explanation of the 15-year schedule with the five-year phasing for the BMAP.  Tiffany responded that the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has a default timeline of 15 years as a reasonable time to obtain funding and accomplish projects in a BMAP.  The FDEP process is based on a five-year rotation to assess each basin, and that five-year cycle is used in the BMAP process.  While the 15-year horizon is used, the reductions will be addressed in five-year increments as part of the iterative BMAP process.  This allows for modifications as better information is available and the models are refined.  Mark asked when the five-year period starts.  Tiffany responded that it would begin when the FDEP Secretary adopts the BMAP.  Marcy added that the entire reduction is not expected to be completed in the first five years.  In January, the stakeholders will discuss a reasonable reduction for the first iteration and the full reductions should be achieved by the end of the 15-year timeline.

Mark asked what the oldest BMAP is and if changes in water quality are being seen.  Tiffany responded that the Upper Ocklawaha and Orange Creek BMAPs were the first adopted and are reaching their five- year marks.  The Lower St. Johns River (LSJR) BMAP was adopted in 2008 and it was the first one with allocations.  Many of the LSJR stakeholders have achieved their reductions and improvements in the river’s water quality are being seen.  Mark stated that the largest inflow to the St. Lucie River is Lake Okeechobee, especially for nitrogen, and this load is almost as much as what the watershed contributes.  In the past, FDEP stated that the St. Lucie TMDL was set with the assumption that the Lake Okeechobee TMDL has been achieved.  He asked how close Lake Okeechobee is to achieving its TMDL.  Katie responded that the Lake Okeechobee Protection Plan Update was recently completed in 2011, and the South Florida Environmental Report includes a yearly update on the loads from the lake.  It is FDEP’s policy to assume that Lake Okeechobee is meeting its TMDL, since a TMDL has been adopted for the lake.  Tiffany added that this issue has come up in other areas, and most BMAPs have upstream conditions that have to be addressed separately.  The focus of the BMAP is to address the watershed loads.  Marcy noted that the BMAP monitoring plan will focus on monitoring the canals and streams in the watershed to ensure the BMAP actions are improving water quality.  Since the St. Lucie River TMDL will not be achieved until the Lake Okeechobee TMDL has been met, the focus will be on ensuring the watershed reductions have been met.

Dianne stated that the point of compliance is the monitoring station at the Roosevelt Bridge, and she asked what will occur if the Lake Okeechobee reductions have not been met.  Tiffany responded that there are two separate processes.  There is one process to determine the impairment status of the river and another process to determine if the watershed is compliant.  There is the potential for the watershed to be compliant with the TMDL even if the river is not.  Pattie asked if the coordinates for the monitoring stations in the SLRWPP are available.  Kevin Carter stated that SFWMD has the coordinates for their stations.  Marcy noted that monitoring station maps would be provided at the December monitoring meeting for review. 

Mark asked if the policy briefings are separate from the technical meetings.  Tiffany responded that these would be separate, and the policy briefings have not been scheduled yet because FDEP wanted feedback from the stakeholders on the format for these meetings.  The technical stakeholders will be notified when a policy briefing is scheduled, so they can encourage the appropriate representatives to attend.

Adjourn
The meeting was adjourned at 11:49 AM.

Action Items
· Stakeholders should provide Katie Hallas with any additional contacts for people that should be involved in the BMAP process.
· FDEP will send an email asking for contact information for the people who should be notified of the policy briefings.  The person’s name, email address, and title should be included. – Completed.
· Katie Hallas post Del Bottcher’s report to the FTP site for stakeholder review. – Completed.  In “Guidance Documents” folder.
· Marcy Policastro will send Gordon England the shapefile for the southern IRL boundary. – Completed.
· Katie will send the link to the March allocation model to the distribution list. – Completed.  Located in the “Model” folder.
· FDEP will set up a call with FDACS on the agricultural credit calculations. – In Progress
· FDEP will include metric tons, as well as pounds, in future allocation discussions.
· Katie will post the November version of the allocation model to the FTP site and will leave the March version posted, as well. – Completed.  Posted in the “Model” folder.
· Katie will check past allocation information to see how the conservation lands were included. – Completed.
· FDEP will consider keeping the agricultural lands in the CDD allocations.
· Fort Pierce, Port St. Lucie, and Stuart should provide Katie with a GIS shapefile or map of their jurisdictional boundaries by December 12th. 
· The stakeholders should double check their MS4 boundaries using the GIS file posted to the FTP site.
· The stakeholders should provide feedback on whether they would prefer separate MS4 and non-MS4 allocations or one overall allocation by December 12th.
· Katie will set up a meeting with Bob Higgins to discuss the Pal Mar WCD allocations. –  In Progress
· Katie will send the managed lands write up to the stakeholders. – Completed.
· The stakeholders should provide feedback by December 12th on whether to continue to use the current managed lands coverage in the allocations or if this coverage should be split to have separate allocations for the natural lands and agricultural land uses.
· FDEP will verify that agricultural land uses are not included in the roads allocations.
· Lesley Bertolotti will look for the spreadsheet analysis of the 1999 versus 2004 land uses.
· FDEP will post the draft muck removal and vegetation harvesting guidance documents. – Completed. In the “Guidance Documents” folder.
· The stakeholders should submit additional completed projects or missing project information by December 14th.
· The stakeholders should provide corrections to the monitoring information included in the St. Lucie River Watershed Protection Plan or missing monitoring information by December 4th. 
· Katie will ask SFWMD to bring the SLRWPP monitoring maps to the December 12th meeting. – Completed.
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