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Welcome and Opening Remarks
Tiffany Busby welcomed everyone to the St. Lucie River and Estuary Basin Management Action Plan (BMAP) meeting.  The participants introduced themselves and the entity they represent.

Overview of FTP Site Information
Katie Hallas stated that she thought it would be helpful to review the information on the File Transfer Protocol (FTP) site because she has done some restructuring, and she also receives a lot of questions about where documents are located on the site.  The meeting presentation will be posted to the FTP site after the meeting.  The FTP site address is included on all agendas.  The main FTP site has several folders:  GIS (Geographic Information Systems), Guidance Documents, Meetings, Model, Monitoring, Project Collection Information, Project Credit Calculations, and TMDL (total maximum daily load) Document.  The site also includes a Word document with Katie’s contact information, which is the first item on the main FTP site.  Katie also showed screenshots of each folder and its contents.

The “GIS” main folder includes four subfolders.  The “2010 Information” and “2011 Information” subfolders will be removed from the FTP site at the end of February because the site is full, and most of this information is outdated.  The 2010 subfolder includes the GIS shapefile with the TMDL impaired waterbody identification (WBID) numbers, and Katie noted that she would keep this shapefile on the FTP site.  The other files in these folders are probably causing confusion because they include old boundaries for the stakeholders, and allocation files from the old GIS clipping process.  If any of the stakeholders would like the information in these folders, they should download it before the end of the month or contact Katie.  The “March 2012 Allocation Layers” subfolder will stay on the site so that people can see how the allocations have changed over time.  The “January 2013 Allocation Layers” subfolder includes the files that are used in the current allocations.  This subfolder includes the base map, erase analyses (clipping steps), and individual entity shapefiles.

The “Guidance Documents” main folder includes the aquatic plant harvesting guidance document, which was developed for the Indian River Lagoon (IRL) BMAPs to assign credits for aquatic plant harvesting.  This folder also includes the Harper report, in which a lot of the runoff coefficients (ROCs) and event mean concentrations (EMCs) came from for the BMAP model.  The muck removal guidance document is also in this folder, and this document was developed for the IRL BMAPs and updated for the St. Lucie River and Estuary Basin.  The final document is the Bottcher report, which is the source of the agricultural EMCs and ROCs for the BMAP model.  Katie noted that the stakeholders should not rely on the file dates on the FTP site.  These dates should be the date the file was added to the FTP site, but this is not always the case.  The stakeholders should look at the date in the file name for the most up to date information, or contact Katie if they have questions.

The “Meetings” main folder includes subfolders for each year of meetings from 2009 through 2013.  In the folders for each year, there are subfolders for each of the meetings held that year.  These subfolders include the meeting presentations and handouts.  The “Monitoring” main folder includes the St. Lucie watershed existing monitoring spreadsheet, with information provided by the stakeholders on their existing monitoring.  Also in this folder is the 2012 St. Lucie River Watershed Protection Plan (SLRWPP) Update monitoring table, which includes both existing and historical monitoring efforts.  The “Model” main folder includes two subfolders.  The first subfolder is titled “Older Versions” and includes the March 2011, March 2012, November 2012, and January 2013 models so that stakeholders can see how the model changed over time.  The other subfolder is called “Most Current Version,” which is the February 2013 model.

The “Project Collection Information” main folder includes the table of best management practice (BMP) efficiencies used to determine credit, education efforts form, final municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) tool for calculating street sweeping and catch basin clean out credit, and project collection template.  The “Project Credit Calculations” main folder has subfolders for “November 2012,” “January 2013,” and “February 2013.”  Katie noted that to avoid confusion, the stakeholders should always look for their project credit sheet in the most recent subfolder.  For example, the November 2012 credit is based on the old clipping method and the old model.  Each entity has its own credit spreadsheet, and a separate MS4 tool spreadsheet is included for those stakeholders that submitted street sweeping and BMP clean out projects.  The special districts will also have two spreadsheets, one that includes all the project credits and one that shows the agricultural credit calculations from the Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (FDACS).  Katie stated that she would post the agricultural credit information the following week.  The “TMDL Document” main folder includes the TMDL on which the BMAP is based.

Review of Updated Allocations
Katie stated that she sent an email last Wednesday, which included the link to the revised allocation model and a brief explanation of the changes to the model.  Since the January meeting, two changes were made to the model to improve the allocation calculations.  The first change was to add rounding factors.  Katie stated that she was contacted by a stakeholder who was concerned she was not finding the same numbers using a calculator as the model indicated.  To address this concern, the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) added rounding factors to the target load per acre, starting loads, acres, allocations, and required reductions calculations in the model.  The rounding factors were added because although the model only displayed two decimal places, the numbers in the model actually had many decimal places, which caused confusion when the displayed numbers were calculated by hand.  The rounding factors that were added are something new that was not in the previous versions of the model.  The model should now produce the same results that one would get if a calculator was used to calculate the numbers.

The second change to the model was to account for the Lake Okeechobee discharges.  FDEP met with the South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) to discuss the fact that the updated BMAP model in January 2013 had greater percent differences in loading from the SLRWPP model than what had previously been.  SFWMD thought some of this difference was due to the fact that only 76.5% of the Lake Okeechobee discharges reach the St. Lucie Estuary.  To account for this, FDEP adjusted the flows in the C-44/S-153 sub-basin.  This adjustment affected the target loads per acre for the C-44/S-153 sub-basin, natural lands load, allocations and reductions for the stakeholders in this sub-basin, and project credits in this sub-basin.  This change decreased loading for the stakeholders in the C-44/S-153 sub-basin.

Mark Perry asked if this adjustment is for all Lake Okeechobee discharges or only the discharges through the S-153 sub-basin.  Katie responded that only 76.5% of the discharges through the S-153 reach the estuary.  Kevin Carter added that SFWMD determined this percentage through an analysis of the data, and he can provide more details on the calculations to Mark.  Mark responded that he would like to see the calculations because the lake has a significant influence on the estuary.  Kevin noted that the data for this analysis are from the period of record for the first SLRWPP.  H.M. Ridgely asked if the adjustment is dropping 23.5% from the sub-basin flows and S-153 flows.  Katie responded that the model does not look at individual structure flows.  Therefore, the reduction is in the C-44/S-153 sub-basin flows.  H.M. asked if this reduction is based on the difference between what goes through the S-308 and S-80.  Kevin responded that he believes that is how this percentage was calculated.  H.M. asked if this adjustment affected any of the other allocations.  Katie responded that it only affected the entities in the C-44/S-153 sub-basin.

Dianne Hughes stated that the BMAP text should fully explain this split in the loading.  Katie responded that the draft BMAP explains what was done.  Dianne stated that she would like to see the data that were used in this evaluation.  Kevin responded that he could check the SLRWPP for a discussion on this topic.  Katie noted that the draft BMAP explains why the factor was added and it could include a reference to the supporting information in the SLRWPP.  Katie reviewed the model to show how the 76.5% factor was added in the runoff calculations for the C-44/S-153 sub-basin in the “Calcs Juris” tab.

Glen Gareau noted that this adjustment is for the C-44/S-153 sub-basin, and the flows from this sub-basin go through the same channel as Lake Okeechobee discharges.  This adjustment is only for the sub-basin load, so that 76.5% of the sub-basin runoff goes to the St. Lucie Estuary and the remaining 23.5% goes to Lake Okeechobee.  This adjustment is not for everything coming out of Lake Okeechobee, only the C-44/S-153 runoff.  Mark noted that if the runoff, not the lake discharges, are being adjusted, this needs to be clarified.  Deb Drum added that she agrees clarification is needed because the Lake Okeechobee discharges vary from year to year.  Ximena Pernett noted that she believes this adjustment was for the sub-basin runoff.  Katie stated that she would talk with SFWMD more about this and update the presentation slides accordingly.

Pattie Gertenbach asked if FDEP started discussions with SFWMD because the BMAP and SLRWPP models were no longer within 20% of each other.  Katie responded that this is correct, and that the adjustment made to the C-44/S-153 sub-basin loading put this sub-basin within 20% of the SLRWPP estimates again.  The comparison to the SLRWPP model is included in the “Summary” tab of the BMAP model.  The January model had a 46% difference between the two models for the C-44/S-153 sub-basin, and it is now a 12% difference.

H.M. asked why something similar was not done for the other sub-basins, such as the C-23 and C-24 sub-basins.  Katie responded that a similar adjustment for the other sub-basins could be made in future BMAP iterations.  She was unsure, though, if data are available to adjust the other sub-basins.  Kevin added that only the C-44/S-153 sub-basin loading was adjusted because the C-44 is connected to Lake Okeechobee and the other canals are not.  H.M. noted that the North St. Lucie River Water Control District (WCD) holds a lot of water from C-23 and C-24 for irrigation, and sometimes water flows the other way in these canals.

Mark stated that the C-44 sub-basin has a total runoff of 276,000 acre-feet per year.  Of this, about 26,000 acre-feet per year is going to Lake Okeechobee, which is about 9.4% of the runoff.  These estimates came from SFWMD data from 1995 through 2005.  Katie noted that the TMDL uses data from 1996 through 2005 because 1995 was considered a wetter than normal year.  This may be part of the discrepancy in the estimates.  Mark stated that 23.5% of the runoff going to the lake from this sub-basin seems high.  Katie responded that she would look into this and come back with better information at the next meeting.

Jason Bessey stated that there is a lot of consumptive use in the basin; therefore, for the accounting, it cannot be assumed that all the flows go to either the estuary or lake.  Katie responded that the model is not complex enough to take all these other uses into account.  Katie asked if the stakeholders preferred that FDEP remove the 76.5% factor for the C-44/S-153 sub-basin, although it would increase the difference between the BMAP and SLRWPP models.  Mark stated that the issue is how much of the runoff from the C-44 sub-basin goes to the estuary versus the lake.  There is also the question of how much water is used out of the canals for water supply.  Marcy Policastro noted that BMAP credit could be assigned for pulling water out of the canals for stormwater reuse.  However, none of the stakeholders provided this information for credit.  Mark responded that SFWMD should have some information about these withdrawals.

Glen stated that this a mass balance process to try and understand how much of these constituents make it to a certain place.  These estimates were calculated by multiplying the nutrient concentrations by the runoff in the basin.  This evaluation is not looking at irrigation and other specifics; however, they are accounted for in the numbers because they are part of the average loading.  Terry Pride noted that there is the potential for these other factors to affect individual allocations.  Marcy responded that while it is difficult to factor irrigation withdrawals in the allocations, they could be assigned a project credit, which reduces the reductions needed.

Deb asked if the 23.5% of the C-44/S-153 sub-basin runoff that goes to Lake Okeechobee from the St. Lucie Basin would be included as part of the starting load in the Lake Okeechobee BMAP.  Katie responded that it could be but there is a separate modeling effort for that BMAP.  Katie will talk with Beth Alvi (FDEP), who is the Basin Coordinator for the Lake Okeechobee BMAP, about this.  Deb asked if Beth is aware that of this quantity of water so that some part of the load is not left out, causing problems with compliance.  Kevin responded that his understanding is that the Lake Okeechobee BMAP will look comprehensively at all inputs.  The kick off meeting for this BMAP will be on February 20th, and they are at the stage the St. Lucie stakeholders were about three years ago.  Tiffany noted that if anyone wants to receive emails about the Lake Okeechobee BMAP can contact Katie, and she will let Beth know.  Katie added that she communicates with Beth regularly to coordinate on the Northern Everglades BMAPs.  Katie noted that she has told Beth about the 23.5% of the runoff going to Lake Okeechobee, and she will continue to remind her.

Katie asked if the stakeholders are comfortable with hearing more about this split in the C-44/S-153 sub-basin at the next meeting or if the factor should be removed.  The stakeholders provided feedback that the factor should be left in the model and more detail provided at the next meeting.  Katie noted that the change in flows resulted in new targets for the C-44/S-153 sub-basin.  The presentation and allocation handout include the revised total nitrogen (TN) and total phosphorus (TP) allocations and reductions based on the rounding factors and C-44/S-153 sub-basin split.  Compared to the January allocations, most of the entity’s required reductions decreased.

The question was asked if the municipalities have a required reduction.  Katie responded that all the stakeholders in the basin have required reductions except for the seven entities that are de minimus.  The de minimus entities each are less than 0.5% of the total starting load for both TN and TP, and combined they were about 1% of the total TN and TP loading.  These entities may have allocations in future BMAP iterations.

Agricultural Reductions
Terry stated that for the purposes of the FDACS program and based on the Florida Watershed Restoration Action (FWRA), agricultural BMPs are the most effective and practicable means for improving water quality.  FDACS works with FDEP and other agencies to identify BMPs for different commodities and to determine if they are effective for reducing nutrient impacts.  The agricultural BMPs are adopted by FDACS and verified by FDEP as effective.  FDACS works with the agricultural producers to identify the most economically and technically feasible BMPs.  When FDACS has funding available, they provide cost share for the more costly BMPs.  Within a BMAP area, agriculture two options: (1) implement BMPs, or (2) monitor water quality at the producer’s expense to show they are not having an impact.  Most producers do not want to spend money on monitoring, so this approach provides the incentive to implement BMPs.  If a producer does not implement BMPs or monitor water quality, either FDEP or the applicable water management district will take enforcement.

In the FWRA, FDEP has the responsibility of conducting onsite monitoring and modeling to determine more accurately the level of effectiveness of BMPs.  However, Terry noted this effort is expensive, so a great deal of work has not been done.  The Bottcher report is an example of this verification of agricultural BMPs.  BMPs focus on nutrient or irrigation management.  Nutrient management involves different methods of fertilizer application to provide the necessary nutrients for crops without over fertilizing and causing adverse environmental effects.  Irrigation management includes practices to be more efficient in applying water, which helps to reduce runoff or seepage of nutrients.

Holly Edmond stated that basin-wide there are about 285,234 acres of agriculture, which is about 55% of basin using 2004 land uses.  This acreage does not include the agriculture within the WCDs, which are receiving separate agricultural allocations.  The loading calculations are based on SFWMD land use from 2004, which matches the SLRWPP.  The agricultural areas are identified using the 2000 and 3000 land use codes.  Most of the agriculture in the basin is citrus and pasture with some row/field crops, nurseries, and animal agriculture (horses or cows).  The St. Lucie Basin has undergone very significant changes in agriculture since 2004.  St. Lucie County lost the most number of acres of citrus of any county in Florida, and this represents 25% of all citrus that was lost statewide.  Approximately 49,000 acres of agriculture is out of production since 2004, as determined by comparing the 2004 land uses to more current aerial images.  There were also some conversions from agriculture to urban, such as a subdivision or commercial area, and some changes in commodity type from something more intensive to something less intensive.  Holly noted that it was a very involved effort to determine the estimates of land use changes.  The main issue was comparing the 2004 land use to the current land use because there were previously large tracts in citrus that are now divided into multiple land uses.  To address this issue, FDACS identified the number of acres in each large polygon that is now out of production.

H.M. asked as of what date are the land use changes reflected.  Holly responded that FDACS used aerial imagery from 2010 and 2011 to identify the land use changes.  H.M. noted that there are some areas where FDACS is showing no change that he knows are not in production, especially along the State Road 70 corridor.  Holly responded that any information that could be used to refine the estimates would be helpful.

Holly stated that the credit associated with out of production agriculture and commodity type changes totaled 144,858.6 pounds per year (lbs/yr) of TN and 46,706.9 lbs/yr of TP.  The credits associated with changes to urban are 26,917.8 lbs/yr of TN and 7.484.2 lbs/yr of TP.  These are just the credits for the agricultural allocations.  FDACS also calculated the credit associated with land use changes in the North St. Lucie River WCD and Hobe St. Lucie Conservancy District, which are listed in the presentation.  For BMAP enrollment, FDACS currently has 150,797 acres enrolled basin-wide.  This total includes 92,032 acres in cow/calf, 52,726 acres in citrus, 1,797 acres in container nurseries, and 2,987 acres in row/field crops.  There is also one sod farm and a portion of dairy in Okeechobee County enrolled.  The load reductions from BMP enrollment were calculated using the BMP efficiencies in the Bottcher report.  The estimates are based on a goal of 90% enrollment for the agricultural and WCDs allocations.

Amy Eason asked if this estimate is only for the 90% enrollment target and not the current enrollment.  Holly responded that credit shown is only for the 90% goal for the first BMAP iteration.  Amy noted that it would be helpful to see the reductions for the agricultural producers that are enrolled now.  Holly responded that FDACS has not calculated this credit yet because some properties are located in both the agriculture and WCD allocation areas, and FDACS is trying to determine the best way to split this credit.  Holly noted that she could share the BMP enrollment shapefile with Amy.  Amy stated that agriculture can always go back into production and she asked how this was factored into the calculations.  Holly responded that the basis of the calculations is that until the property is back in production, it should not be counted against the agricultural allocations.  Katie added that the assumption is made that these areas would stay out of production for the first five-year BMAP iteration.  If any areas go back into production, they will be considered in the next iteration.

Mark asked how FDACS calculated credit since there are different BMPs for different areas.  Terry responded that the reduction estimates are based on the modeling work in the Bottcher report.  This report includes a range of effectiveness for the different BMPs, and FDACS made the assumption that the producers are implementing BMPs at a certain level to calculate credit.  Holly added that they used the range for the typical BMPs in the report to come up with reduction estimates.  Holly noted that the agricultural allocation has achieved more than 30% of the required reductions.  She will update the table in the presentation to reflect the latest allocations before sending the presentation to FDEP for posting.

Terry stated that FDACS would continue to work with the remaining agricultural operations to increase BMP enrollment.  FDACS is the statutory lead on BMP enrollments, including working with the WCDs to achieve BMP enrollment within the districts.  Terry stated that at this time, WCDs will have agriculture included in their allocations, but this inclusion could change.  In addition to implementing BMPs, there are other agricultural-related programs and projects in the basin.  Vanessa Bessey stated that FDACS works with the county property appraiser to obtain an outreach list for the agricultural producers.  FDACS then sends a notice to let the producers know about the program and their choice for BMPs or monitoring in the basin.  FDACS also works with commodity groups to provide information.  FDACS is close to signing up most agriculture in BMPs, based on the land use.  FDACS will continue to identify producers in the basin and sign them up for BMPs.  As part of the Northern Everglades program, FDACS is working with some of the cattle lands to provide nutrient removal projects.  There is one hybrid wetland treatment technology (HWTT) project in the basin; however, this area drains to the IRL.  This project is currently removing 80 lbs/yr of TP; however, it is only operating at 10% capacity.  There are also producers signing up for Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) programs, which will help to reduce loading.

Mark noted that the target is based on 90% BMP enrollment, and there is currently about 50% enrollment in the St. Lucie River and Estuary Basin.  Vanessa responded that the goal is to achieve 90% enrollment within the first five-year BMAP iteration.  There are some large cattle ranches in the basin that still need to be signed up.  FDACS has not been working in the St. Lucie River and Estuary Basin very long because they were previously focused on Lake Okeechobee protection.  Mark stated that BMP implementation started out as being voluntary, but producers are now required to meet the target loading for the BMAP process.  The outreach for this program will have to change.

Katie stated that although agriculture received credit for land use changes from agriculture to urban, the new urban loads are not being assigned to the urban entities in this iteration of the BMAP.  In the next iteration of the BMAP when the land use is updated, these areas will be reassigned to urban allocations.  If any out of production agriculture goes back into production, this change will be included in the agriculture allocation in the next BMAP iteration.

Comparison of Project Credits to Required Reductions
Katie stated that several stakeholders provided comments or revisions to their project information.  The updated project credit sheets have been posted to the FTP site.  Any additional comments or changes to the project lists must be submitted to Katie and Marcy by February 28th.  The WCDs can have additional time to review their updated project sheets with the agricultural credits.  If the stakeholders have projects that they do not provide information for by the end of the month, the BMAP can list the credit as “not quantified” and the credits can be included in the annual report.  The project tables will be included in the draft BMAP.

An updated handout with the TN and TP required reductions and project credit was provided.  For this iteration of the BMAP, the stakeholders were required to achieve 30% of the reductions, and the entities have provided enough projects to achieve this.  Katie stated that the stakeholders should continue to implement projects to prepare for the next BMAP iteration because it takes time to plan projects and obtain funding.  FDEP assigned a reasonable reduction in first BMAP iteration to allow additional time for planning for future projects.  Katie stated that she would send an email once the meeting materials are posted to the FTP site.

BMAP Outline and Document Review Process
Katie stated that FDEP has been working on the draft BMAP.  She wanted to review the BMAP sections during this meeting, and the BMAP contents and highlights will be reviewed during the March meeting.  The BMAP includes an acknowledgements section, list of acronyms, list of figures and tables, executive summary, chapters, and appendices.

Chapter 1 is the purpose of the BMAP, a summary of the TMDLs being implemented, and an overview of BMAP efforts to date.  Chapter 2 is the basin setting, water quality trends using information from the South Florida Environmental Report (SFER), hydrology, and land uses.  Chapter 3 summarizes the entities and loading associated with the MS4s, non-MS4s, and agriculture.  Chapter 4 is the detailed allocations with information on the clipping steps; acres associated with each entity; and calculations for starting loads, allocations, and reductions.  Chapter 5 summarizes the management actions being implemented to meet the MS4, non-MS4, and agriculture allocations.  FDACS is preparing the write up on the agricultural actions.  Chapter 6 is the monitoring plan including the stations, objectives, and frequency.  Information for this chapter will be discussed in more detail during the afternoon monitoring meeting.  Katie noted that the considerations section is included in Chapter 1, and the stakeholders should provide feedback on any considerations that should also be included in this section.  Chapter 7 is the commitment to the plan.  In other BMAPs, FDEP had asked the stakeholders to submit letters of commitment to show they are committed to the projects in the BMAP.  FDEP is moving away from collecting letters so this section will be revised from past BMAPs, based on feedback from upper management.  Letters of commitment can be beneficial for entities that experience frequent turnover of policy makers and elected officials as these letters can be used by staff to indicate that BMAP participation is important.

There are also several appendices in the BMAP, which are standard.  Appendix A describes the TMDL basin rotation schedule with the five phases of the TMDL program, and the groups and basins that the state is split into for assessment.  Appendix B summarizes the statutory provisions that guide BMAP development, especially Section 403.067, Florida Statutes.  Appendix C is the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) elements of a watershed plan.  Projects in a BMAP receive more points for Section 319 funding, and EPA wants to see that the projects are contained in a comprehensive watershed plan.  This appendix shows that the BMAP covers all the elements of a comprehensive watershed plan.  Appendix D includes the project tables and credits for each entity.  The stakeholders should review this appendix closely when the draft BMAP is sent.  Appendix E is a glossary of terms used in the BMAP.  Appendix F is the bibliography of references and websites.

Katie stated that the BMAP would be circulated for internal FDEP review next week.  Once the BMAP has been reviewed, Katie will post the draft BMAP in a new folder on the FTP site about one week before the March meeting.  Comments on the first draft will be due on March 27th, and FDEP will then incorporate the comments, as appropriate.  A revised draft BMAP will be posted about a week before the April meeting and comments will be due April 24th.  During both the March and April meetings, Katie will give a presentation summarizing the BMAP information.  After the April meeting, FDEP will hold a policy maker briefing to update all identified policy makers on the BMAP.  Most of the stakeholders have submitted contacts for the policy briefings but Katie will be asking for any additional names in the next few weeks.  The policy briefing will likely be held in May, followed by a public meeting, also in May, to discuss the final draft BMAP.  During the public meeting, Katie will review the BMAP in presentation format to summarize the highlights.  After the public meeting, the BMAP will be presented to the FDEP Secretary for signing and official adoption.

Katie asked if the stakeholders have any major concerns and comments about the BMAP to provide them before the policy maker briefing.  If there were buy in from the policy makers, FDEP would not make major changes to the BMAP after that meeting.  Katie will send an email to the distribution list once the draft BMAP is posted for review.

Public Comments and Wrap Up
Tiffany stated that there is a meeting this afternoon at 1:30 PM to discuss the monitoring plan to prepare information for the draft BMAP.  The next technical meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, March 13th at 9:30 AM at the Martin County Commission Chambers.

Kevin noted that the Lake Okeechobee BMAP meeting would be held on February 20th in Okeechobee.
Adjourn
The meeting was adjourned at 11:17 AM.

Action Items
· Kevin Carter will provide more details on the Lake Okeechobee calculations for the C-44/S-153 sub-basin from the SLRWPP.
· The BMAP will include text to explain why the C-44/S-153 sub-basin factor was added and a reference to the supporting information in the SLRWPP. – Completed.
· Katie Hallas will talk with SFWMD about the split for the C-44/S-153 sub-basin.  The presentation slides will be updated accordingly and an update will be provided at the next meeting. – Completed.
· Katie will continue to coordinate with Beth Alvi (FDEP) on the portion of the loads from the St. Lucie Basin that go to the Lake Okeechobee Basin. – Completed.
· Holly Edmond will share the agriculture BMP enrollment shapefile with Amy Eason.
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Katie will post the project credit spreadsheets for agriculture and the WCDs on the FTP site. – Completed.
· Holly will update the table in the presentation to reflect the latest agricultural allocations before sending the presentation to FDEP for posting. – Completed.
· Stakeholders must submit any additional comments or changes to the project lists to Katie and Marcy by February 28th.
· Stakeholders should submit additional policy maker contacts to Katie.
· Katie will send an email once the meeting materials are posted to the FTP site.
· Katie will send an email to the distribution list when the draft BMAP is posted for review.
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