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Welcome and Introductions
Tiffany Busby welcomed everyone to the Upper Ocklawaha Basin Management Action Plan (BMAP) Basin Working Group (BWG) meeting.  The participants introduced themselves and the entity they represent.

Agency Updates
Ron Hart state that the Lake County Water Authority’s (LCWA) stormwater grant is currently out so anyone interested can fill out an application and submit it.  Grants will be awarded up to a maximum of $500,000 and can go towards construction, purchase of land, demolition, and design.  The deadline is January 6th, and applications are available on www.lcwa.org.  Nick Mcray stated that Lake County Public Works Department will be holding a sediment and erosion control workshop on February 5th and 6th at the agricultural center.  Anyone who is interested can register on the Florida Department of Environmental Protection’s website or can contact Nick.  Rolly Fulton stated that the St. Johns River Water Management District (SJRWMD) Governing Board approved the notice of development for minimum flows and levels (MFLs) for lakes Apopka, Beauclair, Eustis, Harris, and Griffin.  Public workshops on these MFLs will be likely be held in the summer.  The Governing Board also approved $800,000 for a water resources project for the Ocala and Winter Garden reuse expansion.  A workshop was held in Clermont on the Central Florida Water Initiative, and the plan is available on www.cfwiwater.com.
 
Mary stated that Lake Roberts, Lake Denham, Marshall Lake, and Lake Weir have total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) in development.  The Department is evaluating the tropic state index (TSI) for the lakes, which should be less than 60.  Lake Denham’s TSI is typically above 60, and Lake Weir’s TSI has been increasing since 2006.  Both Lake Roberts and Marshall Lake have limited data, but there are times when the TSI is above the threshold of 60.  The most recent list of impaired waters was adopted earlier this year, and this assessment was based on the TSI criteria since the numeric nutrient criteria (NNC) are not finalized yet.  The TMDL modelers are working to set up target concentrations for these lakes using multiple lines of evidence including the NNC, Florida lake region approach, lake morphology approach, and modeling approach (either curve number or lake eutrophication [BATHTUB model]).  Once the target concentration is identified, the Department can determine how much reductions are needed to meet the target.

Linda Bystrak asked why Lake Weir is included in the Upper Ocklawaha Basin and not the Silver Springs Basin.  Mary responded that Lake Weir is located within the basin in Marion County.  It is not connected to the other lakes so she is unsure how it would be addressed in the future.  Gail Mowry noted that Lake Weir does not discharge, even with the 2004 hurricanes.  Carol Johnson asked if Cherry Lake will have a TMDL.  Mary responded that Cherry Lake is on the impaired list but it was not identified for a TMDL in this cycle of development.  Carol noted that the reason she asked about this lake is because there is a large agricultural operation in this area, and it is already signed up for best management practices (BMPs).

Linda stated that Lake Joanna is getting a lot of attention because work has been ongoing for years, but the lake is getting worse.  This is an isolated lake but it is close to the Harris Chain.  She asked if the Department would consider this lake for a TMDL or if it is too small.  Mary responded that as long as the lake is greater than 10 acres and is not private, the Department can evaluate it.  The main limitation is whether enough data are available to assess the status using the listing requirements of the Impaired Waters Rule.  Ron noted that this lake is not really impaired.  Lake Joanna’s current status is much better than the other lakes, although it may be impaired using the Department’s standard of a decreasing water quality trend.

BMAP Plan Forward and Timeline
Mary stated that any policy briefings that are needed would have to occur in January.  A technical conference call may be held on January 7th about the nutrient loading budgets.  Comments on the current draft BMAP would be due on January 10th.  A revised draft BMAP will be provided by January 15th, and will be discussed during a conference call on January 17th.  Go To Meeting will be used during this teleconference so that everyone can see the document.  A public meeting on the BMAP will be held around January 28th, and then final comments on the BMAP would be due on February 14th.  The BMAP adoption package would go to the Department’s Secretary by the end of February.  Once the Secretary signs the BMAP, there is a 21-day challenge period before the BMAP is fully adopted, and this would occur by the end of March.  Mary stated that the group can discuss the schedule again later in the meeting, after the BMAP has been reviewed.

Carol asked which stakeholders would need a briefing on the BMAP.  Tiffany responded that this was discussed during the last meeting, and Mary said she would provide a list of bullet points on the BMAP to help the BWG members with the briefings.  This document was provided as a handout.  If a BWG member would like the Department to brief their elected officials, they should let Mary know as soon as possible so that she can schedule the briefing.  Mary stated that after in the BMAP is adopted, later in 2014 and in 2015, the BWG would continue to meet to look at focus areas in the basin and to evaluate new TMDLs.  Mary asked if there were any changes needed to the BMAP briefing summary.

Lloyd Woosley stated that the introduction in the briefing document should highlight that agricultural BMP implementation was one of the major deficiencies in the 2007 BMAP, and to note that most of the BMP manuals were not adopted at that time.  There should also be a bullet that a new section was added to the BMAP on emerging issues (considerations).  He asked if it would help to explain how the Department would incorporate NNC into the third iteration of the BMAP.  Mary responded that the next evaluation of this basin will occur in 2018.  At that time, new impairments will be evaluated against the NNC; however, those waterbodies that have adopted TMDLs will not be reevaluated because the TMDLs are the criteria for those lakes.  Mary noted that the dissolved oxygen criteria changed and the bacteria standard will be changing, so several different methods will be used in the next evaluation.  Lloyd noted that this change in the criteria seems contradictory to how the process should move forward because it ignores what happened in the past.  Mary responded that the criteria changes are based on new information and new science, and they are usually more restrictive rather than less restrictive.  Mary will send Daryll Joyner’s (Department) contact information to Lloyd so he can obtain more details on the criteria changes.

Linda stated that the briefing document is missing information about the Haynes Creek impairment for fecal coliforms.  This is the one waterbody in the county that is impaired for fecal coliforms.  Mary responded that the BMAP now includes information about the Haynes Creek assessments, and a bullet can be added to the briefing document with this information.  Russ Melling asked if the new standards will apply for all waters or just the waterbodies in this area.  Tiffany responded that the NNC will apply statewide.  Some of the new criteria are already in place and others are in negotiation with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).  Waterbodies with TMDLs would keep those criteria, and newly impaired waterbodies would use the NNC.  Mary added that the Group 2 evaluation was delayed to 2014 due to data requirement changes.  These waterbodies will be first test of applying the NNC.  Four other groups will be assessed before the Department comes back to Group 1, which includes the Upper Ocklawaha Basin, so hopefully the process will be worked out by then.

Mary requested that if there are any additional comments on the briefing summary, to submit them by noon on Friday, December 20th so that she could finalize and resend the document.   Carol asked in the focus areas, if the focus should be narrowed further to septic tanks or some other source.  Mary responded that the purpose of the focus areas is to look more closely to determine why some lakes are not improving the way that was predicted.  If a specific source is identified in the focus areas, this information could be used to evaluate the other lakes.  Carol asked if these assessments will occur in the next five years or earlier.  Mary responded that the purpose is to starting looking for additional sources in the focus areas in this BMAP iteration.

Gail asked when the briefing document says “substantial reductions” occurred, what percentage of the reductions were achieved.  It would also be good to see the costs associated with these reductions.  Mary responded that she used the word “substantial” instead of “significant” because significant has a statistical meaning.  She will add the percent reduction to the briefing document because it was large for some of the lakes.  Any cost information would have to include a caveat because some of the restoration work required land purchase, which is expensive.  Linda stated that LCWA spent almost $9 million dredging Lake Beauclair, and this cost should be included because it removed a lot of nutrients.  Mary responded that in the past, nutrient reduction estimates were not assigned to the dredging project because there was a question of how much of the dredging was for restoration versus navigation.  Lloyd stated that this is part of the legacy load that is listed in the considerations.  He asked how to credit could be assigned for this type of project.  Mary responded that the Department calculated credit for dredging in the Indian River Lagoon Basin; however, there is information on the diffusive flux from sediments for the lagoon, which is the only way to calculate credit.  Lloyd stated that a section on non-quantifiable load reductions could be added.  Marcy Policastro responded that there are project tables in the BMAP for these types of projects.  The dredging is included in Table 12 of the BMAP.  Linda noted that the BMAP needs to be updated to reflect the $9.3 million cost and that the project is completed.

Review and Discuss Allocation Options for Future BMAP Iterations
Charlie stated that equitable allocation of pollutant load reductions is a required component of Florida law.  Different BMAPs approach allocations differently depending on the circumstances in the basin.  One of the foundations of the Clean Water Act and Florida Watershed Restoration Act is allocations between point sources and nonpoint sources.  Florida law gives flexibility on how to assign allocations, which can be to individual basins, as a whole to all basins, or to each point source and category of nonpoint source.  The approach in the 2007 BMAP is to allocate to each basin, and this approach is continued in the BMAP update.  Allocations can also be assigned to individual entities, which was done in the Lower St. Johns River, Caloosahatchee, and St. Lucie BMAPs.  Detailed allocations are more problematic in ground water basins where it is difficult to trace the origin of pollutant loads.

Charlie noted that the draft BMAP includes a discussion about equitable allocations, and a recommendation to keep the current approach.  There is only one point source in the basin on Lake Apopka, and this facility has nutrient limits already.  In addition, a lot of progress has been made through LCWA, SJRWMD, local government, Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT), and other stakeholder projects.  There will also be reductions from agriculture after implementing the BMPs that have been adopted since the 2007 BMAP.  Charlie stated that since load reductions are progressing, there may not be a need to allocate to each stakeholder.  There may be a need to focus more on other strategies, such as lake management including sediment removal, hydrologic management, fisheries management, and aquatic habitat management.  Charlie asked the BWG members for their thoughts on the allocations.

Ron stated that the main issue he sees is that the same cities are taking on the burden and doing the best they can to implement improvements, while the same cities are choosing to do nothing and continue to do nothing.  Ron noted that he does not think this is equitable, and it will not change without loading assigned to each jurisdiction.  The current system is one that provides a benefit for not participating because those entities that do not participate can keep their money for items other than stormwater projects.  Lloyd stated that he thought under the municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) Phase II permit, entities could not ignore TMDLs.  Maryanne Krisovitch stated that some of the municipalities do not have Phase II permit, such as Howey-in-the-Hills.  Carol added that although Howey-in-the-Hills representatives have not been attending meetings, the town has done some stormwater work.  Ron responded that LCWA paid for the town’s entire stormwater project, and there is another project that the town is thinking about submitting for funding this year.

Lloyd noted that there are some BWG representatives that want detailed allocations but there is not consensus on this recommendation.  There will be the same issue with agriculture since the target for this BMAP iteration will be 60% enrollment, so 40% of the agricultural lands will not be enrolled.  Carol responded that even though producers are not signed up, a lot of them are already implementing appropriate BMPs.  Gail noted that the 60% enrollment goal is for commercial agriculture, and this will eventually be 100% enrollment.  Gail asked what amount of agriculture in the basin is commercial versus hobby.  Carol responded that the ideal would be 100% enrollment of commercial agriculture.  It is difficult to determine exactly how much agriculture is hobby farms but Carol guessed that it is about one-third of the lands.  Gail noted that there is a draft manual already for hobby farms.  Carol responded that the manual was only for hobby equine, and there will likely be another manual for ranchettes, which will address the rest of the hobby agriculture.  The hobby equine farms are being addressed through an education campaign run by the Department, which explains what people should do to manage their property.  Linda noted that a lot of producers are adopting BMPs because they do not want to do the alternative of monitoring.  The cities should have the same requirement.  Carol responded that most of the producers signed up in BMPs statewide have done so because they wanted to be proactive and do the right thing.  The producers signing up now are doing so because they do not want to monitor.

Russ asked if the property appraiser identifies what is commercial versus hobby for the agriculture exemption.  Carol responded that this information is available but there is a gray area where a lot of agriculture is exempt because of the tax code and not because of the actual use.  Russ suggested providing a tax break for those producers that implement BMPs to help motivate them.  Carol responded that Lake County does give a reduction in stormwater fees if BMPs are implemented.  

Charlie noted that for this basin, the question of equitable allocation is not really about point sources and nonpoint sources but categories of nonpoint sources.  Ron stated that while nonpoint source loads could be divided into categories, such as agriculture or septic tanks, these are all part of the jurisdiction responsibility because they are permitting those land uses.  It is up to each municipality to have the regulations in place so that water quality is not effected by new development.  They should also look at how to retrofit old areas to help improve water quality.  Charlie responded that the BMAP could include a commitment to evaluate allocation options to assign responsibilities by entity.  Charlie noted that detailed allocations do become complicated but they would address the issue of getting all the stakeholders to step up and do their part.  Ron stated that everyone in the basin is a polluter and should do their part to address the problem.  If an entity is given an allocation, then they have to determine how to pay for their part.

Gail noted that an entity does not have to be a MS4 permittee for the Department to bring them into the process.  Gail noted that as a Phase II, there are a few hooks in Marion County’s permit.  There are six minimum control measures that should be implemented, and addressing illicit discharges is one of the big ones.  There is also language included that the county must participate in the TMDL process.  Nick stated that under detailed allocations, Lake County would be a catchall for the unincorporated lands.  This would be a concern for the county if they are receiving allocations for areas they do not have responsibility for addressing.  Gail responded that Marion County agrees with this concern.

Lloyd stated that the BMAP currently includes a table of all the MS4s.  He suggested including another table of entities that are not MS4s.  The projects these entities are implementing can then be identified and added to the BMAP.  For those MS4 entities that are not implementing projects, public pressure could be used to get them to implement projects.  If MS4s are not implementing projects, this a Department problem because those entities are not in compliance with their permit.  Ron responded that the MS4 could be in compliance with their permit, even if they are not putting in stormwater projects for treatment.  Tiffany added that the Phase II permit just requires maintenance of the stormwater system unless there is a BMAP requirement.

Carol stated that instead of starting with allocations, the Department could follow up with those entities that are not doing anything first to see if they will start implementing projects.  Ron noted that he is not suggesting allocations now but they will be needed in the future.  Lloyd suggested including language in the considerations section about evaluating detailed allocations.  Ron asked if information from other basins could apply here.  Charlie responded that there are good examples, such as the Lower St. Johns River, Caloosahatchee, and St. Lucie BMAPs, which include tables with the detailed allocations and required reductions.

Mary noted that several of the entities are already MS4 permittees, and the Department could use its option to make the other entities MS4s since they are located near impaired waterbodies.  Tiffany added that the Department does have the authority to allocate to entities that are not MS4s, so the Department does not need to give these entities permits.  Gail noted that the smaller cities might not have staff that are knowledgeable enough to know that they should be doing something to address their stormwater discharge.  Ron stated that even if this were true, since they are a smaller city, they would have less to do and probably will only have to address one discharge.  They could set up a stormwater utility to raise money for a project.  Gail noted that it would be difficult to set up a stormwater utility now.  Tiffany stated that she agrees that some places are so small they do not have the necessary staff and knowledge in-house.  In other areas, the stakeholders have said that it helps to have allocations because they can then go to their boards and explain why something needs to be done.  There are a lot of demands on municipal funding and if there is no demand to address stormwater, they will not assign funding.

Linda stated that she made a proposal about six years ago to create a merit program for those entities near a lake that implement BMPs.  They would receive a logo that says they are a lake friendly city or community.  There could be a list of requirements that would have to be met to receive this designation, and they would need something to motivate them to participate, such as a faster returns on permits.  Charlie stated that as the BWG members review the BMAP language, to please provide any additional language for the path forward.  Mary noted that she will pull the MS4 permits for this area to see if there are differences in the language, since there is a perception that there are different requirements.  Ron noted that there should not be discrepancies because the MS4s are just required to maintain their stormwater system.  Tiffany responded that this is the requirement for Phase II entities, but Phase I permittees have to prioritize addressing their TMDLs, so they may have retrofit projects related to their permits.  Gail stated that when a BMAP is adopted, there is a page that is attached to the MS4 permit with BMAP projects.  Tiffany responded that Ron is pointing out that the projects in the BMAP are only those that have been offered, and some are not implementing projects.  The self-implementation language in the MS4 permit requires the permittee to implement the BMAP actions and, if they do not, then the Department can take enforcement actions.

Darel Craine stated it is difficult for the smaller communities to plan for the projects, so it would help if they could receive grant funding to create master plans.  These plans would then be used to budget for projects.  These entities might also need help starting a stormwater utility, if they could keep the fee at a low dollar amount.  Ron responded that the LCWA funding could go towards master planning, and they have an agreement with Umatilla right now for a master plan.  This is usually a low priority for funding because a construction project will reduce loading whereas a master plan could just sit on a shelf.  However, for the past few years, LCWA had money left over after all the construction projects were funded, so it could have funded master planning.

Linda suggested adding information to the elected officials briefing summary about recommendations from the BWG on allocations and projects that should be implemented.  Mary responded that this will be an interim BMAP that lays out the plan forward for how to update the BMAP in the next year or two.  It will take time and coordination to determine allocations and additional projects.  Marcy added that the briefing document was meant as a starting point with summary information on the BMAP.  Each stakeholder can update it with information they think their boards will want to hear.

Russ asked if there is a representative from each entity looking at the BMAP.  The commissioners will not read the entire document and will depend on staff for input.  Mary responded that a lot of the necessary people are at the meeting, and she is looking for contacts for some of the other entities.  The function of the BWG is to keep their boards informed about the process.

Review of the Draft BMAP Section by Section
Mary stated that most of the revisions were made in the first and second chapters of the BMAP.  These changes include better defining the purpose of the 2014 BMAP, adding examples of secondary and other issues that were originally in the supporting document, adding information about future TMDLs, rewording the BMAP process section, adding information about Haynes Creek, and adding the new Section 1.5 with the considerations.  Mary noted that information on the Lake Apopka Initiative will be added to Section 3.1, Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) efforts will be added to Section 3.3, and identification of focus areas will be added to Section 3.10.  Mary noted that she will continue to think about how to compartmentalize the BMAP so that parts could be replaced without having to readopt the entire document.  A references section will also be added to the BMAP.

Mary noted that in the introduction to Chapter 1, she added language about the purpose of the 2014 BMAP.  Linda noted that Lake Denham is missing from the list of priority waterbodies, and LCWA is doing a study on the quality of this lake.  Mary responded that it is not listed because there is no TMDL yet for Lake Denham.  The TMDL is currently under development, as noted in the TMDL section.  Ron added that while the LCWA board added money to the budget for this study, they have not yet identified how and where it would be spent so it would be better not to reference this study.  Mary stated that something less specific about evaluating new TMDLs could be added as part of the BMAP purpose.  Ron noted that this would be fine based on the fact that the Department is working on the TMDLs.

Linda stated that the focus areas list does not include Lake Apopka.  A lot of money has been spent on that lake, so it should be listed.  Mary responded that the nutrient budgets assumed that Lake Apopka would meet its TMDL criteria.  There is already a lot of restoration work occurring for Lake Apopka, so it does not need to be a focus.  The focus areas are for those waterbodies that are not improving.  Russ noted that if a commissioner reads the BMAP and does not see Lake Apopka on the list, they will think it is no longer a priority.  Marcy suggested adding text to describe what factors were used to identify the focus areas.

Rolly asked what is meant in the BMAP purpose of identifying “other sources such as wastewater.”  He noted that there is nothing different in this BMAP version that focuses on wastewater.  Mary responded that the last BMAP focused on stormwater, so the 2014 BMAP could focus on septic tanks and wastewater infrastructure near the lakes to evaluate their condition.  This would be done in the future as part of this BMAP iteration.  Marcy suggested removing “such as wastewater” from this sentence.  Russ noted that this would be a source that should be evaluated if there is a big increase in nutrients in a sample.  Rolly responded the nutrient estimates include information on recorded wastewater spills.  Russ asked if there is information about the size of the spills.  Kalina Warren responded that the spills are reported to the Department, and the size of the spills is not known unless they are large.  Depending on the size and location of the spill, samples will need to be collected, but only for fecal coliforms.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Mary stated that during the last meeting, there was a discussion about the appointed elected official’s liaison group.  All but two of the stakeholders have not been providing updated contacts for this group.  Mary asked if there is agreement from the BWG to disband the elected official’s liaison group, and if so, what the best way is to announce this change.  Tiffany added that during the last meeting, the BWG provided feedback that it was fine to disband this group, and to let the BWG keep the elected officials informed.  Tiffany asked if there were any concerns about disbanding this group that have come up since the last meeting.  The BWG members did not have any concerns about disbanding the elected official’s liaison group.  Tiffany noted that Mary can let the two stakeholders who have been keeping their contacts up-to-date know that this group has been disbanded.  Tiffany asked if the other stakeholders should also be notified.  Nick stated that since Lake County has been providing contacts to the Department, it would be good for the Department to notify the county about this change.  Mary responded that she can contact the county.  She asked if it would be appropriate to add information to the briefing document about this change in structure.  Darel responded that he does not think this change needs to be announced so it does not need to be included in the briefing document.  Nick noted that if allocations are assigned in the future, elected officials will want to be involved in those discussions.  At this point, since the update is just building on the current BMAP, they do not need to have a separate group.

Mary stated that also in this section of the BMAP, there was information about the BWG’s consensus process but this language is vague.  Tiffany stated that she and Mary were reviewing the BWG’s procedures, and Mary had asked Tiffany to add some language to clarify the process.  A handout with the new language was provided.  Tiffany stated that text was added after the bold statement to note that if a member supports or accepts a recommendation, they were in consensus with the recommendation, and if a member opposed it then they would not be in consensus with the recommendation.

Linda stated that in the 2007, she was the only BWG member who opposed the BMAP because fecal coliforms were not addressed since the Department does not have TMDLs for fecal coliforms.  Mary responded that the Department has TMDLs for fecal coliforms, just not for Haynes Creek.  EPA adopted a Haynes Creek TMDL, and the Department is determining if they should create their own TMDL or adopt EPA’s TMDL.  The Department is also thinking about adopting basinwide fecal coliform TMDLs instead of individual waterbody fecal coliform TMDLs.  The activities to assess Haynes Creek are now included in the BMAP because some of those activities could help with the nutrient impairments. 

Tiffany stated that the other change to the consensus language was to add the last two sentences in the last paragraph, about how to carry forward a recommendation to the Department if there are BWG members who oppose the recommendation.  Ron stated that the percentages of representatives in agreement with and opposed to the recommendation should be included to the show the Department the overall position of the group.  Russ stated that for other boards that he participates on, there are requirements for members to give a reason why they object to a recommendation.  Tiffany responded that the current language states that if there are more than two objections, the members would have to provide a reason for their opposition.  She asked if the suggestion is for any member who opposes a recommendation to provide a reason.  Ron stated that they do not have a give a reason for objecting, but it would help to know the issue.  Tiffany responded that the consensus document will be updated with these suggestions.

Lloyd stated that on the first bullet point in Section 1.4, the last sentence should end with “would delay updating the plan.”  A new sentence should then be added about the desire of the BWG to develop detailed allocations for the next BMAP iteration.  Mary responded that the wording could be a little vaguer, suggesting that the allocation process may change in the future.  Carol added that something about encouraging participation from the stakeholders should also be included.  Ron stated that he would like to see allocations in the next BMAP, and if the language is vague, there is no point in including it in this BMAP.  The BWG either has the desire for allocations or not, and a firm direction should be included in the BMAP.  Tiffany asked if a vote on this item should be held today.  Mary asked if more time is needed to think about the options and to reach out to the stakeholders who are not at the meeting.  Mike Kelley responded that he thinks the Department should reach out to the stakeholders who are not here to obtain their input.   Tiffany noted that it could help to have something written up about the allocations to get people’s attention.

Carol asked if the TMDLs are being met why detailed allocations would be needed.  Mary responded that the BMAP could say that detailed allocations may be needed in some areas.  Lloyd stated that he does not believe any of the TMDLs have been met, and there are still issues with habitat and flow in these waterbodies.  The nutrient budgets are based on estimates, not measured data, so it difficult to say when the TMDLs will be met.  Ron stated that the load reductions could be met in one year and not in the years after because of changes in rainfall.  The water quality assessment report looked at the last five years of data, which was a dry period, so the question is whether the lower concentrations will remain once it starts raining again.

Mary stated that the for the purpose of this 2014 BMAP, detailed allocations will not be included because of the complexity of what would be required to calculate the allocations.  The considerations could note that detailed allocations may be needed for targeted waterbodies.  This process could be done in steps beginning with reaching out to stakeholders and then moving on to determining allocations.  Lloyd asked why the Department would piecemeal the allocations and who would determine what waterbody is a priority.  Nick responded that there are five waterbodies that not responding to reductions.  Detailed allocations could be a tool in the toolbox to address those waterbodies.  Mary added that the next steps for the priority areas are to identify sources and then determine if allocations are needed.  Mary noted that she is leaning towards thinking that it is too early to decide that allocations will be needed.  Other considerations for allocations is the number of entities in each watershed, and the complexities caused by the connection of the lakes.  

Mary asked if the stakeholders were good with including language in the BMAP that allocations will be used as a tool, as needed.  Lloyd noted that a determination of what each lake’s water quality will be compared to needs to be made to help identify where allocations would be needed.  Tiffany responded that where there is a TMDL, the assessment would be whether the waterbody is meeting the target based on the TMDL criteria.  Mary stated that reductions are specified in the TMDLs.  The nutrient concentrations in the waterbodies will fluctuate year to year, which is why she was evaluating the data using longer periods of time.  Further discussions can be held in the future about the best way to assess these waterbodies for TMDL compliance.   Rolly stated that the waterbody target concentrations are identified by what the modeling shows the equilibrium concentration would be in the lake.  To determine if the TMDLs have been met, the first step would be to look at the load reductions, and then the response in the waterbodies.  If the expected response is not observed, they can look to see if the model is not estimating loading appropriately.  However, time will be needed for each lake to reach equilibrium.

Lloyd stated that he is looking for the Department to give the BWG a definition of meeting the TMDL target.  Mary responded that the definition varies by pollutant.  It is not clear if the TMDL target must be met every year or over a long term average.  Lloyd stated that the BMAP should also state what would be success in meeting the TMDLs.  Darel asked if the stakeholders determine what success would be, if that would be a BWG decision.  Mary responded that this decision would be made by the BWG since they are ones affected.  Mike noted that if the Department says the TMDLs have been met, no one would sign off on detailed allocations.  Ron responded that if the TMDLs are met, there would not be a need for allocations.  However, even if a TMDL has been met, there are still things that could be done to continue to address the loading.  Where the TMDL is not being met, something needs to be done to ensure the reductions in loading occur.  Any language in the BMAP about allocations would be a step in the right direction.

Mary stated that Section 1.5 is new and outlines the considerations discussed at the last meeting.  Lloyd stated that the legacy loadings item in the considerations was not what he was thinking about.  The focus should be more on chemicals, such as dichloro-diphenyl-trichloroethane (DDT).  Mary responded that the BMAP is focused on achieving nutrient reductions, and there are areas where the soils are saturated with nutrients from past uses.

Linda stated that for the in-lake nutrient cycling consideration, she hopes that the Department will evaluate Lake Eustis because it had a large algal bloom after a huge tract was treated for hydrilla.  Linda asked if the amount of vegetation that could be treated at one time could be regulated to prevent future blooms.  Mary responded that this is a statewide issue, and the goal is to treat hydrilla to a point that it is only present in small quantities so that it does not cause disruptions.  This will be part of discussions between FWC and the Department.  John Benton added that there is also the question of the cause of the bloom.  Algal blooms occur every year, even without hydrilla treatment.

Mary stated that there is also a consideration about future growth.  In the 2007 BMAP, an estimate of future growth was added to the loading in the basin.  The estimate was determined using future land use maps through at least 2010, although some maps included build up.  The 2007 BMAP included an 8% increase in loading for future growth.  Mary asked if this number should be changed because more development is expected in the basin or if it was still a good estimate.  Nick asked if the future growth was based on land use maps or building permits.  There is a lot of development occurring now but it was entitled earlier so it might be included in the growth projections already.  Mary responded that most of the information was based on future land use maps through 2020, although part of the Clermont Chain only had information through 2010.  Tiffany asked if Mary thought the growth that was projected in the 2007 BMAP already occurred.  Mary responded that most of the growth did not happen and is occurring now.  Lloyd noted that Lady Lake had continued development over the last few years. The BMAP may want to note that the future growth projections will be assessed to see if they are valid for some portions of the basin, such as Lady Lake, where growth occurred.  Other than that, there does not seem to be a need to spend more time assessing future growth estimates.  Ron agreed that the 8% estimate should remain unless someone has better information.

Mary stated Section 3.8.2 of the BMAP includes the project tables, which are currently organized by category of project.  Mary stated that the projects can continue to be organized this way with the details updated or the projects could be organized by waterbody, which would help to compartmentalize the BMAP in case portions need to be revised in the future.  There are some projects that apply basin-wide, which would need to be listed in a separate table.  Tiffany noted that she did not think that one part of a BMAP could be opened without readopting the entire BMAP.  Mary responded that the Department’s attorneys gave feedback a few years ago that portions of the BMAP could be modified without reopening the entire BMAP, but she can verify this.  Lloyd asked if the project tables would include new load estimates.  Mary responded that with the adoption of the 2014 BMAP, the 2007 BMAP will be rescinded.  Therefore, all the projects will stay in the tables with updated information, as needed.  

Mary stated that Section 3.9 includes the lake- and stream-friendly landscaping information from the 2007 BMAP.  Mary asked if the BWG has a desire to create a common message for public education instead of the current piecemeal effort.  Some of the Florida Yards and Neighborhoods (FYN) Program information could be adapted for the lake- and stream-friendly outreach.  Linda noted that the University of Florida – Institute of Food and Agricultural Sciences (UF-IFAS) could help with this effort.  Mary responded that she could look into the option of involving UF-IFAS, and could also see if the Department has funding to help with an outreach program.

Mary stated that there is a question in Chapter 4 about whether FWC could consider expanding their fishery status monitoring to all of the lakes.  John responded that this is a very expensive program so unless there is a funding source, FWC cannot expand their monitoring area.  Mary suggested that the BMAP language could be updated to say that additional fisheries data are desirable to have.  Lloyd noted that the Harris Chain of Lake Restoration Council included this recommendation in the report to the legislature.

Mary stated that in Section 4.1, there have been changes made to the monitoring plan but there has been no formal process for the BWG to assess these changes.  The goal has been to keep at least one station in each waterbody.  She asked if the BWG thought some other process was needed to evaluate the monitoring plan.  Tiffany asked if the Department and SJRWMD could provide the BWG with an assessment of the current network to determine if it is adequate for each waterbody.  Mary responded that the Department and SJRWMD can discuss this, and also work on protocols for removing stations from the BMAP monitoring network.  Linda asked if Lakewatch data are used in the BMAP.  Mary responded that the Department will consider Lakewatch data for TMDL development and BMAP monitoring, but it is not used in the impairment listing.

Ron stated that if there is a waterbody where it is critical to collect data but a station has to be dropped, some of the other stakeholders could assist with the sampling, if they are informed of the change.  Tiffany responded that this discussion could occur as part of the annual report process, so that not much time will have gone by before a station could be put back.
 
Mary stated that she will be adding new sections to the BMAP on the Lake Apopka Initiative, FWC efforts, and information from Florida Forest Service on silviculture.  In Table 6, the Department will try to estimate load reductions from agricultural BMP implementation, and this will depend on whether the models can be used for this type of calculation.  In Section 3.8, the nutrient loading information will be updated in Table 8, once the final project information is submitted in January.  Projects were recently received from Umatilla and Apopka that need to be added to the BMAP.  The write up on the focus areas will be added to Section 3.10.  If possible, the stakeholders should add reduction estimates to the projects in Table 10.

Mary asked if the stakeholders think that January 10th is a reasonable timeline for comments and missing information for the December version of the BMAP.  The BWG members provided feedback that this timeline was good.  Rolly asked when the nutrient budget loading updates would occur in this schedule.  Mary responded that she is considering holding a Technical Working Group conference call to discuss the nutrient loading and monitoring questions.  The nutrient budget needs to be updated before the BMAP goes out on January 15th.  Mary stated that policy briefings should be scheduled as soon as possible.  The public meeting will be held on January 28th.  Mary will send a notice to the BWG once the public meeting and BWG teleconference are scheduled.

Adjourn
The meeting was adjourned at 2:32 PM.

Action Items
· Stakeholders should provide comments on the draft BMAP by January 10th to Mary Paulic.
· BWG members should let Mary know as soon as possible if they would like her to brief their elected officials.
· Mary will update the introduction in the briefing document to highlight that agricultural BMP implementation was one of the major deficiencies in the 2007 BMAP, and to note that most of the BMP manuals were not adopted at that time.  A bullet will be added to note that a new section was added to the BMAP on emerging issues (considerations).  A bullet will also be added about the Haynes Creek assessments for fecal coliforms.
· Mary will send Daryll Joyner’s contact information to Lloyd Woosley for more details on the criteria changes.
· BWG members should provide any additional comments on the briefing summary to Mary by noon on Friday, December 20th. Mary will then finalize and resend the document.
· The Lake Beauclair dredging project in Table 12 should be revised to reflect a cost of $9.3 million and that the project is completed.
· The Department will add information to the BMAP about non-MS4 regulatory links and a table of non-MS4 entities in the basin.
· The Department will add a new bullet in the considerations section about evaluating detailed allocations for future BMAP iterations.  The BWG members should provide feedback on language they would like to see included in the BMAP regarding allocations.
· Mary will review the MS4 permits for this area to determine if and why there are differences in the requirements for each of the entities.
· The Department will update the BMAP purpose to include evaluating the new TMDLs in the basin, once they are adopted.
· The Department will add text in the Chapter 1 introduction to explain how the BMAP focus areas were selected.
· The Department will remove the clause “such as wastewater” from the BMAP purpose description. 
· Mary will contact Lake County about the disbanding of the elected officials liaison group.
· The Department will update the BWG consensus language to include reporting percentages of members in agreement and opposed to a recommendation, and asking members to provide a reason why they oppose a recommendation.
· The Department will update the BMAP text to reflect that allocations will be used as a tool in certain areas of the basin, as needed.
· The Department will add a consideration about how to determine when the TMDLs have been achieved in the basin.
· The Department will update the future growth considerations bullet to say that future growth projections will be assessed to see if they are valid for some portions of the basin, such as Lady Lake, where growth occurred.
· Mary will verify with the Department’s attorneys about whether portions of the BMAP could be modified without having to readopt the entire BMAP.
· Mary will look into the option of involving UF-IFAS in creating a lake- and stream-friendly outreach program, and also see if the Department has funding to help with this program.
· Mary will add text in the BMAP that additional fisheries data would be desirable although there are currently not the resources to collect them.
· The Department will coordinate with SJRWMD on an assessment of the current monitoring network in the basin, and to determine protocols for modifying the BMAP monitoring plan.
· The Department will add information to the BMAP on the Lake Apopka Initiative, FWC efforts, Florida Forest Service silviculture enrollment, estimates of load reductions from agricultural BMP implementation, updated nutrient budgets, Umatilla and Apopka projects, focus areas, and references.
· Stakeholders should provide reduction estimates for the projects in Table 10, where possible.
· Mary will send a notice to the BWG once the public meeting and BWG teleconference are scheduled.
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