Upper Ocklawaha Basin Management Action Plan
Basin Working Group (BWG) Meeting Summary
Friday, January 17, 2014
9:15 AM – 10:33 AM
Via GoToMeeting and Conference Call

Attendees
	Kevin Albrecht, Atkins for FDOT 
Tiffany Busby, Wildwood Consulting
Julie Bortles, Orange County
Jay Brawley, SJRWMD
Richard Campanale, Ocoee
Terry Dykehouse, Clermont
Yesenia Escribano, FDEP
Rolly Fulton, SJRWMD 
Charlie Gauthier, FDEP
Vicki Hoge, SJRWMD
	Janet Hearn, ATM for FDOT
D.C. Mauldin, Leesburg
Nick Mcray, Lake County
John Mitton, DRMP
Hans Zarbock, Polk County
Mary Paulic, FDEP
Robert Potts, E-Sciences
Karen Synder, E-Sciences
Kalina Warren, FDEP
Lloyd Woosley, Harris Chain of Lakes Restoration Council



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

Mary outlined the purposes of the meeting, which are to review the changes to the document, the schedule, and upcoming activities.  Mary will highlight sections of the document that have been changed dramatically with her PowerPoint presentation.  Mary noted that participants do not need the document in front of them.  The BMAP document is now available on the file transfer protocol (FTP) site, dated January 16, 2014.  Mary noted that the file is too large to email.  The BWG members should let Mary know if they have a problem getting to the FTP site.

The Florida Department of Environmental Protection is planning a public meeting on January 29th at 5:30 pm in Tavares.  The doors will open at 5:00 pm.  There will be a public comment period that ends on February 14th, which provides two weeks after the public meeting to submit comments.  Mary will then incorporate edits based on public comments.  In addition to the public comments, there is also a concurrent internal management review and legal review.  A more finalized version of the BMAP will be available in late February, which will go to the Department Secretary for adoption.

Mary added that there is a challenge period after secretarial adoption, which lasts 21 days.  At the end of March when the challenge period is over, the new BMAP will officially take effect.  Mary noted that during 2014, the Department and BWG will need to follow up on agricultural best management practices (BMP) and conduct additional investigations on other issues.  There are also additional total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) in development.  Mary reminded the participants that the Department will likely revise this BMAP again before the five-year period is over.  At that time, individual entities may have additional actions and responsibilities assigned.

Briefing Document
Mary asked if there were any comments on the revised briefing document that was distributed earlier in the month by email.  There were none.

Activity Update
Mary stated that there was a Technical Working Group teleconference on January 8, 2014.  During the meeting, they discussed monitoring and how to define progress toward the TMDLs.  The conclusion was that a long term average should be used, as a rolling average in which new information is added and older information is dropped.  The current TMDLs are based on a trophic state index (TSI) of 60, so the TSI value needs to be tracked.  The Department and St. Johns River Water Management District (SJRWMD) met yesterday to talk about agriculture and how to increase enrollment into the BMP program.  The appropriate BMP manuals for commodities in the Upper Ocklawaha Basin have now been adopted, so the necessary tools are available.  There is currently 11% BMP enrollment in the basin, and the goal is to have at least 50% enrollment over the next five years.  

However, there are some discrepancies in the 2009 land use information and what is being called agriculture under a notice of intent (NOI).  These data issues need to be resolved before the Department can estimate loading reductions.  Once the data issues are resolved, the Department has nutrient reduction efficiencies for that BMPs that can be applied.  Calculating these reductions is not a change to the model, but a post-modeling estimate of load reductions related to BMPs.  BMPs are not currently included in model so there is already a clean separation.  BMP load reduction estimates will occur in the next year to allow time to work through the data issues.

BMAP Review
Mary stated that she would walk through major additions and deletions in the BMAP document since the December 2013 version.  There may be sections that need additional text or numbers, and comments or input is welcome.  Mary stated that she wanted to use this exercise to point out the important sections that need detailed review by the stakeholders.

Section 1.3 Consensus Procedures
Mary noted that she changed the consensus description based on the discussions in December. There were no questions.

Section 1.4 Allocations
Mary explained that a sentence was added about evaluating whether detailed allocations are needed as a tool for reductions.  There were no comments.

Section 1.5 Considerations
Mary went through the new bullets that were added.  She noted that she added a discussion on recent rainfall and hydrologic events, which are important to water quality and loading data analyses.  The Department needs to take into account long periods of dry and wet weather.  These long term rainfall factors have not been fully accounted for in analyses.  For example, Lake Apopka has been experienced a drought and for the last two years, so no water has been released.

Mary asked the SJRMWD staff to confirm if any water been released from Lake Apopka.  Rolly Fulton responded that no water has been released recently.

Mary stated that a new consideration was added about minimum flows and levels (MFLs).  In 2014, MFLs will be developed by SJRWMD and they are now noted in the BMAP.  Rolly offered a minor correction:  Lake Yale was not approved for MFL development so this needs to be corrected in the list.

Another new consideration is on future growth.  Mary reminded everyone that the BWG talked in December about calculations for future growth.  Projections were made at least through 2010, and were added into the nutrient budget.  Mary asked if there is agreement on the suggested path for addressing future growth. Rolly responded that SJRWMD is not sure how they are going to handle future growth.  It is possible that they could compare the 2009 land use map with what was projected.  However, adequate Geographic Information System (GIS) support may not be available at SJRWMD to perform this analysis.  Mary responded that she needs to determine how to word this correctly in the BMAP because of the level of effort involved to conduct a new analysis.  Mary asked the BWG if they were comfortable with the pathway described in the new text.  Tiffany asked what that pathway is, as the text does not define what will be done.  Mary responded that this part of the issue. 

Mary mentioned the example of Lady Lake, which has been a high growth area to which we should pay attention.  She asked if it would be better to say that certain areas may need to be reassessed and take out the statement that the growth projections “will be assessed to determine if they are valid.”   Nick Mcray responded that the text should indicate that future growth will be reviewed, and certain areas will be revised where known growth has occurred.  Rolly added that SJRWMD has a schedule to update land use maps every three to four years, so there will be an update within the next five years.  SJRWMD is currently working with 2009 land use data.  Mary responded that she liked the idea to revise the text to indicate that certain areas will be reviewed, and that the new land use could be used when available.

Mary added that on Monday she spoke to a SJRWMD GIS person.  The next land use update is scheduled for the 2015-2016 timeframe.  The update is timed to other efforts, such as Florida Department of Transportation’s efforts, and funding.  However, there are there other local updates occurring.  Nick added that while SJRWMD’s land use updates are helpful, real growth occurs as the areas are built out, and that is tracked with building permits at the local level.  That type of analysis is too detailed to perform for the whole basin.

Section 2.3 Urban Nonpoint Sources
Mary noted that the previous text described the municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) and regulatory permit programs, but had not discussed parts of counties and cities that are not under MS4 permits.  Therefore, there is new language that acknowledges these other urban nonpoint sources.  This language is pretty stringent; the BMAP is implementable in those communities.  These provisions apply to Mascotte, Astatula, Oakland, Howey in the Hills, and Montverde.  Mary was unsure if these provisions apply to the Lake County Water Authority (LCWA), and she will talk with Department staff about this.

[bookmark: _GoBack]In the second paragraph in this section, there is a “regulatory hook.”  The Department has the ability to designate an entity as an MS4 if there is a significant contribution to waters of the state.  In these cases, the generic MS4 permit requirements would apply.  The Department has not yet done this, but they have the authority to do so.  There was a situation in Clermont, but they are now an MS4 based on their population, so designating them separately as an MS4 was not necessary.  Terry Dykehouse stated that in the case of Groveland, she was not sure about their MS4 status.  Mary added that for members who represent one of the non-MS4 areas, this language becomes important.

Section 3.1
On page 23, the Lake Apopka Initiative is described.  This is a new section describing Florida Fish and Wildlife Commission (FWC), SJRWMD, and Department efforts to remove nutrients.  Mary noted that Ed Hayes made a presentation on the FWC efforts at the October 2013 meeting.  Mary stated that she has not added the Lake Apopka Initiative projects into the BMAP project tables.  Tiffany asked to which projects was she referring.  Mary responded that she was not sure which ones to add as there are many types, such as habitat restoration and nutrient removal.  It is possible that they could be separated into those two categories or they could be added later.  Mary asked if anyone had thoughts on how to include these projects in the BMAP.  There were no comments.

3.4.4.2 Agricultural BMP Load Reduction Estimates
Mary noted that the initial thought was to include preliminary estimates of load reductions for agricultural BMPs.  However, this cannot be done quickly so the text in this section is new.  Table 7 has been removed since the data were not available to complete it.

3.4.4 Added text for the Florida Forest Service (FFS)
This section includes information about FFS’ silviculture BMP program.  The section had listed acreages of agricultural commodities that included silviculture, but FFS includes additional acreage that are not pine tree plantations and are more mixed forest.  Therefore, those acreages were removed from the table because it was confusing.  Mary stated the text on the silviculture compliance rate has been updated, and there are good compliance rates based on the survey that FFS conducts every other year.  Mary noted that modern silviculture practices do not use much fertilizer because they fertilize only one or two times every 20 years.  Silviculture BMPs focus on minimizing disruption and nutrient impacts.

3.8.1 Costs
Mary commented that she added up the project costs and even though new projects were added, they equaled less money than the previous totals.  Therefore, Mary noted that she needs to check the costs/dollar amounts again to look for errors.   Mary acknowledged that it is difficult to track costs and provide firm cost numbers, especially when the project has on-going maintenance and operations costs.

Mary added that there is a new paragraph on local stormwater fees as a funding source.  If there are other sources of funding not described, please let Mary know and we can add those sources.  The revised text includes descriptions of Department, SJRWMD, and LCWA funding.  Mary is not sure if §319 and TMDL grants are fully accounted for in the description, so corrections are welcome. 

3.8.2  Project Tables
The project tables have been revised with all the information received to date.  Mary has gone through and checked them, including reviewing the previous annual reports.  There may be some outdated information, so the stakeholders should review the project tables in detail focusing on the description, status, and completion date.  The Department’s legal team puts a lot of emphasis on those items.  

Mary commented that there were maps of the locations of the structural BMPs.  However, not much information on the locations of the newer projects is available, so they are not included on the current version of the maps.  If there is newer information available, we could update the map.  Tiffany asked how the timing of collecting the location information and updating the maps will work given the BMAP schedule.  Mary responded that given the short turnaround, realistically it may be more practical to collect the latitude and longitude information for the new projects in first annual update, and not try to update the maps now.  Tiffany asked if anyone has information to provide now.  No one did.  Mary stated that the new project locations could be updated over time, unless the feedback from the legal review is that it needs to be done now.

Section 3.8 Net Estimated Loading
Mary stated that there were some errors in the calculations so she is double-checking the loading numbers in Table 7, which needs to be done before the public meeting.  There are 54 new projects with about 3,300 lbs/yr of total phosphorus (TP) reductions.  There are new projects in most of the basins.

3.10  Identification of Focus Areas
Mary stated that there is new text in this section, much of which came from the assessment report.  She noted that there are specific areas that will be targeted for water quality improvement.  The goal was not to undermine efforts in other waterbodies, especially the big lakes.  Mary asked the stakeholders to review this text to ensure it addresses the concern that some of the big lakes were not listed as priority areas.

4.1.3 Monitoring Design and Evaluation
The description of the monitoring efforts was updated based on the Technical Working Group (TWG) discussion at their meeting on January 8th.  The monitoring agencies agree that each impaired waterbody should have at least one monitoring station.  The minimum sampling frequency is quarterly; however, a higher frequency of sampling is recommended to strengthen trend detection.  Quarterly data allows the calculation of seasonal averages required by the Impaired Waters Rule (IWR) and the verified impaired listing process.

Further refinements include guidance that the TWG will periodically review the list of stations to ensure adequate monitoring is occurring.  They plan to meet annually to review the stations and try to fill in any losses of stations.  Feedback from long-term data or research monitoring efforts can be used to identify the best locations for sampling or frequency of sampling.  There are statistical techniques (e.g., power analysis) that can be used.  As issues arise, the TWG will review the monitoring and opportunities.  Rolly mentioned that the last bullet seems repetitive with first bullet.  Mary agreed to review this text and remove any redundancies.  Julie Bortles stated that the write up reflects what was discussed on the last conference call and she had nothing else to add.

Mary noted that the Department is conducting a lake vegetation index (LVI) on four lakes annually.  It is possible that they may also perform LVI on other lakes less frequently.  Mary will follow up with Kalina Warren on whether other lakes will also be periodically assessed.  Mary stated that the document contains maps for the trend networks.  Mary asked if a list of monitoring stations is also needed.  There were no comments so this list will not be added.  Rolly stated some of the figures have all the station names included, which are very hard to read.  It may be better to just include the locations.

Mary noted that she is trying to figure out the best way to organize the adopted document to facilitate future amendments because future changes could mean that the BMAP could be readopted. She is still having some discussions with her Office of General Council.  The first Upper Ocklawaha BMAP did not have this much detail, but other BMAPs have included more information.

Julie asked if Mary wanted to keep the legacy stations on the figures because Orange County does not sample Lake Apopka anymore but their stations are still shown.  Mary responded that she will double-check the stations when the maps are updated to ensure only the current stations are included.

Mary noted that comments were received about how the Department will measure whether the waterbodies are meeting the TMDL goals.  The TWG recommends that loading and water quality targets are evaluated as long-term, rolling averages.  Rolly sent a research paper that describes how the lakes are expected to respond to long-term reductions, but there is a time lag in their response.  This time lag is difficult to explain to the public, but water quality is heading in the right direction.  The Department needs to give more thought about how to express the long-term trends, and this can be discussed further over the next year.

Mary noted that there is still some monitoring text that needs tweaking.  The quality assurance/quality control (QA/QC) text and the data management text are included.  The state’s Storage and Retrieval database (STORET) is the source of the impaired waters data, but some of the biological information comes from other sources.  Mary has eliminated previous sections 4.18 and 4.19 about training.

Appendix A
Mary stated that there are updated pie charts and text, and those are under review for accuracy.  In the first iteration of the BMAP, these were used to show the net loads.  There was a previous suggestion by Lloyd Woosely to add additional water quality information (i.e. chlorophyll-a, LVI) for each waterbody.  The Department may consider adding those figures, if there is adequate information for all the lakes.  If those are added in the next revision, that would be a big change to Appendix A.

Mary asked the participants if there are any questions or if anything is missing.  Mary noted there were not a lot of comments, and she is hoping the document has all its pieces and just needs some polishing.

Schedule and Next Steps
Mary showed the upcoming schedule for BMAP development and adoption.  The public meeting is scheduled for January 29th at 5:30 PM at the Lake County Commission Chambers in Tavares.  The date of January 28th was avoided because of a water supply meeting, and January 30th was avoided because of a legislative delegation meeting.  Mary noted that, generally, at public meetings the Department does not receive many comments that prompt an overhaul of the document.  There will be a two week review period following the public meeting.  Mary will incorporate the public comments received, as well as management and legal comments from the Department.  There may be internal comments on the project table information.  By the end of February, Mary anticipates a more polished version of the BMAP, and a completed adoption package in early March.  By the end of March, the BMAP should be adopted.

Mary encouraged everyone to submit comments to her on the document by February 14th.  Mary stated that she feels like the BMAP is in decent shape for the public meeting.  She asked if there are any problems of which the Department should be aware.  There were no problems identified.  Mary added that if anyone has serious concerns as they review the document, to please let her know right away.  Mary also asked everyone to forward the email notice of the public meeting to anyone that needs to be informed, such as upper management or elected officials.

Adjournment
The meeting adjourned at 10:33 AM.

Action Items
· Lake Yale should be removed from the list of MFLs in the BMAP considerations section.
· The future growth consideration will be revised to indicate that certain areas will be reviewed, and that the new land use could be used when available.
· Mary Paulic will determine whether the nonpoint source provisions apply to LCWA.
· Mary will check the project costs to look for errors.
· The stakeholders should provide information on other funding sources to add to the BMAP.
· The stakeholders should review the project tables in detail focusing on the description, status, and completion date.
· Stakeholders will submit location information for their newer projects as part of the first annual report.
· Mary will double-check the loading numbers in Table 7 before the public meeting.
· The stakeholders should review the focus areas text to ensure it addresses the concern that some of the big lakes were not listed as priority areas.
· The last bullet in the monitoring plan will be removed and the Department will remove any other redundancies in the text.
· Mary will follow up with Kalina Warren on whether other lakes will also be periodically assessed for LVI.
· The monitoring maps will be revised to make them easier to read, and to ensure only current stations are included.
· The Department and TWG will continue discussions on how to best present the long-term average for each lake.
· Mary will proof the loading numbers used in the charts in Appendix A.
· Stakeholders should provide comments on the BMAP by February 14th and should let Mary know as soon as possible if there are major concerns with the document.
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