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Florida Water Resources Monitoring Council (FWRMC)
Public Meeting of Statewide Council – February 12-13, 2013

Tuesday, February 12, 2013 (1:00pm – 5:00pm)
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Introduction
(Presentation slides can be found in the 2013 archive section of the FWRMC website.)
Gail Sloane (GS) welcomed everyone to the meeting and indicated that this afternoon’s meeting would include presentations on current monitoring efforts and updates from the Salinity Network and Monitoring Catalog workgroups.  

GS summarized the accomplishments from the 2011-2012 FWRMC efforts.  The 2011 Council reviewed the FWRMC Action Plan, and recommended focusing on improving knowledge of monitoring activities and improving coordination among monitoring entities.  In response, the Council formed additional workgroups to focus on: 1) developing a statewide catalog of monitoring programs and 2) coordinating existing ground water monitoring efforts to form a statewide salinity monitoring network.  The Monitoring Catalog Workgroup has conducted a lot of detailed research including drafting a list of desired metadata elements to include in the Catalog.  DEP is currently working on developing a contract with the University of South Florida to develop and maintain the Catalog application.  The Salinity Network Workgroup has been researching complex and critical technical details related to monitoring groundwater (GW) quality, and is making headway on developing a statewide GW level index.  
The FWRMC will continue to provide an additional means of communication with the FL STORET replacement, Watershed Information Network (WIN), project staff.  Additionally, the FWRMC will continue to provide a forum for exchange of information about monitoring efforts by federal, state, regional, local, and volunteer groups.  In 2013 the FWRMC will initiate the Regional Councils and Coastal Monitoring Workgroup, to further aid in information exchange, coordinating of monitoring efforts, and elimination of duplicative monitoring.

GS also indicated that the FWRMC will soon have a new Council Liaison, as the current Liaison, Stephanie Sunderman (SS), has accepted another position within DEP’s Watershed Monitoring Section.

Northwest Florida Water Management District
Tony Countryman (TC) presented information about current monitoring activities at the Northwest Florida Water Management District (NWFWMD)
(Presentation slides can be found in the 2013 archive section of the FWRMC website.)
· Current water resource monitoring efforts support a variety of programs.  Hydrologic monitoring (rainfall, flow, stage, and groundwater level) supports the flood warning network, stormwater monitoring network, resource management activities (e.g. water supply and planning), wetland restoration, springs discharge monitoring, and consumptive use monitoring.  Similarly, water quality monitoring supports collaborative efforts through DEP’s Status and Trend Networks, saltwater intrusion networks, resource evaluation (water supply assessment and planning), and recreational area coliform sampling.
· Hydrologic Monitoring activities are currently conducted using 158 continuous recorders
· 43 flood warning stations 
· Contracted through the City of Tallahassee Alert Network, and Capital Area Flood Warning Network
· Network expanded through FL Division of Emergency Management (DEM) Flood Warning grant
· 38 Stormwater Management Stations throughout Leon and Bay Counties
· 77 Resource Management Stations monitoring GW, surface water (SW), and precipitation
· Data are downloaded monthly and published on the NWFWMD website (http://www.nwfwmd.state.fl.us/hydrology/realtime/realtime.htm) 
· Gaps currently exist in continuous monitoring networks, and NWFWMD is hoping to expand its coverage in the future.
· GW Level (GWL) Network includes approximately 208 wells (fixed stations) sampled quarterly, beginning around 2008.  This network has a good spatial distribution of stations located across the WMD.  Many of these wells have been sampled (with variable frequency) for several decades. 
· GW Quality (GWQ) monitoring includes annual sampling at fixed stations in the Coastal Encroachment Network.
· NWFWMD participates in Water Quality (WQ) monitoring through DEP’s Trend / Temporal Variability Network and  Status Network 
· Trend Network includes 34 fixed sampling locations in NWFWMD (25 SW stations sampled monthly and 9 GW stations sampled quarterly).  
· Status Network includes 100 random sampling locations in NWFWMD (Every year sampling includes 20 stations each for unconfined aquifers and confined aquifers, and 15 stations each for rivers, streams, large lakes, and small lakes).
· WQ samples are analyzed at the DEP laboratory in Tallahassee.
· Proposed expansions for 2013-2014 include:
· Increase monitoring to support water supply assessment and planning
· Expand real-time monitoring network (rainfall and GWL), by placing continuous recorders at several existing wells, and potentially drilling three new wells.
· Expand GWQ monitoring by increasing the number of fixed stations sampled as part of the annual Coastal Encroachment Network and quarterly GW Trend Network.
· Expand monitoring to support understanding of Wetland-GW interaction
· Expand monitoring to support regional GW flow and cumulative impact modeling 
· Expand monitoring to support development of minimum flows and levels.

Questions / Discussion
GS asked what the shaded regions on the maps represented.  TC indicated that the dark brown regions represent public lands (e.g. National Forests) and the green regions represent WMD lands.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
David Melgaard (DM) presented information about the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (USEPA) National Aquatic Resource Surveys (NARS)
(Presentation slides can be found in the 2013 archive section of the FWRMC website.)
· NARS began around 2002, to address key gaps cited by the General Accounting Office and other independent reviewers regarding USEPA’s ability to make statements about the condition of U.S. waters
· NARS use a randomized statistical survey design to ensure unbiased representativeness
· NARS target five resource types on a rotating schedule: wadeable and non-wadeable streams, lakes, wetlands, and coastal estuaries.  Each resource rotates through a five-year cycle where year 1 = research, year 2 = design, year 3 = field work, year 4 = lab work, and year 5 = reporting.
· NARS goals include 1) promoting state and tribal capacity for monitoring and assessment by providing an opportunity for regional- and state-scale surveys, 2) promoting collaboration across jurisdictional boundaries, and 3) developing a robust, statistically valid data set of baseline information to evaluate long-term progress
· National Lakes Assessment (NLA)
· Field work for the first nationally consistent assessment of the nation’s lakes and reservoirs was conducted in 2007.  Over 1,000 lakes were sampled, to represent the condition of about 50,000 lakes nationwide.  Consistent sampling and analysis procedures were used nationwide.
· The 2007 survey was also the first national assessment of biological condition, trophic status, microcystin organisms, and overall habitat condition of lakes.
· The 2007 survey’s data were compared to data from the 1972 National Eutrophication Survey (NES) to document trends.  
· Findings indicated that 56% of the nation’s lakes supported healthy biological communities.  Microcystin was detected in 30% of lakes, over 25% of lakes had a moderate to high risk of exposure to algal toxins, and 49% of lakes had fish tissue mercury concentrations that exceed health based limits.  Key stressors included poor shoreline habitat in 36% of lakes and high levels of nitrogen or phosphorus in 20% of lakes.  Lakes with those stressors were respectively three- and two-times as likely to have poor biology associated with them than lakes without those stressors.  Additionally, of those lakes sampled for both the NES and the NLA, 50% showed decreased phosphorus concentrations.
· Results varied by region across the country.  In the southeast coastal plain region, a large percentage of the lakes were eutrophic and hypereutrophic.
· Field work for the second NLA was completed in 2012.  Over 900 lakes were sampled, with 16 located in Florida.  The list of indicators was similar to those sampled in 2007, but did not include Enterococci.  The report for the second NLA is scheduled to be completed in 2014.
· National Rivers and Streams Survey (NRSS)
· The first national assessment of rivers and streams was the Wadeable Streams Assessment in 2004-2005.  This survey sampled 1392 waterbodies, and the report was released in 2006.
· The second NRSS was conducted in 2008-2009. Approximately 1800 sites were sampled for this survey, including 29 in Florida.  The report is scheduled to be released in February or March 2013.
· Field work for the third NRSS will be conducted from May-September 2013 and May-September 2014.  Approximately 1800 sites will be sampled, with approximately 40-50% of the 2009-2009 sites being revisited.  In Florida, 12 sites will be revisited (3 rivers and 9 streams), and 11 new sites will be sampled (2 major rivers, 2 rivers, 2 large streams, 5 small streams).  Core indicators will be essentially the same as those used in the 2008-2009 survey, with a few additional supplemental indicators.
· National Coastal Condition Assessment (NCCA)
· Four NCC Reports (NCCR) have been released to date.  NCCR I, was released in 2001 and reported data collected from 1990-1996.  The most recent report, NCCR IV, was released in 2012 and reported on data collected from 2003-2006.
· Indicators have been fairly consistent throughout the NCCA surveys.
· The overall ecological health of national and regional coastal waters was assessed using several indices: water quality index, sediment quality index, benthic index, coastal habitat index, and fish tissue contaminants index.  For reporting purposes, the Florida coast is split into two regions (Southeast Coast and Gulf Coast).  In 2008, the NCCR III reported that the overall health of the Southeast Coast was between Good and Fair, and the overall health of the Gulf Coast was between Fair and Poor.  In 2012, the NCCR IV reported that the overall health of the Southeast Coast was about the same as that reported in the NCCR III, and the overall health of the Gulf Coast was slightly better than that reported in the NCCR III.
· Field work for the NCCA V was conducted in May-September 2010.  Approximately 1000 sites were visited, including 749 coastal marine sites and 250 Great Lakes sites.  Florida had 93 sites to sample, and field work was led by Dr. Paul R. Carlson of the FL FWC Fish and Wildlife Research Institute (FWRI).  Data management and QA verification are currently underway, with a report scheduled for 2013.
· National Wetlands Condition Assessment (NWCA)
· The target population from NWCA sampling was tidal and non-tidal wetlands, including certain farmed wetlands not currently in crop production.  The wetlands had to have rooted vegetation, and when present, open water < 1 meter deep.  A wetland’s jurisdictional status under state or federal regulatory programs was not a factor in defining the target population.
· Data Quality Objectives (DQOs) included 1) estimating the proportion of wetlands (± 5%) in the conterminous U.S. that fall below the designated threshold for good conditions for selected measures with 95% confidence, and 2) estimating the proportion of wetlands (± 15%) in a specific ecoregion that fall below the designated threshold for good conditions for selected measures with 95% confidence.
· Field work was conducted in April – September/October 2011.  Approximately 1250 sites were sampled, including 67 in Florida.  The Florida sampling was led by Dr. Kelly Reiss and Dr. Mark Brown of the University of Florida Center for Wetlands.  Data processing and validation is ongoing.
· Indicators included vegetation (extensive species identification, and condition of the species present), soils (soils typed in four soil pits at each site, and samples collected for isotopes and metals analyses), hydrology, water quality (nutrients), algae, stressors, and a buffer analysis.  The rapid assessment method (USA-RAM) was used to give additional information on the structure of the wetland, and to test the method on a national scale.
· More information on the NARS is available at http://www.epa.gov/ow/monitoring/nationalsurveys. html, and questions may be directed to David Melgaard: 404-562-9265 or Melgaard.David@epa.gov.

Questions / Discussion
Kate Muldoon (KM) asked what indicators the fish tissue samples are analyzed for.  DM indicated that these samples are analyzed for metals, mercury, and, in some states, pesticides.

GS asked if canals were included in the target population for the NRSS.  DM indicated that large streams vs. small streams were designated using the Strahler Stream Order.  Canals and other artificial waterways would likely be included but classified as habitat restricted.  Examples of non-target sites include underground pipelines or non-target canals (canal channel is constructed where no natural channel has ever existed and the sole use of the canal is to transfer water).  

GS indicated that the DEP WMS conducted the field work for the 2007 NLA, and indicated that these surveys are very quality assurance (QA) intensive.  DM added that there are standardized procedures for site reconnaissance, field work, and lab work.  Field and lab work are audited, and all data are submitted to a central database.   DM also indicated that problems sometimes arise when the national method differs from that commonly used by the states (e.g. Stream Condition Index).  In these instances, some states have chosen to collect data using both methods, for comparison.

DM indicated that all data from the NARS are available in EPA STORET.  Data from recent surveys are available in draft form, for states to review.

Bream Fishermen Association
Barbara Albrecht (BA) presented information about the Bream Fishermen Association’s (BFA) current and past monitoring efforts
(Presentation slides can be found in the 2013 archive section of the FWRMC website.)
· The BFA was loosely organized in the mid-1960s by local fishermen who were concerned about deterioration of regional WQ conditions because numerous fish kills had been observed.  The BFA was officially chartered as a non-profit organization in January 1970.
· Also in the early 1970s: the Clean Water Act (CWA) was starting to come to fruition, the USEPA was created  and opened on December 2, 1970, and the first Earth Day celebration was held in April 1970.
· BFA is a well-known and highly respected organization which has assisted city, county, state, and regional entities in efforts related to protecting natural resources for the last 50+ years.
· For example: Nichol’s Creek on the Yellow River
· In 1972, BFA fishermen caught yellow bullhead catfish with tumor-like lesions on their heads and flanks.  The unusual fish were sent to the Smithsonian Institute, which sparked interest and resulted in Smithsonian researchers conducting a 10 year study in the area, with assistance from USEPA. 
· The resulting publication directly linked the lesions on the fish to contaminants in the water.  (Couch, J.A. and J.C. Harshbarger. 1985. Effects of carcinogenic agents on aquatic animals: An environmental and experimental overview.  Journal of Environmental Science and Health. Part C: Environmental Carcinogenesis Reviews. Vol 3, Issue 1.pp 63-105.) 
· In the early 1970s, when fish kills were measured in acres and miles, the Department of Pollution Control was established in 1974, at the persistence and urging of the BFA.  This Department, which eventually became the Department of Environmental Regulation (DER), was the first to hire a pollution biologist.  In 1993, the DER and the Department of Natural Resources combined to form the DEP. Today, the DEP Northwest District Office is located in Pensacola.
· The BFA Board and members developed a scientific program for WQ sampling.  Members of the BFA understood the importance of quality assurance / quality control (QA/QC) in water sampling and the need for quality data and proper collection techniques, so that the data could be used to identify trends.  BFA members and DER biologists met frequently to discuss data and methodology.
· In the 1970s and 1980s, the BFA expanded their water sampling program to include 93 fixed stations, which were sampled quarterly for 18 parameters.
· Through these efforts, the BFA identified a problem in Brushy Creek (Escambia Co.).  Data collected in 1979 revealed high bacterial loads, and further investigation identified the source as a leaking sewage wastewater treatment plant, which was then addressed by the local government.
· BFA also recognized that biological data was important, through there was very little data available.  
· In 1970, the BFA partnered with the University of West Florida (UWF) to conduct a comprehensive creel study in the lower Escambia River to determine the sport fishery yield.
· In 1975, BFA members conducted a 3-year study in which seagrass was replanted and monitored in areas of Pensacola Bay which had lost historic seagrass meadows.
· In 1985, the BFA compiled an Environmental Bibliography for Northwest Florida from 1900-1985.
· BFA members were interested in productivity of their bays, and as a result they started monitoring oysters.  In the early 1970s, the BFA was stunned when oysters in Escambia Bay died but East Bay oysters thrived.  At the same time, USEPA scientists detected high levels of PCBs near the newly built I-10 Escambia Bay Bridge.  Further investigation identified the source of the PCBs as the Monsanto Plant.  Over forty years later, Escambia County is working to find innovative ways to address this issue, including conducting a study to identify which areas in the bay contain the highest concentrations of these contaminants.
· In 1979, the BFA developed a monitoring plan for Pensacola Bay, in which they monitored temperature, salinity, and dissolved oxygen (DO) at two depths (surface and bottom) at 50 stations for three years.  Their findings revealed the presence of low DO (anoxic conditions) near the bottom.
· Currently, the BFA monitors 48 stations quarterly.  Stations are located in FL and AL, in waters that drain to Perdido Bay, Pensacola Bay, Choctawhatchee Bay, and St. Andrew Bay, and are selected so that they do not overlap with other existing monitoring efforts.  All volunteers attend a water quality sampling certification course taught by DEP.  BFA volunteers collect transparency data using a Secchi disk, and water depth, temperature, pH, DO, salinity, and conductivity data using DEP maintained YSI Data Sondes. All laboratory analyses (ammonia-N, Kjeldahl N, Nitrite-Nitrate, Total Phosphorous, and Total Organic Carbon) are conducted at the DEP Tallahassee lab, and data are available through FL STORET.  
· Challenges to current monitoring include economic downturn, funding cuts across the board, oversight agencies that may not want to know the current conditions if they do not have personnel available to address the problem, and overall lack of public interest.
· Currently, some of the biggest threats to surface waters come from stormwater runoff, sedimentation, and habitat alteration.  These anthropogenic impacts combine to create a chemical/physical condition that cannot recover as long as the source persists.  Sedimentation issues often arise after heavy rain events and a recent sedimentation plume in 2012 lasted 24 days.
· Monitoring the current condition of submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) and oyster recruitment in restoration areas can provide important information about ecosystem health.
· In August 2011, a workshop was held, which resulted in a report, “An Integrated Water Quality Monitoring Plan for Northwest Florida and Alabama Watersheds” (available at http://uwf.edu/cedb/research.cfm).  The report highlights the commonalities that watersheds and monitoring entities experience (needs to control fertilizers, pesticides, and nutrient discharges into freshwater systems), as well as the unique threats and legacy contaminants that the different watersheds are facing.  The area of interest spans 6 watersheds, and is equal to approximately 12,500 sq mi.  The workgroup is currently seeking funding to implement additional monitoring suggested by the plan, and BFA remains hopeful that they can continue to be a part of the solution.
· Questions may be directed to Barbara Albrecht: balbrecht@uwf.edu.

Questions / Discussion
Rick Copeland (RC) asked how many members are in the BFA.  BA indicated that the BFA had a maximum membership of about 150-250 people.  Currently, there are about 70-80 members.  BA began serving as BFA president about one year ago, and has been trying to recruit new members from younger generations that are currently less involved with the BFA.  

RC asked if the BFA would be interested in getting involved with GW issues.  BA indicated that she would be glad to discuss GW issues with RC during the break.  BA also indicated that there is another citizen group that she is involved with that is currently focusing on issues related to development and GW well fields in Northwest FL.

Coastal Monitoring Network Update
Gail Sloane (GS) presented an update on the Coastal Monitoring Network effort, including information on DEP’s Coastal and Aquatic Management Areas (CAMA)
(Presentation slides can be found in the 2013 archive section of the FWRMC website.)
· A key component of organizing the FWRMC Coastal Monitoring Workgroup (CMW) will be identifying existing monitoring efforts.  FWC has agreed to assist with leading the CMW and identifying these current monitoring efforts.
· At DEP, the Coastal and Aquatic Management Areas (CAMA) staff have been involved with many coastal monitoring efforts.
· CAMA includes 40 aquatic preserves, 3 National Estuarine Research Reserves (NERRs)(Apalachicola Bay, Guana-Tolomato-Matanzas, and Rookery Bay), and one National Sanctuary (FL Keys National Marine Sanctuary).  Detailed information about these sites, including information on upcoming events, is available at http://www.dep.state.fl.us/mainpage/programs/cama.htm. 
· Current programs at CAMA sites include monitoring of WQ, corals, mangroves, seagrasses, shorebirds, beach erosion, pollinators, fisheries, fouling communities, invasive species (plants and animals), juvenile nekton, larval fishes and crabs, meteorology, threatened and endangered species, turtles, sharks, and coastal communities.
· CAMA is currently assembling a comprehensive map of all monitoring stations in their aquatic preserves, NERRs, and National Sanctuary. This information will be useful to determine where current WQ and biological monitoring may be helpful in evaluating compliance with Numeric Nutrient Criteria (NNC).  This information will also help to illustrate what monitoring is occurring throughout Florida’s coastal regions via DEP programs, and assist others when performing an analysis of potential gaps and opportunities for collaboration.
· Next steps for the CMW include
· Completing the DEP in-house coordination and information gathering about station locations.  
· Discussing the CMW formation with FWC-Fish and Wildlife Research Institute (FWRI)
· Identifying members and interested parties to participate in the workgroup.
· Further discussion of goals, including assembling information about existing monitoring programs and incorporating information into the Catalog of Monitoring Programs about programs which we are aware of via the Council and the Water Atlas.  
· Remind members and interested parties that the CMW is aiming to be a network of existing networks, similar to the Salinity Network Workgroup.
· Planning to hold first CMW meeting by June

Questions / Discussion
Nia Wellendorf (NW) indicated that she has compiled a list of contacts for currently funded programs through the NNC work.  NW asked if additional funding will be made available through the CMW for those programs that are currently not being funded.  GS indicated that there is currently not any funding available, but potential exists for collaboration, such as providing support for additional laboratory analysis at the DEP Tallahassee lab.

GS encouraged all FWRMC participants to talk to their respective agencies about participating in the CMW.

National Water Quality Monitoring Council
Michael Yurewicz (MY) presented information about the National Water Quality Monitoring Council’s (NWQMC) current efforts
(Presentation slides can be found in the 2013 archive section of the FWRMC website.)
· The NWQMC was created in 1997 by the Advisory Committee on Water Information (ACWI).  ACWI is an advisory committee to all federal agencies involved with water information.  All reports and recommendations from the NWQMC are submitted to ACWI.  


· The goals of the NWQMC are to:
· Provide a national forum for coordination of consistent and scientifically defensible methods and strategies to improve WQ monitoring, assessment, and reporting.
· Promote partnerships to foster collaboration, advance the science, and improve management within all elements of the WQ monitoring community.
· NWQMC membership is limited to no more than 35 representatives.  The NWCMC is Co-Chaired by EPA and USGS, and members include 10 representatives from federal agencies, 10 representatives from state WQ agencies (one in each federal region), 15 representatives from a diversity of WQ issues and programs.
· Jane Caffrey (UWF) is the current representative from the American Society of Limnology and Oceanography
· Steve Wolfe (GOMA) is the current representative for wetlands interests and the Gulf of Mexico.
· Dave Chestnut (SC) is the state representative for EPA Region 4.
· Though membership is limited, non-members can participate in NWQMC activities and work groups.
· Current workgroups include:
1. Methods and Data Comparability Board, Chaired by Dan Sullivan (WI)
2. Collaboration and Outreach, Co-Chaired by Cathy Tate (USGS) and Barb Horn (CO)
3. Water Information Strategies, Chaired by Mary Skopec (IA)
4. National Monitoring Network, supported by EPA, USGS and NOAA
5. National Network of Reference Wetlands, supported by EPA
6. WQ Statistics and Assessment (subgroup of work groups #1 and #3)
· NWQMC is overseen by a steering committee, which is largely composed of the Chairs of the Work Groups
· Additional information on NWQMC efforts is available at http://acwi.gov/monitoring/.
· Water Quality Portal.
· Data Accessibility is a key issue among all WQ practitioners
· Through the NWQMC, EPA and USGS initiated an effort where data from both of their databases (NWIS and STORET) could be easily accessed in one location.
· WQ Portal (www.waterqualitydata.us) was launched at the 2012 NWQMC conference.  The WQ Portal allows users to retrieve data and provides instructions for submitting data through EPA WQX.  
· All data from FL STORET that are uploaded to EPA STORET are available through the WQ portal.
· Currently the number of stations that can be displayed on the online map is limited, but any number of stations can be downloaded in a format that can be viewed using Google Earth. 
· Plans exist to incorporate data from other data providers, such as NOAA and the Department of Agriculture, that can provide data to WQX using common data standards.  
· More information on the WQ Portal is available by contacting Nate Booth (USGS) or Charles Kovatch (EPA).
· Establishing a National Network of Reference Watersheds for Freshwater Streams
· Goal is to provide quality-assured data and information for use in understanding effects of land use change, water use, atmospheric deposition, and climate change on freshwater ecosystems.
· Several existing programs at USGS, USEPA, USFS, NPS, NSF, States, and Tribes collect data in background or reference watersheds.  
· NWQMC wants to provide organizational foundation and leadership to bridge distributed reporting among all entities that choose to participate.
· NWQMC is conducting an inventory that will catalog the reference or background condition sites and data (current and historic).  The catalog will include a systematic review of existing sites including field methods, data standards, and data access.
· The national network of pristine and minimally disturbed watersheds is meant to provide long-term data and information on watersheds that are minimally disturbed by human activities.  The collaborative multipurpose design will emphasize chemical, physical, and biological aspects of water quality, and integrate to the degree possible with existing networks.  Membership will be voluntary and open to interested individuals and institutions.
· The workgroup is planning to launch a website for the network in 2013.  The website will include background information on the project, guidance regarding the types of sites and associated data contained in the network, and a network map.
· More information on this project is available by contacting Mike McHale.


· Methods and Data Comparability Board
· Goal is to provide a forum for exploring, evaluating, and promoting methods that facilitate collaboration and further comparability between water monitoring programs.
· Sensor workgroup has developed guides for deploying aquatic sensors, including a QA matrix for calibrating and record keeping, a field deployment guide, and a guide to sensor data elements and data management.  More information is available at www.watersensors.org.
· The National Environmental Methods Index (NEMI) is a web-based source for environmental monitoring methods, available at www.nemi.gov.  NEMI’s format allows for easy comparison and contrast of critical method parameters.  Full field and analytical methods are available for download, and EPA regulatory status information is displayed.  
· The WQ Statistics and Assessment workgroup (WQSA) is developing the Statistics Tool Box. This online system contains information about statistical software and a range of statistical and assessment methods to help design and analyze monitoring data.  
· An additional pending workgroup will be formed to develop a common framework for taxonomic nomenclature among existing monitoring programs.  More information is available by contacting Stephen Moulton (USGS).
· National WQ Monitoring Network for U.S. Coastal Waters and their Tributaries
· Major emphasis for current workgroup will be to revisit the design and framework for the national network.  A work plan will be developed in 2013 that will include a method for developing a new inventory of the key sites for the national design, especially the core coastal monitoring sites.  The plan will also include strategies for linking freshwater and coastal WQ monitoring and WQ modeling efforts.  More information is available by contacting Bernice Smith (EPA), Dennis Apeti (NOAA), and Michael Yurewicz (USGS).
· Collaboration and Outreach Workgroup
· Produces the NWQMC Newsletter (available at http://acwi.gov/monitoring/newsletter/index.html) twice per year.
· Coordinates the NWQMC webinar series, including presentations on a wide variety of topics related to WQ monitoring.
· Coordinates National Conference every two years.  The 2014 NWQMC Conference will be held in Cincinnati, OH.  There is interest in holding the 2016 NWQMC Conference in Tampa, FL, and Kim Haag is the point of contact for gathering information about potentially holding the conference in Tampa.
· NWQMC currently interacts with more than 17 Councils and partnerships across the U.S.
· Workgroup interacts with many volunteer monitoring efforts across the U.S., publishes the Volunteer Monitoring Newsletter (available at http://acwi.gov/monitoring/vm/newsletters.html), and hosts an online directory of Volunteer Monitoring Programs (available at http://acwi.gov/monitoring/vm/programs/vm_map.html).

Questions / Discussion
BA asked for additional clarification on what would be considered a good reference watershed.  MY indicated that there are examples of reference wetlands in many areas of the country, from the pine barrens of NJ to the wilderness in AK, and several long-term benchmark monitoring programs were developed many years ago.

GS indicated that she attended the 2012 NWQMC conference and was impressed by many of the accomplishments and ongoing efforts at the NWQMC and other state and regional councils.  GS also forwards the information that she receives from the NWQMC to the FWRMC through the Council Liaison.  

GS indicated that, although they are different efforts with different goals, there will be several commonalities between the Catalog of Florida Monitoring Programs and the NWQMC WQ Portal.  For example, data from FL STORET is already in the WQ Portal.  Communication and collaboration between workgroups responsible for these efforts will be encouraged.

Monitoring Catalog Workgroup Update
Kate Muldoon (KM) presented information on the FWRMC’s Monitoring Catalog Workgroup’s (MCW) recent efforts
(Presentation slides can be found in the 2013 archive section of the FWRMC website.)
· The Catalog of Florida Monitoring Programs (Catalog) is the first item that was identified as being necessary in the 2008 FWRMC Action Plan.  The other efforts in the Action Plan cannot be fully implemented without the Catalog.  The Action Plan identifies the need for a comprehensive digital catalog of existing and legacy water resource monitoring activities, and states that the Catalog must be accessible and continually maintained.
· The Catalog is not a database of monitoring data (analytical results).  Instead, it is a database of metadata information describing monitoring efforts (who, what, where, when, and how).
· Over the last 10 months, the MCW has developed a recommendation for proceeding with the Catalog effort.  The MCW reviewed existing online catalogs, data portals, and atlases to identify features that were desirable for the Catalog.  The workgroup recommended that the Catalog have 1) an easy to navigate, web-based interface, 2) the ability to perform text-based, menu-based, and spatial searches for monitoring program information, and 3) the ability for the data providers to maintain their own metadata information in the system.
· The MCW developed a statement of needs, and requested pre-proposals from several potential collaborators to evaluate what the cost, timeline, and level of support available to data providers could be if the Catalog were to be developed.
· In October 2012, the Council indicated support for pursuing development of the Catalog by the USF Center for Community Design and Research.  USF developed the Water Atlas (www.wateratlas.org), and has approximately 12 years of experience maintaining and troubleshooting this system.
· DEP obtained funding for the Catalog through EPA 106 supplemental funds, and a contract is being developed.  Year 1 of the contract will include development of a functional requirements document, Catalog design, and Catalog implementation.  Years 2-3 of the contract will include refinements and maintenance for the Catalog, including requested changes and additions that may be identified during the implementation process.  The Catalog effort will be an iterative process, involving DEP, USF, and the MCW.
· The Catalog effort is dovetailing with the DEP Watershed Information Network (WIN) effort.  The two groups have begun examining the desired sets of data / metadata elements, and discussing how the spatial component of the Catalog may be able to interact with WIN.
· The MCW held four teleconferences in November and December of 2012, focusing on developing a list of desired metadata elements, to inform the contract development process.
· The MCW worked off of a “strawman proposal“, that included metadata elements from the Southeast Coastal WQ Monitoring Project (http://www.gcrc.uga.edu/wqmeta/), the Gulf of Mexico Alliance (GOMA) Catalog of Monitoring Programs (in development), the DEP GIS Location Data Standard, and the DEP GIS Development Standard.
· USF participated in these meetings, offering explanations of items that they had already developed for the Water Atlas and advice regarding the feasibility of implementing some of the items that the MCW discussed.
· A draft list of metadata elements was developed, and is available as part of the MCW materials associated with the 2/12/2013 Statewide Meeting, in the 2013 archive section of the FWRMC website.  The draft list of metadata elements includes the following information for each element: 
· Metadata element name
· Indication of whether the information is required or optional
· Definition of the information that will be entered 
· Data type (text, integer, etc.)
· Indication of whether or not the element will be domain limited (e.g. have a finite list of acceptable values).
· Entity responsible for providing the information (data providers vs. Water Atlas staff)
· Level of the associated information in the database hierarchy (e.g. program-level information vs. station-level information)
· During the metadata development meetings, several additional recommendations were also made:
· The primary entity in the Catalog would be monitoring stations, rather than programs.  This approach will make it easier to represent situations where multiple programs conduct monitoring activities at a single station.  
· The Catalog will include metadata information on monitoring of SW, GW, sediments, and biological monitoring, but the current draft metadata element list focuses on SW and GW monitoring.
· Deciding on a single format for information related to the parameters being monitored was challenging.  The Water Atlas staff recommended that the data providers submit their list of parameters in the format being used by their respective agencies, and allow the Water Atlas staff to match the parameters to the Water Atlas’s existing list of parameters.  The Water atlas staff will also be able to assist with categorizing the parameters into groups that may be commonly searched for (e.g. nutrients).
· Monitoring station location information will be stored as coordinates (LATITUDE and LONGITUDE), but an additional metadata element, PROXIMITY_TO_SAMPLING_ACTIVITY, will be used to describe how close the coordinates are to the actual point where sampling activity occurred.  Options will be included to represent the exact sampling location, an approximate sampling location, the beginning vertex of a linear sampling location (e.g. transect), and the center of a polygon containing the sampling location.  Additional metadata information about the sampling location will be captured in other elements such as the horizontal datum, and the location collection method (differentially corrected GPS, manual map interpolation, etc.)
· Information on the type of water resource being sampled (estuary, lake, GW well, etc.) will be captured in the STATION_TYPE element.  Suggested values for this element’s domain were compiled from FL STORET and the Water Atlas.
· Information related to the period of record for monitoring activity will be captured in the START_DATE and END_DATE elements, which will indicate the date that a given monitoring activity started and ended (if applicable) at a station.  The SAMPLING_FREUQUENCY element will include information on the time interval between sampling events at a station, and will include options to describe both continuous monitoring and discrete sampling events.
· The PROJECT_DATA_QUALITY_OBJECTIVES element will indicate if data quality objectives (DQOs) are available for a project, and a summary of the DQOs will be included in the PROJECT_PURPOSE data element.
· Two additional metadata elements, TOTAL_DEPTH and CASING_DEPTH, will be used to provide additional information for ground water wells.
· The STATION_DESCRIPTION element may be used to provide additional descriptive information about the station location, such as the parcel number or address.
· The Catalog will utilize information currently available in existing databases including the Water Atlas, and FL STORET.  Water Atlas staff have made arrangements with NPS to utilize the metadata and code available in the Southeast Coastal Water Quality Metadata Project, and an arrangement is being made with staff at Mote Marine Lab to concurrently assist with providing data to the GOMA Catalog of Monitoring programs and the Catalog. 
· The MCW will encourage Regional Councils to serve as communication points for local data providers and entities that do not provide data to FL STORET.  
· The Catalog will assist with several state and regional coordination efforts, including:
· Developing a Coastal Monitoring Network that links freshwater and marine monitoring
· Developing a statewide inventory of SW and GW monitoring efforts
· Developing an inventory of coastal monitoring efforts including those conducted in DEP Coastal and Aquatic Managed Areas (CAMA).
· Dovetailing with the Watershed Information Network (WIN) / STORET replacement effort.
· Linking existing coordination efforts such as the South Atlantic Alliance (SAA), Gulf of Mexico Alliance (GOMA), and the Coastal and Oceanic Observing Systems (COOS).
· Next steps for the MCW will include continuing iterative efforts with other FWRMC projects (Coastal Monitoring Network Workgroup, Salinity Network Workgroup, and Regional Councils), and potentially addressing data provider fatigue by developing a solution to make data sharing easier for all entities involved.

Questions / Discussion
Rob Brown (RB) indicated that current Water Atlas data providers have the option of either uploading their data to the Water Atlas and having Water Atlas staff submit their data to FL STORET, or uploading their data to FL STORET and having Water Atlas staff periodically retrieve their data from FL STORET.  RB asked if this process will change with the implementation of the Catalog and WIN.  RB also expressed interest in making features that will be developed for the Catalog available to the Water Atlases.  KM agreed that the Water Atlas staff have made uploading data to the Water Atlas easier for data providers by providing several options for transferring information.  It is anticipated that a similar strategy will be utilized for populating the Catalog.  One option for populating the Catalog will be to utilize information currently available in existing databases including the Water Atlas and FL STORET.  As a result, effort required will be minimal for current data providers to those efforts.  

KM and GS indicated that there is a strong interest in preventing data provider fatigue.  Once the Regional Councils have been established, it may be helpful to set up webinars with the Water Atlas staff to discuss the Catalog and encourage new data providers to participate in this effort.  Once a data provider has submitted information to the Catalog, they can utilize links to that information in the Catalog to answer future questions about their monitoring efforts.

Potentiometric Surface Maps
Granville Kinsman (GK) presented information about current efforts at the Water Management Districts (WMDs) to develop potentiometric surface maps.
· All five WMDs are developing a plan to coordinate current efforts that create potentiometric surface maps for individual WMDs.  The goal will be to create a semiannual seamless statewide potentiometric surface map.  The maps would be produced in May and October of each year, to coincide with the frequency at which USGS had been producing potentiometric surface maps.
· The USGS has produced semiannual potentiometric surface maps from 1978 to 2010.  USGS also created additional maps to represent conditions in 1975 and the time period spanning 1880-1930.  Data collection was historically conducted on the third week of May and the third week of September, and the maps were drawn by hand.  Production of these maps could take up to one year.  
· The USGS had been producing potentiometric surface maps for individual WMDs (SRWMD, SJRWMD, and SWFWMD), but the contours of the individual maps did not always align with each other along the WMD boundaries.  In 1996, coordination of these efforts began, and seamless potentiometric surface maps were created for the entire region.  USGS also began producing digital copies of these maps.
· In approximately 2007, USGS and all five WMDs discussed developing a statewide potentiometric surface map of the Floridan aquifer, but the project was not funded.
· The costs associated with producing the individual potentiometric surface maps were very high (~$167,000 per map of the area that spanned the three WMDs), and the WMDs stopped funding the USGS effort in September 2011.
· At SWFWMD, WMD staff took over monitoring at the USGS stations and began producing semiannual and monthly potentiometric surface maps internally using ArcGIS.  To increase the accuracy of the contours near the district boundaries, SWFWMD began acquiring additional data from neighboring WMDs, through coordination efforts via the Central FL Water Initiative (CFWI) Data Monitoring and Investigative Workgroup.  SJRWMD also began producing semiannual and monthly potentiometric surface maps, and SRWMD began producing potentiometric surface maps periodically.
· SWFWMD, SJRWMD, and SRWMD compared the methodology that they were using to produce potentiometric surface maps for their respective WMDs, and tried to produce a seamless map for all three districts.  In January 2013, the effort was expanded to include NWFWMD and SFWMD, with the goal of producing a statewide potentiometric surface map for the Floridan aquifer.  Issues that still need to be addressed include coordinating the timing of monitoring data collection, and adjusting water levels for salinity.
· At the last coordination meeting for this effort, all WMDs were asked to provide data from May 2012 and September 2012, to use in the creation of a test series of potentiometric surface maps.  SWFWMD will compile the data, both SWFWMD and SJRWMD will conduct the geostatistical analysis and produce maps, and the maps will be compared.  Ideally, a memorandum of understanding (MOU) will be developed between the WMDs to support the continuation of this effort.

Questions / Discussion
RC asked if there are any plans to create potentiometric surface maps for time periods not covered by the previous USGS effort.  GK indicated that there are no current plans to produce potentiometric maps from historic data because it may be difficult to obtain a statewide data coverage during those time periods.  Historically, monitoring frequencies have differed between the WMDs.  In order for the statewide potentiometric mapping project to succeed, the WMDs will need to coordinate their future data collection efforts.

Charles Donahue (CD) asked if there are any plans to produce potentiometric surface maps for other aquifers in the intermediate aquifer system (IAS) or surficial aquifer system (SAS).  GK indicated that the main effort is focused strictly on the Floridan aquifer, and there are no current plans to produce potentiometric surface maps for other aquifers.  USGS had previously tried to produce a potentiometric surface map for the IAS, but the project was not completed.

Salinity Network Workgroup Update
Rick Copeland (RC) presented information on the FWRMC’s Salinity Network Workgroup’s (SNW) recent efforts
(Presentation slides can be found in the 2013 archive section of the FWRMC website.)
· The SNW is a network of existing GW monitoring networks, currently working under the umbrella of the FWRMC.  The SNW is interested in cooperating to producing products (reports, etc.) for a target audience that includes the general public, policy makers, and scientists.
· The mission of the SNW is to assist in the management, protection, preservation, and restoration of Florida’s GW and SW resources, facilitated by the FWRMC and the monitoring entities of the state.  Emphasis is on the encroachment of saline water into freshwater resources, and monitoring parameters of interest include GW levels, SW flows, spring flows, and saline related analytes.  The SNW is predominantly focused on GW monitoring, but is committed to working closely with SW monitoring programs and will consider GW/SW interactions if applicable.
· Major participants to date include the five WMDs, USGS, USACE, DEP, DACS, FL LAKEWATCH, and several counties.
· The SNW has met twice since the previous Statewide FWRMC meeting.  Recent action items include:
· Assisting FWRMC as needed.  Currently, the SNW is assisting the monitoring catalog effort by compiling and maintaining a list of sites where GW levels (GWL) and GW Quality (GWQ) data are available. Information on the aquifers that these wells tap will also be available.
· Developing indices for GWL and GWQ.  GWL are of interest because lowering GWL increases the potential for encroachment, and data are easy to produce and understand.  The GWQ index will be much more complex than the GWL index.
· Developing a glossary of terms and acronyms for the SNW.
· Developing a framework document for the SNW.
· SNW objectives include:
· Monitoring Florida’s freshwater as related to saltwater encroachment
· Encouraging monitoring programs to participate in FWRMC activities and work towards common goals.
· Supporting the WIN effort, to develop methods for the easy transfer of relevant data as necessary.
· Encouraging the timely reporting of the status and trends related to saltwater encroachment.
· Developing and using indices to evaluate the status and trends of saltwater encroachment that are uniform among monitoring entities and are relatively easy to understand by the general public, policy maker, and the scientific community.
· Using indices to evaluate the threat of encroachment to water supplies, and determining the cause of saltwater encroachment.
· Potential additional objectives include:
· Evaluating the best GW sampling methodologies for saline water given its physical properties, and developing SOPs for these methodologies.
· Periodically evaluating the quality of the sampling by reviewing salinity sampling methods used throughout the state.
· Evaluating improvements in the technology used for salinity monitoring and developing corresponding SOPs.
· The SNW will be conducting a GWL pilot study to develop percentile ranking (PR) maps for GWL.  
· The goal of the pilot study will be to generate a statewide PR map for the upper Floridan aquifer (UFA) for spring 2010.
· The purpose of the pilot study will be to overcome obstacles associated with conducting a statewide project of this nature.  If the map is successfully produced, the plan will be to periodically produce PR maps for several aquifers at various scales.  The PR maps will possibly be produced for the same time period as potentiometric maps, to facilitate side-by-side comparisons between maps.  Additionally, the purpose of the PR analysis is to present the overall status of GW levels within the UFA.  If will be important to avoid conflicting any assessments that are routinely being reported by the WMD and hydrologic communities.
· The PR Index (PRI) methods currently being used differ between WMDs.  If a statewide PRI map is generated, it may be slightly different than the analogous map produced by a WMD, using a slightly different PRI method.  Verbiage will need to be included on the statewide map to make this clear to the readers.  
· The software used to calculate PRs differs between WMDs.  Prior to producing the statewide map, the data providers will each calculate PRs for a small test dataset using their preferred software package and the results will be compared.
· The symbology used on the PRI map will include five categories (<10 = red; 10-24 = yellow; 25-75 = green; 76-90 = light blue; > 90 = dark blue).  All-time minimum and maximum values will be highlighted using a distinct symbol.
· All wells used in the pilot study should have the same period of record (POR).  The preferred POR is 1980-2010, but wells that start as late as 1985 will be included.  However, if this POR is used then three data providers (Alachua Co., SFWMD, and DEP) will not have any records because their data collection began in 1991.  Two different pilot studies may be conducted (one with a POR of 1980-present and one with a POR of 1991-present), and the results would be compared to determine what additional information was gained from using a longer POR.
· The frequency of data collection differs between sites.  Some sites collect data using continuous recorders, while others conduct discreet sampling events.  A SNW member is working on a comparison of data taken at the same well using several different techniques (daily vs. monthly, etc).  
· Data providers have tentatively agreed that data will not need to be de-trended.  It is known that trends will be present in the data for the selected time frame, but the goal of the pilot study is to capture the PRs over the past few decades.
· The SNW still needs to determine the minimum number of observations for the selected POR, along with a plan for treatment of missing data for some wells at certain places in time sequence.
· A strategy has not yet been developed to address seasonality and climate-related effects in the data.  Currently, the SNW plans to conduct the pilot study without performing any additional adjustments.
· A strategy has not yet been developed to address adjusting GWL for salinity.  Staff from several WMDs are researching this topic further.
· The SNW is aiming to produce a draft PR map by Aug-Nov 2013.  Once the draft PR map is complete, SMW will review and comment on the pros / cons of using this reporting technique.  WMDs currently using PR maps will compare the draft statewide PR map to the district PR maps for the same time period.

Questions / Comments / Open Member Dialog
RC asked if there is an expected completion date for the WIN project.  GS indicated that the WIN effort will be discussed in greater detail during Denise Miller’s presentation, which will be given during the second half of this meeting held on February 13, 2013.  Data from GW monitoring is planned for inclusion in Phase I of the WIN project, and the SNW members’ input into the data element development process has been incredibly helpful.

GS suggested that a potential topic of interest for future FWRMC meetings may be the ongoing efforts at DEP to classify Florida’s canals according to their designated use.  These classifications are important for implementing numeric nutrient criteria (NNC) because Florida’s NNC will not apply to Class IV waters.
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Introduction
Gail Sloane (GS) welcomed everyone to the meeting and indicated that this morning’s meeting would include presentations on current monitoring efforts, updates on several DEP projects, and an update on the funding related to the Deepwater Horizon incident, as requested at previous FWRMC meetings.

Watershed Information Network
Denise Miller (Denise M.) presented information about DEP’s Watershed Information Network (WIN) project
(Presentation slides can be found in the 2013 archive section of the FWRMC website.)
· The Watershed Information Network (WIN) project is the replacement for FL STORET.
· The project team is currently engaged in WIN Phase 1, Analysis and Design.
· Includes front-end quality assurance, data input, storage, reporting, and extraction of SW, GW, and continuous monitoring station and result data.  SW data includes water, soil, and sediment results data.
· The current effort is focused on data from discrete sampling events for SW and GW.  Analysis and design related to continuous monitoring has been tabled and will resume later in 2013, during WIN Phase 1, Construction and Implementation.
· Minimum Data Quality Standards (MDQS) were finalized internally in December 2012.
· The MDQS addresses the requirements from the DEP Division of Environmental Assessment and Restoration (DEAR)
· The MDQS included analysis of EPA Water Quality Exchange (WXQ), STORET, ADaPT (Automated Data Processing Tool), IDM (Integrated Data Management system), and specialized internal systems (for new data). 
· In December 2012, the WIN team sent out a survey and a copy of the MDQS to many major data providers to solicit input.
· Survey questions focused on data providers’ readiness to provide data to MDQS, to inform planning for training and implementation.
· Questions also requested assistance in clarifying or adding anything that may have been missed.
· Several meetings held with data providers to discuss MDQS, including Focus Group meeting with representatives from WMDs and some county / city data providers on 1/22/2013 and videoconference with DEP Districts on 1/29/2013.
· Survey responses concluded on 2/8/2013.  Response was good, with about 90 data providers responding (70-75% response rate).
· WIN team is currently “digesting” all information received.
· Survey questions and MDQS are available at: ftp://ftp.dep.state.fl.us/pub/outgoing/STORET/WINSurvey/. 
· Next steps: 
· The WIN team is continuing to hold Joint Requirements Planning sessions (JRPs), to document WIN requirements.
· WIN Phase 1 Analysis and Design project with contractor e24x7inc. is scheduled to be completed in summer 2013, with a recommended solution scheduled to be received by July 31, 2013.
· DEP will consider the recommended solution for WIN Phase 1, and then contract for and initiate construction and implementation of WIN Phase 1.
· DEP will continue / expand outreach to data providers towards implementation and release of WIN Phase 1, anticipated for late 2013.
· Questions may be directed to Denise Miller (denise.miller@dep.state.fl.us) or Julie Zimmerman (julie.m.zimmerman@dep.state.fl.us).
   
Questions / Discussion
RC asked if there is an estimated date for when WIN will be operational.  Denise M. indicated that there is no estimate available, but indicated that implementation of WIN will likely take a few years.  Data providers and interested parties are encouraged to start reading through the MDQS, as a first step in the transition from FL STORET to WIN.  RC asked if GW data will be included in the first implementation phase of WIN.  Denise M. indicated that SW and GW data management will be implemented at the same time.

GS asked if the WIN team is still open to input and suggestions from the GW monitoring community.  Denise M. indicated that the GW MDQS are available at the ftp site listed above.  Feedback and comments are certainly welcome.  While reviewing the MDQS, it may be helpful to try to determine if there is sufficient information proposed to be captured in WIN to satisfy users of GW monitoring information.

Tom Mirti (TM) and Roberta Starks (RS) indicated that data providers are currently working on next year’s (October 2013-October 2014) budgets, and it would be helpful to know what information technology (IT) resources may be needed for efforts related to the WIN transition.  Denise M. indicated that the MDQS can give data providers an idea of what resources will be needed to prepare their systems during October 2013 - October 2014.  Construction and implementation of WIN Phase 1 will begin in Fall 2013, and additional resources will likely be needed from data providers during the next fiscal year (October 2014-October 2015).  TM recommended that data providers include some preparation for WIN implementation in their FY 13-14 budgets.

BA asked if WIN will be more user-friendly for citizens trying to locate water quality monitoring data.  Denise M. indicated that there are plans to make data retrieval easier from the WIN system by including options for producing both simple and advanced public data reports.

GS asked if volunteer monitoring information will be included in WIN.  Denise M. indicated that volunteer monitoring information can be included, as long as it meets the MDQS.  WIN will include a staging environment, where data providers can upload their data and check to see if the MDQS have been met.  

BA asked if all QA/QC data and NELAC certified data will be found within WIN, regardless of whether it is collected by agencies, departments, or citizens.  Denise M. indicated that BA’s statement was correct.

Aiša Cerić (AC) asked if WIN will include hydrologic data.  Denise M. indicated that WIN Phase 1 will include calculated discharge information, but will not address other hydrological data.  Other hydrological data will be addressed in future WIN Phases.

TM asked for details regarding the anticipated inclusion of continuous monitoring data.  Denise M. indicated the continuous monitoring data will be included in the implementation of WIN Phase 1.

GS asked if WIN will begin by migrating information from FL STORET or if it will begin with newly collected information.  Denise M. indicated that the details of the migration from FL STORET to WIN have not yet been finalized.  The WIN team will give data providers a deadline for complying with the WIN MDQS.  After that date, all new data will be submitted to WIN.  However, there will still be a need to maintain FL STORET for data retrieval purposes, as some data from FL STORET may not be able to be transferred to WIN because it may not meet the WIN MDQS.

GS indicated that she and the FWRMC Liaison will forward to the Council any updates that are emailed to WIN data providers. 

Denise M. reiterated that additional feedback and comments on any of the MDQS are certainly welcome, but stressed that feedback will be most useful to the development team if it is received as soon as possible.

Basin Management Action Plans
Charlie Gauthier (CG) presented information about DEP’s Basin Management Action Plans (BMAPS)
(Presentation slides can be found in the 2013 archive section of the FWRMC website.)
· The BMAP program works with several other sections in the DEP DEAR, including Data Management (FL STORET and WIN), Watershed Evaluation and Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDL), GW Management, Watershed Planning and Coordination, and Nonpoint Source Management.
· The BMAP program is relatively new, and the oldest BMAP was developed 5 years ago.
· The Clean Water Act (CWA) / TMDL / BMAP process develops and updates restoration plans on a 5 year rotation cycle.
· Waterbodies are monitored and assessed statewide, and the results are compared to the WQ standards.  
· Waterbodies that do not meet the WQ standards are placed on the 303(d) list of impaired waterbodies. 
· TMDLs are developed for individual impaired waterbodies (WBIDs), using a rule-based process to identify how much of a pollutant a specific waterbody can assimilate, and the kinds of reductions necessary to achieve that level.  
· BMAPs are developed for entire watersheds containing impaired waterbodies, to reduce loads through implementation via National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits and nonpoint source controls.  BMAPs are implemented in phases and updated every 5 years.  Progress reports are required annually.
· BMAPs are a way to bring government, businesses, community groups, and environmental groups together to solve problems, and management strategies encourage cooperation and consensus.
· The authority of BMAPs is found in the FL Watershed Restoration Act (Section 403.067 F.S.).  BMAPs are adopted through a Secretarial order, and are subject to Chapter 120 noticing and challenge provisions.
· BMAP implementation for point sources is through the NPDES permits, and implementation for nonpoint sources is through stakeholder management strategies and projects (e.g. stormwater retrofits, wastewater upgrades, public education / outreach, and ordinances such as Low Impact Development and FL Friendly Landscaping).  
· Once a BMAP has been adopted, agricultural producers are required to implement appropriate best management practices (BMPs) for their commodities or implement WQ monitoring to show they are not having an impact.  DACS is responsible for developing BMPs for commercial agriculture.
· As of 2/13/2013, sixteen BMAPs have been adopted.  
· New BMAPS planned for 2013 include Silver Springs / River, Rainbow Springs / River, Wakulla Springs / River, and Lake Okeechobee.
· Older BMAPs are being updated.  For example, the Upper Ocklawaha has been successful in reducing loads, but WQ has not responded, indicating that legacy problems are still present.  Similarly, second generation BMAPS for Bayou Chico may incorporate legacy problems such as heavy metals in sediments.
· Challenges may be encountered during BMAP development, such as the Santa Fe BMAP, which focused on GW and required modifications to the planning process.
· WQ monitoring is crucial for every step in the restoration plan development process (setting standards, assessment, listing, TMDL, and BMAP).  Paragraph 403.067(7)(a)5, F.S. states that BMAPs “shall include milestones for implementation and WQ improvement and an associated WQ monitoring component...”  These monitoring efforts often rely on existing federal, state, and local monitoring networks.

Questions / Discussion
KM asked if federal funding is available to go directly to communities for stormwater retrofits, wastewater upgrades, etc. CG indicated that the traditional tools such as 319 program, revolving loan fund, and TMDL grants are available for this purpose, but additional opportunities may become available from RESTORE funding in the future.  DEP CAMA is working to compile a list of priorities, by watershed, that may be candidates for RESTORE funding.  BA indicated that some proposed uses for RESTORE funds are also focused on getting more people on the water (boat ramps, etc.)

BA indicated that including GW in TMDL program is very desirable.  There are many areas in the Panhandle that are transitioning from SW discharge wastewater treatment plans to land application.  Areas with many of these systems are experiencing increased eutrophication in small streams and GW fed creeks.  Additional areas of concern include regions of the Panhandle are proposed for oil exploration.  GS indicated that the FWRMC Regional Councils will be helpful for sharing data and voicing concern about these region-specific developments.

Emerging Substances of Concern 
Alicia Wilson (AW) and Tom Seal (TS) presented information about DEP’s pilot study on the occurrence of emerging substances of concern (ESOC) in Florida’s flowing waters
(Presentation slides can be found in the 2013 archive section of the FWRMC website.)
· DEP DEAR tasked the Watershed Monitoring Section (WMS) with designing a pilot study to determine the occurrence of ESOCs at detectable concentrations.  The study will also measure biological effects, such as hormonal activity, in the water sample, and determine if the compound sucralose (Splenda®) is an appropriate tracer for ESOCs in FL waters.
· As of 2012, there are over 70 million compounds manufactured.  New industrial and agricultural chemicals may be potential ESOCs.  ESOCs are also known as Emerging Contaminants, and are compounds that have a real or perceived threat to the environment.
· Most common ESOCs exposure routes are through food ingestion (especially breast milk in infants), and some ESOCs are endocrine disrupting and have estrogenic effects.
· ESOCs lack published health or aquatic criteria because research is ongoing and scientific understanding evolving.
· ESOCs are discharged in trace amounts in wastewater releases and as surface water runoff.
· Categories of ESOCs include:
· Organic Wastewater Compounds (OWC) - These compounds are found in wastewater effluent from both municipal and industrial wastewater treatment plants (WWTPs), and include several subcategories.
· Pharmaceuticals and Personal Care Products (PPCP) – These compounds include musks and fragrances, and compounds such as Triclosan, an anti-microbial compound that has been used since 1972 and is still considered safe for use in the US, but is set to be banned in Canada and some European countries. Many of these compounds also induce estrogenic effects.
· Synthetic Hormones – These compounds include hormones used for pharmaceutical and agricultural purposes.  Many of these compounds induce estrogenic effects in aquatic life, especially vertebrates.
· Disinfectant By-Products (DBPs) – These compounds result from reactions between organic matter in water with chemical treatment agents such as chlorine, ozone, and bromine.  USEPA has developed some regulatory standards for certain DBPs, such as trihalomethanes and N-nitrosodimethylamine (NDMA).
· Current Use Pesticides – Over 20,000 pesticide products are presently registered in the U.S.  Many of these products induce estrogenic effects in aquatic life.
· Brominated Flame Retardants (BFRs) – These compounds are used in polyurethane foam in furniture, mattresses, carpet, insulation, and automobile seats.  BFRs are found in the environment everywhere that human population resides, and have been detected in top predators, such as dolphins in FL.
· Akylphenolic Substances – These compounds are primarily used in manufacturing, and include nonylphenols, which are found in paints, plastics, rubber, pesticides, and cleaning products.  These compounds are also toxic and estrogenic.
· Perfluorinated Compounds (PFCs) – These compounds are used to create non-staining, non-sticking coatings on items such as cooking instruments, textiles, carpets, and fast food wrappers.  Many of these compounds also induce estrogenic effects in aquatic life.
· Chlorinated Paraffins (CPs) – These compounds are toxic to biological organisms, but are not commonly found in water. CPs are commonly used as lubricants and flame retardants in metal working, rubber, paint, and plastics such as PVC.
· For the ESOC pilot study, the analyte list will be selected by examining the exposure routes, aquatic life effects, and water solubility of the various categories of ESOCs.  
· ESOCs typically occur at very low levels of detection (parts per trillion or ng/L).  Among the ESOCs of interest are both nonpolar compounds that bind to sediments or particulate matter in the water column, and polar compounds that are water soluble.  
· The ESOCs pilot study will be designed to estimate exposure of aquatic organisms to ESOCs.  Proposed sampling methods include collecting whole water samples and using integrative sampling devices.
· Whole water grab samples are desirable because only one sampling trip is required to collect the sample.  Data from whole water samples are available as quantitative chemical results which will allow a direct comparison to known sucralose concentrations.
· Integrative sampling devices are desirable because they provide a time-integrative sample which will allows for a greater number of detected ESOCs based on a larger volume of water.  These devices may also mimic contaminant accumulation in fish tissue.  The two types of integrative sampling devices proposed for deployment include the Polar Organic Compound Integrative Sampler (POCIS) and the Semi Permeable Membrane Device (SPMD), used for nonpolar compounds.
· The pilot study proposal includes a method for measuring hormonal effects using a bioassay technique called the Yeast Estrogen Screen (YES).  The YES technique involves inserting a human estrogen receptor into a modified gene in a yeast cell. If estrogen is present in the sample that the yeast is exposed to, the yeast will release an enzyme into the growth medium that will change the medium’s color from yellow to red.
· The pilot study also aims to determine if sucralose is a good tracer for ESOCS, by using sucralose detections from 2012 to select the ESOCs pilot study sampling sites.  
· Studies around the U.S. have detected sucralose in waters with wastewater and recreational influence.  
· The majority of sucralose passes through wastewater treatment systems and is present in the final effluent.  Sucralose is not affected by chlorination treatment, and can survive tertiary-grade wastewater treatment. Therefore, sucralose may be a potential tracer compound for ESOCs found in wastewater discharges.
· DEP added sucralose to their Status and Trend SW monitoring networks for the year 2012.
· The proposed site selection for the ESOCs pilot study will be based on the frequency of sucralose detections at 75 SW Trend Network monitoring sites that were sampled monthly from Jan. - Dec. 2012.
· 59 of those 75 sites had at least one sucralose detection.
· 25 of those 75 sites had consistent sucralose detections (detections in at least 11 out of 12 samples).
· 16 of those 75 sites had no sucralose detections in any month, and may serve as background sites in the ESOCs pilot study.
· DEP WMS staff plan to continue developing the plan for the ESOCs pilot study, and create agreements with a series of labs, one for whole water chemical analysis and one for bioassay (YES) work.  
· A progress report to the Statewide FWRMC regarding the status and results of this project is anticipated in the future.


Questions / Discussion
BA asked if the bioassay technique will be used for samples collected near lumber mills, where compounds that induce estrogenic effects may be present.  AW indicated that sampling according to land use may be possible in the future, but the statewide pilot study is focusing on human wastewater influences, to evaluate whether sucralose is a good tracer for ESOCs that are likely to be found in wastewater.

CD asked if the sites selected for the bioassay work will be the sites with sucralose detections.  AW indicated that the sites with sucralose detections would be used for both the water chemistry and bioassay analyses.

TM noticed that some major rivers had upstream sites with more consistent detections than downstream sites, and asked if the sucralose data had been analyzed as a function of flow.  Downstream sites may have fewer detections because sucralose concentrations are diluted as a function of flow.  TS indicated that those comparisons had not yet been performed, but gathering information about local point sources is planned for the future.  AW added that biodegradation of sucralose is a slow process, so lower frequencies of detection at downstream sties may be a function of dilution.

University of Florida Coastal Monitoring Projects
Tom Frazer (TF) presented information about Project COAST
· Project COAST is a water quality monitoring program with sites along Florida’s gulf coast. Currently, the active monitoring effort, called Project COAST North, is supported by SWFWMD and includes coastal sites in five estuarine systems (Withlacoochee, Crystal, Homosassa, Chassahowitzka, and Weeki Wachee).  There are 10 fixed monitoring stations located in each system, and monthly samples have been collected at these stations from ~1997 - present. 
· Sampling is conducted at most sites between 10:00 and 15:00.  Parameters measured include temperature, salinity, dissolved oxygen, secchi depth, and light extinction coefficients (kd in situ).  Whole water samples are collected and analyzed in the laboratory for total phosphorus (TP), total nitrogen (TN), chlorophyll, and color.  Initially, samples were also analyzed for ammonia and other forms of nitrogen, but the concentrations of many were near or below the detection limit, so the analyses were stopped.
· Project COAST was started in 1997 in response to concerns about nitrogen in GW and springs.  The purpose of the project was to document the water chemistry condition in estuarine sites along the springs coast, next to these inland areas of concern.  
· Current Project COAST objectives include:
· Documenting the spatiotemporal variation of eutrophication related parameters
· Identifying how events such as hurricanes impact these parameters
· Identify trends in these parameters over time
· Infer process links such as drivers, links among indicators, and ecosystem links.
· Support management
· Most sites are fairly shallow (< 6 meters) and have salinity values typical of estuarine sites.  Color varies as a function of rainfall, and changes in color and chlorophyll coincide with changes in light extinction coefficients, which are very important for seagrass growth.  
· A positive relationship (correlation coefficient = 0.45), is present between chlorophyll and TN, and a similar but stronger relationship is present between chlorophyll and TP (r2 = 0.6).  If the results are condensed into annual data, TP explains an even greater proportion of the variance in chlorophyll (r2 = 0.9).
· In 1998, data reveal the presence of a strong El Niño event, during which TN and TP concentrations almost doubled, chlorophyll values quadrupled, and the percentage of sites with bottom secchi readings was greatly reduced. Heavy rain events, such as the hurricanes in 2004 reveal increases in TP and chlorophyll, but no increase in TN.  Overall the systems were very resilient, as the differences described above typically last for only one year.
· Non-metric multidimensional scaling (NMDS) was used to look for temporally coherent drivers among the parameters of interest that vary seasonally (total rainfall, temperature, color, light extinction coefficients, and day length).  Results indicated that the system showed coherence in time, as the data clustered according to like environmental conditions (wet summer months and dry winter months).  
· NMDS was also used to examine response variables (TN, TP, and chlorophyll) in each system.  Results indicated that there was some clustering of sites among systems that corresponded to the spatial distribution of the sites.
· Response variables were examined for trends over time, within each season.  
· Summer (June – September) data showed an increasing trend for TN in Withlacoochee and Crystal sites, an increasing trends for TP and chlorophyll in some Withlacoochee and Crystal sites, and a decreasing trend for TP in Weeki Wachee sites.  
· Transitional months’ (March - May, October) data showed an increasing trend for TN in Withlacoochee, Crystal, and Homosassa sites, an increasing trends for TP in some Withlacoochee, Crystal, and Homosassa sites, and an increasing trend for chlorophyll in some Withlacoochee sites.
· Winter (January, February, November, December) data showed an increasing trend for TN in some sites in all systems, an increasing trend for TP in some Withlacoochee, and Crystal sites, and an increasing trend for chlorophyll in a few sites in each system.
· Summary:  Numeric nutrient criteria require sampling to assess compliance.  Sampling designs should consider spatial and temporal scales, and understand how events affect temporal scales.  Multivariate analysis is helpful for identifying spatial coherence among sampling sites.

Questions / Discussion
RC asked if any trends were present for salinity data.  TF indicated that there were no major salinity trends in the estuarine sites, but noted that increasing salinity trends have been observed for riverine sites in these systems.

KM asked if the Project COAST data are publicly available.  TF indicated that data are sent to SWFWMD where it is then uploaded to FL STORET.

AC asked if there are any continuous monitoring stations associated with this project.  TF indicated that the project does not currently have any continuous monitoring stations; however, the data from this project could be used to inform placement of continuous monitoring stations in the future.

Deepwater Horizon Update and Gulf of Mexico Alliance Water Quality Team
Steve Wolfe (Steve W.) presented information about current efforts related to the Deepwater Horizon incident and the Gulf of Mexico Alliance (GOMA) Water Quality Team
(Presentation slides can be found in the 2013 archive section of the FWRMC website.)
· Gulf of Mexico (GOM) includes ~33% of U.S. coastline.
· RESTORE Act calls for 80% of civil penalties from Deepwater Horizon incident to go to a trust fund for use in GOM restoration (scope of restoration is broad and is not limited to restoration of oiled environmental resources).  Potential range of civil penalties (based on amount of oil spilled and amount of negligence) range from ~$4 billion - $20 billion, making the potential RESTORE trust fund range ~$3 billion to $16 billion.
· States receive funds from the Gulf Coast Restoration Trust Fund through five major pathways.  
· 35% of the trust fund is allocated equally to each of the five states.  FL will receive 7%, of which 75% will be distributed to the 8 affected counties.
· 30% of the trust fund is allocated to Gulf Coast Ecosystem Restoration Council (GCERC) plan implementation. FL does not receive any of this funding directly, but expenditures will benefit the state.
· 30% of the trust fund is allocated to states based on oil spill impact.  FL will receive ~5%.
· 2.5 % of the trust fund is allocated to the Gulf Coast Ecosystem Restoration Science, Observation, Monitoring, and Technology Program.  FL does not receive any of this funding directly, but expenditures will benefit the state.
· 2.5% of the trust fund is allocated equally to each of the five states for the Gulf Coast Centers of Excellence.  FL will receive 0.5%.
· Three parties are involved in the Deepwater Horizon incident:  BP Oil, Transocean, and Halliburton. 
· Transocean settled with the U.S. government in January, 2013, with a civil penalty of $1 billion ($800 million for trust fund).
· BP Oil trial is scheduled for February 2013, but some anticipate a settlement before the trial begins.
· GOMA is nearing the end of year 4 of their 5-year Governors’ Action Plan II, and incomplete Actions from this Plan will be wrapping-up.  Drafting of Action Plan III will begin in July 2013, and the Plan will be released in summer 2014.  Priorities will be re-examined and potential adjustments will be made.
· GOMA WQ Team Monitoring Workgroup Update
· Completed the software development for the Catalog of Monitoring Programs.  Gulf of Mexico Coastal Ocean Observing System (GCOOS) staff are finalizing the details for storing data and hosting the website, and data entry will begin very soon. 
· Writing Gulf Monitoring White Paper which includes a history and status of Gulf monitoring, lays out a monitoring vision for the future, and includes as funding strategy to establish an endowment to provide long term-funding for long-term “Foundational Monitoring”.
· Overseeing development of the Gulf Monitoring Network (GMN) design and implementation planning.  The goal of the GMN is intended to utilize and build upon existing monitoring efforts.
· Coordinating with monitoring entities across the Gulf (state and federal agencies, UNIDO Gulf LME program, GCOOS, GOMURC, and GCRTF/C) to develop a single monitoring-coordination plan as part of their RESTORE Act proposal.
· Held GMN nutrient monitoring design workshop in September 2012 and published a monitoring design report.
· Holding a second GMN design workshop on March 4-6 to add other priority issues, harmful algal blooms (HABs), mercury, and pathogens, to the monitoring design.  The workshop will be co-sponsored by GCOOS and USEPA GMPO.
· Holding GMN implementation planning workshop in late April / early May.  The workshop will be co-sponsored by the Gulf of Mexico University Research Collaborative (GOMURC).
· Application of GMN Strategy
· The GMN strategy includes hydrodynamic monitoring, remote sensing, and continuous and discrete water quality data collection.
· The essential design concept at all scales is for the monitoring system to accomplish two goals:  1) to estimate fluxes between key parts of the Gulf system, and 2) to support understanding of the nutrient processes occurring between flux points, and understanding the relationship between nutrient fluxes and endpoints of concern.
· Designs in estuaries and “similar-sized coastal segments” should be developed locally, incorporating GMN design template to ensure certain consistent design elements across the Gulf.

Questions / Discussion
RC asked if any of the RESTORE Act funds are allocated to Mexico.  Steve W. indicated that all of the RESTORE Act funds are allocated to the U.S.  However, U.S. entities may use the funding to conduct research in Mexican waters (e.g. to inform hydrodynamic models).  Other sources of funding are available to Mexican researchers, and several of those researchers are collaborating with U.S. researchers through GOMA.

TF asked how coastal and estuarine segments are defined in the GMN strategy.  Steve W. indicated that the boundaries of coastal segments will be determined during the local design process based on evaluation of sites that would be ideal for measuring fluxes.  Coordination among local efforts will be necessary to ensure that the boundaries of the models align with each other.

Regional Councils
Gail Sloane (GS) presented information about the FWRMC Regional Council initiative
(Presentation slides can be found in the 2013 archive section of the FWRMC website.)
· Regional Councils will be important means for local groups to communicate with the FWRMC.  Information from statewide meetings can be distributed to members of Regional Councils, and Regional Council members can provide feedback to be shared with the statewide Council. 
· Action items required to initiate Regional Councils:
· Confirm leads for each Regional Council by 3/1/2013.
· Northwest Region – Nick Wooten
· Suwannee River Region – Erich Marzolf
· St. John’s River Region – Tom Mirti
· Southwest Region – Rob Brown (via the existing Regional Ambient Monitoring Program, RAMP)
· South Region – Pat Fricano
· GS will confirm DEP contacts from TMDL and BMAP for each region.
· Identify local contacts within each region – this is an ongoing effort that was started in 2012.  All FWRMC participants are asked to contact GS with any additional suggestions and contact information for Regional Council participants.
· Formulate agenda topics for first meeting of each Regional Council.  Each region may want to focus on different issues, based on local priorities.  Regional Council leads are encouraged to contact GS to discuss meeting agendas and past topics of interest.  Suggested agenda items for the first meetings include: a brief overview of the FWRMC and Council initiatives, overviews of regional and local programs, and discussion of commonalities and opportunities to coordinate monitoring and avoid duplication/overlap.
· The FWRMC Liaison will be available to help with Regional Council meeting planning (setting up polls for meeting dates, setting up webinars, etc.)
· Regional Councils are key to accomplishing several of the charges to the Council, including:
· Coordinating freshwater and marine monitoring
· Coordinating state, local, and federal monitoring efforts throughout the state
· Providing data / information that can be shared with others
· Collecting data that can be combined with that from other programs
· Adopting metadata to distinguish data that is appropriate for users’ purposes
· Examples of potential Regional Council issues of interest from the Regional Ambient Monitoring Program (RAMP), which had has 22 years of success and cost savings for participating southwest FL monitoring entities
· Providing overviews of state / local programs (who, what, where, when, why)
· Establishing core parameters (analytes) of interest among participants
· Evaluating / standardizing field / lab methods and initiation of intercalibration for core parameters
· Standardizing monitoring activities, ensuring that data are comparable among participants, and sharing sampling resources between programs, which results in minimizing duplication and economizing.
· Reaching unified position on policies and procedures, and influencing environmental restoration efforts
· RAMP Mission (2005): To foster cooperative participation of regional monitoring program staffs to improve comparability of SW sample collection, in situ field measurements, and laboratory methods used by SW quality monitoring programs in southwest FL marine and freshwater systems.
· RAMP Goals (2005) included:
· Providing enhanced communication and dissemination of information about SW quality monitoring and associated analytical analyses of samples.
· Promoting partnerships with federal / state / regional / local / and private agencies to improve the effectiveness, cost efficiency, and technical quality of SW quality monitoring programs.
· Improving comparability of laboratory analytical methods.
· Providing a forum for exchange of SW monitoring program related information and issues among participants.
· To provide and share information about new sampling and analytical methods to improve WQ assessment capabilities.

Questions / Discussion
KM asked Rob Brown (RB) how participants from RAMP are able to get together for meetings (e.g. do counties / municipalities support this effort).  RB indicated that the RAMP program began when the Tampa Bay Estuary Program (TBEP) set stringent chlorophyll and nitrogen targets for seagrass recovery.  Around Tampa Bay, three local programs were doing similar monitoring within their own boundaries, but with the advent of the new targets these entities realized the value of share data and coordinating their monitoring efforts.  The entities agreed to coordinate their efforts across jurisdictional boundaries, which allowed samplers to plan trips more efficiently, and sometimes collect samples from waters in adjacent counties when it would lead to an overall cost savings for both entities.  Once samplers began sharing data, the issue of data comparability was raised, and round robins were initiated to assess variability between sampling groups.  When high variability was discovered, RAMP conducted intensive examinations of field and lab methods for individual parameters, with some of these exercises taking over a year to complete.  When inconsistencies were discovered, RAMP did not ask any of the participants to change their methods, but they did present a summary of the findings to all participants, along with an analysis of how each methodological difference can affect the results.  After the methodologies for all core parameters of interest had been reviewed, RAMP began reviewing the monitoring strategies of all participating agencies, with the goal of developing a standardized and unified ambient monitoring strategy for all participants. The RAMP also helped participants to understand and comply with changes in lab certification requirements and provided a forum for vendors (e.g. YSI, Hydrolab) to present information about new products.  After observing the successful coordination of estuarine monitoring efforts, additional participants joined the group and initiated similar efforts for freshwater systems.  

RB added that the key to holding regional meetings that are valuable to all participants is identifying core issues of interest, opening lines of communication, and building trust among participants.  Once those issues are identified, all participants can bring their own perspectives, experiences, and resources to the discussion, and the group can work together to develop a cost effective plan of action.  Participants are never asked to comply with orders from the group; instead participants work to reach a consensus on issues of concern and then follow-up with any actions that may be necessary to achieve that solution or plan.

GS indicated that the location of the statewide FWRMC meetings rotates throughout the state, but the Regional Councils will give monitoring entities in each region an opportunity to hold additional face-to-face meetings. 

Questions / Comments / Open Member Dialog

GS concluded the meeting and indicated that the next statewide FWRMC meeting will likely be held in May 2013 in the Southwest Region.  The meeting will include updates from the Regional Council leads and updates from all FWRMC workgroups, including the Catalog Workgroup, Salinity Network Workgroup, and the Coastal Monitoring Workgroup, which will hold its first meeting in the next few months.

Meeting Evaluations 
What topics / presentations were most useful?
· EPA
· Bream Fishermen Association (2 votes)
· CAMA
· Potentiometric Mapping 
· Salinity Network
· WIN
· BMAP (2 votes)
· ESOC (4 votes)
· Project COAST (2 votes)
· GOMA / RESTORE Act (2 votes)
· Regional and state programs.
· Regional Councils and Rob Brown’s historical overview of issues in response to the question about RAMP
· All presentations were good (2 votes)

What topics / presentations were least useful?  Why?
· WIN (2 votes) – Would like a more detailed update, including firm schedules for WIN update activities.
· GOMA - Still not sure how GOMA is relevant on a statewide basis.

What topics would you like to see at the next FWRMC meeting?
· Nutrients
· New ideas for partitioning nutrient loading between sources
· Progress reports
· Updates from Regional Monitoring Councils and Coastal Monitoring Network (2 votes)
· Strategy to develop coordination between Regional Councils and BMAP stakeholders.
· Field and analytical round robin results from GOMA.
· Climate change / global warming and sea level rise issues

Meeting at Tallahassee (DEP – Bob Martinez Center)
· Good (9 votes)
· Meeting in other regions would be helpful.  Good to rotate through a variety of locations.
Webinar
· Good (1 votes)  /  Fair (2 votes) / Poor (1 vote)
· People leaving their phones on hold was distracting / irritating.  Need to remind participants to not use hold function. (3 votes).
Presentation time / format
· Good (10 votes)  
Discussion time / format
· Good (10 votes) 
· Call-in issues limited some discussion time.

Other comments / suggestions
· Interesting meeting!
· Would really prefer that meetings do not coincide with WMD Governing Board meetings (2nd Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thursday of each month, and 4th Tuesday of each month).
· ESOC presentation was most useful.  Through discussion during the break, presenters showed that they had an awareness of recent publications and other organizations doing similar work.  DEP employees may need to be active in more scientific organizations to learn who is doing what.
