Caloosahatchee Brainstorm Sessions
4/15/2021: Meeting Notes (Ken Weaver, Ansel Bubel, Sara Davis, Alireza Merikhi)
· Sara gave a quick summary for the discussion with Eric Milbrandt (SCCF)
· SCCF has collected data from Fal of 2018 through Nov of 2019, variable frequency, about 12 times. They tried every few weeks during an event to get a sample at 12 to 13 sites that went up as far as beautiful island, but it was not evenly distributed
· They had some interesting taxa, and things they weren’t expecting, which led to their proposal for regular sampling and analysis, they submitted a grant and set up sampling to cover the entire river
· (3) notable people 
· Ed Phlipps (did Saint Johns)
· Natalie Nelson (assist w/data analyses)
· Eric mentioned that he would love to partner with us on any piece of this, or to collaborate with our own ideas, we need to get together, after talking with Julie/Greg, and talk about the details to increase frequency or pick up more sites
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Ali will work on a literature review and I will send the articles I have already looked at
· There are three manuscripts in various stages and a final report to NSF, could check the peer reviewed papers
· Edits to narrative? Or Map?
· Do we want to try to push forward and see what else we can do if this doesn’t work out?
· We all worked on editing the narrative to include info from the SCCF proposal
· Bree will look into “The monitoring effort will be coordinated with the existing EPA-funded project (Douglass, FGCU) to enhance monitor light availability and optical drivers associated with seagrass community distribution in the region. HABs can impact light attenuation and the spatial and temporal extent of blooms may affect seagrass and water quality.”
· Is the algal community composition a stable state shift? Or intermittent?
· Ansel suggested ambient monitoring in SCCFs locations, to be able to collaborate and compare data if SCCF is sampling mostly during HABS 
· Do we have the capability to assist with the analyses? Discuss with the lab what their availability is?
· Bree will look up station details for 0264006081534400 and 0264006081534400 details

4/6/2021: Meeting Notes (Ken Weaver, Ansel Bubel, Sara Davis)
· Ken is going to talk to Jay
· Ken and Ansel will start working on some text 
· Confirm it is worth submitting for the EPA grant
· Bree will put together a simple map of 5 stations
· Sample site @ each structure
· S-77/S-78/S-79 (above/below)
· 5th @ end of estuary
3/17/2021: Meeting Notes (Ken Weaver, Ansel Bubel, Sara Davis)
· Ansel has not pulled data from LIMS, but Ken has
· Reviewed the articles that I sent on 3/17
· There is a new hire that might be helpful, he has background in oceanography background that is FL specific
· Sara asked Ken/Ansel for specific literature that I could dig deeper into
· Weekly algal community composition (total counts) samples for the past 10 years?
· Ansel shared his Crescent Lake example using NMS ordination of algal community abundance
· Analysis was possible because of the 10-year SJRWMD data that was collected
· Bree will look at USGS sites in the tidal portion of the estuary
Next Steps
· Outreach to Paul Julian (SCCF)
· Outreach to Lisa Kreiger at Lee County
· What sampling they are doing?
· CHNEP involvement?
· Proposal to gather community composition data
· Info on costs/capabilities in ROC?
· Sara will reach out to Chuck Jacoby
· Invite Ali to next meeting

2/23/2021: Meeting Notes (Ken Weaver, Ansel Bubel, Sara Davis)
· No data analysis completed at this point, figuring out on Ken/Ansel’s side who is going to be working on this
· Not meeting next week, meeting on 3/17
· EPA approach was a longer term average, used a majority of national data
· Conditional probability analysis or logistical regression, is that acceptable?
· Depends on how sever of an outcome
· Draft EPA criteria comparison to the numbers in the association between chl-a article
· EPA Chl-a values were 4 and then they doubled to 8 for the national recommendation for microcystin
· Sara will ask Dave Whiting or Cheryl Swanson for additional info?
· Ken can find the doc and EPA proposal
· I will look through the references in the combining national and state data article
· Ansel asked if we should get the cyano data we have for Calo and see if there is anything in the data
· Need to consider cyanotoxins and cyanobacteria?
From last meeting:
· Phytoplankton species count would be good to monitor, where there is a regular data collection, better off collecting a lot of data at one or two stations than spreading it out

· Check with Dave Whiting and see what he is aware of, the lab has the capacity to look at that type of info but it may take a few years to require enough data to be useful

· TMDL section can review data analysis and verify that the chl-a is coming from the upper WBIDs

· Look for any recent literature or work on the relationship between chl-a and microcystins

1/6/2021: Meeting Notes (Ken Weaver, Ansel Bubel, Sara Davis)
· Sara talked with Ansel to discuss Calo Estuary in Dec 2020
· Hoping to have a regular check-in to try to see what ideas we could pursue to update things that are going on in the estuary (or could go on)
· History
· Calo TMDL in 2008/2009, goal was to protect the seagrass beds in San Carlos Bay and ensure that there would be 2m of light penetration in that area, original modeling used EFDC, not a lot of data
· Dr. Bailey continued to work on the model, left the agency in Aug of 2014 and then the TMDL group needed to work out some issues with the Calo model
· 2015 set up modeling, contracted with tetra tech, HSPF watershed model that transports loads into EFDC for the estuary
· HSPF set TMDL for 5 areas in the watershed 
· Outside the original BMAP boundary, TMDLs gave a reason to expand that boundary
· Redid the estuary TMDL in 2015 using the same EFDC model, but there was better data during this re-evaluation
· Re-evaluated the original target, (light available for seagrass growth) with the new model the change in light availability was miniscule (2%ish)
· Hardly any response in nutrients to seagrass targets, the available light is not being driven by the biological response, but suspended solids were more of the issue
· The system is improved with lower nutrients, but it was not affecting the light availability of the seagrass
· Challenging risk with updating the TMDL could leave the BMAP unsupported
· Existing estuary TMDL is for N, but there is no TMDL for P but the upper WBID is impaired for P the freshwater canal is transporting chlorophyll and elevated P into estuary WBID and causes problems
· There are nutrient related problems, but they aren’t the problems that were originally targeted
· The stakeholders in this area are pretty heavily involved but they do not mind doing projects to reduce nutrients, but we are exposed on why we even did that in the first place and it would be nice to be able to come up with a holistic restoration strategy to help with original issues and algal blooms
· One of the things that was debated during the time of the TMDL was realizing that the upper WBID was impaired (the chlorophyll estuary WBID is 6 the chlorophyll in upstream criteria is 3.2-20 range.) If you set a stream criterion that was protective of the freshwater end of the estuary, you could make the argument that a SAC or H1 TMDL could be helpful, no H1 without impairment. 	Comment by Rossiter, Brianna: Hierarchy 1 TMDL
Important because if there is a standard in place, the H1 is going to replace the standard with a site specific standard
Look on our site and EPA
· SSAC would show a chlorophyll impairment	Comment by Rossiter, Brianna: Site Specific Alternative Criteria
Check DEP site standards section (DEAR)
If DEP has been petitioned to create a site specific standard for a specific parameter
· One option is to do a separate TMDL for chl-a and TP, you could use those parameters that would not expose the old TMDL, but would allow us to add protection against the algal blooms and P
· Ken said the issue that they had if the number should be 3.2 0r 5 in the IWR the chl metric wasn’t always properly implemented, should be looking at the ones that are 3.2 as well
· If we could get an impairment on that segment, we could do an H1 if we thought the fix was right we could model what the upstream segment would have to be to meet 6 in the estuary
· Assessment should look at 3.2, that is an ongoing conversation, they are looking at NNC doc, and the floral metrics Between 3.2 and 20 should be doing a site specific (like a SSAC), but there is no reference system for the Caloosahatchee	Comment by Rossiter, Brianna: No similar system to compare to
· Hypothetically, if we set a SAC for 32-35A we would (talk to Darryl)
· After the SAC, then what?
· SAC takes about a year to work through, still need to public workshop, then ERC, CERCS, EPA review
· After the SAC gets in place KOD does an off cycle assessment, presumably finds that downstream is impaired, gives us a legal opening to do a TMDL that would cover the 3240C and 3235A (freshwater Calo) 
· The TN reductions in the TMDL BMAP would be ok, no need to call for additional TN reductions 
· SAC is H1 to be able to simplify TMDL development
· Need to model prior to developing SAC, would have the TMDL pretty much written prior to the TMDL report
· Another path is if the assessment process impaired 3235A based on the 3.2
· Assessment tool: past 3 years are 10, 13 and 11 for chl-a
· BOTH options would achieve the end goal
· KOD would be looking at this WBID again (in normal cycle) some time this year, would be one more IWR before that
· The other thing to keep in mind is there has been a lot of algal bloom sampling and a lot of microcystin detected, stakeholders could say show us how to protect from algal blooms
· Take a look at the biological community data to derive a relationship between chl-a and community composition
· Current TMDL prioritization ends in a year, in a year they will have finished the TMDL alternatives in priority basins, and would be considered prioritizing this water body for the next plan
· When we were being pushed on the triannual review to adopt EPAs cyano numbers, the waters that had cyanotoxins were mostly already identified, but algal blooms are a little different
· One of the criticisms is in the AGC, if the blooms are not consistently high enough, they get leveled out
· The Calo R. does not have consistently high chlorophyll levels (which would be approx. 5)
· In the Lower St.Johns, there was consistently elevated chl-a and found that the longer the bloom, the more likely it was that you were going to have a DO sac, and the longer the bloom, the higher the phyto change, after 40 days there was low enough DO to start harming the benthic fauna and you had changes in the algal community that would effect the food chain, the criteria was to get in a stochastic event

· Lake O had a target of 40 mg/L of chl-a too and it was a value not to be exceeded more than 10 percent of the time, the TP TMDL would achieve that exceedance rate

· Phytoplankton species count would be good to monitor, where there is a regular data collection, better off collecting a lot of data at one or two stations than spreading it out

· Check with Dave Whiting and see what he is aware of, the lab has the capacity to look at that type of info but it may take a few years to require enough data to be useful

· TMDL section can review data analysis and verify that the chl-a is coming from the upper WBIDs

· Look for any recent literature or work on the relationship between chl-a and microcystins




