1. Standardized Statewide Stormwater Nutrient EMC Values do not meet the quality assurance provisions outlined in chapter 62-160, F.A.C.

2. Water Management District Applicant Handbook Vol II’s other than NWFWMD not available for review.  Section 9.2.2 requires applicant’s to comply with any EMC values specified in the applicable Applicant’s Handbook Vol. II.  We are unable to fully assess impacts until the other WMD Vol. II are available.

3. Section 9.1 - Requiring the greater percent seems to be imposing a 'betterment' by requiring the applicant to go above mitigating impacts from their proposed development and addressing a pollutant load the applicant did not create.  It could be argued that this is an onerous requirement and inappropriate to be imposed by the rule making process instead of being imposed by the legislature. 

4. Section 9.4 – Would it be more effective to use NOAA Atlas 14 Rainfall Data? Based on NOAA Atlas 14 documentation, the data sources are the same with exception of time constraints of this data.

5. Same comment as Section 8 regarding ‘upstream’ – does it only apply if within the same HUC12 as an OFW/ impaired water?

6. 9.2.1(b) – How is “undisturbed pervious area” defined? It would seem that roadside ditches should be included in this, but we have to ‘disturb’ the ground to create the ditches.. If undisturbed means completely natural and never touched, entire roadways could be labeled as DCIA. 


7. 9.5.2 – How can alternative designs be used if Florida specific monitoring data is required? The time and money required to obtain Florida specific monitoring data seems to discourage the use of alternatives.

8. [bookmark: _Hlk122336046]9.5.2 - Does the FDEP or WMDs have the necessary experience with the various testing methodologies and scientific methods to refute the efficiency claim?

9. 9.5.3- These are also BMPs, and part of the treatment train. Is the BMP Library being developed?

10. [bookmark: _Hlk122336136]9.7.1 - This limitation is due to the fact that each individual BMP starts removing pollutants at a diminishing rate beyond the required treatment volume.  However, if the nutrient calculations are going to be required, is this limitation necessary?  It would seem that the calculations would demonstrate what the original limitation intended to prevent.

11. 9.7.2(a)- This appears to prevent conversion of land use in lieu of treatment – i.e., where FDOT treats agricultural land with greater pollutant concentration- Is it only the pond site that needs to be owned, or the lands contributing to the treatment area as well?

12. [bookmark: _Hlk122336107]9.7.2(c) – how are adverse impacts measured?

13. 9.7.3- “can be no larger than a HUC12” – If properly designed, why would this matter? Could it be changed to a HUC8?






