PEER REVIEW FORM
SUWANNEE RIVER WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

Project or Report Name: Technical Report — MFL Establishment for the Waccasassa River, Estuary & Levy
(Bronson) Blue Spring

Name and Affiliation of Reviewer: Scott H. Emery, Ph.D. Visiting Research Professor University of South
Florida, Senior Technical Consultant to HSW Engineering

Discipline specialty covered by this review: Ecology, Hydrology, Water Quality

This document is for the use of project peer reviewers retained by the Suwannee River Water Management District
(District) for the purpose of providing a technical peer review of a District report, including manuscripts prepared by District
staff and consultants.

SCOPE OF REVIEW REQUIRED BY THE DISTRICT:
Task 1. Determine whether the method used for establishing the minimum flows is scientifically reasonable.
a. Supporting Data and Information: Review the data and information that supports the method and the
proposed minimum flows, as appropriate. The panel shall assume the following:

1. The data and information used were properly collected;
2. Reasonable quality assurance assessments were performed on the data and information;

Note: The reviewers are not expected to provide independent review of standard procedures used as part of
institutional programs that have been established for the purpose of collecting data, such as the USGS and
District hydrologic monitoring networks.

b. Technical Assumptions: Review the technical assumptions inherent in the methodology and determine
whether:

1. The assumptions are clearly stated, reasonable and consistent with the best information available; and
2. Assumptions were eliminated to the extent possible, based on available information.
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c. Procedures and Analyses: Review the procedures and analyses used in developing quantitative measures
and determine qualitatively whether:

The procedures and analyses were appropriate and reasonable, based on the best information available;
The procedures and analyses incorporate appropriate factors;

The procedures and analyses were correctly applied;

Limitations and imprecision in the information were reasonably handled;

The procedures and analyses are repeatable; and

Conclusions based on the procedures and analyses are supported by the data.

oA LNE

Task 2. If a proposed method is not scientifically reasonable, the CONTRACTOR shall:

a. Deficiencies: List and describe scientific deficiencies.

b. Remedies: Determine if the identified deficiencies can be remedied and provide suggested remedies.

c. If the identified deficiencies cannot be remedied, then, if possible, identify one or more alternative methods
that are scientifically reasonable, based on published literature to the extent feasible.

REVIEW CONSTRAINTS
CONTRACTOR and the review panel shall acknowledge the statutory constraints and conditions (Sections 373.042
and 373.0421, Florida Statutes) affecting the District’'s development of MFLs. CONTRACTOR shall also acknowledge
that review of certain assumptions, conditions, and established legal and policy interpretations of the Governing Board
(hereinafter referred to as “givens”) is not included in the Scope of Work. These givens include:

1. The selection of water bodies for which minimum flow and/or levels are to initially be set;

2. The determination of the baseline from which “significant harm” is to be determined; and

3. The definition of what constitutes “significant harm” to the water resources or ecology of the area.
4. The determination of the specific water-resource values considered in development of the MFL.
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Instructions:

1. The results of this review are for the use of the District and they are not to be revealed to others without the
express permission of the District.

2. By signing this form, the reviewer certifies that the peer review was conducted according to the guidelines listed
above and that the opinions and recommendations included in the review constitute an independent review per
Chapter 373.042(4)(b), in the discipline noted above.

3. The reviewer also certifies that the review was conducted according to the Scope and Conditions specified above.

Signature of Reviewer: Date of Peer Review:

Responder’s Certification: The comments and criticisms provided by the Peer Reviewer have been addressed as noted
in column C in a separate response document, which is attached, and in the report.

Name and Affiliation of Responder to Peer Review Comments:

Signature of Responder: Date of Response:
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35 | Page 6-2 No Item #3 under “Waccasassa River” has Correct to be consistent | corrected inyp
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Name and Affiliation of Reviewer: Mark E. Luther, Ph.D., University of South Florida

Discipline specialty covered by this review: Estuarine hydrodynamics and water quality

This document is for the use of project peer reviewers retained by the Suwannee River Water Management District
(District) for the purpose of providing a technical peer review of a District report, including manuscripts prepared by District
staff and consultants.

SCOPE OF REVIEW REQUIRED BY THE DISTRICT:
Task 1. Determine whether the method used for establishing the minimum flows is scientifically reasonable.
a. Supporting Data and Information: Review the data and information that supports the method and the
proposed minimum flows, as appropriate. The panel shall assume the following:

1. The data and information used were properly collected;
2. Reasonable quality assurance assessments were performed on the data and information;

Note: The reviewers are not expected to provide independent review of standard procedures used as part of
institutional programs that have been established for the purpose of collecting data, such as the USGS and
District hydrologic monitoring networks.

b. Technical Assumptions: Review the technical assumptions inherent in the methodology and determine
whether:

1. The assumptions are clearly stated, reasonable and consistent with the best information available; and
2. Assumptions were eliminated to the extent possible, based on available information.
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c. Procedures and Analyses: Review the procedures and analyses used in developing quantitative measures
and determine qualitatively whether:

The procedures and analyses were appropriate and reasonable, based on the best information available;
The procedures and analyses incorporate appropriate factors;

The procedures and analyses were correctly applied;

Limitations and imprecision in the information were reasonably handled;

The procedures and analyses are repeatable; and

Conclusions based on the procedures and analyses are supported by the data.

oA LNE

Task 2. If a proposed method is not scientifically reasonable, the CONTRACTOR shall:

a. Deficiencies: List and describe scientific deficiencies.

b. Remedies: Determine if the identified deficiencies can be remedied and provide suggested remedies.

c. If the identified deficiencies cannot be remedied, then, if possible, identify one or more alternative methods
that are scientifically reasonable, based on published literature to the extent feasible.

REVIEW CONSTRAINTS
CONTRACTOR and the review panel shall acknowledge the statutory constraints and conditions (Sections 373.042
and 373.0421, Florida Statutes) affecting the District’'s development of MFLs. CONTRACTOR shall also acknowledge
that review of certain assumptions, conditions, and established legal and policy interpretations of the Governing Board
(hereinafter referred to as “givens”) is not included in the Scope of Work. These givens include:

1. The selection of water bodies for which minimum flow and/or levels are to initially be set;

2. The determination of the baseline from which “significant harm” is to be determined; and

3. The definition of what constitutes “significant harm” to the water resources or ecology of the area.
4. The determination of the specific water-resource values considered in development of the MFL.
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Instructions:

1. The results of this review are for the use of the District and they are not to be revealed to others without the
express permission of the District.

2. By signing this form, the reviewer certifies that the peer review was conducted according to the guidelines listed
above and that the opinions and recommendations included in the review constitute an independent review per
Chapter 373.042(4)(b), in the discipline noted above.

3. The reviewer also certifies that the review was conducted according to the Scope and Conditions specified above.

Signature of Reviewer: Date of Peer Review:

Responder’s Certification: The comments and criticisms provided by the Peer Reviewer have been addressed as noted
in column C in a separate response document, which is attached, and in the report.

Name and Affiliation of Responder to Peer Review Comments:

Signature of Responder: Date of Response:
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The analysis performed
for the Waccasassa resort
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Taking “daily average of hourly tide stage released by the USGS
measurements” can be very misleading due and NOAA. The purpose
to end effects. Primary tidal period is was to characterize tidal
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p. 3-6, at least a 25-hour running mean but due to Perform 25-hour average and | CeCw Of tides on riverine
1 op. 5 No spring-neap cycles the beginning and end of ¢ text g data. No effort was made
a 25 hour period will have different heights, | <°" oo X to re-process the data and
so tide does not completely “average out.” the 15-minute tidal data
Ideally one should do a low-pass filter with were not utilized in any
way where the correction
a25 to 36 hou[r cut off_but a 25-hour mentioned here would be
running mean is sufficient. relevant to the MFL.
Therefore, no action was
taken on this comment.
Seasonal pattern is due mostly to steric \é\f/]%;%rgfetg?éss;?c
5 | P36 No effects — colder water in winter “stands Expand and correct although we are not
pp. 6 down” lower that warmer, less dense water | explanation in text convinced that they are
in summer. Fresh water input in summer the only cause of the

Page 4 of 10




Project or Report Name:

PEER REVIEW FORM
SUWANNEE RIVER WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

(Bronson) Blue Spring

Technical Report — MFL Establishment for the Waccasassa River, Estuary & Levy

To be completed by

5 o)
| e § 2§52 To be completed by Reviewer(s) report author(s)
2|3 2 g'g Z 8§
2| foca| Esgx>8<
o | ;5% S=x=T5¢ , .
E| 242| o055 oo B. Reviewer’s Specific
% En O 285 % Recommended Corrective C. Action to be Taken in
O |itaa | o020 A. Reviewer’s Specific Comments Action Response to Comment
also decreases density, allowing water to seasonal tidal pattern.
stand higher, but this is secondary to Temperature _has been
temperature effects. Wind patterns account added to the list of
for the “spikyness” and winter is dominated causes, however.
by frontal passages while summer by
occasional tropical systems.
The purpose of Chapter 3
is to introduce the
Relationship of salinity to flow is the central Consider moving discussion physical aspects of the
i i i ini i system. Chapter 5
3 |p.39 No issue in setting the MFL, yet salinity stl_Jdles of salinity studies to Sec. 3 and iriltroduces thg salinity
from 1985 and 2005 that are ke_y to setting summarizing in Sec. 3.1.3 aspects and oulls the
the MFL are not mentioned until p. 5-3. S saIFi)nity iy t%l::]ether with
the ecological.
Fig. 3-
4 | 230N No Don’t understand why linear fit is included Either explain linear fit or Linear fit has been
2-23' in this plot. What is its significance? omit it from figure omitted from figure.
p. 3- “gage data from will be used” — missing w
5 123,pp-| No gage identifier, assumed to be 02313700 HL”;?SO Ci%%f;?ﬁﬁﬁgm,, Done
2, line Gulf Hammock
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4
Sec. Shannon-Wiener diversity, ANOSIM, :
6 146 No SIMPER analyses need some explanation e?cljgnzct)irgﬁ \c;?t[)r/]ebsre;e;nal g | COMMent 6: Text added.
for the biostatistically impaired P y
Botto
m of Greek symbol “rho” for the Spearman rank
7 0. 4- No correlation coefficient shows up as little Correct type face Comment 7: Corrected.
37 boxes
Lithia Springs is not
meant to be used as a
I question the validity of using Lithia mg%gzgﬁgifmvide the
p. 4-6, Springs as a proxy for Blue Springs for Better reader with the knowledge
8 | Sec. No f(taca(Ij co(Jlfothe\éels alr!;i SW'm.m'L”.?h. justification/explanation is that even heavily used
421 standards. Yy do coliforms in Lithia needed springs for recreational
Springs have any bearing on Levy Blue purposes are not limited
Springs? by coliform standards.
The text has been revised
to make this clear.
g |Fig-5 Yes Note that isohaline average locations are At the very least, recognize | Comment 9: Text
4 this potential effect. One can | '€cognizing potential

farther upstream at the bottom than at the
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surface. This indicates a gravitational easily compute the magnitude | affect was added.
residual circulation that may affect the of this residual circulation
relationship between flow and salinity from the Knudsen relations
distribution that is not captured in the linear | (see basic estuarine processes
regression, as this residual circulation is a texts such as Knauss, 1997)
result of tidal mixing, fresh water flow, and
bathymetry, and is inherently a non-linear
process.
“significant improvement” or “significantly .
10 | p-59 | No improved” is used in several places. How is Need some additional Comment 10: Corrected.
. : explanation
this defined?
More discussion of adjusting 2005 data to
11 | P 39, No account for tide height needed here. What Need additional Comment 11: Corrected.
pp. 4 is TIDEFT? It’s explained later in this discussion/explanation
section but it’s confusing here.
p. 5- : L
18 In first sentence, | think it should read “...
12 | Sec. No indicates that a flow equal to or less than 98 | Correct wording Comment 12: Corrected.
53.3 cfs occurs 31.4% of the time ...”
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Conclusions of

Certainly the lack of adequate salinity
data, especially the lack of continuous Comment 13 No
13 | See. No salinity recorder data, is the greatest None needed — just wanted t0 | response needed.
5.3.4 uncertainty. As noted in the last paragraph | point that out again
on p. 5-21, additional observations are
needed.

A point on the Wekiva - if the MFL is
downstream of the confluence then by
implication everything upstream must be
considered. On P. 3-18 it’s stated that
Wekiva Springs and hence the Wekiva
River contributes 15 to 60% to the
14 | Gener N Waccasassa discharge at Gulf Hammock, N ded Comment 14: No

al 0 30% at median flow. Even though this is one neede response needed.
beyond our charge, and the spring is
privately owned, flows in the Wekiva River
should be protected. This cannot be
guaranteed by protecting the Waccasassa
flow at the Gulf Hammock gage. This
comment may violate Review Constraint 1.
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Gener
15 al NO

Manatees were observed in the Wekiva

River. No mention is made of manatee use
in the discussion of water resource values.
Some discussion is needed as to why
manatee use was not considered, as was
done for other water resource values that
were not considered. | don’t think this
violates Review Constraint 4.

Additional
discussion/explanation
required

Manatee visitations in the
Waccasassa are random.
Their occurrences are
generally limited to the
river downstream from the
confluence with the
Wekiva. The Waccasassa
has not been designated
as either a Primary or
Secondary Thermal
Refuge by the Warm-
Water Task Force (2004)
because the springs are
miles inland and
inaccessible to the
manatee. Therefore,
while we investigated
whether manatee were at
risk or not and whether
the criteria applied, they
are not a viable basis for a
MFL. A similar statement
has been placed in the
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document as a footnote in
Section 1.

NOTE: Insert additional lines as needed.
Reference:
Knauss, J., 1997: Introduction to Physical Oceanography, 2nd edition, Prentice-Hall, New York.
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