District Responses to FWC Comments
FWC: Page 7-13. The first paragraph states "the District developed additional habitat suitability curves
for species of interest. Type III curves have been refined for the spotted sunfish and new Type III curves
have been developed for species representative of various fish guilds including shallow-fast (SF) guild
and deep slow (DS) guild." A brief explanation, perhaps best placed in your appendix, of how these guild
Habitat Suitability Curves (HSCs) were developed would be helpful.
As an example, were shallow-fast locations sought and sampled and velocity/depth/cover
measurements taken from those locations? If so, this seems circular in that the species pertaining to the
shallow-fast guild were species collected in shallow-fast locations, and the limiting factor may only be
the cover associated with those locations. Or, were locations randomly sampled across all
velocity/depth/cover possibilities, and then the guilds were partitioned based on all data? Guilds are
informative if the species in those groups exhibit a discrete use of the guild characteristics (e.g., fish
species associated with shallow-fast locations are less suited to other depth/velocity combinations), and
loss of those characteristics could thereby cause harm to the species population or life history. It would
seem that most of the species in Gum Slough can belong to all guilds and might therefore minimize the
significance of any preference. As such, habitat gains or losses through flow reductions may not be
terribly important to a composite group of species if they are represented in the remaining guilds.
Alternatively, did the evaluation use guilds to simply note that those habitats are used by a variety of
species and are worthy of protection. One example might be that although redbreast sunfish could
belong to all guilds, only juvenile redbreast sunfish were associated with the shallow-slow guild, and
consequently protection of this guild habitat ensures recruitment to adulthood. A brief explanation or
reference of how these guild HSCs were developed and why they are important would be helpful.
District: Discussion was expanded to better explain how these HSCs were developed and why and how
the District utilizes them.
FWC: Page 7-15. Last paragraph, "Simulations were conducted for various life-history stages of spotted
sunfish, largemouth bass, bluegill, shallow-fast (SF) fish guild, deep-slow (DS) Dr. Marty Kelly Page 3
September 16, 2011 fish guild, and for 'macroinvertebrate diversity at all four sites on the Gum Slough
Spring Run." This sentence implies that only these two guilds were examined. We recommend that the
SWFWMID consider including the other two guilds (shallow-slow and deep-fast) listed in Table 8-1, or
restructure the sentence to state various fish guilds.
District: Sentence restructured to reflect the fact that analyses were conducted for shallow-slow and
deep-fast guilds as well as the ones previously listed in the sentence.
FWC: In addition to these comments, several listed species and a wading bird nesting location are
known to occur within a five-mile buffer to Gum Slough Spring Run. The listed species include gopher
frog, Rana capita, State-listed Species of Special Concern (SSC); American Alligator, Alligator
mississippiensis, Federally Threatened (FT); Florida scrub jay, Aphelocoma coerulescens, (FT); limpkin,

Aramus guarauna, (SSC); plume polypody, Polypodium plumula, State Endangered; and cardinal flower,
Lobelia I cardinalis, State Threatened. However, given that the proposed low-flow threshold and the
prescribed flow reduction will not substantially deviate from the natural flow regime, and that the
impact to the flow record attributable to groundwater pumping was accounted for in the analyses, we
don't foresee any impact to the fish and wildlife species as a result of the proposed MFL. However, we
recommend that the Department of Agriculture and Consumer Affairs be consulted regarding the listed
plant species.
District: Gopher frog (Rana capita) and Florida scrub jay (Aphelocoma coerulescens) are upland species
and considered non-related to MFLs. Although found extensively throughout the United States, Lobelia
cardinalis is a Species of Special Concern in Florida. Native to Florida, the cardinal flower is found in
floodplain forests and spring runs (University of Florida, IFAS 2011). District staff visited the Gum
Slough Spring Run to analyze the location of the Cardinal Flower. It was rooted in the run in 12 to 18
inches of water (emergent). Based on these findings and the potential impacts if all water allowable
under the MFL was allocated, the Cardinal Flower would not be impacted. Although the District did not
specifically identify plume polypody (Polypodium plumula) along the run, Florida Natural Areas
Inventory (FNAI) states that they are often found in strand swamps and wet woods. As potential
impacts to the Gum Slough Spring Run in the future are projected to be due to groundwater
withdrawals, the baseflow could possibly be impacted. It is not anticipated that overbank flows or
overland flows, caused by heavy rainfall, will be impacted by groundwater pumping; thus Polypodium
plumula should not be impacted by the MFL. Limpkin (Aramus guarauna), as described by FNAI, are
known to utilize spring and spring run habitats and have been observed by District staff along the Gum
Slough Spring Run. As the MFL is designed to prevent significant harm by protecting instream and
adjacent floodplain habitats, the District does not foresee any impacts to nesting or feeding grounds for
the Limpkin.
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