MYAKKA STATE FOREST
2023 LAND MANAGEMENT PLAN

EXHIBITS



Exhibit A

Ten-Year Management Accomplishment Summary



Myakka State Forest

10-Year Accomplishments

Site Preparation Chop Single Pass No. 371
Chop Tandem No. 185
Burning Acres 140
Planting South Florida Slash, Containerized No. 198,000
Acres 286
Seedling survival checks Planting Checks Acres 409
Timber Sales Cruising Acres 0
Acres 73
Harvest
Tons 574
Timber Inventory Inventory Update Acres 7,567
New Inventory Acres 0
Plots Acres 381
Invasive Species Control Melaleuca Acres 804
Brazilian Pepper Acres 781
Cogon Grass Acres 400
Air Potato Acres 1
Rosary pea Acres 57
Japanese Climbing Fern Acres 24
Lygodium Acres 19
Para Grass Acres 13
Tropical Soda Apple Acres 3
Jave Plum Acres 3
Torpedo grass Acres 4
Australian Pine Acres 2
Caesar Weed Acres 0
Fire No. 5
Wildfire
Acres 27
Prescribed Burning No. 0
Acres 13,438
Recreation Day Use Estimated Forest Visitors No. 228,421
Overnight Primitive Camping No. 35,687




Annual Entrance Pass No. 194
State Forest Use Permit No. 9
Roadwork Roads Constructed Miles 1
Roads Graded Miles 136
Roads Rebuilt Miles 8
Boundary Maintenance Maintenance/Marking Miles 107
I&E Activities Programs/Tours No. 51
Radio/TV Articles No. 29
Education/Research No. 10
Other Activities Archaeological Sites Monitored No. 4
Hogs Removed No. 1,135
Apiary Permits (sites) No. 12
BSA Eagle Project No. 6




Exhibit B

Boundary and Road Map






Exhibit C

Optimal Management Boundary Map






Exhibit D

Facilities, Recreation, and Improvements Map






Exhibit E

Tract and Acreage Map






Exhibit F

Proximity to Significant Managed Lands






Exhibit G

Department of State Report on Archeological Sites
and Historical Sites






Florida Master Site File
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Water's Edge Lithic Scatter
La Casa Clam Midden
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Exhibit H

Management Procedures
for
Archaeological and Historical Sites
and Properties on State Owned or Controlled Lands












Exhibit |

Soil Survey Map and Descriptions


























































































Exhibit J

Department of Environmental Protection
Outstanding Florida Waters






Exhibit K

Water Resources Map






Exhibit L

Florida Natural Areas Inventory
Managed Area Data Records

























































Exhibit M

Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
Listed Species Occurrence Records





















Exhibit N

Fire History






Exhibit O

Non-Native Invasive Species Map






Exhibit P

Current Natural Communities Map






Exhibit Q

Historic Natural Communities Map






Exhibit R

Management Prospectus

































Exhibit S

Land Management Reviews
(2013 and 2018)
















































Exhibit T

Compliance with Local Comprehensive Plan






Staff finds that the 10-Year Land Management Plan for the Myakka State Forest is consistent
with, and would not conflict with the Goals, Objectives, and Policies of the Sarasota County
Comprehensive Plan or its implementation.

Sarasota County appreciates the opportunity to comment on this project. If you have any
questions, please feel free to contact our office.

e A oA, o 0

Matthew Osterhoudt, Director
Planning and Development Services Department

Sarasola County Planning and Developmen! Services « 1660 Ringling Bouwlevard, 15 Floor, Sarasola, FL 34236
Ted 941-861-5140 « FAX 941-861-5593



Exhibit U

State Forest Management Plan
Advisory Group Summary



Management Plan Advisory Group Public Hearing
Myakka State Forest

10-Year Land Management Plan
February 2, 2023
10:30 A.M.

Meeting Minutes

MPAG Members Present:

Duane Weis Deputy Chief of Field Operations, Region IV, Florida Forest Service (FFS)
Hunter Folmar Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC; for Cason Pope)
Todd Underhill Sarasota County Soil & Water District

Kathy Worley Conservancy of Southwest Florida

Jeremy Waters Local Property Manager

Commissioner Ron Cutsinger  Sarasota County Commissioner — District 5

MPAG Members Not Present:

e Cason Pope Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
e  Chris Reed Land Manager, Southwest Florida Water Management District (SWFWMD)
e Susanne Park Local Property Manager
FFS Staff:
e Alan Davis Land Planning Coordinator
e Brian Camposano Forest Management Assistant Bureau Chief
e  Eric Strickland Myakka River District Forestry Resource Administrator
e Patrick Mahoney Myakka River District Mitigation Specialist
Guests:
e None

Public Meeting Start Time: 10:40 A.M. (Delayed 10 minutes)

Land Planning Coordinator, Alan Davis opened the meeting by introducing himself and explained the purpose and
statutory framework for the Myakka State Forest 10-Year Land Management Plan process. He explained that the
Plan is not an annual work plan or detailed operational plan but provides general and conceptual guidance for
management of Myakka State Forest (MSF) for the next 10-year period.

Mr. Davis confirmed compliance with the Florida Sunshine Law advising MPAG members to not discuss the draft
outside of the public meetings. He stated that the meetings are open to the public, recorded, and minutes taken.
Mr. Davis stated both MPAG meetings are open to the public and proper notice was given. The meetings were
advertised to the public in the Sarasota Herald Tribune on January 23, 2023; Florida Administrative Register, FFS
webpage, as well as posted at the kiosks on MSF. The meetings were announced at the Sarasota County Board of
County Commissioners meeting on January 10, 2023. He noted that the draft plan goes through various approvals
before and after the MPAG meetings but that the FFS Director is granted final authority on changes to the draft
plan. He described the day’s two meetings: The first meeting is informational and provides opportunity for public
comment; the 1:00 p.m. Workshop meeting provides opportunity for the MPAG members to discuss the public



input and to share their personal comments on the draft plan. The public is welcome to attend the Workshop,
but participation is limited to MPAG members.

e  Mr. Davis introduced Brian Camposano who explained the technical logistics and how to use the webinar tools to
share comments.

e Mr. Davis then requested MPAG Member introductions and attendance was noted.

e Mr. Davis asked the advisory group to elect an MPAG chairperson. Duane Weis was elected to serve as
chairperson at the impending workshop.

e Mr. Underhill asked if there would be a field evaluation component. Mr. Davis responded that it would not as the
purpose of these meetings is to review the narrative of the plan and the exhibits.

e Mr. Davis reiterated the purpose of this meeting is to receive public input which would be discussed in the
Workshop. He acknowledged the in-person location and asked the FFS administrators to apprise of any attendees.
Patrick Mahoney stated that no attendees were present.

e Mr. Davis then introduced Forestry Resource Administrator Eric Strickland who presented the PowerPoint
presentation of the 10-Year Plan.

e Mr. Davis then asked if there were any clarifying questions about the presentation.

e Mr. Underhill asked a question about how the invasive species acreages were calculated in the plan. Mr. Davis
explained that this meeting was for the public to comment on the plan. But since there were no members of the
public present, Mr. Davis asked if this would be OK to discuss at the second meeting for MPAG members. Mr.
Underhill was agreeable to that plan.

e Mr. Davis asked again if there were any members of the public present at the in-person location. Mr. Mahoney
responded there were none.

e  Mr. Camposano then told Mr. Mahoney that he would likely have one MPAG member in-person at the afternoon
meeting, Mr. Jeremy Waters, as he was unable to speak with us remotely during the first meeting.

e Mr. Davis then thanked everyone for participating and adjourned the public hearing portion of the meetings.

Public Meeting End Time: 11:09 A.M.



Management Plan Advisory Group Workshop Meeting
Myakka State Forest

10-Year Land Management Plan
February 2, 2023
1:00 P.M.

Meeting Minutes

MPAG Members Present:

e Duane Weis Deputy Chief of Field Operations, Region IV, Florida Forest Service (FFS)

e Hunter Folmar Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC; for Cason Pope)
e Todd Underhill Sarasota County Soil & Water District

e Kathy Worley Conservancy of Southwest Florida

e Jeremy Waters Local Property Manager

Commissioner Ron Cutsinger  Sarasota County Commissioner — District 5

MPAG Members Not Present:

Guests:

e Cason Pope Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
e  Chris Reed Land Manager, Southwest Florida Water Management District (SWFWMD)
e Susanne Park Local Property Manager
FFS Staff:
e Alan Davis Land Planning Coordinator
e Brian Camposano Forest Management Assistant Bureau Chief
e  Eric Strickland Myakka River District Forestry Resource Administrator
e Patrick Mahoney Myakka River District Mitigation Specialist
e None

Workshop Meeting Start Time: 1:00 P.M.

Land Planning Coordinator, Alan Davis introduced himself and opened the MSF MPAG Workshop by conducting an
MPAG member sound check. He reminded the MPAG members of the Florida Sunshine law and that the purpose of
the workshop is to review and discuss the draft and that any edits made to the draft would be presented to the FFS
Director for approval. He noted that minutes will be emailed to the MPAG members and will be approved via negative
response review. MPAG member appointment will terminate when the final draft is submitted to the Acquisition
Restoration Council. He noted that the goal is place the draft plan on the June Acquisition and Restoration Council
(ARC) for final approval. Forestry Resource Administrator Eric Strickland was available to make proposed changes to
the draft during the page-by-page review.

Mr. Davis stated that there were no comments from the public during the public hearing. Mr. Davis then asked if there
were any members of the public at the in-person venue. No attendees were reported at the in-person venue.

Mr. Davis stated that there were submitted comments that he would read before doing the page by page review.
Comments were from the Southwest Florida Water Management District, since they were unable to attend. All three
comments were complimentary in nature and will be appended to these minutes in the MSF plan.



Mr. Davis asked if there were any questions or comments on the submitted comments by SWFWMD.

Mr. Cutsinger had a question on pig removal. He asked for an update on hog hunts and what we do to control hogs.
Mr. Weis responded that hunting hogs is allowed during all hunting seasons on MSF and seasons are managed by
FWC. Mr. Weis also stated he could direct Mr. Cutsinger to more information on hunting seasons and hog control on
MSF through the FWC website. Mr. Cutsinger also asked about deer hunting on the forest. Mr. Weis responded that
deer hunting was not allowed due to the small resident population.

Ms. Worley asked if dogs were allowed during hog hunting. Mr. Weis responded that there is no hunting with dogs
allowed. Ms. Worley then agreed with one of the comments from SWFWMD on USDA hog control services. Mr.
Camposano responded that FFS has looked into the USDA hog control program but have not been able to utilize their
services to date, but will keep investigating. Mr. Camposano also stated that trapping is allowed by permit.

Mr. Davis asked if there were any other questions or comments on the SWFWMD comments. Hearing none, Mr. Davis
began the page by page review.

Page 1 — Mr. Underhill had a question on the Archaeological/Historical portion of the Executive Summary, which state
None Recorded. He pointed out that the plan stated there were 4 archaeological sites but the summary said none.
Mr. Davis indicated we would fix the summary to include the 4 sites. Mr. Weis confirmed there were indeed 4 recorded
sites.

Page 1 — Mr. Cutsinger asked a question on the optimal management boundary. He wanted to know about any active
efforts to acquire those parcels. Mr. Davis explained the acquisition process through Florida Forever and that the
optimum management boundary is essentially a wish list. Private landowners must also be part of the Florida Forever
program to sell property to the State. The FFS will reach out to property owners if we are made aware, but generally
interested parties come to us with requests to buy their land and incorporate in the forest.

Page 5 — Mr. Underhill asked a question on goals of the forest. Specifically he asked what our goals were in terms of
forest species composition long term. Mr. Weis explained the forest was historically a mix of longleaf pine and south
Florida slash pine and we try to mimic natural composition based on site characteristics. Mr. Underhill then asked
about the proportion of longleaf pine on the property. Mr. Weis stated he believed about 20-30% of the forest was
longleaf pine. Mr. Underhill stated that he thought it would be nice to see the volumes of tree species in future plans.
Mr. Strickland stated that they are always looking for sites to re-establish longleaf pine. Mr. Camposano added that
species volumes are dynamic and change throughout the 10 year period covered by this plan. He also stated that we
can provide those numbers from our Forest Inventory and Sustainability System if there was additional curiosity.

Ms. Worley made a comment that we should have a statement in the plan about being able to manage under adaptive
and changing environmental conditions. Mr. Weis stated the purpose of the 10 year plan is to stay at a conceptual
level. We have annual operating plans and mid-range 5-year plans which are updated annually. This allows for adaptive
management more broadly under the 10 year plan. Mr. Camposano also mentioned that we can amend plans if any
part of it becomes limiting during the 10 year period covered by the plan.

Mr. Cutsinger had a question on recreation activities and public access. He wanted to know if we were planning to
expand camping and other recreational activities. Mr. Weis mentioned that there were planned activities in the plan
update which are expanding the recreational opportunities on the forest.

Page 7 — Mr. Underhill asked about the non-native species management and control — specifically re-asking his
question on calculating acreages of infestation. Mr. Camposano explained how the FFS calculated invasive acreage;
basically the number of acres containing each specific species. Numbers are not additive on this list — meaning that if
five species are found on any one acre, it will add one acre to each species on the list. Mr. Underhill asked a follow-up
question on if there was a coyote issue on the forest. Mr. Weis stated that there was not really an issue with coyotes
on the forest. Mr. Strickland confirmed this point of view. Mr. Underhill then made a comment on Goal 6 and stated
his wishes for interpretive displays/signage about conservation practices for cultural and historical resource
management. Mr. Camposano responded that he believed this would fit better under the recreation section of the
plan, as it covers public education. He suggested putting a sentence in the recreation section later in the plan. Mr.
Underhill then asked about apiary use. Mr. Weis explained that individuals are allowed to lease sites on the forest.
Mr. Underhill stated he did not see that mentioned in the plan .Mr. Camposano indicated that under “revenue



producing activities” it is listed as an opportunity on the forest. He also mentioned we have to follow all the Best
Management Practices for apiaries, and because of this, apiaries are by lease only to ensure those practices are
followed.

Ms. Worley asked a question on Goal 5 —non-native species control. Specifically if we had the funding sources available
to keep up with treatments for plant and animal removal. Mr. Weis stated that MSF pursues every opportunity they
can, which includes the FWC herbicide bank, FWC grants, and internal FFS funding. Mr. Camposano stated that there
is legislatively appropriated funding that is designated for invasive treatments every year.

Page 9 — Mr. Folmar asked us to add Orange Hammock WMA to the table. Mr. Weis agreed and it was added to the
table.

Page 11— Ms. Worley asked about the revenue producing activities and suggested a plan change to add in that revenue
producing activities would not adversely impact ecological integrity (as well as resource management). The group was
in consensus and the suggested change was added.

Page 12 — Mr. Folmar asked if we were currently allowing palmetto berry harvest or if it was just in the plan should
we want to resume selling berries. Mr. Camposano stated that palmetto berry harvesting was not in place on any
forest currently, but that we wanted to reserve the ability to be able to sell them again should conditions allow.

Page 15 — Ms. Worley had a question on what we mean by “minimize” under Utility Corridors and Easements.
Specifically what we mean by “minimize damage”. Mr. Camposano explained that we always will prefer disturbed
habitat and to stay away from undisturbed areas or sensitive populations when faced with a linear easement request.
He also explained we prefer to collocate utilities on the same corridor except where that corridor would become so
large that maintaining a single large corridor is more detrimental than maintaining more than one corridor of smaller
scales.

Page 17 — Ms. Worley asked about a statement under “Past Uses” that indicated there are still roads visible today
from uses prior to state acquisition. Specifically if there were any hydrological issues due to these roads. Mr. Weis
responded that most roads are at grade and are not highly improved and therefore do not negatively impact
hydrology.

Page 20 — Ms. Worley asked about the statement that said some freshwater wetlands were ditched to improve
drainage. Mr. Weis responded that it was a statement about what was done in the past and that we are trying to
restore sites with ditches as opposed to adding new ditches. Ms. Worley then asked if we had an established baseline
for water quality and suggested that if we do not, that we get one. It will allow FFS to refuse water with excessive
nutrients and not act as a stormwater retention pond. Mr. Davis stated that we add the OFW language to the plan
straight from FDEP, but we will look into the baseline for water quality. Ms. Worley asked if we had any regular water
quality testing. Mr. Davis responded that we rely on the WMDs for water quality testing as our cooperator.

Page 25 — Ms. Worley asked if FWC did monitoring for any of our listed species or game species or even invasive
species. Mr. Weis responded that he was not aware of any monitoring going on by FWC. He also stated Sarasota
County used to monitor scrub jays. Mr. Weis also stated that FWC is very receptive any time we ask them for help on
surveys. Mr. Camposano then added that FWC always monitors game species populations. Further, Florida Natural
Areas Inventory (FNAI) surveyed the forest for natural communities, threatened and endangered species, and invasive
species. He also mentioned that researchers will ask to do studies on the forest and that for any studies we approve,
the researchers must provide a report upon completion — which furthers our knowledge.

Page 27 — Mr. Underhill asked a question about the Gopher Tortoise Recipient Site Feasibility Assessment, which
appears to lack information. Mr. Camposano explained the statute change this year and that he still needed to insert
language into this plan. He went on to explain that MSF was not likely to be offered as a recipient site due to wet soils
across most of the forest. However, that final determination will be made before the plan goes to ARC.

Mr. Weis asked Mr. Strickland to correct the acronym in the gopher tortoise placeholder — as it indicated a different
forest.

Mr. Folmar asked if FNAI did a rare plant survey with their natural community mapping on the forest. Mr. Camposano
mentioned that while they are not doing transects for rare plants, they provide locations for any rare and/or
threatened or endangered species encountered during their mapping of the forest.



Page 29 — Mr. Cutsinger asked about recreation opportunities on the forest. Specifically he asked about what activities
were currently available versus activities proposed during this 10 year period. Mr. Davis indicated that what was listed
on the bottom of page 29 is what activities and amenities are currently available on the forest. Mr. Cutsinger then
asked if there was any data on forest usage (e.g., number of visitors). Mr. Weis indicated we do have that data and
suggested to Mr. Cutsinger that he set up a forest tour with Mr. Strickland to better put things in perspective. Mr.
Strickland commented on the various activities he sees regularly on the forest.

Ms. Worley asked about the carrying capacity of the forest — specifically if we knew that number or conducted a study
to inform that number. Mr. Camposano stated that we do not have a study on the number of people the forest can
hold at any one time. However, he also indicated that every time we add new recreational infrastructure to the forest,
we look at how much traffic that may bring to the forest, as well as whether there will be positive, negative, or neutral
impacts to resources. Mr. Camposano also briefly explained the FFS methods for tracking visitation and that the FFS
does not believe we have met or exceeded the carrying capacity.

Page 31 — Mr. Cutsinger asked about the RV camping on the forest and asked to expand on that. Mr. Weis explained
that the RV camping area is being upgraded presently. The bathhouse site is almost complete in terms of site work,
and the bathroom itself is currently being procured. The current 10 sites are planned to be upgraded to full facility
after the bathhouse is complete.

Mr. Underhill suggested adding cultural and historical education to the environmental education section. The group
agreed and language was added to both the heading and the text following to combine environmental education along
with cultural and historical education.

Ms. Worley asked what we meant by a central septic dump station in the campground. Mr. Weis explained that the
dump stations are parts of RV campgrounds. He further clarified that this is only a holding tank that must be pumped
regularly and does not have an actual drain field.

Page 36 — Mr. Underhill had a question why cattle grazing was listed under sustainable forestry and silviculture and if
there was a prospect to do this on MSF. Mr. Weis explained that it has been considered but that there are not really
any suitable sites on the forest and as we have planted pines in more pastures, available space for cattle grazing
becomes less and less. Mr. Camposano added that cattle grazing is sometimes used during a timber stand’s life cycle
as there are times when the stand is not yet old enough to sell timber and allowing cattle grazing provides a revenue
source and helps control the competing vegetation.

Page 38 — Ms. Worley asked about the process to allow the mosquito control district to spray/treat on the forest. And
Mr. Cutsinger also asked for clarification on requesting for treatment during times of high levels of mosquitos. Mr.
Camposano explained the process for the mosquito control district to submit a treatment plan for approval by FDACS.
He made a point to mention that aerial adulticiding is not a standard practice but would be permissible under
executive order for a public health emergency.

Page 40 — Ms. Worley asked about the statement at the top of page 40 defining restoration by soil type and suggested
that basing on hydrology might be better. Mr. Camposano responded that this refers primarily to the pine species for
reforestation. However, holistically, the FFS manages toward the species composition of the identified natural
community.

Page 44 — Mr. Cutsinger asked if there was a local Friends group for MSF to assist on invasive control. Mr. Weis
responded that there were no forest specific Friends groups except the statewide Friends group. FFS otherwise deals
with invasives through staffing, contracting, herbicide bank, grant, and internal funding. There are no formal groups
that remove invasives on MSF, but volunteers would be permitted to help remove invasives should the desire arise.
Mr. Davis asked if there were any questions or comments on the exhibits. Mr. Folmar asked to add Orange Hammock
WMA to Exhibit F to be consistent with the plan.

Ms. Worley asked for an explanation of the chart in Exhibit S (2018 LMR Results), specifically on page 4. Mr.
Camposano explained how the LMR team anonymously ranks each item on the LMR checklist. At Ms. Worley’s request,
Mr. Camposano further explained the below-average ranking for the scrub jay on MSF and how the FFS has worked
to address the concerns from the LMR.



e  Mr. Davis then asked each MPAG member to comment on the draft plan. All present MPAG members commented
positively.
e Mr. Davis thanked everyone for their time and participation and adjourned the meeting.

Workshop Meeting End Time: 2:54 P.M.

MYAKKA STATE FOREST
Ten-Year Land Management Plan

Plan Review comments from Southwest Florida Water Management District (SWFWMD), February 1,
2023

Prescribed Fire: The Myakka State Forest's (MSF) fire management practices, such as firebreaks and
firelines has been a consistent and positive aspect of the Florida Forest Service’s (FFS) fire management
program and application on the property. The applied fire return intervals for various observed vegetative
communities is constant and shows relatively positive ecological results. This is a positive aspect of the

property.

Non-Native Invasive Species Control: Overall the direction of and application of invasive plant management
practices appear to be effective. Along the entire Myakka River system within Sarasota County, Brazilian
pepper (Schinus terebinthifolius) is a consistent problem. FFS management staff has done a good job in this
species control. Continual effort to maintain vegetative control of this species is increasing has increase urban
activities upstream benefit this species prorogation. It is suggested that the entire Brazilian pepper occurrence
areas be surveyed and treated every year.

Non-Native Invasive Species Control: Within the Plan, it is indicted that 1,029 feral hogs have been
removed from the MSF. This has been accomplished through a mixed species control approach, using
trapping and species harvesting during small game hunting. The only way to attempt to maintain a reasonable
population occurrence on a property, due to the species’ curvilinear reproductive characteristic, is apply a more
aggressive feral hog control approach, using multiple harvest techniques. The FFS should give consideration
to employing additional pig harvest methods provided by the USDA Wildlife Services. These services are
currently being used in Sarasota county and on adjacent conservation lands and private agricultural properties
at an economic and viable cost. The cost of feral hogs’ natural system impairments and habitat ecological
restoration greatly outweighs the cost of additional species harvest measures.




Exhibit V

MSF Summary Budget






Exhibit W

Arthropod Control Plan
Sarasota County, Florida


















Exhibit X

Barrow Pit Restoration Project






Exhibit Y

Hydrologic Restoration Project


























































































Exhibit Z

Myakka River Critical Wildlife Area Map






