OKALOACOOCHEE SLOUGH
STATE FOREST
2025 LAND MANAGEMENT PLAN
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Exhibit A

Ten-Year Management
Accomplishment Summary



Okaloacoochee Slough State Forest

10-Year Accomplishments

Site Preparation Number Acres
Chop Single Pass 1,425 N/A
Disk/Raking N/A 181
Mowing N/A 555
Other N/A 6
Planting Number Acres
Slash Containerized 32500 525
Longleaf Bareroot 32500 525
Other (Cypress) 4,000 10
Seedling Survival Checks Number Acres
Checks N/A 535
Timber Stand Improvement Number Acres
Herbicide N/A 329
Mowing N/A 362
Chopping N/A 430
Timber Sales Number Acres
Marking N/A 2
Cruising N/A 236
Timber Inventory Number Acres
Inventory N/A 13,765
Plots N/A 428
Invasive Species Control Number Acres
Brazilian Pepper N/A 8,309.21
Caesar Weed N/A 5,100.34
Camphor Tree N/A 0.5
Cogon Grass N/A 8,944.26
Japanese Climbing Fern N/A 2,997.86
Jaragua N/A 50.5
Melaleuca N/A 5,776.98
Other 7,121.90

N/A




Primrose Willow N/A 83.55
Scleria N/A 1,137.80
Torpedo Grass N/A 4,057.83
Fire Number Acres
Wildfire 10 285
Prescribed Burning N/A 27,130
Recreation Number Acres
Day Use Estimated Forest Visitors 1,058,926 N/A
Overnight Primitive Camping 15,860 N/A
Annual Entrance Pass 27 N/A
Commercial Vendor Permits 2 N/A
Roadwork Number Miles
Roads Constructed N/A 9
Roads Graded N/A 581
Boundary Maintenance Number Miles
Maintenance / Marking N/A 150
I&E Activities Number Acres
Programs / Tours 40 N/A
Radio / TV Articles 39 N/A
Education / Research 36 N/A
Other Activities Number Acres Miles
Road Mowed N/A 1,181 N/A
Site Maintenance - Mowing N/A 2,231 N/A
Trails Maintained N/A N/A 187
Field Mowed N/A 19 N/A
Firelines Maintained N/A N/A 870.5
Archaeological Sites Recorded 6 N/A N/A
Archaeological Sites Monitored 6 N/A N/A
Hogs Trapped 10 N/A N/A
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Boundary and Road Map
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Optimal Management Boundary Map
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Elements and Element Occurrences

An element is any exemplary or rare component of the natural environment, such as a species, natural community,
bird rookery, spring, sinkhole, cave, or other ecological feature.

An element occurrence (EQ) is an area of land and/or water in which a species or natural community is, or was,
present. An EQ should hawve practical conservation value for the Element as evidenced by potential continued (or
historical) presence and/or regular recurrence at a given location.

Element Ranking and Legal Status

Using a ranking system developed by NatureServe and the Natural Heritage Program Network, the Florida Natural
Areas Inventory assigns two ranks for each element. The global rank is based on an element's worldwide status; the
state rank is based on the status of the element in Florida, Element ranks are based on many factors, the most
important ones being estimated number of Element Oocurrences (EQs), estimated abundance (number of individuals
for species; area for natural communities), geographic range, estimated number of adequately protected EOs, ralative
threat of destruction, and ecelogical fragility.

FNAT GLOBAL ELEMENT RANK

Gl = Critically imperiled globally because of extreme rarity {5 or fewer occumrences or less than 1000 individuals) or
because of extreme vulnerability to extinction due to some natural or man-made factor.

G2 = Imperilad globally because of rarity (& to 20 occurrences or less than 3000 individuals) or because of
wvulnerability to extinction due to some natural or man-made factor.

G2 = Either very rare and local throughout its range (21-100 eccurrences or less than 10,000 individuals) or found
locally in a restricted range or vulnerable to extinction from other factors.

G4 = Apparently secure globally (may be rare in parts of range).

= Demonstrably secure globally.

GH = Of historical sccurrence throughout its range, may be rediscovered (=.g., ivory-billed woodpacker).

GX Belizved to be extinct throughout range.
GHC = Extirpated from the wild but still known from captivity or cultivation.
G#? = Tentative rank (e.g., G27).

G#G# = Range of rank; insufficient data to assign specific global rank (e.g., G2G3).

G#T# = Rank of a taxenomic subgroup such as a subspecies or variety; the G portion of the rank refers to the
entire species and the T portion refers to the specific subgroup; numbers have same definition as above (e.g., G3T1).
G#() = Rank of questionable species - ranked as species but guestionable whether it is spedes or subspecies;
nurnbers have same definition as above (e.g.. G2Q).

G#T#( = Same as above, but validity as subspedes or varisty is questioned.

GU = Unrankable; dus to a lack of information no rank or range can be assigned (=2.g., GUTZ).

GMA = Ranking is not applicable because the element is not a suitable target for conservation (e.g. a hybrid
species),

GMR = Element not yet ranked (temporary).

GMRTHMR = HNeither the element nor the taxonomic subgroup has yet been ranked.

ENAL STATE ELEMENT BANK

51 = Critically imperiled in Florida because of extreme rarity (5 or fewer cccurrences or less than 1000 individuals)
or because of extreme vulnerability to extinction due to some natural or man-made factor.

52 = Imperiled in Florida because of rarity (& to 20 occurrences or less than 2000 individuals) or because of
wvulnerability to extinction due to some natural or man-made factor.

53 = Either very rare and local in Florida (21-100 occurrences or less than 10,000 individuals) or found locally in a
restrictad range or vulnerable to extinction from other factors.

54 = Apparently secure in Florida {may be rare in parts of range).
55 = Demonstrably secure in Florida.
SH = Of historical cocurrence in Florida, possibly extirpated, but may be rediscovered (e.g., ivory-billed

wiood pecker).
SK = Believed to be extirpated throughout Florida.
= Unrankable; due to a lack of information no rank or range can be assigned.
SMA = State ranking is not applicable because the elemant is not a suitable target for conservation (e.g. a hybrid

SNR = Element not yet ranked (temparary).



FEDERAL LEGAL STATUS

Legal status information provided by FMAIL for information anly, For official definitions and lists of protected species,
consult the relevant federal agency.

Definitions derived from U.5. Endangered Species Act of 1973, Sec. 3. MNote that the federal status given by FNAI
refers only to Florida populations and that federal status may differ alsewhere.

C = Candidate species for which federal listing agencies have sufficient information on bialegical vulnerability and
threats to support proposing to list the species as Endangered or Threatened.
= Endangered: species in danger of extinction threughout all or a significant portion of its range.
, T = Species currently listed endangered in a porticn of its range but only listed as threatened in other arsas
, PDL = Species currently listed endangered but has been proposed for delisting.
, PT = Species currently listed endangerad but has been proposed for listing as threatened.
;, XN = Species currently listed endangered but tracked population is a non-essential experimental population.
T = Threatenad: species likely to become Endangered within the foresesable future throughout all or a significant
partion of its range.
PE = Species proposed for listing as endangered.
PS = - An infraspecific taxon or population has federal status but the entire species does not - status is inonly a
portion of the species range.
PT = Species proposed for listing as threatened.
SAT = Treated as threatened due to similarity of appearance to a species which is federally listed such that
enforcement personnel have difficulty in attempting to differentiate between the listed and unlisted species.
SC = MNot currently listed, but considered a "species of concarmn™ to USFWS,
DL = Delisted.
UR = Under review.

MMMmmMmm

STATE LEGAL STATUS

Provided by FNAI for information only. For official definitions and lists of protected spedies, consult the relevant state
agency.

Animals: Definitions derived from "Florida’s Endangered Species and Species of Special Concemn, Official Lists"
published by Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission, 1 August 1957, and subseguent updates.

C = Candidate for listing at the Federal level by the U. 5. Fish and Wildlife Service

FE = Listed as Endangered Species at the Federal level by the U. 5. Fish and Wildlife Servica

FT = Listed as Threatenad Species at the Federal level by the U. 5. Fish and Wildlife Sarvice

FXN = Federal listed as an experimental population in Florida

FT{S/A) = Federal Threatened dus to similarity of appearance

ST = State population listed as Threatened by the FFWCC, Defined as a species, subspecies, or isolated population
which is acutely vulnerable to environmental alteration, declining in number at a rapid rate, or whos= range or habitat
is decreasing in area at a rapid rate and as a consequence is destined or very likely to become an endangered species
within the foreseeable future.

SSC = Listed as Species of Spacdial Concern by the FFWCC, Defined as a population which warrants special
protection, recognition, or consideration because it has an inherent significant vulnerability to habitat modification,
environmental alkeration, human disturbance, or substantial human exploitation which, in the foresasable future, may
result in its becoming a threatened species. (SSC* for Pandion haliastus (Osprey) indicates that this status applies in
Maoniroe county anly.)

N = Mot currently listed, nor currently being considered for listing.

Plants: Definitions derived from Sections 531.011, 581.185 and 581.185(2), Florida Statutes, and the Preservation
of Native Flora of Florida Act, SE-40.001. FNAI does not track all state-regulated plant spedies; for a complete list of
state-regulated plant species, call Florida Division of Plant Industry, 352-3272-3505 or s=e:

hittps:/ www. firules.org/gateway/ChapterHome. asp?Chapter=58-40.

E = Endangered: species of plants native to Florida that are in imminent danger of extinction within the state, the
survival of which is unlikely if the causes of a decline in the number of plants continue; includas all spedies determinad
to be endangerad or threatened pursuant to the U.5. Endangered Species Act.

T = Threatened: species native to the state that are in rapid dedine in the number of plants within the state, but
which have not so decreased in number as to causs them to be Endangerad.

CE = Commercially exploited: species native to the state which are subject to being removed in significant numbers
fram native habitats in the state and sold or transported for sale.

N = Mot currently listed, nor currently being considered for listing.



Element Occurrence Ranking

FMAI ranks of quality of the element occurrence in terms of its viability (ECRANK). Viability is estimated using a
combination of factors that contribute to continued survival of the element at the location. Among these are the size of
the EC, general condition of the EQ at the site, and the conditions of the landscape surrcunding the EO (2.g. an
immeadiate thireat to an EO by local devalopment pressure could lower an EC rank).

A = Excellent estimated viability

A? = Possibly excellent estimated viability

AB = Excellant or good estimated viability

AC = Excellent, good, or fair estimated viability
B = Good estimated viability

B? = Possibly good estimated viability

BC = Good or fair estimated viability

BD = Goaod, fair, or poor estimated viability

C = Fair estimated viability

C? = Possibly fair estimated viability

CD = Fair or poor estimated viability

D = Poor estimated viability

D? = Possibly poor estimated viability

E = Verified extant (viability not assessed)

F = Failed to find

H = Historical

MR = Mot ranked, a placeholder when an EOQ is not {yeat) ranked.
U = Unrankable

¥ = Extirpated

*For additional detail on the above ranks ses: httpi//www.natureserve,org/explorer/ecrankguide. htm

FMAI also uses the following BD ranks:

H? = Possibly historical
F? = Possibly failed to find
X? = Possibly extirpated

The following offers further explanation of the H and X ranks as they are used by FNAIL:

The rank of H is usad when there is a lack of recant field information verifying the continuad existence of an EQ, such
as (a) when an EO is based only on historical collections data; or (b) when an EQ was ranked A, B, C, D, or E at cne
time and is later, without field survey work, considered to be possibly extirpated due to general habitat loss or
degradation of the environment in the area. This definition of the H rank is dependent on an interpretation of what
constitutes "racent” field information. Generally, if there iz no known survey of an EQ within the last 20 to 40 years, it
should be assigned an H rank. While thess time frames represent suggested maximum limits, the actual time period
for historical EOs may vary according to the biology of the element and the specific landscape context of each
occurrence (including anthropogenic alteration of the environment). Thus, an H rank may be assigned to an EO befors
the maximum time frames have lapsad. Occurrences that have not been surveyed for periods exceeding these time
frames should not be ranked A, B, C, or . The higher maximum limit for plants and communities (i.e., ranging from
20 to 40 years) is based upon the assumption that occurrences of these elements generally have the potential ko
persist at a given location for longer periods of time. This greater potential is a reflaction of plant biclogy and
community dynamics. However, landscape factors must also be considered. Thus, areas with more anthropogenic
impacts on the environment (e.g., development) will be at the lower end of the rangs, and less-impacted areas will be
at the higher and.

The rank of X is assigned to EOs for which there is documented destruction of habitat or environment, or persuasive
evidence of eradication based on adequate survey (i.e., thorough or repeated survey efforts by one or more
experienced observers at times and under conditions appropriate for the Element at that location).
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Management Plan Advisory Group Public Hearing
Okaloacoochee Slough State Forest

10-Year Land Management Plan
November 19, 2024
10:30 A.M.

Meeting Minutes

MPAG Members Present:

Michael Joel Caloosahatchee Forestry Center Manager, Florida Forest Service (FFS)
Joe Bozzo Science Supervisor, South Florida Water Management District

Josiah Freese Representing Ryder Hochmuth, Florida Fish and Wildlife Commission

Margaret England Representative, Hendry, and Glades County Audubon Society

Jamie French Representing Representative McDaniel, Collier County Commissioner

MPAG Members Not Present:

Conor Egan Local Soil and Water Conservation District Representative
Ivan Howard Local Property Owner
Dane Scofield Local Property Owner

Representative Karson Turner Hendry County Commissioner

FFS Staff:
e Alan Davis Land Planning Coordinator
¢ Brian Camposano Forest Management Assistant Bureau Chief
¢  Michael Weston Caloosahatchee Forestry Center Forestry Resource Administrator
¢ Thomas Gonzalez Forest Area Supervisor
e James Kavanaugh Forester
¢ Michael Knight Biological Scientist Il
e  Emily Marsh Land Management Planner
Guests:

William Hamilton

Public Meeting Start Time: 10:30 A.M.

Land Planning Coordinator, Alan Davis (FFS) opened the meeting by introducing himself and explained the
purpose and statutory framework for the Okaloacoochee Slough 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 Okaloacoochee Slough State Forest (OSSF)
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 that both MPAG meetings are open to the public and proper notice was given. The
meetings were advertised in the Naples Daily News on October 25, 2024, and Lake Okeechobee News on
October 30, 2024; Florida Administrative Register, FFS webpage, as well as posted at the kiosks in the
Caloosahatchee Forestry Center. The meetings were announced at the Collier County Board of County
Commissioners meeting and Hendry County Board of County Commissioners meeting on October 22, 2024.



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 then requested MPAG Member introductions and attendance was taken.

¢ Mr. Davis asked the advisory group to elect an MPAG chairperson. Michael Joel was elected to serve as
chairperson.

¢  Mr. Davis asked if there are any questions at this time. None followed.

*  Mr. Davis then introduced Forestry Resource Administrator, Michael Weston who presented a PowerPoint
presentation of the 10-Year Plan. Mr. Davis asked if there were any clarifying questions regarding the
presentation. None followed.

s Mr. Camposano clarified that the audience may have seen references to another forest; however,
everything content-wise reflected for OSSF. He continued to explain that the wheel is not reinvented
structure for MPAGs and how we our presenting our plans. He concluded by apologizing if the group saw
other forests, but this is all content on OSSF.

s Mr. Davis asked if there are any further questions. He then inquired about any speakers that wanted to
speak and any additional public comment speaker forms that had not yet been collected. None followed.

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

Public Meeting End Time: 11:03 A.M.



Management Plan Advisory Group Workshop Meeting
Okaloacoochee Slough State Forest

10-Year Land Management Plan
November 19, 2024
1:00 P.M.

Meeting Minutes

MPAG Members Present:

o Michael Joel Caloosahatchee Forestry Center Manager, Florida Forest Service (FFS)
e Conor Egan Local Soil and Water Conservation District Representative

e Joe Bozzo Science Supervisor, South Florida Water Management District

e Josiah Freese Representing Ryder Hochmuth, Florida Fish and Wildlife Commission

e Margaret England Representative, Hendry, and Glades County Audubon Society

e Jamie French Representing Representative McDaniel, Collier County Commissioner

MPAG Members Not Present:
e Ivan Howard Local Property Owner
e Dane Scofield Local Property Owner
e Representative Karson Turner Hendry County Commissioner

FFS Staff:
e Alan Davis Land Planning Coordinator
e Brian Camposano Forest Management Assistant Bureau Chief
o Michael Weston Caloosahatchee Forestry Center Forestry Resource Administrator
e Thomas Gonzalez Forest Area Supervisor
e James Kavanaugh Forester
¢ Michael Knight Biological Scientist 11l
e Emily Marsh Land Management Planner
Guests:
e None

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

s Land Planning Coordinator, Alan Davis introduced himself and opened the OSSF MPAG Workshop. 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 recorded and 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. Forestry Resource Administrator Mike Weston was available to make proposed changes
to the draft during the page-by-page review.

s Page 6: Mr. Freese suggested that long-term potential would be expanding the hiking trail system that already
exists on OSSF and combining it with the Spirt of the Wild and Dinner Island Ranch (WMAs). Mr. Davis inquired
if that pertains to for Goal 2. Mr. Freese stated that he thinks that would be under Goal 2. Mr. Davis stated
that there is a section in the plan for planned recreation events. Mr. Freese agreed and stated that that would
be better. Mr. Davis continued to explain that that suggestion would be more suitable there than in the Goals
and Objectives section. He then suggested for Mr. Freese to hold his suggestion until they reach that section



within the plan, and they will address it then. Mr. Freese agreed. He then suggested for Goal 5, regarding
hunting season quotas and bag limits, to reemphasize and implement language about submitting rule change
proposals, as needed, to modify specific hunting season quotas and bag limits to address hunting issues. He
explained that the way FWC does it, they have to submit rule change proposals and further suggested to add
language in regarding rule change proposal prior to developing specific hunting season quotas and bag limits to
better emphasize the process that FWC has to follow when they submit their change proposals. Mr. Davis
stated that he wants to avoid misconception on rule because that is FWC’s rule and not FFS’s rule. He then
stated that as long as FFS is cooperating with FWC, and FWC has updated brochures, dates, bag limits, quota
season dates, etc. then it is not necessary to include into the ten-year plan about FWC’s rule. Mr. Freese stated
ok. Mr. Joel explained that they submit every year. Mr. Freese inquired Mr. Joel if they submit the rule change
every year. Mr. Joel stated that they do. Mr. Freese stated ok and explained that Mr. Hochmuth just wanted
to emphasize that we have to do it as part of the rule change, and not just because FWC is doing this. Mr. Joel
agreed and stated that it also goes for comments; that comments go into the comments box and comes back
to FFS sometime during the Springtime. Mr. Freese stated yes. Mr. Davis stated that as long as we maintain
that relationship, then our process can remain separate from FWC’s process. Mr. Freese agreed. Mr. Davis
inquired if there was anything else on page 6.

Page 7: Mr. Freese suggested adding in something about collaborating with partnering agencies to potentially
help foster that relationship, specifically with OSSF to either Objective 1 or Objective 2. He further suggested
to add something about including partners in burn planning for boundary units or governments adjacent public
lands. Mr. Davis stated that there is a fire section in the plan and suggested that section would be better suited
for that suggestion. Mr. Freese stated ok and that he didn’t know if it would fall under that, prescribed burning
managed lands specifically; or for objective 2, if it would be better state it there instead of in the prescribed fire
section since it is more of a planning thing. Mr. Davis stated that, to him, it's more of an obligation. He asked is
they agree regarding the burning section of the plan states how we cooperate with other agencies. He then
stated that we can look at that section when we get there and see if Mr. Freese’s suggestion would be
appropriate. He then inquired Mr. Joel if they should change or reject it. Mr. Joel cautioned in having any
wording that includes anyone outside of FFS. He continued to state that we do cooperate, but FFS is also the
overseers of prescribed fires in the state of Florida. He then stated that he doesn’t know if changing that would
involving changing a much larger issue. Mr. Joel asked Mr. Freese if he is suggesting language that reads
“discussing and implementing ideas on boundary burns”. Mr. Freese stated yes and explained that FWC has
their cooperative group to be able to work with FFS and vice versa, so if we don’t have to call that out in the
plan specifically, then that’s fine. He continued to state that the boundary units would be beneficial just so that
at the start of FFS’ burn year, you can have some units to refer to for that year so that FWC can also make sure
their units are prepped on their side to either potentially burn through that fence on the same day with FFS or
to just be able to plan out FWC’s efforts better. Mr. Davis agreed and stated that that's more of a local
communication reference rather than something for the 10-year management plan. Mr. Joel added that this is
a ten-year plan doesn’t believe that such a specific idea meets the objective of a ten-year plan. Mr. Davis agreed
and suggested to share FFS’s 5 year and annual burn plans and see if that works there. He then stated that he
believes that it is more about local communication. Mr. Joel suggested that he would look at it more as of a
one-year plan rather than in the ten-year plan. Mr. Davis and Mr. Freese agreed. Mr. Joel inquired if everyone
was in agreement. Mr. Freese and group agreed. Mr. Freese stated that he will let Ryder know. Mr. Joel stated
that this is the strategic goal to maintain the forest rather what Mr. Freese was referring to is a specific one-
year plan. Mr. Freese stated that Ryder’s goal would be to embody it somehow into the ten-year management
plan on the broader scale; but to have a heightened level of conversation rather than to “hey, make sure you
send that”. He continued to state that having this language in the plan would reflect, “hey, this is in our plan to
cooperate or to communicate without partner agencies or boundaries”. He then stated that if FWC feels that
it is more pertinent to the one-year plan, then thatis fine. Mr. Joel stated that we'll be looking at it more and
more, but the ten-year plan is supposed to be broader, and more general because this reflects the bigger picture
for the next ten years. Mr. Freese stated that they are going off based on FWC's ten-year management plans.
He continued to state that the FWC management plans are very inclusive because they do annual work plans



but are not writing annual management plans. Therefore, FWC's ten-year management plans are very inclusive.
He continued to state that that was the mindset that Ryder was approaching with his suggestions. Mr. Davis
inquired if there were any changes. MIr. Joel stated no change, but to add it to the one-year plan.

Page 8: Mr. Freese stated that for Goal 5, to either collaborate with adjacent landowners or early detection
rapid response, and with species management because FWC can help FFS with that. He then suggested to add
in a performance measure for it how to quantify FFS is collaborating with FWC’s WMA staff. Mr. Davis stated
that later on in the plan there is an invasive species control section that could already be in the plan addressing
Mr. Freese’s statement. Mr. Joel stated that it wouldn’t be listed as an objective; that it would be something
specific to talk about. Mr. Davis agreed and added that that is something that would be built into the plan, if
so. Mr. Freese stated ok. He then asked what page it would be on. Mr. Davis stated that it will be on page 43
under the Invasive species control. Mr. Freese stated ok. Mr. Davis stated that once we get there, we can
reassess what Mr. Freese is thinking and see if it makes sense to put something in there. Mr. Freese stated that
sounds good. Mr. Davis then inquired if there was anything else on page 8.

Page 24: Mr. Davis requested the link be deactivated due to the possibility of it being out of date. He further
stated to keep the words but to deactivate the link. A member inquired the concern. Mr. Davis explained that
there is a link in there that directs the reader to the webpage. He further stated that if it's not an active link
then five years down the road, that link may be wrong. Mr. Camposano stated that there is a reason that we
put that in there. He explained that we wanted to reference the Basin Management Action Plan, and right now,
that is where you get to it. He further explained that it is the direct link, but that we could look into adjusting
that to forward to DEP.gov and leaving the rest of that off. He then stated that because it does falls within a
Basin Management Action Plan and wanted to provide a link to get there. He concluded by stating that we can
change it to forward you to DEP instead. Mr. Davis agreed and referenced to what DEP had told him in the past
about links. Mr. Camposano agreed and explained that we didn’t have a better option at the time so we can
deal with that on the back end; unless there is a strong opinion from the MPAG group today. Mr. Davis stated
that it should be fine.

Page 23: Mr. Freese requested to go back to page 23. He stated that for wetland restoration, obviously
coordinated with Southwest Florida Water Management District at the end, but it could have some sort of
language of communicated with FWC again. He further stated that FWC is going to be doing a lot of wetland
restoration on OSSF and Spirit, hopefully one day as well. He then stated that when FFS begins the work that
hopefully they can tie into that work/land space-based restoration effort. He further suggested language such
as “or communicated with”...Mr. Joel read out loud that “FFS and SFWMD will work with FWC on hydrologic
evaluation on the effects of major canals”. Mr. Freese apologized and inquired where Mr. Joel sees that
language on page 23. Mr. Joel stated that it is in the second paragraph under Water Protection. Mr. Freese
apologized and said that we are good then and is satisfied with that language. Mr. Joel inquired if Water
Management was ok with that language. Mr. Bozzo stated yes. Mr. Davis inquired if there was anything else
on page 23.

Page 25: Mr. Freese stated that the Mangrove fox squirrel has new been reclassified, so that it should be either
the Big Cypress fox squirrel, which is still state threatened; or, it is Southern fox squirrel, which has been
delisted. He further stated for FFS to check their records on that. He continued to state that it should be
Cypress because it's south of Caloosahatchee so it should stay as state threatened, but the species name will
change. Mr. Camposano stated that this is an instance where FFS will take his recommendation from the get-
go. Mr. Freese stated ok, then it should reflect as Big Cypress fox squirrel. Mr. Davis instructed Mr. Weston to
make track change within the document. Mr. Camposano inquired if there is a subspecies for the Big Cypress
fox squirrel. Mr. Freese stated yes, but then back tracked and stated that only the common name needed to
be changed.

Page 24: Mr. Knight stated that back on page 24 it reads, “there are nine animals and one plant species with
either state or federal listed status” and continued to state that that needs revision since there is an entire table
there. He continued to state that maybe it should have read as “state, federal, and endangered status”. Mr.
Camposano agreed. Mr. Knight continued to state that he would go through and check on that and make sure



the numbers are correct. Mr. Davis directed Mr. Weston to place a comment indicating the group to double
check.

Page 25: Mr. Freese commented that some statuses are listed as LT and others are listed as FT for federal
status. Mr. Davis inquired if there was anything else on pages 24 or 25.

Page 32: Mr. Freese inquired if the hiking facilities listed are proposed or if they will be addressed later in the
plan. Mr. Weston stated that the proposed facilities are listed a few pages later. Mr. Davis stated that these
are all existing facilities.

Page 33: Mrs. England inquired if the Collier to Polk Regional Trail will impact on OSSF, because she cannot
determine its impacts based on the maps. Mr. Weston stated that he doesn’t know either. He continued to
explain that it’s in the planning phases so there are a bunch of steps they will need to jump through. He then
stated if they get funded then OSSF will get permissions, etc. Mrs. England stated that the one meeting she
attended sounded like they would go up through Sears, Goodno, and Ortona Locks because they were talking
about bicycles crossing over the old railroad tracks. She then stated that she walks and that would be poor
engineering work. Mr. Weston agreed and reiterated that they have a bunch of steps to get through first such
as state forest impacts and ARC before they can proceed with that kind of development. Mrs. England agreed
and stated that this is the DEP project. Mr. Camposano inquired Mrs. England if DEP came up with a defined
route or if it was a series of routes. Mrs. England stated that, to her, it looked like it was just going to be along
the road or highway, that doesn’t look very appealing to her; but, ifit did go into different habitats and regions,
even if it went across the Ortona Locks that would be a very interesting trail. Mr. Weston added that DEP did
approach them and asked OSSF staff for comment. He further stated that there was some initial stuff about
them cutting across the slough and FFS stated that that wouldn’t be possible for a whole bunch of reasons.
Mrs. England agreed and added that the old railroad bed holds historical significance, and you would have to
go through all kinds of loopholes to even do anything with those old railroad tracks. Mr. Weston agreed and
added that currently the project is at a standstill, but it is a good topic to bring up, but we don’t have anything
concrete. Mrs. England stated that as long as that is in the plan then that is good. Mr. Camposano added that
if we get to a point where the county and planning development folks for that trail/purchase comes to FFS and
says “Hey, we want to move forward with this. This is what we got funding for and one of the options is on the
forest”, then FFS will do a plan amendment to add that into the plan. Mr. Davis agreed. Mr. Camposano further
explained that presently, we do not want to talk about something that is out of our control. However, if we get
to that point, then we will do a plan amendment, because we are not sure what is happening with that yet.
There are studies, maps, and potential routes, but other than that, it's been pretty quiet. Mrs. England stated
ok. Mr. Davis inquired if there was anything else on page 33.

Page 35: Mr. Davis indicated to Mr. Freese where the planned facilities starts on that page.

Page 36: Mr. Freese suggested considering the feasibility of creating or connecting trails from Spirit of the Wild
through the state forest to Dinner Island. Mr. Davis inquired the group of their thoughts. Mr. Freese inquired
if FFS would be interested in doing something that big. He then explained that in FWC's plans, they will say
“consider feasibility of doing this”. Mr. Davis stated that you can’t specifically lay out everything until it actually
becomes proposed amendment. Mr. Freese stated ok. Mr. Camposano inquired Mr. Freese that he would like
a statement in the plan that FFS would explore or work with FWC on potentially connecting...Mr. Freese
interjected stating that is how they have their plans written and then agreed with Mr. Camposano. Mr.
Camposano stated that it is up to the MPAG Committee to add that language. He continued to state that his
opinion would be to add a simple statement at the end of the trails section as its own paragraph. If the MPAG
Committee agrees to that then sure, as it will not tie FFS’s hands to say that we will have to do that, but at the
same time, it opens the door a little bit...Mr. Freese explained that for FWC plans, they can’t really have the
discussion with FFS if they don’t have it in their plans to consider this or contemplate that. He then stated if
FFS doesn’t need that in their plans then we're probably fine. Mr. Davis stated that the first statement generally
covers a broad assessment of opportunities. Mr. Camposano and Mr. Davis both stated that it is up to the
MPAG Committee. Mr. Davis continued to state that it's up to the MPAG Committee to decide on the language
and where it is in the plan; so, if you want to propose language and put it there, and everybody agrees with it,
then we're good. Mr. Freese stated that he proposes to state, “Consider the feasibility of connecting existing



trails”. Mr. Camposano stated that we do not want to talk about something that is super conceptual, but this
is our paper property where there is a real likelihood to do something like that. Mr. Freese agreed. He then
stated that Mr. Hochmuth wanted to address, especially for user groups between state forests in the area for
the WMA,; especially since it doesn’t talk about equestrian use, or something like that, has been an issue. He
then elaborated stating that there have been conversations regarding equestrian use on the southern roads
from the camping areas to the lead area. He then asked if FFS has had conversations with Mr. Hochmuth about
that. Mr. Weston stated that they have had conversations to say if FWC wants people going over to the FWC
side, then Mr. Hochmuth would be open to it. Mr. Freese agreed and stated that he believes that is Mr.
Hochmuth’s biggest concern. Mr. Weston stated that there is language in the plan for hunting, that FFS
examined additional access points in the WMA area. Mr. Joel inquired if we could propose something that we
listed biking, hunting and equestrian use or if Mr. Hochmuth was only thinking about addressing one of them.
Mr. Freese stated that he could not recall at the moment if he was pro-equestrian or anti-equestrian use in the
WMA, but he remembered that horses came up in conversation, and talking about those access points between
the forest and WMA. Mr. Joel stated that they are just trying to figure out where to put that in the plan. Mr.
Camposano agreed and stated that if it's going to be more than hiking trails, then to just put trails. Mr. Joel
agreed and then suggested to put it under recreation. Mr. Davis stated that they’re all trails. Mr. Joel agreed.
Mr. Freese inquired if access points are discussed under hunting. Mr. Weston stated that he placed the
language further down as well, but they are currently in the trails section. Mr. Camposano stated that you can
make the statement about equestrian and hiking trails, or any kind of trails here, and then a separate statement
under the hunting section. Mr. Joel added that Mr. Weston did place the statement under Hunting and Fishing.
Mr. Camposano stated that if the statement is already under Hunting and Fishing, then you can make this
statement here and cut the rest of the statement but leave in where it says trails. Mr. Freese stated that sounds
good to him. Mr. Camposano stated that the whole group needs to be ok with this change. Mr. Freese inquired
that Mr. Camposano proposed to remove the second sentence of that statement because it was covered in
hunting. Mr. Weston stated that hunting will just be hunting so outside of hunting...Mr. Joel joked that unless
they are hunting with their bicycles with horseback drawing them. Mr. Weston stated that this statement
wouldn’t hurt FFS. He explained that they already have a hiking trail that goes to Mustang Grade. He then
stated that half of the Twin Mills hiking trail when he first came out here, he commented how unique it was for
the trail to go to FWC property. He reiterated that OSSF is ok to have something like that since they already
have a trail leading to FWC property. He concluded by stating that this statement would allow for the non-
hunting part to help us through. Mr. Davis stated that unless there is something proposed for horses (when,
where, and how), we don’t really want to say until it’s truly proposed. Mr. Freese agreed. Mr. Davis inquired
Mr. Freese if he was good with the language. Mr. Freese stated yes. Mr. Davis then asked if all of the other
MPAG members were ok with the language. All members agreed.

Page 37: Mrs. England inquired if there was funding with these proposed changes or additions to these
campgrounds. Mr. Davis stated that these are proposed. Mrs. England gave the example of where it states
about having a new RV campground, a new campground with two to four campsites. She further inquired if
these were proposed or funded. Mr. Davis stated they are proposed. Mr. Camposano stated that while these
are proposed, we are at a juncture with state government, where we have more funding than we ever had
before. He further stated that the likelihood of implementing these are much more heightened than when we
did these plans five years ago. He continued to state that while the plans are conceptual, FFS definitely has
asked the field to build out an idea, especially if they’re going through a plan development process right now
where we know we will have a little bit of funding. He then stated that he hopes a lot of those proposed will
be implemented as long as we have funding sticking around for a little while. He stated that given that the
source of the funding, he hopes that the funding will be available for some time but hopes to get a lot of those
items completed. Mr. Weston stated that just mechanism wise for the field if they do not propose it in the plan,
and later on get an idea to do it, then we have to look into a plan amendment. Mr. Camposano stated that we
don’t want spending funds to slow us down. Mrs. England inquired if adding maintenance and upkeep and
extra personnel involved into the proposal or is that something different. Mr. Weston stated that a
maintenance proposal is different and would be reflected in the annual expenditures and our mindset has been



to look to make sure we have the people in place before we move forward with such a proposal. Mrs. England
stated ok. She further stated that that is good management. Mr. Davis inquired if there was anything else on
page 37.

Page 39: Mr. Weston emphasized that this section is where they talk about the hunting access points. Mr.
Freese thanked Mr. Weston and stated that he saw that. Mr. Joel stated that this is also where you would add
burn unit plans. Mr. Freese inquired clarification that if he were to propose burn unit plan that he would
propose it on page 40. He further stated that it can just be a simple sentence stating “share boundary
proposals” or something like that. He further acknowledged that burn plans change pretty regularly, and
sometimes FWC we don’t burn in units, and we burn the next one. He then stated that the idea is that the
collaboration is anticipated or remain in communication. Mr. Joel stated that you can easily add that under Fire
Management. He then concluded that you can add it anywhere. Mr. Freese reiterated that a simple sentence
about continuing collaboration with adjoining properties or others. Mr. Weston stated to go with adjoining
properties so that they can capture adjacent, private landowners. Mr. Weston inquired the group is everyone
was ok with that change. Mr. Davis inquired if there was anything else on page 39.

Page 42: Mr. Davis pointed out to Mr. Freese where it states language about adjacent neighbor contacts,
maintain a list of neighbors and notify them of prescribed burns. Mr. Freese stated that was all good, he just
wanted to make sure that language was captured related to the planning stages of the logistics of prescribed
burns to ensure FWC was on the same page as FFS. Mr. Davis stated ok

Page 44: Mr. Knight stated that the first paragraph talks about adjacent landowners and FWC, which is a part
of the previous paragraph related to primarily plants and questions raised earlier in the meeting. He further
explained that our invasive species program works very closely with FWC, so a lot of that is coordinated with
them. He exemplified the treatment plan for the new Scleria species, Scleria eggersiana, which already has
active treatments going on across the border and in Dinner Island. He then stated that FFS received funding
from FWC to get it all and there is no sense to leave some there to infest something else. Mr. Freese agreed
and then inquired if there is anything being done in the southwest corner of the marsh. Mr. Knight stated yes.
Mr. Freese inquired if it's being treated aerially. Mr. Knight stated no. He then stated that it’s by ground and
you can't do it by air since it's in little patches scattered all around. He explained that they will treat Scleria
lacustris will be done by air because that’s big, huge expanses of monoculture. But for instances that are a
“search and destroy” type of operation, they need to be treated on the ground. He then agreed there are some
bigger areas, but most cannot be reached by helicopter because that species likes to tuck itself under cypress
domes and such. He concluded that, regardless, FFS is coordinating with FWC. Mr. Freese agreed.

Page 46: Mr. Weston joked that they are not trying to make the list in Table 6 longer.

Mr. Davis inquired about any questions regarding the exhibits. None followed.

Mr. Davis read and asked if any MPAG members had comments regarding the public hearing conducted earlier.
Mr. Joel stated that supports the plan and thanks the partners for helping us and continue to be in this together.
Mr. French stated that it is a great plan and inquired to consider communication in the future regarding the fire
and prescribed burns. He explained that at the local government level, they will get calls from citizens
complaining from outside the area. He then suggested enhanced efforts with Emergency Management partners
for publications. He then inquired consideration of their corridors within conservation programs and other
communities, that when we have prescribed burns adjoining properties, to perhaps, have some additional inner
agency cooperation or communication because they will be out with each other anyways. He then stated that
most of the times, at the local level, they will contract out or work through FFS to supervise those prescribed
burns. He concluded by stating that Commissioner McDaniel would like more hunting access. Mrs. England
stated her pleasure in increased recreational opportunities and that it is a good plan. Mr. Bozzo stated that it
is a great plan and that he has been involved in this project since the beginning with FWC, initially. He stated
that FFS has done great things and he looks forward to more things in the future. Mr. Egan stated that he thinks
the plan is good and agrees with everything that is within the plan. He suggested that for those who are
unfamiliar with NRCS, that they have financial assistance programs for private landowners. He then suggested
if there are adjacent landowners or ranchers with issues like Brazilian pepper or cogongrass that they don’t
have the means to treat, for them to reach out to NRCS for funding assistance. Mr. Freese said thatit is a great



plan and thanked everyone for writing it and appreciate the ongoing collaboration between FFS and FWC. He
then stated that he looks forward to growing that collaboration in the future, especially in regard to having
better staffing in their areas. He thanked the group for the additions from FWC and expressed his appreciation
in being at the MPAG.

* Mr. Davis noted that the draft will be submitted to the Acquisition and Restoration Council for review.
Consideration by the Council will likely occur at the April 11, 2025, public meeting.

s Mr. Davis thanked everyone for their time and participation and adjourned the meeting.

Workshop Meeting End Time: 1:50 P.M.
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Twelvemile Slough

Critical Natural Lands

Hendry County
Year Added to Priority List 2001
Project Acres 15,968
Acquired Acres 7,932
Cost of Acquired Acres 511,000,000
Remaining Project Acres 8,036
2021 Assessed Value of Remaining Acres $54,901,270

Purpose for State Acquisition
The Twelvemile Slough project will protect an exemplary twelve-mile-long slough, or “river of grass”

natural community, that forms a broad band of emergent sedges, grasses and herbs running east through
the southern part of the project. The Twelvemile Slough provides important habitat for many species, but
particularly those that require extensive areas of habitat to maintain viable populations, such as the

Florida panther.

General Description
The drainage basin of the proposal flows into the Okaloacoochee Slough project acquired by the South

Florida Water Management District and Florida Forest Service. The Okaloacoochee Slough and its

associated watershed ultimately flow into the Fakahatchee Strand.

FNAI Element Occurrence Summary

FNAI Elements Score
Florida panther G5T1/51
Gopher tortoise G3/53
Swallow-tailed kite G5/52
Florida black bear G5T4/54
Florida spiny-pod G2/S2
Florida sandhill crane G5T2/S2
redmargin zephyrlily G2G3/5253
Wood stork G4/S2
Florida burrowing owl G4T3/53
Crested caracara G5/52
Glossy ibis G5/53

Snowy egret G5/53
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