GOETHE STATE FOREST
2024 LAND MANAGEMENT PLAN

EXHIBITS



Exhibit A

Ten-Year Management
Accomplishment Summary



Goethe State Forest

10-Year Accomplishments

Site Preparation Chop Single Pass Acres 1,742
Chop Double Pass Acres 10
Burning Acres 2,000
Mowing Acres 17
Herbicide Acres 1,044
Other Acres 17
Planting Slash Bareroot No. 55,000
Acres 76
Longleaf Containerized No. 2,112,620
Acres 2,970
seedling survival checks Survival Checks Acres 2,457
Plots No. 230
Timber Stand Improvement Mechanical Treatments Acres 450
Herbicide Acres 2,416
Mowing Acres 1,052
Timber Sales Marking Acres 5,367
Cruising Acres 6,024
Acres 6,850
Harvest
Tons 233,843
Timber Inventory Inventory Update Acres 58,232
New Inventory Acres 2,123
Plots No. 3,884
Invasive Control Cogon Grass Acres 123.50
Japanese Climbing Fern Acres 84.40
Natal Grass Acres 52.00
Camphor Tree Acres 6.00
Mimosa Acres 6.30
Elephant Ear Acres 4.00
Skunk vine Acres 2.00
Chinese Tallow Acres 1.60
Caesar Weed Acres 0.60
Rattle Box Acres 0.40




Air Potato Acres 0.20

Fire No. 21
Wildfire

Acres 521

Prescribed Burning No- 22>

Acres 93,018

Recreation Day Use Estimated Forest Visitors No. 1,638,519

Overnight Primitive Camping No. 10,246

Annual Entrance Pass No. 886

Commercial Vendor Permits No. 10

OOF Hunt No. 1

Roadwork Roads Constructed Miles 15

Roads Graded Miles 174

Roads Rebuilt Miles 83

Culverts Installed No. 63

Low Water Crossing No. 30

Other No. 5

Boundary Maintenance Maintenance/Marking Miles 198

I&E Activities Programs/Tours No. 21

Education/Research No. 2

Other Activities Mowing Acres 2,686

Fenceline Removed Miles 6

Firelines Maintained Miles 270

Fire Rehab Miles 5

Archaeological Sites Monitored No. 111

Hogs Taken No. 701

Pile Burns No. 5

RCW Inserts No. 248




Exhibit B

Boundary and Roads 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
Archaeological Sites and Cultural Sites















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
and
BMAP Maps






Exhibit L

Florida Natural Areas Inventory
Managed Area Tracking Record











































































Exhibit M

Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
Listed Species Occurrence Records

































Exhibit N

GSF Ten-Year Fire History






Exhibit O

Invasive Species Map
(FNAI)






Exhibit P

Current FNAI Natural Communities Map






Exhibit Q

Historic FNAI Natural Communities Map






Exhibit R

Land Management Reviews
(2018 & 2023)













































Introduction

Section 259.036, F.S. requires a periodic on-site review of conservation and recreation lands titled in the
name of the Board of Trustees to determine (1) whether the lands are being managed for the purposes for
which they were acquired and (2) whether they are being managed in accordance with their land
management plan adopted pursuant to s. 259.032, F.S. In cases where the managed areas exceed 1,000 acres
in size, such a review must be scheduled at least every five years. In conducting this review, a statutorily
constructed review team ‘“‘shall evaluate the extent to which the existing management plan provides
sufficient protection to threatened or endangered species, unique or important natural or physical features,
geological or hydrological functions or archaeological features. The review shall also evaluate the extent to
which the land is being managed for the purposes for which it was acquired and the degree to which actual
management practices, including public access, are in compliance with the adopted management plan.”

The land management review teams are coordinated by the Division of State Lands and consist of
representatives from the Division of Recreation and Parks (DEP), the Florida Forest Service (DACS), the
Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission, the local government in which the property is located, the
DEP District in which the parcel is located, the local soil and water conservation district or jurisdictional
water management district, a conservation organization member, and a local private land manager.

Each Land Management Review Report is divided into three sections. Section 1 provides the details of the
property being reviewed as well as the overall results of the report. Section 2 provides details of the Field
Review, in which the Review Team mspects the results of management actions on the site. Section 3
provides details of the Land Management Plan Review, in which the team determines the extent to which
the Management Plan provides for and documents adequate natural and recreational resource protection.

Finally, cach report may also contain an Appendix that lists individual team member comments. This is a
compilation of feedback, concerns or other thoughts raised by individual team members, but not necessarily
indicative of the final consensus reached by the Land Management Review Team.
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Field Review Details

Field Review Checklist Findings

The following items received high scores on the review team checklist, which indicates that management
actions exceeded expectations.

1. Natural communities, specifically dome swam p, sandhill, sandhill upland lake, floodplain
swamp, depression marsh, wet flatwoods, hydric hammock, basin marsh, upland hardwood
forest, xeric hammock, basin swamp, bottomland forest, sinkhole, upland mixed woodland, and
wet prairie.

2. Listed species, animals and plants in general, and specifically red-cockaded woodpecker.

3. Natural resource survey/monitoring resources, specifically listed species or their habitat
monitoring, other non-game species or their habitat monitoring, fire effects monitoring, other
habitat management effects monitoring, and invasive species survey and monitoring.

4. Cultural resources, specifically cultural resource survey, and protection and preservation.

S. Resource management (prescribed fire), specifically area being burned, frequency, and quality.

6. Restoration, specifically Watermelon Pond Site (Plantation to Sandhill), Wolf Arbor (Plantation
to Sandhill), Wetland Restoration, and Groundcover Restoration.

7. Forest management, specifically timber inventory, timber harvesting,
reforestation/afforestation, and site preparation.

8. Non-native, invasive, and problem species, specifically prevention and control of plants, animals
and pests/pathogens.

9. Hydrologic/geologic function hydro-alteration, roads and culverts, and ditches.

10. Ground water monitoring, specifically quality, and quantity.

11. Surface water monitoring, specifically quality, and quantity.

12. Resource protection, specifically boundary survey, gates and fencing, signage, and law
enforcement presence.

13. Adjacent property concerns, specifically inholdings and additions.

14. Public access, specifically roads, and parking.

15. Environmental education and outreach, specifically wildlife, habitat management activities,
inter pretive facilities and signs, recreational opportunities, and management of visitor impacts.

16. Management resources, specifically waste disposal, sanitary facilities, buildings, equipment,
staff, and funding.

17. Short-term goals, specifically habitat restoration and improvement, public access and
recreational opportunities, hydrological preservation and restoration, sustainable forest
management, exotic and invasive species maintenance and control, capital facilities and
infrastructure, cultural and historical resources, and imperiled species habitat maintenance.

Items Requiring Improvement Actions in the Field
The following items received low scores on the review team checklist, which indicates that management actions

noted during the Field Review were not considered sufficient (less than 3.0 score on average). Please note that
overall good scores do not preclude specific recommendations by the review team requiring remediation. The
management plan update should include information on how these items have been addressed:

The review team scores did not identify items requiring improvement actions in the field.
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Appendix A: Scoring System Detail

Explanation of Consensus Commendations:

Often, the exceptional condition of some of the property’s attributes impress review team members. In those
instances, team members are encouraged to offer positive feedback to the managing agency in the form of a
commendation. The teams develop commendations generally by standard consensus processes or by majority
vote if they cannot obtain a true consensus.

Explanation of Consensus Recommendations:

Subsection 259.036(2), F.S., specifically states that the managing entity shall consider the findings and
recommendations of the land management review. We ask team members to provide general recommendations
for improving the management or public access and use of the property. The teams discuss these
recommendations and develop consensus recommendations as described above. We provide these
recommendations to the managing agency to consider when finalizing the required ten-year management plan
update. We encourage the manager to respond directly to these recommendations and include their responses
in the final report when received in a timely manner.

Explanation of Field Review Checklist and Scores, and Management Plan Review Checklist and
Scores:

We provide team members with a checklist to fill out during the evaluation workshop phase of the Land
Management Review. The checklist is the uniform tool used to evaluate both the management actions and
condition of the managed arca, and the sufficiency of the management plan elements. During the evaluation
workshop, team members individually provide scores on each issue on the checklist, from their individual
perspective. Team members also base their evaluations on information provided by the managing agency staff
as well as other team member discussions. Staff averages these scores to evaluate the overall conditions on the
ground, and how the management plan addresses the issues. Team members must score each management issue
1to 5: 1 being the management practices are clearly insufficient, and 5 being that the management practices are
excellent. Members may choose to abstain if they have inadequate expertise or information to make a cardinal
numeric choice, as indicated by an “3C’ on the checklist scores, or they may not provide a vote for other unknown
reasons, as indicated by a blank. If a majority of members failed to vote on any issue, that issue is determined
to be irrelevant to management of that property or it was inadequately reviewed by the team to make an
intelligent choice. In cither case staff eliminated the issue from the report to the manager.

Average scores are interpreted as follows:
Scores 4.0 to 5.0 are Excellent
Scores 3.0 to 3.99 are Above Average
Scores 2.0 to 2.99 are Below Average

Scores 1.0 to 1.99 are considered Poor
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Exhibit S

Compliance
with
Local Comprehensive Plan

(City of Newberry & Levy County)



Exhibit T

State Forest Management Plan
Advisory Group Summary



Management Plan Advisory Group Public Hearing

Goethe State Forest

10-Year Land Management Plan

MPAG Members Present:
e Stephen Montgomery
e Lorna Radcliff
e  Mitch Petoskey
e Erica Hernandez
e Jo Harder
e Greg McCandless
e Representative Mary Alford

MPAG Members Not Present:
e David Benton
e Representative Deseree Mills

FFS Staff:
e Alan Davis
e  Brian Camposano
e Mark Larson
e logan Deuel
e Charles Pedersen
¢ Hailee Quintero
o  Kari Hurst
e Taylor White
e Cari Morris

e Ludie Bond
e Emily Marsh
Guests:

e Suzanne Swore
e Edward Swore
e Susan Stevens
e Ryan Kennelly

May 29, 2024
10:30 A. M.

Meeting Minutes

Waccasassa Forestry Center Manager, Florida Forest Service (FFS)
Land Management Chief, Suwannee River Water Management District
Area Wildlife Biologist, Florida Fish and Wildlife Commission
Conservation Director, Alachua Conservation Trust

Local Property Owner

Representing Dave Wilson, Local Property Owner

Alachua County Commissioner

Local Soil and Water Conservation District Representative
Levy County Commissioner

Land Planning Coordinator

Forest Management Assistant Bureau Chief
Waccasassa Forestry Center Forestry Resource Administrator
Waccasassa Forestry Center Forestry Supervisor |l
Biological Scientist IlI

Biological Scientist |l

Senior Forester

Forester

Park Ranger

Government Operations Consultant |

Land Management Planner

Public Meeting Start Time: 10:31 A.M.

¢ land Planning Coordinator, Alan Davis (FFS) opened the meeting by introducing himself and explained the
purpose and statutory framework for the Goethe 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 Goethe State Forest (GSF) 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 Alachua County Today Newspaper and Levy County Citizen Newspaper on
May 9, 2024; Florida Administrative Register, FFS webpage, as well as posted at the kiosks in the Waccasassa
Forestry Center. The meetings were announced at the Levy County Commissioners meeting on May 7,
2024, and the Alachua County Board of County Commissioners meeting on April 23, 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.

Mr. Davis then requested MPAG Member introductions and attendance was taken.

Mr. Davis asked the advisory group to elect an MPAG chairperson. Stephen Montgomery was elected to
serve as chairperson.

Mr. Davis asked if there are any questions at this time. Ms. Alford inquired about the sunshine law and if
that means that the MPAG Committee cannot discuss the MPAG with its members outside of the meeting
but is allowed to discuss with the public. Mr. Davis stated yes, and continued to say that her term will end
when FFS submits the plan to the Acquisition Restoration Council (ARC). Ms. Alford inquired when that will
be. Mr. Davis stated that will happen after the MPAG members approve the minutes of the meeting. He
continued to state that members will get an email after the MPAG within a week or two, and they will
approve via negative response; so, if you respond, it’s because you want revisions made or want some
clarity within it. If you don’t respond within the approved timeframe, is when it will be emailed. Mr.
Camposano added that the time plan for ARC is either October or December. Ms. Marsh added that the
goal is to submit this to ARC for October of this year. Ms. Alford inquired if there are issues or if they want
to investigate something further, that there is additional time for it. Mr. Davis stated that October 11" will
essentially be a second public hearing of this. It will include the input from today that our Director wants
to include. Ms. Alford stated that she was just trying to understand and thanked Mr. Davis.

Mr. Swore inquired where the 1pm meeting is held. Mr. Davis stated that it will be here. Mr. Swore then
inquired if it will be in the same room. Mr. Davis and Ms. Marsh both stated yes. Mr. Swore stated very
good and then inquired if that meeting was also a public meeting. Mr. Davis stated yes sir. Mr. Swore
thanked Mr. Davis. Mr. Davis then asked if there were any more questions.

Mr. Davis reiterated the purpose of this meeting is to receive public input which would be later discussed
in the Workshop.

Mr. Davis then introduced Forestry Supervisor |l Logan Deuel who presented a PowerPoint presentation of
the 10-Year Plan. Mr. Davis asked if there were any clarifying questions regarding the presentation. Mr.
Swore inquired if the presentation will be available to the public after MPAG. Mr. Davis stated that he can
reach out to anyone in FFS that is present, and they will provide a copy. Mr. Swore stated that he and Mr.
Deuel have corresponded. Mr. Deuel agreed and stated that he will send Mr. Swore a copy.

Ms. Harder inquired where Cubberly Pond is located. Mr. Deuel responded that Cubberly Pond is all over
the place. The front on 27 is probably the most notable and was burned this year.

Ms. Alford inquired about other control methods used other than prescribed fire. Mr. Deuel inquired the
type of control that Ms. Alford is inquiring about. Ms. Alford clarified, noting that spraying is listed and is
curious what the spraying is used for. She then inquired if the spraying is being used for invasive species
only. Mr. Deuel stated that most of the spraying done is used for treatment, but we do use it for fire
enhancement. He continued to state that FFS has done some roadside spraying in the past; both for esthetic
reasons, as well as, for prescribed fire. He explained that you get a fire shadow when you burn in the same
direction year after year. A lot of vegetation can build up on one side and doesn’t burn as well, so we've



started treating some of that. Ms. Alford then inquired if GSF staff is treating any wetlands. Mr. Deuel
stated that they have a wetland restoration project where they work to remove species that probably
shouldn’t be there because of fire exclusion to kind of improve the fire affects when we get a chance to
burn again and that involves a little bit of spraying. Ms. Alford inquired if wide-spread spraying was being
utilized. Mr. Deuel stated no.

Mr. Davis asked if there are any further questions. Ms. Alford inquired if the water bodies flowed into the
Withlacoochee River. Mr. Deuel stated that it flows into the Waccasassa and Withlacoochee Rivers. Mr.
Larson stated that a lot of GSF’s creeks and headwaters match up to the Waccasassa Bridge and according
to the Water Management District, it is the main water discharge on GSF. Mr. Pedersen added that the
121 Tract s in the spring shed for Rainbow. Ms. Alford thanked Mr. Pedersen.

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.

Mr. Davis then thanked everyone for participating and adjourned the public hearing portion of the
meetings. Mr. Swore inquired, before Mr. Davis were to close the meeting, if there was any intent to modify
the motorized vehicle regulations in GSF. Mr. Camposano requested clarification. Mr, Swore inquired if
there is any intent to allow E-bikes on the trails outside of the road network. Mr. Camposano stated that
that is something that is dealt on a statewide level as opposed to specifically in a state forest’s land
management plan. He explained that this is something that FFS tries to be uniform with across the state.
Presently, we allow Class | E-bikes any place a bicycle is allowed. Otherwise, any other type of E-bike would
be on named and numbered roads only, and that’s not going to change with the Goethe plan. That would
come from somewhere higher. Mr. Swore then inquired confirmation that there is nothing in FFS’ current
activities oriented toward changing those regulations. Mr. Camposano stated not within the plan itself, but
FFS is trying to codify that in a rule change which is on pause right now; but that is a bigger picture for all
state forests, not for one state forest. He then explained that if FFS starts to cherry pick rules for each state
forest, it can get very confusing. Mr. Swore agreed. Mr. Camposano stated that it is something FFS is
dealing with internally and looking at the options that are out there. At the end of the day, FFS feels very
strongly that if its pedal-assist or Class |, then it can go anywhere a bike goes, but otherwise, if it has a motor
on it that you can push a throttle, or goes over 20 miles an hour, then it can be on the same roads that
vehicles can travel on. However, we don’t want bikes that go 30 miles an hour down trails with just throttles
because there is some danger associated with that. Mr. Swore thanked Mr. Camposano.

Mr. McCandless stated that his question may not be privy to this group, however, he stated that the 589
extension may threaten some portions of GSF. He then inquired if FFS had any knowledge about that. Mr.
Davis inquired which extension. Mr. Swore stated it is the northern turnpike extension. Mr. Camposano
inquired if this was part of MCORP’s project. Mr. McCandless stated that it goes from 589 to the expressway
that ends down in Citrus County. Mr. Davis stated that FFS does not address futuristic easements or rights-
of-ways within a forest in the 10-year plan; especially if it's conceptual or a thought process right now and
is not currently an issue. Mr. Camposano added that, to Mr. McCandless’s point, this is something that
have been on the radar from the agency since well before he was a part of the agency. A few years ago,
with MCORP’s project, they were looking at all of those big highways they wanted to build, like the one that
went from Georgia that just ended on the state line, there was somebody that worked with a predecessor
of ours in the Forest Management Bureau who was able to tell us about a document that existed from the
90s that we dug out which detailed all of the prework to be able to deal with this particular situation, should
it come this way, to protect Goethe in particular from road projects. From an agency wide perspective, we
try to keep roads away from the forest, especially when they become close to very sensitive areas like
Goethe is. He then stated that Mr. Davis is correct that the plan is not going to address that in the future,
but that is something we are very sensitive to. FFS is on guard for that, if there is ever a threat coming
towards the forest in terms of roads. Mr. McCandless stated that he asked about this because a number of
people have talked about it, and he suspects that it may not be within the purview of this plan. Mr.
Camposano stated that the official MCORP went away a year or two ago, but if there is another version of
an extension for just that single road, then it is still in the conceptual phase at this point. It has not made it



to Forest Management's offices saying “there is going to be an impact” or “we want to build this. We need
an easement”. We have not gotten there yet. Mr. Davis stated that, typically, there are public meetings
leading up to those type of things where that would be more appropriate than for this meeting. Mr.
McCandless stated there have been a number of public meetings, but they were stopped several months
ago and to resume at some point. Mr. Davis stated ok. Mr. Camposano stated that those are going to be
DOT meetings. Mr. Davis agreed and added that that does not really pertain to this meeting.

¢ Mr. Swore inquired about the woodpecker mentioned in the presentation that if it is listed as a federally
threatened species. Mr. Camposano asked Mr. Pedersen if the status changed for the Red cockaded
woodpecker. Mr. Pedersen stated yes it did. Mr. Camposano inquired if it was still endangered. Mr.
Pedersen stated that that is the federal status but confirmed. Mr. Camposano further inquired that the
status never came down to threatened. Mr. Pedersen stated no, but there has been a lot of discussion
about it. They did a species status assessment several years ago, but believes it is currently tied up in court.
He then stated that it's an issue he is not intimately aware of. Mr. Swore inquired that Mr. Pedersen’s
understanding is that it is still listed as endangered. Mr. Camposano stated correct and is managed as such.
Mr. Pedersen stated yes. Mr. Swore thanked Mr. Camposano and Mr. Pedersen.

e Mr. Davis asked if there are any further questions. No further public comments were received, and Mr.
Davis closed the meeting.

Public Meeting End Time: 11:01 A.M.



Management Plan Advisory Group Workshop Meeting
Goethe State Forest

10-Year Land Management Plan
May 29, 2024
1:00 P.M.

Meeting Minutes

MPAG Members Present:

e Stephen Montgomery Waccasassa Forestry Center Manager, Florida Forest Service (FFS)

e Lorna Radcliff Land Management Chief, Suwannee River Water Management District
e  Mitch Petoskey Area Wildlife Biologist, Florida Fish and Wildlife Commission

e Erica Hernandez Conservation Director, Alachua Conservation Trust

e Jo Harder Local Property Owner

e Representative Mary Alford Alachua County Commissioner

MPAG Members Not Present:
e Greg McCandless Representing Dave Wilson, Local Property Owner
e David Benton Local Soil and Water Conservation District Representative
e Representative Deseree Mills  Levy County Commissioner

FFS Staff:
e Alan Davis Land Planning Coordinator
e  Brian Camposano Forest Management Assistant Bureau Chief
e Mark Larson Waccasassa Forestry Center Forestry Resource Administrator
e logan Deuel Waccasassa Forestry Center Forestry Supervisor |l
e Charles Pedersen Biological Scientist IlI
¢ Emily Marsh Land Management Planner
Guests:
e None

Workshop Meeting Start Time: 1:02 P.M.

s Land Planning Coordinator, Alan Davis introduced himself and opened the GSF 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 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 Supervisor Il Logan Deuel was
available to make proposed changes to the draft during the page-by-page review.

s Mr. Davis read and asked if any MPAG members had comments regarding the public hearing conducted earlier.
Ms. Harder inquired Mr. Davis if they should speak upon any ideas or additional comments they have or to do
it as a part of the sections. Mr. Davis stated that he will go page by page and call out “page 1, 2, 3" and keep
going. He then stated that if he is going too quickly, for the MPAG members to tell him to stop and slow down.
He continued to state that as we go page by page, if MPAG members feel like there is a change, comment
already prepared, or a proposal of a change, we will talk about it then and incorporate it if everyone agrees
upon it. Then we will keep moving through the plan page by page, starting on page 1. Ms. Harder stated ok



and then inquired if at the end, if something was not covered, that we will cover it then. Mr. Davis agreed and
confirmed, then stated that they will go over the exhibits after the written portion of the plan.

Mr. Davis stated that we will get started on the Executive Summary, which is page 1 of the plan. Ms. Harder
inquired if we need to say that we are good on this. Mr. Davis stated that he is just waiting for Ms. Hernandez
to grab her notes and making sure that everyone is included.

Page 3: Mr. Petoskey stated that Sherman’s fox squirrel is listed on this page but is later corrected. He then
stated that it is all Southern fox squirrel, is his understanding. Ms. Alford agreed and stated that that had been
changed. Mr. Petoskey then stated that everywhere else that it is mentioned is correct. Ms. Alford stated that
it says Sherman’s fox squirrel in other places too. Mr. Deuel inquired if the change was to be made to Southern.
Mr. Petoskey stated yes. That is his correction. Ms. Alford stated to Mr. Petoskey that FFS might have to place
a search on that. Mr. Petoskey agreed. Mr. Camposano said that if don’t catch any iterations of that then we
will search for it on the back-end of the process. Ms. Alford stated that it is hard to give it up though. Mr. Davis
agreed. He then asked if there was anything else on page 3.

Page 4: Ms. Alford stated that we talk about harvesting the timber and then planting longleaf, and then inquired
if longleaf is the only pine that FFS is replacing. She then inquired if FFS is adding any other kind of pine. Mr.
Davis stated that it is per site. Mr. Montgomery agreed and echoed stating that it is site-dependent. He then
stated that FFS would absclutely plant slash pine on Goethe if it is correct for the site; or, maybe, they would
do some natural regeneration with slash pine, if it's appropriate. Ms. Alford stated that we didn’t mention the
other pines, so it was kind of an odd omission to her. She continued to state that it makes it look like FFS is only
planting longleaf. Mr. Montgomery reminded Ms. Alford that this section is the Past Accomplishments
subsection, and this plan is for the future, so during that period FFS only planted longleaf. Ms. Alford then
inquired if GSF staff only planted longleaf during the past ten years. Mr. Montgomery stated yes and added
that they had some natural regeneration of slash pine in other areas. FFS did not plant any slash pine but it
does not say that they won’t. Ms. Alford stated ok and that is fine. She then clarified that she just did not know
if that was the only thing they had. Mr. Deuel stated that it later states that some bareroot had been planted.
Mr. Montgomery stated probably. Mr. Deuel continued to state that that is not a significant accomplishment.
Mr. Montgomery agreed. Ms. Alford stated that she was just curious.

Ms. Hernandez stated that under biological management she pointed out that the last sentence and expressed
her confusion about the 50 acres stated. She inquired if that was related to a specific infestation, because
Exhibit A, when it lists the invasive control acreage, there is nothing, really, that reflects the 50 acres specifically;
s0, just a clarification of that. Mr. Davis inquired if Ms. Hernandez is suggesting wording like “on a total of 50
acres”. Ms. Hernandez inquired 50 acres of what. She stated that the invasive control is like, hundreds of
acres, and the numbers don’t correlate. Mr. Petoskey agreed. Mr. Pedersen stated that that is an artifact of
how it was reported. He explained how FFS has the state lands accomplishment report, which is quirky at best,
and so we report the actual areas sprayed; plus, that could also be acres of spray site. Ms. Hernandez expressed
her understanding and suggested to clarify that within the text of the plan. Mr. Pedersen stated thatit'’s a weird
metric, butit is what FFS uses for now. Ms. Hernandez agreed. Ms. Alford stated that it makes it sound like FFS
only monitored 50 acres of a 50,000-acre site. Mr. Camposano reminded the group that this is the past
accomplishments and promised the group that the 54,000 acres are being monitored for invasives. It is just
what they treated is over that 50 acres in ten years. Ms. Hernandez stated that the table does not reflect 50
acres, so it looks like it doesn’t match. But with what Mr. Camposano is saying, she stated that she thinks it just
needs a clarification. Mr. Camposano inquired if Ms. Hernandez is referring to the table in the plan that is
further back within the text of the plan. Mr. Petoskey stated yes. Mr. Camposano explained that the table
reflects the actual acres impacted or infested and then advised the group if they look at the Accomplishments
Table in the exhibits, either Exhibit A or B, and that will speak more closely to the text of the plan. Ms.
Hernandez stated that she just thinks it's confusing what those 50 acres mean. Mr. Petoskey agreed. Mr.
Camposano stated he is not going to argue with Ms. Hernandez on that. Mr. Davis requested Mr. Deuel to add
a comment in the plan to clarify those 50 acres. Ms. Alford agreed and then stated that actively monitoring 50
acres doesn’t sound good. Mr. Deuel stated that it says “control”. Ms. Alford countered that it says, “actively
monitor and control”. Mr. Petoskey agreed. Ms. Alford then inquired if FFS is not controlling it. She then stated



that she knows FFS did more than that, but it doesn’t sound like it. She then apologized and stated that she
was an English major before she was an engineer. Mrs. Radcliff stated that she had a comment on the same
page because if the stats that are there are supposed to equal Exhibit A, then they are totally different other
than prescribed fire. Mr. Petoskey stated that the note on this page is to reconcile Exhibit A with past
accomplishment numbers in the plan and that note accomplishes everything the group is talking about. Mr.
Camposano agreed.

Ms. Harder inquired how FFS got the 1,746,402 forest visits. Mr. Davis asked Mr. Camposano to explain how
those numbers are reported. Ms. Harder interjected and stated she wants to explain where she is going with
this. She continued to state that it could very well be an estimate. However, because there is almost no
enforcement of the day use fees or permits, which she believes should be done, so that FFS gets the revenue
from it. She continued to state that she doesn’t know if these numbers are right or wrong, or where they came
from, but she believes FFS would have a more accurate number, not just for the sake of accuracy, but for the
sake of revenue if there was signage and the enforcement of the day use and permits. Mr. Davis agreed and
then inquired how to best enforce that, because there’s always going to be people who don’t buy the day use
pass or signage. Ms. Harder agreed and then stated that there is no signage. There is one sign at Black Prong
and that’s it. Mr. Camposano stated that there should be signage and if there’s not enough signage for the
group to let Mr. Camposano know and FFS will get some signage because that is something that Forest
Management can easily take care of. He then stated that as far as that number goes, Ms. Harder is correct; that
it is an estimate, but it is an estimate based on data. He then inquired GSF staff how many traffic counters they
have on the state forest. Mr. Deuel stated that he is not sure. Mr. Larson stated that Stefis comes and goes
with certain ones based on the primary and secondary roads. Driving counts as a day use, so we have a lot of
different traffic counters on the forest. He continued to state that they are up at some point, and they are
down at some point, so an estimate is made based on those counters. Mr. Camposano stated that when it
comes to the way FFS tracks this is by moving traffic counters around the state from periods of time because
we need to have a scientific basis of how to estimate. There are papers that have come out over the years that
the Parks Service has used and how to estimate capacity. So, we have moved traffic counters across different
roads to try to capture different traffic, but we can’t account for every single person that comes in and out of a
forest. Mr. Camposano assured Ms. Harder that people paying day use fees is much better, and FFS makes
plenty of revenue off of that. Mr. Camposano stated he is not worried about missed opportunities, though,
acknowledging the reality of one or two people may not be purchasing day use passes or permits. He continued
to state that most people want to do the right thing; so, the day use passes aren’t the best metric to use because
they come from one county, Leon County, because of FFS’s Reserve America system. Mr. Camposano explained
that for the entire state of Florida, if you're using day use anywhere, it is a transaction through Leon County;
s0, it's not a good metric for counting on the forest. He then stated that the current Recreation Coordinator,
built off our former Recreation Coordinator, has kept and refined that process a little bit more. This is how we
make our estimates for not only this forest, but we have a long-range goal that the Department of Agriculture
has in place for us regarding visitation. FFS has to be repeatable with that number, so we have to follow a
process that we can repeat year after year and while it may not be that exact and precise, because it seems that
way with 1,746,402 is an awfully an exact number. However, that is the number that came out of the formula
based on the traffic counter. Mr. Camposano stated that there are some other flaws with the traffic counter
data. For an example, if an FFS truck, it will be counted like a member of the public. We have to give and take
a little bit on that, so this is about the best we can do right now. He continued to state that if there are funding
opportunities in the future, that is something FFS can look into, but they also need to look at the big picture of
things and make sure we’re as accurate as can be, and this is the best way we can do that. Ms. Harder stated
that her point was more so0 to highlight the importance of the day use fees and signage and annual passes in
order to A) generate revenue and B) perhaps, get this number more accurate. Mr. Camposano stated that FFS
will be taking a look every year, like we do at the end of the year with our revenue, when the final numbers
come in. Mr. Camposano assured Ms. Harder that their revenue has been increasing when it comes to day use
passes, which again, tells him people are doing the right thing. He then shared instances when an envelope is
received, addressed to someone in the state office, and inside will be $2 with a note saying “I'm sorry. | didn’t



put money back in the iron rangers” or “l wasn’t able to pay the Reserve America System when | visited your
forest”. He then stated that he would almost prefer them to not pay at that point, because then he has to do
paperwork and put $2 in the bank but appreciates the gesture.

Ms. Alford stated that the traffic counters also take into account people with a yearly pass. Mr. Camposano
stated yes, anyone on the forest. Ms. Alford stated that FFS wouldn’t know how to count it otherwise. Mr.
Camposano explained that FFS doesn’t see the things that go over the traffic counter, but it is, again, the best
estimate of how to get there short of paying someone to count them as they go.

Mr. Davis asked if there was anything else on page 4. Mr. Petoskey stated he had a clarifying question and
inquired Mr. Davis if he would like Mr. Petoskey to submit comments on mismatched numbers as we go right
now or to just send them after. He then inquired the best way to not get bogged down on that but also to get
addressed. He then stated thatitis on page 4. Mr. Davis inquired if a suggested comment that reads “reconcile
with the chart” would cover Mr. Petoskey’s concern(s). Mr. Petoskey clarified that he is referring to where the
archeological sites are reported in the exhibits. He then stated that the 140 number is 111 elsewhere. Ms.
Hernandez agreed then stated all of the numbers need to be reconciled. She then continued to state that she
knows the OOF funds are described later in the document, but she stated she didn’t know what that meant
until later on. Mr. Davis inquired if she was referring to Operation Outdoor Freedom. Ms. Hernandez stated
yes and suggested to spell it out. Mr. Davis stated yes, we can go ahead and spell it out. Mr. Davis then asked
if there was anything else on page 4.

Page 5-6: Ms. Harder stated that, on the bottom of page 5 and the beginning of page 6, Goal 2: Public Access
and Recreational Opportunities, as has been described in the letters we received, she believes that the E-bikes
, even though it’s going to be addressed at a statewide level instead of a local level. She further stated that she
doesn’t know if it belongs on this page or further into the document, but minimum signage for E-bike riders.
She stated that she believes that there isn’t a single sign, currently, that says they can’t go everywhere on
Goethe. She continued to state that she might be wrong, but there are E-bikes out there and we need to let
them know. She stated that doesn’t know if it goes in here at this high level of detail or we get into it a little
more granularly later when we talk about recreation. She continued to state that signage for public access and
recreational opportunities, FFS may need to add an objective to increase signage so the people know what they
can and can’t do. She stated that right now they don’t, and there is no indication. She then inquired if she is
getting too far into the weeds at this point. Mr. Davis stated that it may be better suited to go more into depth
in the Recreation section of the plan rather than the goals and objectives of the plan itself. Ms. Harder inquired
about a suggested adding under objective 2 of the performance measures to increase signage. She then
clarified to add a bullet under this objective to read “increase signage”. Mr. Montgomery stated that is
something that goes into the other portion of this plan or maybe more so into GSF’s 5-year plan. He explained
that these objectives are for a broad time period. He stated that he believes putting in signs is more of an
objective for a 5-year plan.

Ms. Alford stated that she has a quick question for Ms. Harder. She stated to Ms. Harder that, clearly, she is
part of the riding community, and acknowledged her concern for the impacts of horseback riders and bicycles.
She then inquired of Ms. Harder how her community interacts with the hunting community. Ms. Harder stated
that they stay out of the forest, in general, during hunting seasons. If they do go in, it’s later in the morning so
that they don’t get hit by a stray bullet. Ms. Alford agreed, and then stated that she would think that the horses
wouldn’t appreciate that any more than they appreciate bicycles. Ms. Harder agreed and stated no, but
sometimes they neighbors do. She continued to state that they’re used to that, but for the most part, they
have not had issues with the hunters. Ms. Alford stated that that is because of different time frame and when
you'’re utilizing the facility. Ms. Harder stated yes, and that they are respectful that hunters have specific days,
and her riding community is generally respectful of that. She further stated that she doesn’t believe they have
had any issues, to date, with the hunters. She then joked, at least in terms of nobody has gotten shot. Ms.
Alford then jokingly inquired if any of the cyclists have been shot. Ms. Harder jokingly answered they might.
Mr. Petoskey jokingly suggested that it wasn’t written in the report. Mr. Davis asked if there were any additional
questions on page 6.



Page 6: Mrs. Radcliff stated she has something for page 6. She continued to state that it appeared to her as if
staffing is going down compared to what it might have been 10 years ago, yet in your plan, you’re planning for
more. She suggested to an objective to “maintain and evaluate” because, if you’re planning for more and your
staffing and funding is decreasing, then it's going to be tough. She then stated that it would be better to say to
try to maintain. Mr. Montgomery inquired if she was referring to the Goal 2, Objective 1: Maintain public access
and recreation activities. He further inquired if that wasn’t good enough language. Mrs. Radcliff stated that
like with Goal 7, FFS is trying to increase the campsites. Mr. Montgomery confirmed. Mrs. Radcliff stated that
she thinks it’s better to state maintain what FFS has, because even Park Ranger positions are half of what FFS
used to be. Mr. Montgomery suggested for Goal 2, Objective 1 to state “maintain public access facilities and
recreational activities”, and for the performance measure, right now we have, “number of visitor
opportunities”. He then suggested an additional performance measure that says, “existing facilities
maintained”. Mr. Montgomery then inquired if this would be an appropriate place to add that. Mr. Camposano
inquired to Mrs. Radcliff that she is trying to ensure FFS does not bite off more than they can chew. Mr. Davis
added that there are comments in the plan that state “as staffing, funding permits” and stuff like that. He then
stated that we want to do these things, but we obviously can’t do them without the funding and staff to do
them. Ms. Alford then inquired if there is an objective to recruit volunteers or volunteer organizations. She
then inquired if any of FFS’s volunteer organizations help assist with the management of the campsites. Mr.
Deuel stated they do, and that GSF has started utilizing camp hosts as well and is something they are planning
to continue to pursue. Ms. Alford stated that is awesome. Mr. Montgomery stated that it may be noted
elsewhere in the plan. Mr. Camposano stated that when it comes to those campgrounds, that is something FFS
definitely want to do and is talked about in the plan. Itis a short-term goal, which means it is supposed to be
done within 2 years. He then stated that he doesn’t think funding would be a problem but with staffing he
hears the group loud and clear. He then stated that it is up to the group and the majority recommendation that
they agree upon, but if we don’t want to change it, then we need to move on. If there’s discussion on wanting
to add or to add or if we need to move it, then let’'s do it now. Mr. Davis inquired if there is a proposed changed
on page 6. Mr. Camposano stated that the first question is if they agree that we should hold off or make it into
a long-term goal or do you guys think you can get it done in two (2) years. Mr. Montgomery stated that Mrs.
Radcliff's comment is really broad, and it is addressed somewhere else in the plan, as staffing and funding
allows. He then stated that he thinks that captures the sentiment of that statement and believes it to be
absolutely appropriate. He continued to state that for what we’re asking here, for short-term goals, he believes
that he is comfortable with current staffing levels and proposes to leave as is. Mr. Davis asked if there was a
change to be made.

Page 7: Ms. Hernandez stated that she wanted to comment on Goal 3, Objective 1 to say that she really like
the metrics in there. She further states that she thought they were nicely, succinctly done. Mrs. Radcliff stated
that she also has a question about Goal 3. She stated that it says, “habitat restoration and improvement and
fire management”. She inquired if there were any calculations in this that included mechanical or herbicide,
because right now, it looks like half of it is within the interval, but if you’re counting herbicide, mowing, and
chopping, then that number will increase, and it will actually better reflect what you’re doing. Mr. Montgomery
stated that using those practices instead of fire is step one. He continued to state that he doesn’t believe that
necessary with the objective being fire. Even if FFS is chopping and herbiciding and mowing, the objective is
still fire, eventually. He explained that that is just a surrogate for fire in the meantime. Thus, he is unsure if
capturing that would be a job well done; rather it's more so of a means to an end for FFS. He then stated that
the ground cover restoration is captured a little bit more under objective 4, because that is a completely
different scenario on a much smaller scale. Mr. Davis asked if there were any proposed changes to page 7.

Ms. Alford stated that she was surprised, but then stated that she was looking in the wrong place. She
continued to state that the plan states somewhere that FFS is going to create a management document for
listed rare species, and stated her surprise that FFS doesn’t already have one. Mr. Davis stated that there is one
included in the plan. He then inquired if she was referring to the Invasive Species list. Mr. Deuel pointed out
where Ms. Alford was referring to where it reads “in cooperation with FWC develop a wildlife management
strategy...”. Ms. Alford stated yes. She continued to state that it sounds like FFS doesn’t already have one. She



stated that she was curious if FFS didn’t have one for ten years and they’re doing it now. Mr. Davis stated that
that is always evolving, and we are always working with FWC. Ms. Alford stated that it just doesn’t read that
way. She continued to state that it reads like FFS doesn’t have one. Mr. Camposano stated that he tends to
agree and thatit is FFS’s fault, because this has been stock language over the years. He acknowledged that Ms.
Alford is right and continued to state that FFS has been managing species with FWC for a long time. Ms. Alford
agreed. Mr. Camposano stated that he believes we can still keep the language but change it a little bit to reflect
that better. Ms. Hernandez suggested language “continue to update”. Mr. Camposano suggested language
“maintain and update”. Ms. Alford agreed and stated that it would sound more accurate to her. Ms. Alford
reiterated to Mr. Deuel to add language that reads “maintain and update”. Mr. Davis stated that “maintain”
would also work to capture what the group is looking for. Mr. Deuel agreed and stated that that is the same.
Mr. Camposano stated that “maintain” by itself will also work if everyone in MPAG agrees. Ms. Alford stated
that she would say “maintain the Wildlife Management Strategy...”, since it sounds better. She continued to
state that it makes her feel a lot better about what is happening. Mr. Davis asked if that change was good.
MPAG members agreed. Mr. Davis asked if there was anything else on page 7.

Ms. Hernandez stated that she was curious about Goal 7, objective 2: The Hydrological Assessment. She
continued to state that sounds expensive. Mr. Petoskey agreed and stated it does sound very expensive. Ms.
Hernandez stated that it almost seems like a partner opportunity with the water management district. She
then inquired if there was more to that or if it's just something that goes in the plan that no one can ever
accomplish because it’s too expensive. Mr. Petoskey stated that was a great question. Mr. Montgomery stated
that he thinks it is something very important to them on Goethe that has been talked about a lot, perhaps too
much talking about it and not enough doing, so whether it's to find partners like the water management district
to really jump in there and make it happen, that would be great. He continued to state that it's something, as
stewards of this property, they realize there have been some hydrological alterations that have occurred. He
explained that there have been lots of roads and lots of swamps on Goethe. There are lots of wetlands, so
being able to wrap their heads around it all in one comprehensive plan, is what he believes, to be the best way
to approach that issue. Mr. Montgomery agreed with Ms. Hernandez and stated that it is expensive and time
consuming. He continued to state that they putitin the plan to hold themselves to that standard and have that
as an on-going objective. It will probably not be a short-term goal, such as putting in a campsite, so we recognize
that; but having it in the plan...Ms. Hernandez interjected stating that it may be some Tallahassee level initiative
saying that Goethe needs this. Mr. Montgomery stated thatifit is in the ARC-approved plan for them then they
are agreeing with it being an ongoing objective, and then maybe FFS can seek out some funding or some
partnerships using our plan as the springboard. Mrs. Radcliff agreed and stated that if FFS coordinates with the
district then they can help set them up for a project that they can seek funding and if it gets approved; whether
it's the district or DEP, you can try to get funding from that to rehab. Mr. Petoskey inquired if there has been
an assessment of identified hydrological needs or if completed. Mr. Montgomery stated no, not a
comprehensive needs assessment.

Ms. Alford stated that she has a question about Goal 5. She inquired if FFS utilizes contractors for management
of feral hogs. Mr. Larson stated not currently. He continued to explain that FWC has a program which
coordinates that on FFS’s behalf, but there is no current trapping on the state forest. Ms. Alford inquired if FFS
manages it themselves. Mr. Larson stated that FWC is the direct manager for that program, so it's part of a
mixed bag of what they allow us to do. He continued to explain that FWC allows FFS to trap on the forest, and
they allow hunts, such as summer hunts and small game to help control. He further stated that there is no
direct removal by paid contractors for a certain number of hogs removed annually. Ms. Alford stated that over
ten year, over 700 hogs taken sounds like a lot, but it's really not that many. Mr. Petoskey added that the
number is probably what FWC managed, and asked if that is where that number came from. Mr. Larson stated
that FFS tracks through their trapping permits, and FWC does actually provide FFS numbers from each summer
hog hunts so you get a general idea of how many hogs come out. Ms. Alford stated that she is just suggesting
that that is not a very large number, so she did not know if there was opportunity in the goal to grow that
number. She continued to state that she is not there, and she does not see the problem, but that's a very big
site. She then explained that having managed a 5,000-acre site where she took 100 hogs a year...Mr. Davis



interjected stating that the forest relies on those hunters during the proposed hunts, during those timeframes
to kill the hogs. Sometimes they're successful, and sometimes they’re not. He then suggested more hunts or
more opportunities. He then stated that FWC is the one to decipher how many hunts and when. Ms. Alford
stated that she just didn’t know if there was an opportunity to work more closely with FWC to manage the hogs
because there is a lot of sensitive habitat there and they can do a lot of damage. Mr. Davis agreed. Ms. Alford
reiterated that she didn’t know if there was an opportunity for FFS to work more closely with FWC. She then
stated that she managed all of her hogs with contractors and did a good job but acknowledged that GSF is a
larger space. Mr. Davis inquired about a proposed change. Ms. Alford stated that she paid her contractors
about 5100 per hog and the hunters kept the meat and had a barbeque every year for her and her staff. She
jokingly stated that it was great.

Ms. Alford stated that she was curious if GSF staff had any trouble with illegal legal on GSF, and then
acknowledged that the staff monitors all of those archeological sites and keep the location of the most
important ones secret. Mr. Davis then inquired to the GSF if there has been an issue. Mr. Montgomery stated
that they haven’t had that problem recently. Mr. Deuel added that every now and then they’ll get metal
detectors at trailheads, but that is the extent of it. Ms. Alford inquired if they get anyone locking for artifacts
in the creeks. Mr. Deuel stated not that they have come across. Ms. Alford acknowledged that it is a big
problem in Gainesville. Mr. Deuel agreed.

Page 9: Mr. Petosky inquired about Goal 8, objective 4 regarding the demolishment of the former youth
academy. Heinquired that later in the plan, that, following demolition the site would be restored to flatwoods.
Mr. Deuel confirmed that it would be a potential restoration project. Mr. Montgomery restated the objective
and pointed out the language reads “ demolish and restore”, which then satisfied Mr. Montgomery's inquiry.
Ms. Alford stated that she also has a question regarding the same goal. She then stated that under the
improvements subsection, it talks about “..several buildings, wells, a sewage treatment plant and other
infrastructure remains from the former youth academy site”. She then inquired if staff are planning on taking
away the wastewater treatment facility as well. Mr. Montgomery stated that every facility that is related to
that. He then explained that the wastewater treatment facility to no longer in service. Ms. Alford stated that
was going to be her next question. Mr. Montgomery stated that it would be a lot of money to bring it back into
service as it has been up for a decade or more. Ms. Alford stated that she assumed it to be a small package
plant. Mr. Montgomery stated that yes, but he wouldn’t necessarily call it a little plant. Ms. Alford stated that
in comparison with the city, she’s certain it’s smaller. Mr. Davis asked about any proposed changed on page 9.
Ms. Alford stated that she doesn’t have anything.

Page 10: Ms. Hernandez stated that there is a reference of protected lands within ten (10) miles of the forest.
She continued to state that there are projects that she has completed that meet the definition of conservations
easements and feasible acquisitions. She then stated that she can provide that information. Mr. Davis stated
ok and suggested to add a note. Mr. Montgomery agreed and stated to Mr. Deuel to add a note saying to add
to that list with new and recent acquisitions. Mr. Davis asked about any additional changes to page 10.

Ms. Harder inquired if that list includes the one off 335. Mr. Deuel stated that the section they’re on is for
conservation easements. Ms. Harder clarified and inquired if there was another conservation easement that
FFS received off of 335. Mr. Davis inquired of Ms. Harder if she is referring to Forest Path. Ms. Harder hesitated.
Mr. Davis then inquired if Ms. Harder was talking about an acquisition or a new management, or a new tract at
Goethe. She then stated that there was something new within the last two (2) months or so. Mr. Davis inquired
if it was acquired for Goethe. Ms. Harder stated yes and that it was an adjacent property. Mr. Montgomery
stated that Forest Path was the last one they got. Ms. Harder stated ok and that it is already in the plan. Ms.
Hernandez stated that it is not. Mr. Davis stated that it is not an individual management unit, so it’s included
into GSF itself, so it won’t be identified in the plan yet because we do not yet have a lease for it either. He then
concluded that the lease amendment is coming. Mr. Davis then asked if there was anything else on page 10.
Page 11: Ms. Hernandez stated that she had a comment under section 4 regarding Watermelon Pond Tract’s
description. She stated her discontent in describing the Watermelon Pond Tract as fragmented landownership;
noting that the term is loaded with negative insinuations. She explained that area has so many different public
lands protected around it, that the term “fragmented” doesn’t seem to be the best way to describe the tract.



Ms. Hernandez suggested to re-phrase for it to read as “noncontiguous” or something to describe the tract
being in patches, but they are huge patches in state forest ownership surrounded by other protected lands.
Mrs. Radcliff stated that she interpreted that as the ownership of the land is fragmented; so, there’s FWC lands,
FFS, etc. Mr. Petoskey agreed and added the county as having some lands. Ms. Hernandez firmly stated that
she understood and thinks the term fragmented shouldn’t be used. Ms. Alford agreed and then stated that
we're all partners in conservation. Mr. Montgomery suggested language to read instead as “The Watermelon
Pond Tract is north of the other five (5) tracts” and requested to just take out “fragmented ownership”
altogether. He then stated the proposed change should be “the Watermelon Pond Tract is north of the other
five (5) tracts”. Ms. Hernandez and Mr. Davis agreed. Mr. Davis asked if everyone was good with that.

Mrs. Radcliff stated that also under section 4, it mentions Cubberly Pond, but she doesn’t see it anywhere on
the map. She inquired where Cubberly Pond is located. Mr. Montgomery inquired which maps Mrs. Radcliff is
referring to. Mrs. Radcliff stated the maps in the exhibits. Mr. Larson stated that it is in there and explained
that it’s just a weird piece attached to the other side of Watermelon Pond. He then explained that there used
to be a little tiny piece that was disjunct from the rest of Watermelon Pond that was all by itself. He continued
to state that this now surrounds all of that Eagle’s Nest Tract, all the way up to the northwest. He concluded
that it is a long, skinny, strange parcel, but it was included. Mr. Pedersen added that Cubberly Pond is on the
topo map and it was placed in a way for folks to see on a topo map. Mrs. Radcliff thanks Mr. Pedersen. Mr.
Davis asked if there were any proposed changes to page 11.

Page 12: Ms. Alford stated that under B(1), you say under the third bullet it states, “conserve and protect
species...”, and then you just specify red-cockaded woodpecker (RCWSs). She then stated that she knows those
are super cool, but on all of the other bullet points, which also have important things that FFS could list, FFS
doesn’t list anything. She then concluded that she thought it was odd that FFS only listed RCWs, and then
inquired if the groups know what she is saying. Mr. Davis inquired if it was the third bullet in question. Ms.
Alford corrected and state that itis actually the second bullet point. Mr. Pedersen stated that it was one of the
purposes for acquisition, so he believes that it ties back to the acquisition documents from the 90s. He
continued to state that this is part of the acquisition history portion of the plan. Mr. Davis clarified that the
management prospectus has a purpose for acquisition section which is most likely where that language came
from. Ms. Alford stated that FFS has all of these other bullets and could have listed all kinds of other cool stuff
under all of those other bullets. She continued to state that it seemed weird that the one bullet just had that
one thing. Mr. Davis stated that however the management prospectus was drafted back when is what they
chose. Ms. Alford stated that she understood. Mr. Davis continued to state that the purpose for acquisition
was essentially that write up. Thatis what you have to use as your document behind the acquisition. Ms. Alford
stated that she understood.

Mr. Camposano inquired Mr. Pedersen if that was the timeframe of the recovery of RCWs that really started in
the early 90s. He further stated that that was the time for the reasoning to add that into the land management
prospectus then. Mr. Pedersen stated yes, and that the RCWs are in the federal recovery plan, which the plan
came out in 2003. He continued to explain that the recovery plan was in development in the 90s, and people
could see the species declining, and there were birds on Goethe. He then concluded that there is other stuff
on Goethe too. Mr. Camposano stated that the focus with the management prospectus is that people were
really getting up in arms about and wanting to protect the recovery of the species. Ms. Alford agreed and stated
that she just didn’t know want people to think that was the only reason. Mr. Camposano stated that when they
see the species list, people will quickly realize that that is not the only reason. Mr. Davis asked if there was
anything else on page 12.

Page 14: Ms. Hernandez stated that she had a question about on-site housing. She then stated to Mr. Davis
that they have spoken about adjacent properties that could one day become a part of Goethe that would have
housing that would be available. She continued to state that the plan reads like its mostly talking about new
residences and some things that would be built on existing GSF. She then inquired if there’s opportunity to
acquire property that has existing housing that could support staff or if that's something that could be put into
the management plan. She further stated that that’s something she can help FFS if planning to make it happen.
Mr. Montgomery stated that FFS does have a housing program which we own houses and are rented out to



employees. However, FFS doesn’t turn down a property just because it has a structure on it. That's never the
reason. He explained that when FFS does acquire structures when they acquire tracts sometimes. He further
stated that that is the nature of acquiring land sometimes. He then stated that sometimes FFS will turn down
land because they have had structures on it, and that they have done thatin the past. Mr. Montgomery further
explained that it is a case-by-case basis, and it is more about acquisition about the parcel than it is about onsite
housing. He then stated that FFS is not looking for more housing; that’s not anything, right now, that we're, as
an agency, trying to expand. He further stated that it's more like, if an acquisition has value, FFS is inclined to
make that transaction happen; whether it has a structure on it or not. He concluded that he doesn’t believe
that this is an onsite housing issue as it is a land acquisition issue and its associated benefits and disadvantages.
Mr. Davis stated that housing in general pertains to our non-conservation sites. He further explained that FFS
has several areas in place where staff resides, but we don’t typically look for places on the state forest to have
that happen. It's typically done off conservation lands, but FFS does have housing on conservation lands if that
is the case. He concluded that it is all done on a case-by-case basis. Ms. Hernandez stated ok.

Ms. Alford stated that she had a couple more questions on page 13. She then inquired about what an apiary
lease is. Mr. Davis and Mr. Deuel both stated it pertains to bees. Ms. Alford stated that now she knows and
remembers what that was. She then inquired about the miscellaneous product sales and asked if there were
no sale or collection of saw palmetto. Mr. Montgomery stated not at this time, but that language stated does
not rule out the future sale of saw palmetto berries if that direction is given to FFS. Ms. Alford countered that
she feels strongly that that should not be in there and then inquired if that is something Mr. Montgomery has
any control over. Mr. Montgomery cheekily asked Mr. Camposano if that is something he has control over. Mr.
Camposano stated that not unless the Commissioner’s Office calls and says that staff are going to do it. Mr.
Montgomery agreed. Mr. Camposano continued to state that this was something that jumped back on the
radar last year and was something that the Commissioner’s Office wanted FFS to explore that. However, they
then became aware of some of the negative press that had come out of retirement, and they decided to hold
off. He continued to state that right now, there is no active directive to explore it, but he does believe that it is
something that the Commissioner’s Office will ask FFS to explore it as a possibility, though it does not mean FFS
is going to do it. He then stated that they are thinking of setting it up like a timber sale in general, which would
make it challenging to do on Goethe or any place else. Mr. Camposano explained that unlike somewhere like
Camp Blanding, where they do this regularly and it has a fence around it, because it’s a military installation. He
further stated that he is unsure if FFS is at that point yet. There are no plans to actively, right now. If the district
has a good reason and we're asked to explore it, and they say, “this is a bad reason because...”, then we’ll go
back up the chain with that and let them know why we think it would be a bad idea. Mr. Camposano concluded
by stating that ultimately, if FFS has to explore it and the option is viable, then it’s a tool in the toolbox. Ms.
Alford countered that the saw palmetto berries is a limited food supply for certain species. Mr. Camposano
agreed and stated that it is, and the bear population is booming in that part of the state. He stated that it used
to be pretty low for a long time, and doesn’t know if it's particularly high, but it is seemingly going in the right
direction. He continued to state that there is some hesitance in doing that type of thing. Ms. Alford stated ok.
Mr. Camposano reiterated that there is no active plan or project to do that right now, and it’s not prohibited
from the future because it’s a potential source of revenue and managing its ecosystem. Ms. Alford stated that
she hopes that it doesn’t happen, and she’ll put that in the record. Mr. Davis asked if there was anything else
on page 13.

Mr. Davis stated that he did want to say, for time, we're an hour (1) and seven (7) minutes into this on page 13
and there’s eighty-two (82) pages. Ms. Alford stated that FFS either wants their input or they don’t. Mr. Davis
reassured Ms. Alford they do and explained that as things come up, for the MPAG members to have a proposal.
Ms. Alford stated that she doesn’t know. Mr. Davis stated that he is not directly speaking at her and clarified
that overall, if there’s a change in the plan to try to move it along, or else everyone will be here for a while. Ms.
Alford stated that she understood. Mr. Davis stated that the group is on page 13 and it's over an hour. Ms.
Alford stated that she assumed the rest of it would go a lot faster. Mr. Davis inquired once more if there was
anything else on page 13.



Page 14: Ms. Alford inquired why FFS is listing improvements that are going to be going away two (2) pages
before that. Ms. Harder agreed and stated that she was her comment too. She suggested to amend it to say
that it’s in the process of being demolished. Mr. Montgomery clarified that it is not in the process of being
demolished and further stated that FFS is proposing that FFS will demolish it, but it is notin the process of being
demolished. Mr. Davis added by stating that this plan is a snapshot in time; that, right now, currently, this is
what exists. Mr. Montgomery agreed. Ms. Harder stated ok. Mr. Davis asked if there was anything else on
page 14. Ms. Alford suggested adding the word “currently” to that sentence.

Page 18: Ms. Harder inquired Michelle’s note and how they’re incorporated in the state of Florida. She inquired
if the Friends of Goethe State Forest conflicts with the Friends of Florida State Forests, and are they allowed to
use that name. Mr. Davis inquired Mr. Camposano to answer that question. Mr. Camposano stated that the
Friends of Florida State Forest is its own, stand alone, appropriated organization. There is only one (1)
authorized chapter that is outside of the main parent organization and that is the Friends of Babcock Ranch
Preserve that FFS was directed to incorporate themselves. He continued to explain that FFS cannot stop
somebody, if a name exists, from going to the Division of Corporations and incorporating “Friends of...”. He
then stated that we prefer that “Friends of (some state forest)” are never used because it does, on the surface,
appear to conflict with Friends of Florida State Forests; which is the real DSO for FFS. He continued to state
that FFS doesn’t recognize anything else as a DSO for FFS. He concluded that FFS can’t stop anyone from doing
that, and at the end of the day it’s one of those....Ms. Harder stated ok and thanked Mr. Camposano. Mr. Davis
asked if there was anything else on page 18.

Page 19: Mr. Petoskey inquired about the Wolf Arbor parcel going by a different name. He stated that thatis
the only mention of that parcel. Mr. Deuel stated that that was the name of the parcel when FFS purchased it
and has since been rolled into Cow Creek. Mr. Petoskey stated ok. Ms. Alford stated that that would be a nice
thing to add. Mr. Davis inquired Ms. Alford on what to add. Ms. Alford stated that it would be a nice thing to
add regarding the 322-acre Wolf Arbor parcel. Mr. Deuel stated that yes, but then the staff would have to do
that every time. If there’s fifty (50) acquisitions of parcels...Ms. Alford interjected stating that it's kind of useless
information unless you know where it is. Ms. Harder stated that the locals will know where it is. Mr. Davis
inquired of a proposed change on page 19. Ms. Alford stated that she doesn’t want to put FFS out and make
them have due to a whole bunch of changes.

Page 23: Ms. Alford inquired about asking a question regarding ground disturbing activity. She then inquired
the meaning of the statement that reads, “Ground disturbing activities not specifically covered by this plan will
be conducted under the parameters of interim management guidelines.”. Mr. Davis stated that when FFS
proposes a ground disturbing activity, there are certain parameters to adhere to; such as, if it's more than six
(6) inches, less than six (6) inches, and if it’s listed under certain categories, then we can proceed. Ms. Alford
stated that she’s just trying to determine what it means. She then inquired if ground disturbing activities could
be anything from digging a ditch to doing an archeological dig. Mr. Davis stated correct and added that ground
disturbing activities can be installing utilities, installing a pole barn, it could be installing fencing and firebreaks;
anything that could disturb the ground. Ms. Alford stated ok. Mr. Davis continued to explain that there are
some things FFS can do with review, without review, or some things have to go to ARC to get approved to
amend the plan to allow FFS to proceed. Ms. Alford inquired that they would all still take into account the
archeological and historical sites. Mr. Davis yes and stated that it is part of a process that FFS has to follow and
DHR gets involved. He explained that DHR must submit a letterheaded piece of paper saying they’re good with
it and they accept it and all that. Ms. Alford thanked Mr. Davis. Mr. Larson stated that it's not listed in here,
but there’s an appendix that covers that language. He stated that he believes it is Exhibit H and suggested to
add that language that talks about the process and how FFS handles ground disturbing activities into the text
of the plan. Mrs. Radcliff stated that it does say that under section C, to see Exhibit H. Ms. Alford stated yes,
she thought she had seen that somewhere else, and thanked Mrs. Radcliff. Mr. Davis asked if there was
anything else on page 23.

Page 27: Ms. Alford inquired if all of these species have been sited or if they were listed based on habitat. Mr.
Davis stated that this was a response from the Florida Natural Areas Inventory (FNAI) and FFS has added to it if
they've seen it and it's something that is not on their list, it can be proposed on site. He concluded by stating



that it is a list containing both documented and proposed based on current natural habitats. Mr. Camposano
corrected Mr. Davis by stating that what is listed in the exhibits is based on documented and likely occurrences,
but what is listed in the plan is what somebody has seen it on the forest. He explained that that could be an
FFS employee, a member of the public that showed FFS a picture and the latitude and longitude to verify that
it's on the forest, FWC, FNAI all goes into databases. He continued to explain that FFS requests records for the
forest from FWC and FNAI| before FFS begins writing the plan. He then stated yes, these species have been seen
by somebody; they're not potential habitat. Anything that is potential habitatis on a much larger table than on
the exhibits. Ms. Alford thanked Mr. Camposano for the clarification and stated that they seemed a little
different. Mr. Davis asked if there was anything else on page 27.

Page 28: Mr. Deuel stated that the Taper-tailed darter should be “darner” and it’s not a fish. Itis a bug. Mr.
Camposano stated ok. Mr. Petoskey inquired if it is a bug because most are usually fish. Mr. Deuel stated yes,
and thatitis a dragonfly. He further stated thatitshould be Taper-tailed darner as well. Mr. Camposano stated
that he is very curious to see what FNAI provided to FFS. He then stated that Forest Management will check
that and make that correction. Ms. Alford joked that's really cool, and someone was paying attention to their
dragonflies. Mr. Davis suggested to Mr. Deuel to highlight that line item. Ms, Alford joked stating bug. Mr.
Camposano reminded Mr. Deuel to save the draft. Mr. Davis asked if there was anything else on page 28.
Page 32: Ms. Harder stated she had a question about the black bears. She inquired what is considered to be a
maintainable number. She stated that she knows that some black bears were being let go on Goethe, and then
asked if that was true. Mr. Camposano stated that yes, there has been releases on black bears in the past on
Goethe. He further stated that he doesn’t know if there have been any recently in the last few years since the
pandemic. He stated to GSF staff that they would know better than he would. Mr. Deuel stated that they have
done two (2) since 2020. Mr. Camposano inquired if they’re kept as quiet events. Mr. Deuel stated certainly.
Ms. Alford joked that she assumes these to be problem bears from other areas. Mr. Camposano stated that
they are specifically not problem bears. Mr. Pedersen stated that they do rehab work near Homosassa and so
they needed a place to release them. He continued to state that they tend to release them on the Suwannee
River National Wildlife Refuge to Goethe. He concluded stating that they are not problem bears. Rather, they're
juvenile bears that have been rehabbed. Ms. Alford joked that they are not garbage can bears. Mr. Pedersen
stated not normally.

Mr. Petoskey stated that he had a quick question or needed clarification on page 31. He inquired about the 40
acres and stated that he knows GSF has the 28 acres dove field but inquired if FFS is maintaining other wildlife
opening covered by that 12 acres or is that just an approximation. Mr. Larson stated that Mr. Petoskey asked
a good question. He then stated that when FFS is writing a plan like this, if it does not exist as far as having a
little bit of extra space, then we cannot do it. He further stated that he and Jenn had this conversation in
November, before the 40 acres was established. That gives FFS the leeway to maintain, if FFS decides to do
food plots in the future. Mr. Petoskey stated that he is good with it.

Ms. Alford stated that she had a question regarding gopher tortoises. She stated that FFS has a few different
places where utility lines cross the property and know that’s a place where gopher tortoises often like to dig
burrows, which has been her past experience. She inquired how FFS coincides and works with that. She further
inquired if FFS has any control over what the utilities do on FFS properties or do they have their rights-of-way
and they do what they want. Mr. Davis stated that they maintain within their easement, what legal rights they
have are spelled out. He further stated that there’s nothing FFS can do about itif they have the right to do and
be. However, if this becomes an issue then he’s certain FFS will step in. Ms. Alford stated that in doing her own
gopher tortoise surveys, she has counted over 400 gopher tortoise holes within a quarter mile of the utility
easement of one of her sites. She further expressed concern. Mr. Deuel stated that the gopher tortoises are
there because they like what the utility companies are doing. Mr. Petosky agreed. Mr. Camposano the water
management district builds water control structures, and they use sand to berm them up; that is great habitat
for tortoises. Ms. Alford agreed. Mr. Camposano continued to state that it really is a problem for the water
management district. Ms. Alford stated that she was just curious in how it all was working together. Mr.
Camposano stated that that is sadly, not FFS’s problem, but if it’s causing an issue with the utility then that is
the utility company. He continued to state that they have the legal right to be within that easement. Ms. Alford



stated yes and that they just drive right over them. Ms. Hernandez stated that usually they will mark them
ahead of the surveys. Ms. Alford stated that they didn’t when she was there. Mrs. Radcliff inquired if number
6 is intended as a potential source of revenue. Mr. Camposano stated that it is there because it is statutorily
required, and not doing it unless we have to. Mr. Davis asked if there was anything else on page 32.

Ms. Alford stated that FFS lists no mineral deposits of commercial value are known to exist and inquired if that
means the state retains all of the mineral rights. Mr. Davis stated typically, yes. He then stated that there are
cases where they don’t because of certain acquisitions or when it transferred hands decades ago, it was done
differently. Nowadays, typically, the state retains all of the subsurface rights as well.

Page 37: Ms. Harder stated that she doesn’t know if they want to cover this later on, and that she thinks there
another section that’s deeper into recreation. She then inquired if there were any plans on expand any of the
trailheads. She then inquired if that goes in this section. Mr. Montgomery and Mr. Camposano both stated
that this is the existing section. Mr. Davis explained that this section is existing and then next section will be
the planned section.

Ms. Alford inquired what FFS meant by “passive” in reference to passive outdoor recreational activities. Mr.
Camposano stated that they’re not intensive on landscape, and you’re out there enjoying nature. He further
stated that some examples of non-passive that we have on a few state forests that we don’t plan on expanding
anywhere else. He then exemplified Croom Motorcycle Area at Withlacoochee State Forest is not passive
recreation, but thatis an old mine that was decided decades ago to be turned into that riding area, because it
was going to cost more to restore. He further stated that anything that's camping, hiking, biking, fishing,
horseback riding, picnicking, bird viewing; anything that you got out and enjoy the forest and see things. Ms.
Alford interjected that there is jeeping, so that is where she was asking. Mr. Davis inquired jeeping? Mr. Deuel
stated yes. Mr. Camposano stated that if you're respectful of the roads...Mr. Deuel interjected to state that
jeeps are only allowed on the open roads of the forest, which all of those are lime rocked. Ms. Alford inquired
about jeeps allowed on the 70 miles or 320 miles? Mr. Deuel said only on the 70 miles of open lime rock roads.
Ms. Alford stated ok because she saw some videos that looked like some folks were tearing up the roads. Ms.
Harder stated that there are a few of us. Mr. Davis asked if there was anything else on page 38.

Page 41: Ms. Hernandez stated that in Mr. Deuel’s presentation this morning, when he talked about roads, he
mentioned road impacts to wetlands and hydrological conditions. She then stated that she knows there’s a
need for a hydrological plan. She further stated that in this section for planned analysis and potential for road
removal only documents low usage. She continued to state that language considering restoration needs,
impacts to wetlands, and maybe, highlight wildlife mortality should be added in conjunction with low usage if
there are other ecological impacts to consider as well.

Ms. Alford inquired if the secondary roads are publicly accessed. Mr. Deuel and Mr. Montgomery both stated
yes. Ms. Alford further inquired that they are not accessed in a recreational kind of way. Mr. Deuel stated that
they are maintained on a lower time scale. Mr. Montgomery stated that those roads are narrower, and not as
good for travel. Mr. Deuel added that there are low water crossings. Ms. Alford stated that that is where the
jeeps were that she saw. She continued to state that they were doing some very fun-looking, spirited driving
through water grounds. She concluded that she was just curious, but they weren’t supposed to be there.

Mr. Montgomery inquired suggestions for how to change the wording in the text of the plan. Ms. Hernandez
stated to instead say “identify and permanently close roads with low water crossings”, then backtracked. She
then suggested language reading “evaluate roads impacts to wetlands, wildlife and hydrological features;
potential for road removal” as an additional reason to remove roads. Mr. Larson stated that right now, we have
“to decrease maintenance costs and unnecessary experiments”. He suggested to instead clarify unnecessary
disturbances to contain hydrological restoration. Mr. Davis asked if everyone was good with that change and
asked if there was anything else on page 41.

Ms. Harder inquired if FFS is going to increase the parking. She then inquired if Black Prong wanted to expand
their parking area, if that has to be listed in the plan. Mr. Davis stated that it could be identified in the ten-year
plan or if it comes up in the future, and is something we want to do, then we can look at the interim
management guidelines if it's something we can do within that, we will do it. If not, FFS will do a plan
amendment to amend the plan to include those kind of plans. He concluded by stating that it would then go to



ARC for approval. Ms. Harder stated ok. Then inquired that instead of going through that additional process if
we want to instead say “if the existing trailheads need to be expanded upon...”. Mr. Davis interjected stating
that the only problem with that is that ARC requires specific plans. He continued to state that they need the
additional acreage with what's already there, provide a map and have a write up from DHR and the water
management district. Mr. Camposano added that this process is in place because FFS can’t just completely
exclude the process from the plan approval. Mr. Davis agreed and then stated that unless there are specific
plans to do that and we can put them in here and are specific to the project, it will go through and be fine. He
further explained that if it’s not, it's wrong or we change it, or a different location like the north side instead of
the south, then that shows we’re not doing what we said we would do. He concluded that it must be specific
to the project. Mr. Camposano stated that we could put in language now, but it won’t stop us in doing a plan
amendment in the future unless they can point to a map and say “this is exactly where it's going to be. Thisis
the size it’s going to be”. Otherwise, it doesn’t give the ARC council the proper framework in which to evaluate
a project. He then stated that FFS does plan amendments all the time, unfortunately. He joked that that is
something they are very good at. Mrs. Radcliff added that the projects are usually based off of the 5-year plans
and it's something you’re planning on doing within the next couple of years. Mr. Camposano agreed and stated
that if it's something that’s right around the corner and know that they want to do, like those campsites that
were in here, that we talked about earlier, and because they know they want to do them, those are in the plan.
He further stated that FFS will not have to go back to ARC for that because they were identified with a map, and
they're specific with where they're going. He explained that if they were talking about 5 to 10 years toward the
end of this plan, it might not be an idea we’ve had yet. We might geta greatidea of something to do at Goethe
two (2) years from now, but it’s not covered in the plan, we are going to write an amendment and set up the
process to do that. He further stated that one of the parts to the amendment process is public participation as
well, so if DEP wants evidence from FFS that they have gotten public feedback of it being a good idea. He
concluded by stating while it is outside of this current process, we would be completely circling back to the plan
in that process. Ms. Harder stated ok then apologized. She clarified stating that she was just thinking about
how this works. Mr. Camposano apologized for his long explanation. Ms. Harder stated that it was good to
know.

Ms. Harder then stated that item #4, Trails, Michelle mentioned in her letter about putting in a trail that goes
from Tidewater all the way up to Black Prong. She continued to explain that right now, you can go from
Tidewater to Apex, and that’s a trail. She then inquired if the group wants to put that in there as well. Mr.
Camposano requested the group to pause for a second. He stated that listening to the public comments that
we had earlier, this is the time and place to address horses, bikes, everything together in this section. Mr. Davis
agreed. For planned recreation, if it fits in there, then this is where we want to put it. Mr. Camposano stated
that if the group wants to add something, change something, this is the time and place to do that when it comes
to that stuff. Ms. Harder stated that she thinks that what Michelle was alluding in her comments, and as an
equestrian Ms. Harder agrees with that. She explained that they do some events where they go all the way
through, and they have to use the roads. She then stated that if they have the option to use a trail that goes
from north to south, and south-north that would be totally awesome. Ms. Alford stated that she believes having
off times when bicyclists may be limited due to equestrian activity would be good. She continued to state that
she doesn’t believe they should limit the use of bicycles because they’re equestrians; if that makes sense. She
proposed FFS to make a couple of trails that are equestrian only and a couple of trails not. She stated that she
is unsure of which trails are more popular with the bikes and which ones are more popular with the equestrians
or if they share the same popularity. She concluded by stating that she is not in favor of limiting, completely
limiting access to the either group. Mr. Petoskey inquired, for his clarity, if currently, all trails are designated
multiple-use where there are no restrictions. Mr. Deuel stated correct. Mr. Petoskey then inquired if that was
the case across all Florida state forests and managed that way across the state so that there is an option to
differentiate. Mr. Camposano stated that you can take what you have and re-designate some as multiple-use,
hiking and equestrian only, biking and hiking only, equestrian only, etc. He continued to explain that FFS has a
lot of different groups and sometimes they have conflicting viewpoints. He stated that he understood that fast
bikes and horses do not mix very well. He continued to state that you can tell which state forest, when FFS



does these MPAG meetings, which forests are big equestrian forests because the equestrian community comes
out in mass, usually. So, FFS definitely wants to try to get that right and because he doesn’t think anyone has
specific proposed language; and maybe you do, and we can add a sentence or whatever you wanted to add. He
then stated that maybe we can add something or change something in here that would be reconsidering or
reclassifying what the currently existing trailheads are for uses based on which user group is using which one
the most. He stated that he is just throwing ideas out to consider. He then stated that adding trailheads if that
is in the realm of possibility for the forest and the district or limiting access of one type of user; which, he would
rather re-designate something rather than exclude someone altogether because that’s not an inclusive way to
manage. He further stated that he doesn’t want horses and bikes running into each other and causing damage
to the horse, bikes, and humans. Ms. Alford stated that one big thing she noticed was missing from the whole
plan, that she has seen in other ten-year plans from other organizations, is a safety section. She then stated
that, to her, the interaction between horses and bicyclists, hikers or hunters, etc. is a safety concern. She
mentioned that she understands that FFS manages that all the time because it’'s one of their functions, but
there isn’t a discreet discussion about safety in here or anywhere. She further stated that she is not suggesting
that it’s something to add in the ten-year plan but maybe in the future, it might be something to think about.
She continued to state that that would be the discussion, if there was a bullet point here stating, “safety
evaluation to maximize...”.

Ms. Harder stated that she thinks the group needs to add something about signage. While holding up an
example, she stated that this is some signage that is used at the Greenway, basically ensuring that everyone
knows that they must yield to the horses. The bikes do. The people do. The cars do. Ms. Alford stated yes,
she has seen that at other parks. Ms. Harder continued to stated that if that goes in this section, yay, then we
need to increase the education process. She then stated that we're not going to have people take a one (1)
hour education course. She explained that people aren’t going to do that and knows that. She then stated that
FFS definitely has to increase the signage out there and increase the awareness so that the public understands
the equestrian community. She continued to state that it should have its own item, so that is becomes item #7,
and maybe goes into Environmental Education and Public Outreach; maybe it falls under there and stated that
she’s unsure. Ms. Harder concluded by stating that there absolutely, positively there has to be an investment
on sighage like this, so that they know they have to yield.

Ms. Harder stated that, so far as separating the trails, she has looked into the Class | vs. Class Il vs. Class lll e-
bikes. She stated that she doesn’t think anyone here, unless they are an avid cyclist, would know the difference.
She stated that all she knows is that it appears to have a motor-thing or electric thing on it. Mr. Camposano
stated that he can tell her the difference. Mr. Deuel stated that the difference is if the bike has a throttle or no
throttle. Ms. Harder stated ok, and that according to the guidelines from the state, there is a distinction, but
you can also rev up the Class Is to a Class llls even if it has been labeled as Class |. She then stated that it's only
going to get worse as time goes on. Ms. Alford added that you can also throttle back Class llls to only go as fast
as Class Is. Ms. Harder agreed then stated that it's all over the place and doesn’t believe that we can count on
that. She stated that she knows this gets into the state requirements, but FWC has a requirement that she
could find on what you could do. She stated that the state forests have it, and she doesn’t believe that Forestry
has that. Mr. Camposano inquired if Ms. Harder meant state parks. Ms. Harder apologize and stated that the
state parks have it, but Forestry does not have a documented distinction. She then stated to FFS staff for them
to take that back to Tallahassee that they need to do that. She continued to state that FFS needs to designate
some trails as bicycle only. She then stated that she doesn’t think bicycles want to go into the deep sand. She
inquired that in ten (10) years, will the bicycles be much more powerful when we have Class A bikes that can
go through the sand where the equestrians go right now. She further stated that today, it's not issue of the
bicycles, and that, as a trail rider, she doesn’t want to be on the roads. She wants to be in the woods. The
bicyclists though, as they have increased capabilities, will perhaps, want to do the same thing, and we're going
to run into more issues. Ms. Alford stated that being a former avid cyclist and being the owner of an e-bike,
she doesn’t own an e-bike to go fast. She stated that she owns an e-bike because of medical issues preventing
her from a bike in a normal fashion as she’s gotten into her 60s. She then stated that she thinks the bigger
issue, when she rode horses and did trail riding, and she has friends who do carriage riders as well, is that



everyone wants to see the beautiful parts of the forest; and that’s why you’re out there doing it. She further
stated that the bigger issue is with the people trying to do the crazy biking, or the dirt bikers. While there are
dirt bikes that have...once you start powering up the dirt bike it becomes a dirt bike that’s a whole different
thing. She then concluded that she doesn’t know and acknowledge that FFSis in a hard place trying to regulate
it. Mr. Davis inquired if there is a trail the group would like to see desighated to bikers or to equestrians. He
then inquired if there was a proposal for a change. Ms. Harder stated that her proposal right now, and again e-
bikes are going to change. She stated that ten (10) years ago we never would have thought we would be talking
about e-bikes and here we are. She then stated that her proposal is to designate the road trails as bike trails
and keep the existing horse trails (the orange trail, yellow trail, green trail, all the trails) keep those as, for the
moment, multi-use. She continued to state that if Class A bikes come along that can go through the deep sand
on the Orange Trail at Black Prong, then we have an issue. She stated that she would like to ensure we have
verbiage in here in the plan that gives FFS the option of saying at some point “no, you’re not using the Orange
Trail at Black Prong anymore. You can’t do it. We’ve had horse incidents”. Ms. Harder explained that she has
be subjected to that as well, as an equestrian, where someone comes along on a e-bike with their ears covered,
jamming to their music, and not paying attention, and boom there they are; cutting right in front of her and
things happen. She concluded by stating that she doesn’t want that. Mr. Montgomery stated that they can
address that because there are no specifics in this section. He exemplified that there is nothing that states,
“let’s make a bike trail from Gasline Road to here, to here and here; or let’s make this a horse trail”. He then
stated that the appropriate way to address Ms. Harder’s concerns is through GSF’'s Liaison panel meetings,
community meetings, and our five year and annual work plans. He continued to state that if there is something
that FFS proposes that conflicts with language in the ten-year plan, then it there would have to be a plan
amendment. He further stated that he doesn’t see anything in the ten-year plan that would prevent FFS from
limiting access to a trail. Mr. Camposano stated there is not. Mr. Montgomery stated that if there are user
group conflicts, GSF staff become aware of those things by having liaison meetings or volunteers with the
equestrian community, and then can make those adjustments whenever. He then stated that because it's not
a specific “let’s put a trail here. Bikes here and horses here”, it's not something that a ten-year plan addresses.
It is something that GSF staff can address at the local level as they go through these scenarios and set up the
what-ifs when something happens, they can react to it without any issues. Mr. Camposano agreed with Mr.
Montgomery and doesn’t believe FFS needs to wholly change the plan because that is something that can be
done outside of the process if there are safety issues or issues that need to be addressed. He then stated that
if the group wanted to make the trails section a little bit more robust and make mention of that then we can
add a sentence at the end that, “we will continuously evaluate the trail uses and trail designations and make
changes as we're working” or something along those lines. He then inquired the group if that works for them
or if we do or do not want to mess with that. Ms. Alford stated that she thinks this is important. Mr. Camposano
agreed and stated that we can mention the signs in the plan just to mention them, but we can also call our
Recreation Coordinator tomorrow and get some signs ordered and put them on the trail. He continued to state
that that is very simple without the plan. Mr. Petoskey agreed and stated that the signs are super specific. He
exemplified that FFS doesn’t even list prescribed fire acres per year, they’re just stating that they’re doing
prescribed fire; so, the minutia of spelling out signs, specific signage in a plan, is oddly specific compared to the
rest of the plan. Mr. Camposano stated that FFS has a sign policy. Ms. Alford stated that it is actually listed
under D(3) which states that signs are part of the facility amenities that may be assessed. Mr. Petoskey and
Mr. Camposano stated yes. Mr. Camposano stated that yes, signs in general are being assessed. He explained
that there is also a sign policy that FFS has to follow internally, and truth be told, FFS is currently going through
a process right now to evaluate the way we’re making signs in general across all of our state forests. This is
because FFS’s sign shop is having a little bit of difficulty at the moment, so FFS is looking at doing signs across
the state differently. He continued to state that smaller metal signs that are custom made or bought from
places like Home Depot or Lowe’s, the plan will not stop FFS from putting those up unless there’s a line in there
that specifically says this sign will be out there or will not be out there; otherwise, FFS can put signage up as
necessary. Ms. Harder stated ok and then stated what she wants to see under Trails then is that a trail is
developed from Apex to Black Prong, a horse trail. Mr. Davis inquired Ms. Harder if she’s referring to an



assessment for an equestrian trail. Ms. Harder stated yes and reiterated to add a trail from Apex to Black Prong.
Mr. Montgomery stated that it is more to assess the feasibility installing the trail. Mr. Davis agreed and stated
that the path of the trail would need to be identified. Mr. Camposano stated that we can put “assess the
feasibility” if the whole group is on board. He reiterated that thatis the whole point of MPAG, is to make those
changes that everyone wants to see. Ms. Harder stated again that she would like to see the assessment from
Apex to Black Prong added into the plan. Mr. Petoskey requested that to be spelled out on the draft. Mr.
Camposano requested Ms. Harder to dictate Mr. Deuel what she wants typed so that they can all look at it and
make sure it's the way we want it. Ms. Harder gave Mr. Deuel the additional language regarding the assessment
for a trail from Apex to Black Prong. She then inquired if language should be added stating the implementation
of said trail. Mr. Camposano stated that if they’ve done the assessment, determined there’s a good route and
the funding is available, they will implement it. Ms. Harder stated ok, and she didn’t know how much we need
to throw in there. She further stated to append the sentence talking about the, if necessary, the trails will be
split out. Mr. Camposano suggested language “forest staff will also assess any potential conflicts on trails and
address as needed” with suggestions also from Mr. Davis and Mr. Montgomery. Mrs. Radcliff stated that she
would caution local staff with that if you split them out, because of where their hunting areas are, and because
a lot of hunters using e-bikes now. Mr. Petoskey agreed and stated that he had a comment on it for
consideration. He stated that he would probably oppose converting any larger amount of trails to equestrian
only, because then you’'re excluding a user group thatis using those during a time of year when the equestrians
are already trying to avoid conflict by time of day and the seasons being limited as they are. He reiterated that
he would oppose moving away from the multi-use model.

Ms. Harder stated what they've done at the Greenway is that they have distinct trails. Mr. Petoskey inquired
Ms. Harder if there’s hunting there. Ms. Harder stated that she thinks there is on one part but isn’t positive.
Ms. Alford stated that she thinks it overlaps. Mr. Camposano inquired if there are equestrian trails closed to
hiking on the Greenway. Ms. Harder stated that they do have some trails that are closed to hiking, and some
are only allowed for the equestrians. She further stated that they do have bike only trails down at the
Greenway. She further stated that she hopes they don't get to that. Mr. Deuel stated that another thing the
Greenway does that is significantly different from what GSF does is that you are free to go off of designated
trails on GSF. He explained further that you must be on a designated trail at the Greenway. Mr. Davis inquired
if the Greenway is managed by DRP. Mr. Davis explained that DEP is a single-use agency, and they manage for
single-use recreation. FFS manages for everything, for multi-use. He further stated that that's the difference;
trying to exclude a user group over the other, so we do the best we can to try to mix the two. Ms. Harder
agreed and stated that don’t get her wrong, FFS is awesome.

Mrs. Radcliff inquired that when they say “go off the trail” they mean by foot. Ms. Alford joke in her jeep. Mr.
Camposano stated that what Mr. Deuel meant was if it was another road or fireline. Mr. Deuel stated yes. Mr.
Camposano further stated that folks should be on the trail all the time, unless they are on foot, but this is a
complex issue. Ms. Harder agreed and wanted to leave this open so that if this gets appended later, because
it's definitely a statewide issue and not just a GSF issue, is going to be the e-bikes. She further stated that it’s
not so much of the equestrians having an issue today; it’s what’s going to happen in 2-10 years with the e-bikes
becoming more powerful. She concluded by stating that she agreed that it is probably more of a state issue
than itis a local issue. Ms. Alford stated that she doesn’t know if they're going to get too much more powerful
because she doesn’t know anyone on a bicycle that wants to go over 30 miles an hour. It's pretty scary. Ms.
Harder countered that that would be like asking her if she wants to jump on her horse and gallop down the
road. She then stated that twenty (20) years ago she wouldn’t have done it but now she’s ready to go. Ms.
Alford stated that’s true. Mr. Davis asked the group if everybody was good with what is up on the screen of
page 41. Ms. Alford stated yes, let’s move on.

Ms. Harder stated that she would also like to add a sentence under the Environmental Education and Public
Outreach about the signage and a little bit more about...Mr. Deuel and Mr. Montgomery interjected stating
that signage is mentioned under the facilities section. Mr. Deuel continued to state that the facilities section
mentions educational displays and signs, so we're well covered. Ms. Harder stated alright. Mr. Davis asked if
everyone was good with page 41. Ms. Harder stated yes.



Page 42: Ms. Alford inquired if FFS allows any other veterans or special groups to do events, besides OOF, or is
that a special designated state group that gets special treatment. Mr. Davis explained that OOF is Agriculture’s
OOF and is very similar to groups like the Wounded Warriors. He continued to state that they hold special
hunts, they fish and camp. He then stated that it's not just hunting. Mrs. Radcliff added that FFS offers day use
passes to veterans who are disabled, and discounts. Mr. Camposano added that they also provide discounts
for camping. Ms. Alford stated that she just didn’t know if there were other special groups that were allowed.
Mr. Larson stated that to answer Ms. Alford’s question, no. There aren’t any listed in their plans like OOF
because they don’t have an impact on our program. Ms. Alford stated ok. Mr. Larson continued to explain that
the state forest has additional user groups that they provide benefits to, in the terms of decreased fees, yes,
but nothing that FFS has as a direct affiliation like OOF. Ms. Alford stated ok, and it wasn’t clear if that was
group that was directly affiliated. Mr. Larson agreed and stated that OOF is a strange connected, but a little bit
of a confusing scenario. He then inquired if there was specification in the document or even discusses what
OOF is besides this point. Ms. Hernandez stated that was it. Ms. Alford suggested language that reads “OOF, a
program managed by FFS” to provide clarification. Ms. Hernandez stated that otherwise it seemed kind of
random. Ms. Alford agreed. Mr. Montgomery inquired that the suggested language is placing a comma after
OOF and stating, “managed by Florida Department of Agriculture”. Mr. Camposano confirmed that it should
be the Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services. Ms. Alford stated that she thinks that would
make it clearer. She further stated that it won’t make it seem like FFS is doing a special favor for some. Mr.
Davis asked if there was anything else on page 42.

Page 43: Ms. Hernandez stated that she has a general comment for page 43 that is not going to be adding a
sentence. She stated that she really liked that the section echoed that whole section earlier that talked about
metrics about prescribed burn acreages, fire intervals and how this is saying that FFS is halfway to meeting their
goal. She then stated that is awesome and that being halfway there is a huge feat because she knows it’s really
hard to get fire on the ground. She then stated that what she doesn’t see in the document at all is the
acknowledgement of the barriers. Mr. Camposano inquired clarification. Ms. Hernandez stated barriers. She
then stated that if the goal is to get everything in this 2-4-year return interval. She inquired how. She then
inquired why it would be any different in the next ten (10) years. She stated that she knows that they don’t
really talk about climate resilience, but we can talk about weather that is contributing to this issue. She
continued to state that we know it's only going to get hotter, drier, more sporadic, all of those things. She
further stated that she just thinks that being able to, in a ten-year plan, when you're looking at, she doesn’t
know where FFS has been; she assumes that FFS is burning more than ever, or maybe not, then stated she’s
unsure. She then stated that some sort of acknowledgement, for FFS’s own people that are probably going to
getpressure for not burning more, and that it is very much about public safety as it is about a natural community
management tool. She inquired about the barriers to burning and then stated that GSF staff has two (2), X
number of staff, weather is hotter, the season is shorter. She concluded by stating that whatever the thingis,
is not here to cover that challenge and those barriers. Mr. Davis pointed out above the Fire Management
section and read the language pertaining to FFS’s barriers that is already within the plan. Ms. Hernandez stated
she knows and then stated that she feels like it’s a big thing that’s not being addressed. Mr. Camposano stated
that there is a reason why the language is a little cheeky and not offering too much. He stated that he can sit
here for eight (8) hours and have a conversation about the barriers to fire management. He then stated that
he could write a hundred (100) page plan on what the barriers are to fire. Ms. Hernandez inquired if FFS knows
they're protected in terms of expectations. Mr. Camposano stated that as long as FFS follows their
prescriptions, yes. Ms. Hernandez stated that she’s just saying that might be something to consider because
there’s a lot of pressure out there. Mr. Camposano agreed and then stated that there is equal or pressure if
you go conduct a prescribed fire and burn somebody’s house down. Ms. Hernandez agreed and then stated
that’s a huge barrier. Ms. Alford inquired that a barrier would be development. An MPAG member agreed.
Ms. Hernandez stated that adjacent land is. Mr. Camposano continued to explain that it is not explicitly written
in there but alludes to FFS is going to talk to landowners that move in along the boundary or near us to try to
mitigate any fire, smoke, or boundary issues. He then stated that it is one of those things of do we add pages
of reasons why. He further stated that GSF has a very checkered history with fire, and they are on the very



good side of things now. He stated that when he was working as OPS on GSF in 2007, we struggled to burn a
bit to the point where we burned the same sandhills every year, but they have taken steps. Ms. Hernandez
interjected stating that’s what she’s saying and explained that it reads like FFS can do it and it's more
complicated than that. Mr. Larson stated that the plan was structured how previous sections have been
structured. He continued to state that it sounds like, here is what we have currently for recreation. Then we
put in there, here are some of the things that we plan to assess and address in the next ten (10) year period.
He explained that if FFS writes the same exact style for fire, we would put: here is how we did the past ten (10)
years, here are some of the issues we ran into the past 10 years, here’s what we plan to assess. He then
exemplified the Steeple Chase neighborhood is really close to one of our boundaries and we will continue to
work on maintaining communication with those folks and improving our relationships so that smoke concerns
are not an issue, because they are. Ms. Hernandez stated yes, and she believes that identifying that conflict
really addresses the idea that FFS may not get the whole thing in the fire return interval that they want and it’s
not their fault. Mr. Camposano stated that FFS doesn’t want to give up on that which is the reason why the
plan is written the way it is. He then stated that no matter what weather conditions, personnel situations,
wildland urban interface, whatever it is that’s thrown at us, because it's only going to get worse over time. Ms.
Hernandez stated exactly. Mr. Camposano continued to state that FFS is going to work to find the opportunities
when they can do that. Ms. Hernandez interjected stating exactly and stated that she thinks that’s it. She then
stated that there are barriers and FFS is trying anyways instead of just goals. Mr. Larson stated that they're
identifying where the opportunities are in the next ten (10) years, where FFS is, what revenue, etc. Ms.
Hernandez stated that she thinks it's worthwhile, but maybe it goes in the regulare fire management plan. She
then stated that it doesn’t have the same tone as other parts of the document where FFS is talking about the
plan.

Mrs. Radcliff stated that she also has a question and going back to what she asked awhile ago regarding other
alternatives besides prescribed fires as far as reducing the wildfire risk. She continued to state that FFSis trying
to do this at certain intervals, but if they're reducing the fuel loads and vegetative management of the area,
then they’re accomplishing the same thing in a way. Mr. Petoskey stated that there is a fuel reduction section
earlier in the plan. Mrs. Radcliff stated that she must have missed that. An MPAG member pointed out the Fire
Prevention and Mitigation Strategies section. Ms. Alford stated that there are good and bad parts to all the
different ways we do this, so that’s FFS’s big job in balancing out the big events of fire against the impacts of
neighbors and impacts of fire mitigated communities.

Mr. Davis asked if there were any changes to this page. Ms. Hernandez stated that she thinks there’s things
that should be added. Mr. Davis stated ok and inquired Ms. Hernandez what she would like to see added. Ms.
Hernandez stated in general. She then stated that it's more of what Mr. Larson was saying about this is where
they've been, we have these clearly stated goals, these are some barriers and how they will overcome them.
Ms. Alford stated that she is with Ms. Hernandez. Mr. Camposano inquired how to intelligently say that they’ll
overcome a weather barrier in a plan because they just have to deal with today’s and tomorrow’s weather, Ms.
Hernandez stated that she thinks it has to do with readiness, staff, equipment, things that allow them to move
quickly and adjust to drastic events. Mr. Camposano stated that he knows what Ms. Hernandez is saying and is
not lost on him, but he is thinking of a way to word it. Ms. Hernandez agreed and then stated that she just
thinks it's thrown away here. She then stated that maybe it shouldn’t be addressed in this. Ms. Alford stated
to Ms. Hernandez that it seems like she’s saying that it's an opportunity here. Ms. Hernandez stated yes. Ms.
Alford continued to state that it’'s an opportunity to list this and be able to point to that and say look. Ms.
Hernandez interjected stating that yes and that this is a huge part of our state culture. She continued to state
that we need fire. Fire is hard to do. This is how we’re trying to overcome that. Mr. Camposano inquired the
local district’s thoughts. He then stated that if they all agree, and wouldn’t try to do it right now, because you
will need to redirect the district to add language to that effect if that's what y’all want to do. Ms. Alford stated
that she would be willing to review that at some future date. Mr. Camposano stated thatif we add it later, then
we can give her a copy of the plan but there won’t be a formal review like we’re doing here. He continued to
state that either we stop here and add what we want to add in and try to do that, which could ensue us going
down a very big rabbit hole because there’s a lot of stuff with that. He then stated that he would rather give



them the chance to think about their issues and barriers. He then stated that it sounds like the GSF staff are
amenable to adding that in. Mr. Montgomery stated that he’s not really amenable to it. He stated that the
intention of the plan is to show what they’re going to do and want to do, not why. There isn’t a lot of why or
why they can’t. He exemplified by saying we’re going to put in this trail and that they don’t go into how they
came up with that and what their limits might be and encounter. Mr. Montgomery stated that, to him, the plan
in its current form is saying we want to do this and here is the metric for it. He continued to state that they do
that more for fire than anywhere else and here’s why they came up with that, and really, that’s the only place
in the plan that we’re delving into the metrics of it. He further stated that they are giving it a lot of attention
here and if they get too wound up...he then stated that it’s a ten (10) year management plan that’s setting their
goals for them. Mr. Davis stated that it’s conceptual. Mr. Montgomery stated exactly and continued to state
that it’s not like fire management where somewhere locally... Ms. Hernandez interjected and inquired if there
are pressures at the end of the ten (10) years; like if they only hit a certain percentage of their goal. Mr. Davis
stated that there is an LMR every five (5) years so there is accountability there, and also reward. He further
stated that they could be thanked for the work they’ve done. Ms. Hernandez again inquired that she wants to
ensure that FFS is protected by this language. Mr. Camposano again stated that yes, they are protected. Mr.
Davis stated that the plan does mention a little bit about it being largely dependent on the weather, staffing
and all that kind of stuff. He then stated that it does briefly state that stuff.

Ms. Alford inquired if they use the plan when arguing for budgets or increased equipment or anything like that.
She then inquired if they ever referred to this document. Mr. Davis stated no and reiterated that the plan is
conceptual. Mr. Montgomery agreed with Mr. Davis and stated that they do refer to the annual burn goal that’s
stated in the plan and will request fancy piece of equipment from Mr. Camposano so they can burn a bunch of
land. He continued to state that they receive that kind of support with how the plan is already written. Mr.
Camposano expressed that it is one of the more important things. Mr. Montgomery agreed and stated that
everyone recognizes that importance. Ms. Hernandez stated that she will defer her comments to what the staff
thinks, but wished it was something that stood out more. Ms. Alford agreed. Mr. Davis inquired if there were
no changes and if the group is good with the current language. Mr. Camposano promised Ms. Hernandez that
it's protected, and that the idea is to burn GSF as much as they can, because they’ve made some great gains in
the last ten (10) years that they don’t want to give up. Ms. Hernandez agreed.

Mr. Petoskey stated that he had some language back on page 42. He continued to state that as a fellow
manager, he doesn’t like to tie staff’s hands by somebody who doesn’t work on my forest said or what their
inputis. He then read the section that he has questions and stated that there is roughly 5,000 acres of GSF that
are not included or closed to hunting, such as the Bailey Tract, or the several sections off the roads. He
suggested language stating, “assess increasing the acreage open to hunting where appropriate”. He concluded
by stating that way FFS has language that encourages it without tying staff’s hands or get anybody in a bind.
Ms. Alford stated instead of increasing to say “adjusting as appropriate” because it could go the other way. Ms.
Harder joked that not with the number of pigs in there. Mr. Camposano stated that it actually can’t go the
other way because there can’t be a net loss of hunting habitat or hunting acres statewide. He explained that
FWC sends something out to all of the agencies every year and they want to know how many acres are open to
hunting. If you start showing a net loss of hunting acres, then you have to have a very good explanation why
because they have to inform the legislature of that. He continued to explain that hunting is definitely a big
thing and FFS is always looking at that; if there’s areas that they need to add to the WMA. Ifit's a WEA then it
would be FWC not FFS, because it's on their property. Mr. Petoskey stated that the hunting regulations actually
callit a WEA and clarified that it’s all under one brochure for Watermelon Pond. Ms. Alford stated that you can
increase one place and decrease at another. Mr. Montgomery agreed and stated that that was what he was
going to say, and still be net zero (0). He then inquired if that needs to explicitly say that. Mr. Petoskey joked
that he retracts his comment. Mr. Camposano stated that in a month or so, FFS will receive that report from
FWC and there are some maps that need to be updated to show what’s in the WMA, because some of the maps
are wrong. He continued to state that FFS is always assessing and for the most part, open things up for hunting
unless there’s a good reason not to. Ms. Alford stated that she expects that in the next ten (10) years there’s
going to be development pressure in the Watermelon Pond Area. Mr. Camposano stated that he hopes not,



but there might be. A few of the MPAG members agreed. Ms. Alford began to state that she’s pretty sure there
will be based on...Mr. Davis interjected asking for any change on page 42. The group joked about retracting Mr.
Petoskey’s original comment.

Page 46: Ms. Harder stated she had one quick comment for page 46 for #6, Adjacent Neighbor Contacts. She
suggested to state “by electronic means” instead of “by email”. She then offered other means such as text and
Facebook. Mr. Montgomery stated to go with language that reads, “contacted with potential sites” and get rid
of “by telephone or email”. Ms. Harder stated fine, sold. Next. Ms. Alford agreed.

Page 47: Ms. Alford jokingly inquired if landowners let FFS know when they’re burning things. FFS staff laughed
and stated that’s a good one and stated that hopefully they have a burn permit.

Page 48: Ms. Alford stated that under the Invasive Species Control Section, no invasive animals were listed, and
inquired if that is somewhere else. Mr. Davis stated that it's usually right above it. Ms. Alford stated ok and
inquired if GSF has toads, or Cuban treefrogs. Mr. Camposano stated that it depends on what FFS receives from
FWC. He continued to state that it's usually just the hogs that they’re tracking, and if she wants to get into
every invasive animal that’s in Florida, then yes, there are Cuban tree frogs. Ms. Alford offered anoles, then
stated that there’s a lot. Mr. Camposano stated that anoles are different and brown anoles in particular. He
continued to state that they don’t like to be in the woods. Rather, they like to be around buildings, so it’s very
rare, almost impossible to find them deep in the woods. Ms. Alford inquired the anoles. Mr. Camposano
clarified that green anoles can be found in the woods. Ms. Alford stated that she has found one in the woods
one time, and that is a whole other story. She joked that she won’t tell it now. Mr. Davis asked if there was
anything else on page 48. Ms. Alford stated she’s done and stated that she just wanted to know.

Pages 53-54: Ms. Alford stated that the descriptions of all of the habitats are lovely.

Page 55: Ms. Alford commented on GSF’s diversity and assumes it to be part of the forest’s value.

Page 80: Ms. Alford stated that she has a question on the whole section that the group just went quickly through
and goes back to page 49. She requested the group discuss the historic acres versus the current acres. She
stated that she assumes this is because FFS is trying to restore certain habitats. Mr. Camposano stated yes.
Ms. Alford continued to inquire if it is also related to climate change, like wet flatwoods has gone down by 600
acres. Mr. Camposano explained the process of FNAI's data compilation for FFS’s ten-year land management
plans. He stated thatin FNAI's mapping projects, FFS asks for historic acres, which is what it was close to before
humans began modifying the landscape to what current day snapshot looks like. This is because they only have
photographic evidence back to the 40s and 50s, that is the timescale that FFS goes back to. He further stated
that that usually good enough for most areas to delineate what the historic communities were before. He then
stated that a lack of management, being no fire, will change a community too. Ms. Alford agreed. Mr.
Camposano continued to explain that it doesn’t mean thatit has to be developed or cut or turned into a pasture,
it could just be things were left alone and they’re fire-dependent and they needed to be burned but now they're
gone into the next successional stage. Ms. Alford stated that she understood and that she was just curious
where those came from and what the relationship was to goals and things. She concluded stating that that’s a
nice section. Mr. Camposano stated that FFS is always trying to get closer to the historic number the best way
we can. He then stated that FFS also start reforestation with a plantation and that is step 1. He continued to
state that a lot of people don’t like plantations, but it is one of the ways to start and then the rest of the process
comes in as time goes on. He concluded by stating that you have to have those longer lenses, and it is something
he has learned along in his career. Ms. Alford jokingly stated try getting elected.

Mr. Davis asked if there were any questions or comments on the exhibits. Mrs. Radcliff stated that the tab title
says Little Big Econ and might want to change that. Ms. Marsh stated that she will have to change that
individually because the previous person who created that title...Mr. Camposano interjected stating that the
actual word file isn’t called that. Ms. Marsh agreed. Mr. Deuel also stated that it's weird. He stated that the
actual file isn’t called that. Ms. Marsh explained that it's something she can do by going into the properties tab
of the document to edit later on in the process.

Mrs. Radcliff inquired if plots under Timber Inventory in Exhibit A, should be numbers rather than acres. Mr.
Deuel inquired which page. Mr. Davis answered page 3. Mr. Montgomery stated that Mrs. Radcliff is correct,



and it should be number. Mr. Camposano suggested Mr. Deuel to make a note. Mr. Deuel stated that he can’t
because it is the pdf version.

Ms. Hernandez inquired if there was finer resolution on these maps. Ms. Alford stated that was going to be her
question. She then inquired if there was a link to the maps. Mr. Camposano stated that that is something they
tend to struggle with regarding the plan, but they have to figure out how to fit everything neatly on 8.5x11”
pieces of paper. He then directed them to go to GSF's website and stated that there is a series of forest maps
that are available right now and are electronic. He further stated that they can send the digital versions if the
group wants so they can zoom in a little bit or can send them. Mr. Davis added that the files were probably
reduced and if they want an individual map to let FFS staff know. Mr. Camposano agreed and stated that there
isn’t a way for us to get it into the plan printed that way. However, when it goes online at the end, you're
usually able to zoom in better. Ms. Hernandez stated ok, and further stated that this was just the email version.
Mr. Camposano stated that yes, and they're reduced substantially when they’re emailed out otherwise, they’ll
get this in broken pieces, and it be very annoying to read. Ms. Marsh added that it also depends on who your
email carrier is. She exemplified that Outlook will have different file size limits; even within agencies too. She
explained that DEP has a different file size limit than FFS does. She concluded by stating that whether it's Gmail
or Earthlink, sometimes they just have different files size limits depending on who the sender is and who is the
receiver.

Ms. Hernandez stated that she has a question regarding the Optimal Management Boundary map. She stated
that it’s different than the optimal boundary for acquisition and inquired if it's an updated shapefile. Mr. Davis
inquired about what her question is. Mr. Montgomery stated that she has an old optimum management
boundary map. Ms. Hernandez stated she has an old optimal management boundary and that some of the
areas she’s been working on she didn’t think were in the optimal boundary. She then stated that it says
management because FFS doesn’t own the land. Mr. Montgomery stated correct. Mr. Davis stated that this
map is the updated version of the map she’s been working off of. Ms. Hernandez stated yes, and inquired if
the state would still consider this as important for acquisition. Mr. Davis stated that FFS can send her this draft
version for her to work off of because this version is most likely what will get approved. Ms. Hernandez stated
ok, and that would be awesome. Mr. Montgomery stated that Mr. Larson will send that to her. Ms. Hernandez
stated ok and thanked Mr. Montgomery.

Ms. Alford stated that she had a question. She stated that FFS talks about BMAPs and different river and water
systems, and then show the water resources. She then stated that she would have thought that a watershed
map would be included, and she doesn’t see one in there. Mr. Davis stated that the Basin Management Action
Plan can be accessed online. Ms. Alford interjected stating that she knows it’s all out there somewhere, but
she thought there would be a map in here as part of general information. Mr. Davis explained that if it's located
within one of those BMAPs then reference it and look it up, but to include all of that information in a ten-year
plan. Ms. Alford interjected stating that she just thought that one (1) map that would show the different
watersheds in where they drain was something she is curious about. Ms. Hernandez interjected stating that
there is a hydrological map in the exhibits. Mr. Montgomery stated that it doesn’t show the creeks and
watersheds. Mr. Davis stated that FFS has something like that but it’s not very detailed. Ms. Alford stated yes,
and that she was just curious because it was just something she thought she would see and couldn’t find it. She
concluded by stating that was her only comment. Mr. Camposano stated that that is not something that is
typically in our plans. He stated that he’s trying to think of a state forest that is more wetlands heavy than GSF.
Ms. Alford stated that it’s ok, and that she just expected to see it and didn’t. She then added that she expects
to see a lot of things in state matters that she doesn’t see.

Mr. Larson stated that there are a lot of documents in there that do have lesser value. He continued to jokingly
inquire if the Wekiva soil makes up 0.00x% of GSF. Mr. Camposano stated that is actually very helpful when it
comes to gopher tortoises. Mr. Davis asked if there was anything else in the exhibits.

He then asked each MPAG member to comment on the draft plan. Mr. Montgomery thanked the staff at
Goethe and Mr. Pedersen, and all the staff at FFS for going through iteration after iteration of this plan, and the
back and forth to the state office. He continued to state that a lot of work goes into these plans and it's a very
time-consuming endeavor. He concluded by stating thanks a lot and FFS turned out a really good plan. Mr.



Petoskey stated that he approves of the plan as is. He stated that as a comparison to some of his FWC plans,
he noted that FFS has a lot more specific objectives than FWC’s. He noted the annual prescribed fire objectives
and on the ten (10) year cycle FWC looks at that and continued to exemplify Watermelon Pond’s goal and its
current rate of completion. He suggested having that objective and evaluation could be handy, but he
acknowledged FFS's attempt to keep it universal across all state forests. He then concluded that he wouldn’t
suggest changing it on an individual basis. Mrs. Radcliff stated that FFS did a really good job and not painting
themselves in a corner. She stated that leaving it broader is actually very smart and good job. Ms. Hernandez
stated that she thinks it's a great plan. She continued to state that it has a lot of information in it and is a lot to
compile. She then stated that she also likes how it cross references a lot of the shorter-term management
plans, so that if you have a really specific question you can go after them, and that seems really useful, which
keeps it a living document. She further stated that she thinks it's great and good job. She concluded by thanking
everyone and for including the MPAG members in this planning process. Ms. Harder thanked FFS for including
the recreational users in this meeting and as a part of this plan. She further stated that overall, she stated they
love Goethe and love everything that FFS does for them and is pleased they and FFS have an understanding of
what’s there and what FFS is looking to do. She then stated that as she mentioned before, e-bikes are definitely
a concerning item, not just for GSF, but on a state-wide level. She continued to state that she hopes that
whatever the state determines would be appropriate for GSF. She concluded by thanking FFS for including
recreational users. Ms. Alford stated that she agrees and thanks FFS for including the county. She stated that
she learned a lot and enjoyed reading the plan, and thought it was well done. She jokingly thanked the group
for putting up with her. She continued to state that she had one comment that she forgot to make for Exhibit
O, Invasive Species. She stated that she assumed that the findings shows where invasive species have been
found. She then inquired if they are found along the roadways because that’s where they spread. Mr. Davis
stated that they’re usually found in places where ground disturbance took place. He explained that they spread
more easily in disturbed ground rather than in natural habitat. Ms. Alford stated that she just thought it was
interesting when she looked at it and thought to herself that that is exactly where the roads are. She thanked
Mr. Davis for the educational opportunity. Mr. Larson stated his appreciation for Ms. Alford’s observation and
stated that one thing the state forest has in its favor is that all of the biologists associated with the forest have
to go hunt down birds and to do that they have to walk through all of these plots and inevitably find the weeds
along the way. He concluded by stating that it almost seems like FFS is looking from the roadside. Ms. Alford
stated that she knows FFS goes all over the place, but she thought it might be an opportunity. Mr. Larson stated
that that that's one of the benefits to the inventory they do and what Mr. Pedersen and Ms. Quintero do. He
continued to state that FFS is lucky to have very few invasive species in general on GSF. He then stated that he
increased his total amounts of sites, and very few of them are less than 200 feet from the road. Ms. Alford
stated that’s amazing, and then stated if FFS can keep it that way, then that would be amazing. An MPAG
member jokingly stated good luck with that. Ms. Alford stated her appreciation for the opportunity to
participate and it is a good plan, despite her nitpickiness and questions and comments. Mr. Davis thanked Ms.
Alford.

¢ 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 October 11, 2024, public meeting.

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

Workshop Meeting End Time: 3:27 P.M.
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