BIG SHOALS STATE FOREST
2025 LAND MANAGEMENT PLAN

EXHIBITS



Exhibit A

Twenty-Year Management

Accomplishments Summary



Big Shoals State Forest

20-Year Accomplishments

Site Preparation Number Acres
Herbicide N/A 183
Planting Number Acres
Longleaf Containerized 236,000 387
Slash Containerized 28,180 55
Seedling Survival Checks Number Acres
Survival Checks N/A 204
Timber Stand Improvement Number Acres
Chopping N/A 85
Herbicide N/A 393
Mowing N/A 120
Timber Sales Tons Acres
Marking N/A 839
Cruising N/A 735
Harvest 36,967 534
Timber Sold Tons Acres
Fuelwood 9,707 N/A
Hardwood Pulpwood 8,772 N/A
Pine Pulpwood 10,062 N/A
Pine Chip-n-saw 3,902 N/A
Hardwood Sawtimber 157 N/A
Pine Sawtimber 14,193 N/A
Total 46,793 534
Revenue: $825,276 N/A N/A
Timber Inventory Number Acres
Inventory Update N/A 3,498
Plots N/A 239
Fire Number Acres
Prescribed Burning N/A 7,816
Recreation Number Acres
Day Use Estimated Forest Visitors 223,136 N/A
Special Events 1 N/A
Roadwork Number Miles
Roads Graded N/A 2.5




Roadwork Number Miles
Roads Rebuilt N/A 8
Bridges Built 8 N/A
Bridges Repaired 8 N/A
Culverts Installed 8 N/A
Low Water Crossing 4 N/A
Boundary Maintenance Number Miles
Maintenance / Marking N/A 44
Invasive Species Control Number Acres
Japanese climbing fern N/A 3.1
Mimosa N/A 3
Sweet tanglehead N/A 3
I&E Activities Number Acres
Programs / Tours 2 N/A
Other Activities Number Miles
Archaeological Sites Monitored 2 N/A
Roads Mowed N/A 165
Firelines Maintained N/A 104
Trail Maintenance N/A 33
Inmate Hours N/A 705
Roads Cleared Due to Hurricane Irma N/A 5
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Boundary and Roads Map






Exhibit C

Optimal Management Boundary Map






Exhibit D

Facilities, Recreation,
and
Improvements Map






Exhibit E

Tract and Acreage Map
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Proximity
to
Significant Managed Lands Map






Exhibit G

Department of State Report
on
Archaeological Sites and Historical Sites
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Exhibit H

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












Exhibit |

Soil Types 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
















































FEDERAL LEGAL STATUS

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

Definitions derived from U.S. Endangered Species Act of 1973, Sec. 3. Note that the federal status given by FNAL
refers only to Florida populations and that federal status may differ elsewhere.

C = Candidate species for which federal listing agencies have sufficient information on biological vulnerability and
threats to support proposing to list the species as Endangered or Threatened.

E = Endangered: species in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range.

E, T = Species currently listed endangered in a portion of its range but only listed as threatened in other areas
E, PDL = Species currently listed endangered but has been proposed for delisting.

E, PT = Species currently listed endangered but has been proposed for listing as threatened.

E, XN = Species currently listed endangered but tracked population is a non-essential experimental population.
T = Threatened: species likely to become Endangered within the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant

portion of its range.

PE = Species proposed for listing as endangered.

PS = - An infraspecific taxon or population has federal status but the entire species does not - status is in only a
portion of the species range.

PT = Species proposed for listing as threatened.

SAT = Treated as threatened due to similarity of appearance to a species which is federally listed such that
enforcement personnel have difficulty in attempting to differentiate between the listed and unlisted species.
SC = Not currently listed, but considered a “species of concern” to USFWS.

DL = Delisted.

UR = Under review.

STATE LEGAL STATUS

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

Animals: Definitions derived from “Florida’s Endangered Species and Species of Special Concern, Official Lists”
published by Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission, 1 August 1997, and subsequent updates.

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

FE Listed as Endangered Species at the Federal level by the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service

FT Listed as Threatened Species at the Federal level by the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service

FXN = Federal listed as an experimental population in Florida

FT(S/A) = Federal Threatened due to similarity of appearance

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

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

N = Not currently listed, nor currently being considered for listing.

Plants: Definitions derived from Sections 581.011, 581.185 and 581.185(2), Florida Statutes, and the Preservation
of Native Flora of Florida Act, 5B-40.001. FNAI does not track all state-regulated plant species; for a complete list of
state-regulated plant species, call Florida Division of Plant Industry, 352-372-3505 or see:
https://www.flrules.org/gateway/ChapterHome.asp?Chapter=5B-40.

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

T = Threatened: species native to the state that are in rapid decline in the number of plants within the state, but
which have not so decreased in number as to cause them to be Endangered.
CE = Commercially exploited: species native to the state which are subject to being removed in significant numbers

from native habitats in the state and sold or transported for sale.
N = Not currently listed, nor currently being considered for listing.
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Fire History






Exhibit O

Invasive Species Map
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APPENDIX:

The following comments represent individual comments, and mav not represent the
consensus of the land management review team.

L.A. Natural Communities

s Natural communities map is somewhat inaccurate. Some areas shown on map as mesic flatwoods
are old fields. We are forced to consider these areas as mesic when they appear to be old fields.

e Approximately one half of the mesic flatwoods have had past land use that has disturbed the
groundcover and past lack of fire has resulted in poor groundcover and heavy oak. Despite these
conditions, FFS has done a good job burning these areas. In addition, FFS has initiated efforts to
harvest and herbicide hardwoods. All the more intact, mesic flatwoods stands looked to be in
excellent condition with manageable levels of palmetto. Structure all looked good, thanks to a
regular frequency of burning every three years. Great job managing these intact flatwoods which
appeared all to be in “maintenance” condition. The upland mixed hardwood and upland pine areas
have had impacts, historically, that have disturbed and reduced the groundcover component and
allowed hardwoods to become more prolific and larger than would’ve been the case naturally.
These areas are being burned and some improvements in the groundcover have been observed.
Some “re-typing” of the upland mixed hardwoods will be necessary to reflect new FNAI
descriptions. Suggest approaching local/district DRP staff to assist with this natural community
mapping and description of relic vegetative composition. Perhaps this could be done in exchange
for FFS increasing their role in pre-burn assessment and burning assistance and/or forest stand
inventory support on the adjacent park property.

L.B. Listed Species

s Need to document field observations of listed species.

s Recommend better staff documentation and possibly mapping of incidental observations of listed
species when working in the field.

I.C. Natural Resource Survey/Monitoring Resources

e Suggest FFS/DRP develop structural goals (ranges) for shrub level and groundcover vegetation to
assess fire frequency effects and to establish meaningful goals for desired ranges for habitat
structure. All known and treated exotic plant sites are mapped and recorded.

ILA.B. Cultural Resources

e  Should inspect cultural sites annually.

e Need to implement annual monitoring on the two sites.

e Suggest momtoring all known sites (2) and documenting at least annually as suggested by DHR.
Staff has been trained as archeological site monitors.

III.A. Resource Management

* Now that some areas are in maintenance condition move to some growing season burns.

*  Rx burning as good as anywhere;, excellent job, just need more growing season burns as
conditions allow.

o Excellent work burning the property with good results. All upland stands have been bumned within
last three years and nearly all stands have a history of multiple burns over the past ten years.

Firelines all appeared to be prepped for this winter’s burns. Execution of burns all appeared to be
excellent, with no evident pine mortality. A few growing seasonal burns have been done, but
continued efforts will be needed to expand areas receiving these desired seasonal burns.
III.B. Restoration

s When restoring mesic flatwoods it is important not to kill remnant herbaceous ground cover
species when applying herbicide for gallberry/palmetto control.

*  Good efforts to burn and plan the treatment and or harvest of hardwoods in historically disturbed
(“old fields™) sites.

III.C. Forest Management
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s  Site preparation techniques to control gallberry & palmetto are killing most of the groundcover
diversity. Try site prep. methods that are less damaging to groundcover.

s  Would like to see less impact on groundcover diversity during site preparation phase. Please
consider alternative options.

s Excellent efforts to maintain a current inventory of timber species within all forested stands. Past
timber harvests appear to have been designed and executed well. Reforestation efforts have
focused on re-establishment of longleaf pine on understocked stands and “old field” sites, through
successful hand planting. Continued effort is needed to monitor and reduce undesired
regeneration of loblolly pine. The intensity and selection of re-planting site preparation should
reflect the sensitivity and diversity of intact groundcover species.

II1.D. Non-native Invasive & Problem Species

s Logging equipment should be cleaned before it enters state forest.

s  Good work to monitor and treat invasive and exotic plants. Very few exotic plants observed and
little to no hog activity was seen.

II1.E. Hydrologic/Geologic Function

s Good efforts at road maintenance on this property including work to install a hard rock, low water
crossing at one ephemeral stream crossing. Suggest staff maintain record of observed water levels
on Four Mile Creek to use as a reference to document surface water levels on the property
overtime.

IIL.F. Resource Protection

» Boundaries are all well surveyed and fenced, where appropriate.

e  All property boundaries are known and well marked. All gates and fencing appeared to be in
excellent condition. Staff indicated they were getting very good law enforcement support.

IIT.G. Adjacent Property Concerns
e PCS owns mineral rights in NE portion of Big Shoals State Forest & they plan to mine it in the
future.
IV. Public Access and Education

s  Public access on this forest appears to be consistent with its size and visitor demand. The paved
bicycle/pedestrian trail-that crosses several wetlands via boardwalks is a wonderful resource. Tt is
maintained by DRP through a cooperative arrangement. Tts use, as well as that on other forest
trails, appears to be moderate at this time.

V. Infrastructure/ Management Resources

» The sites all were clean and well maintained. No additional buildings or equipment needs were
observed. Regarding staff/funding, no special needs were observed, although FFS staff
commented on the need for additional expense funds to carry out work on the property.
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Management Plan Advisory Group Public Hearing
Big Shoals State Forest

10-Year Land Management Plan
June 26, 2025
10:30 A. M.

Meeting Minutes

MPAG Members Present:

Glenn Davis Suwannee Forestry Center Manager, Florida Forest Service (FFS)

Lorna Radcliff Land Management Chief, Suwannee River Water Management District
Anni Mitchell Biological Scientist Ill, Florida Fish and Wildlife Commission

Mikey Ogburn Local Property Owner

Tom Tomlinson Local Property Owner

MPAG Members Not Present:

Scott Wynn Secretary & Treasurer, Local Soil and Water Conservation District
Brandi Dziegiel Panhandle Region Trail Program Manager, Florida Trail Association
Representative Travis Erixton  Hamilton County Commissioner

FFS Staff:
e Alan Davis Land Planning Coordinator
e Brian Camposano Forest Management Assistant Bureau Chief
e Jason Nastovski Forestry Supervisor Il
e Andrew Baker OPS Forester
¢ Shannon Colon Wildfire Mitigation Specialist
¢ James Rourks Forestry Operations Administrator
¢ Ryan Rehberg Forest Area Supervisor
e Emily Marsh Land Management Planner
Guests:

Monroe Dunaway
Stephen & Carmen Williams

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

Land Planning Coordinator, Alan Davis (FFS) opened the meeting by introducing himself and explained the
purpose and statutory framework for the Big Shoals 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 Big Shoals State Forest (BSSF) 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 Lake City Reporter Newspaper on June 4, 2025; Florida Administrative
Register, FFS webpage, as well as posted at the kiosks in the Suwannee Forestry Center. The meetings were
announced at the Hamilton County Commissioners meeting on June 3, 2025. 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. Glenn Davis was elected to serve as
chairperson.

Mr. Davis asked if there are any questions at this time.

Mr. Davis then introduced Forestry Supervisor I, Jason Nastovski, who presented a PowerPoint
presentation of the 10-Year Plan. Mr. Davis asked if there were any clarifying questions regarding the
presentation.

Mr. Davis asked if there are any questions. No questions followed.

Mr. Davis announced there were two (2) public speaker comment forms and invited the individuals to come
up and speak when their names are called out.

Mr. Dunaway stated that he wanted to start by saying that FFS does a good job at maintaining the
management area at Big Shoals State Park. He continued to state that he is small landowner that adjoins
Big Shoals of the Woodpecker route; on the right-hand side to the east. He then stated that the problem
he has is that he has had several incidences with hunters. He then stated that he hopes that the Game
Commission would be present too, because they regulate the hunting, and FFS does not. Ms. Mitchell
raised her hand to acknowledge that FWC was present to hear Mr. Dunaway’s concerns. Mr. Dunaway
continued and stated that he does not want to stop the hunting, be greedy or take away the hunting from
other hunters but asked for a buffer zone. He explained that he has had an incident where, not only
hunters, were noticed on the back of his property. He proceeded to tell a story of his daughter-in-law calling
him one day asking who was in the back of his property. Mr. Dunaway explained that they only way to
access the back of his property is either through his yard or come off of state property. He then stated that
they were bicyclists setting up to camp and proceeded to approach the group. Mr. Dunaway instructed the
group to leave his property as they were no longer on state land, to which the group reluctantly agreed and
left.

Mr. Dunaway then addressed a second concern to which he explained that he manages some property
across the highway from Big Shoals, which does join on the north side of the management area of Big Shoals
State Park that is on the curve before the Godby Bridge. He asked Mr. Ogburn if the property is 160 acres.
Mr. Ogburn corrected that it is 120 acres. Mr. Dunaway continued to state that almost all of the hunters
need a permit to hunt; whether that be for turkey or deer, the hunters end up hunting on Mr. Dunaway’s
property. He explained that there have been days where he is out working and hear gunshots. He has
made his way to them to where he is told that the hunters were hunting off of the Big Shoals WMA. He
stated that the couple he encountered was set up on Mr. Dunaway’s private property, to which Mr.
Dunaway concluded, that they were not hunting on state lands they were permitted to. He then stated
that he was on his way to his stand one day and came across another hunter dragging a ladder stand on his
road to set up and hunt on Mr. Dunaway’s property, not the state property. Mr. Dunaway reiterated that
that is the 120-acre parcel that he is referring to on the left side of the woodpecker route. He then stated
that there used to be a cable, but now none of the cables are up; so now he has all of hunters and night-
light shiners can go anywhere they want to, because it is not blocked off. Mr. Dunaway proposed a buffer
zone for adjoining landowners. He exemplified a quarter-mile buffer zone that was implemented on Neal
Martin property that allowed hunters to hunt around where Mr. Martin lived. Mr. Ogburn corrected Mr.
Dunaway by calling the area a safety zone. Mr. Dunaway agreed and continued to state that it should be
the same for all adjoining landowners, large and small because hunters and visitors will come via the easiest
route to setup. Mr. Dunaway adamantly stated that he does not think any of those hunters hunting on the
120 acres are hunting on state lands, they are hunting on his property. He concluded that is his main
concern.



Mr. Davis inquired Mr. Dunaway if the land he is bordered to is water management district or Board of
Trustees-owned property. Mr. Dunaway inquired Ms. Marsh to go back to the Boundary Map of BSSF. Ms.
Marsh pulled up the map. Mr. Davis inquired if the WMA does not include both ownerships. Mr.
Camposano agreed and also stated that is the same way for BSSF. Mr. Dunaway points out where his 120-
acre parcel is in relation to the woodpecker route and the area that he sees the most trespassing onto his
property. He then pointed out the fireline and punctuated that that fireline is on his property; to which, he
stated that he does not care if FFS uses and plows it. He stressed that it bothers him that the hunters use
it and continues to point out different areas of where folks will park and access his property.

Mr. Ogburn agreed and stated that he has the same problem on his 80-acre property right below Mr.
Dunaway’s property. He then stated that he has a problem with hunters crossing over the boundary lines
when bear hunting. He explained that his son contacted Officer Tiff at FWC a couple of years ago and
inquired about a safety zone about every quarter of a mile, to which, Officer Tiff responded with “no
problem”. Mr. Ogburn stated that the local people are getting tired of waiting. He then exemplified a
landowner who purchased roughly 10-acres years back. Ms. Mitchell inquired if Mr. Ogburn has all of his
boundary lines. Mr. Ogburn answered that when they have an officer that does not see a problem with it,
then it is time to step up and do something. Mr. Davis thanked Mr. Ogburn and stated his appreciation for
his comments. Mr. Ogburn continued to state that right above the 80-acre parcel, adjoining the Storm
property, and pointed out another area with no safety zone. He continued to state that the state needs to
address the public the same way as state employees and continued to state that he does not have anything
against Game Wardens. Mr. Davis stated that he understood and stated that the group can discuss this
more during the workshop in the afternoon. He then explained that since Mr. Ogburn is part of the MPAG
Committee, then they can discuss it during the afternoon meeting and propose a change. Mr. Ogburn
stated ok and apologized. Mr. Davis stated his appreciation for Mr. Ogburn’s comments and that this is an
issue.

Mr. Williams stated that to add onto Mr. Ogburn’s sentiments, the people who live here and recognize
these problems as partly or wholly connected to the state or a particular business. He continued to state
thatitis a big burden to carry for a lot of people because game management is underfunded. He explained
that putting zones in means putting up barriers, signage (whether for the landowners or public users), etc.
that the state, historically, does not have the man-power to do. He then encouraged Mr. Ogburn, Mr.
Tomlinson and other adjacent landowners to put up their own barriers and signage to let people know that
they do not belong there. Mr. Williams then stated that he took Mr. George Wilson on that property and
Mr. Wilson ended up purposefully selling that property to the state so that the people of Florida can enjoy.
He continued to state that he agrees with the other landowners that he wished for those type of folks to
stay home. However, he stressed that something needs to be done about the enforcement. He then
suggested a committee to be held that allows landowners to address their problems and then another
meeting can be called for the general public to get them more involved, such as the small local businesses.
Mr. Williams continued to state that it would help maintain the area in a good way, keep up with the
ecological values that we all hold; whether that be having wildlife, clean water, or a good place to call home.
He then stated that he has been on those type of committees in the past, and that holding a committee in
a way that would address the landowners’ concerns, funding issues, and garner public support to assist. He
then exemplified that garden clubs contain good people and suggested for the state agencies to garner
their support. He continued to state that he used to work for groups such as the Audubon Society that has
good interest in this area and wanted landowners to know that they can depend on people when they go
out and look at birds all day, and that the Audubon Society helped in the area. He expressed gratitude for
local folks who supported this, such as the Saunders. He then stated that he used Mr. Saunders’ land and
took George Wilson from the Nature Conservancy and showed him the land, to which Mr. Wilson explained
of the studies occurring on the property. Mr. Williams then stated that the area is the most ecological
varied and sound area in the state was on that part of the river area, the Big Shoals tract up and down the
river. He continued to state that the landowners can take care of their boundaries, but that the state
agencies and landowners need to get on the same page consistently to mark their own properties and get



the government to support landowners having access to the resources they need for the job to be
completed. He concluded by stating that Neal Martin did a very good job and that those were his
suggestions and that he is willing to listen, and he would come to a committee meeting.

*  Mr. Davis thanked Mr. Williams for his comments and reiterated to the group that more discussion and
suggestions for solutions will be discussed during the workshop in the afterncon. Mr. Davis inquired if there
were any additional questions before closing the meeting.

s Mrs. Williams acknowledged that management plan and controlled burns are terrific and noticed the
recreation section of the plan. She then inquired if there were any plans of implementing any campgrounds
or other recreational activities. Mr. Davis stated that proposed recreation additions are enclosed in the
management plan as a proposal for the next 10 years. Mrs. Williams then stated to make it clear to treat
invasive species and maintain forestry health, creeks and biodiversity. She continued to state that she did
not realize that there are two different archaeological sites on the state forest and that was an amazing
fact. She concluded by jokingly ensuring that FFS does not plan on implementing an RV Park. Mr. Davis
stated no and appreciated Mrs. Williams question and comments.

+ Mrs. Williams inquired if the meeting minutes will be available online. Mr. Davis stated that the minutes
will be available as an exhibit within the management plan. He continued to explain that after grammatical
edits are made, it will be presented to ARC at their public meeting in the next few months and will then be
available inside of that version of the management plan.

*  Mr. Williams stated that people did not know about the meeting. Mrs. Williams stated that it was posted.
Mr. Williams continued to state that he is glad that FFS put this meeting together. Mr. Davis thanked Mr.
Williams. Mr. Camposano stated that it will take about a week before the minutes are fully transcribed and
that Mrs. Williams does not need to wait until ARC for a copy of the minutes. He welcomed Mrs. Williams
to reach out to FFS District Staff or FFS staff in Tallahassee and they will be able to provide her with a copy
of the transcription. He then added that the minutes will be sent to all of the MPAG members as well to
make sure they have a chance to review, and nothing was incorrectly transcribed. Mr. Camposano
concluded by reiterating that Mrs. Williams does not need to wait until ARC for a copy of the meeting
minutes and to reach out to any of the FFS members present but requested Mrs. Williams to wait at least
2 weeks. Mrs. Williams thanked Mr. Camposano.

e  Mr. Davis closed the meeting.

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



Management Plan Advisory Group Workshop
Big Shoals State Forest

10-Year Land Management Plan
June 26, 2025
1:00 P.M.

Meeting Minutes

MPAG Members Present:

e Glenn Davis Suwannee Forestry Center Manager, Florida Forest Service (FFS)

e lorna Radcliff Land Management Chief, Suwannee River Water Management District
e Anni Mitchell Biological Scientist lll, Florida Fish and Wildlife Commission

e  Mikey Ogburn Local Property Owner

e Tom Tomlinson Local Property Owner

MPAG Members Not Present:
e Scott Wynn Secretary & Treasurer, Local Soil and Water Conservation District
e Brandi Dziegiel Panhandle Region Trail Program Manager, Florida Trail Association
e Representative Travis Erixton  Hamilton County Commissioner

FFS Staff:
e Alan Davis Land Planning Coordinator
e  Brian Camposano Forest Management Assistant Bureau Chief
e Jason Nastovski Forestry Supervisor Il
e Andrew Baker OPS Forester
¢ Shannon Colon Wildfire Mitigation Specialist
e James Rourks Forestry Operations Administrator
* Ryan Rehberg Forest Area Supervisor
e  Emily Marsh Land Management Planner
Guests:
e None

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

s Land Planning Coordinator, Alan Davis introduced himself and opened the BSSF MPAG Workshop. He reminded
the MPAG members of the Florida Sunshine law and that the purpose of the workshop is to review and discuss
the draft and that any edits made to the draft would be presented to the FFS Director for approval. He noted
that minutes will be recorded and emailed to the MPAG members and will be approved via negative response
review. MPAG member appointment will terminate when the final draft is submitted to the Acquisition
Restoration Council. Forestry Supervisor |l Jason Nastovski was available to make proposed changes to the draft
during the page-by-page review.

o Mr. Ogburn stated that he would like to see easier access to Big Shoals without having to walk. Mr. Davis
acknowledged Mr. Ogburn and stated that when they go through page by page, they can address it when they
reach that juncture in the plan. Mr. Ogburn stated ok.

» Page5: Mrs. Radcliff stated that there is a consistency issue with how measurements are reported under Goal
1 versus Goal 2. She explained that “Annual updates” to the 5-year Rec plan are before “Continued
implementation” in Goal 1 and it’s flipped underneath Goal 2. She continued to state that it is a consistency



issue and further explained the difference between the two goals and inquired which bullet point comes first.
Ms. Mitchell noted that she now sees what Mrs. Radcliff is referring to. Mr. Davis inquired if the suggested
change is to make objective 2 to be objective 1. Mrs. Radcliff stated no. Mr. Camposano stated to switch the
two performance measures. Mrs. Radcliff stated yes and instructed Mr. Nastovski to switch the performance
measures under Goal 2. Ms. Marsh clarified to the group that the issue is which performance measure is to be
presented as the first performance measure to retain consistency. Mrs. Radcliff and Mr. Davis agreed. Mr.
Camposano stated that as long as the group agrees, then a comment can be made to reverse the performance
measures and then it will be changed when FFS Tallahassee Staff are back in the office.

Page 9-10: Mr. Tomlinson inquired if the Chasteen property was now part of the Florida Forever program. Mr.
Davis inquired if Mr. Tomlinson is referencing Table 1 on page 9 or page 10. Mr. Tomlinson stated he is referring
to both pages 9 and 10 where it states 141 acres in the Florida Forever program and the Chasteen Property at
141 acres. He then assumed and then inquired if the Chasteen tract and project acreage were the same
property. Mr. Davis stated yes. Mr. Tomlinson stated that later on in the plan, he would like to discuss some
concerns that he has with the church and the boundary to properties. Mr. Davis acknowledged Mr. Tomlinson
and stated ok.

Page 13: Mr. Davis stated that they will make a change to the budget and is now $275,437.74. Mr. Tomlinson
inquired if this is the budget for spending on the state forest. Mr. Davis clarified that it is a reflection of how
much was actually spent for BSSF. Mr. Tomlinson stated ok, notating the Fiscal Year 2023/2024. Mr. Davis
stated yes sir and reiterated the budget as $275,437.74.

Page 16: Mrs. Radcliff stated that she is unclear about the language of the special rules governed by 51{4)
referencing camping as there is no camping on BSSF. Mr. Camposano suggested to change the word “camping”
to “recreation”. He then agreed with Mrs. Radcliff that there is no camping, nor are there any plan to make
camping available during this 10-year period. He inquired if the change would work for Mrs. Radcliff and the
rest of the MPAG group. Mr. Camposano thanked Mrs. Radcliff.

Page 17: Mrs. Mitchell stated that she and Mr. Nastovski discussed this prior, but she stated her uncertainty of
the observation platform labeled as an archaeological resource. Specifically, she was unsure if the actual
archaeological site is the tower in the field. She further explained that she has not seen the master site file, so
she does not know the area that it resides. However, she inquired why it is listed because it is not old, rather it
was built in 1991. She concluded by stating that it is also falling apart and needs to be taken down. Mr. Davis
explained that FFS requests the master site file from DHR and what is currently presented is what DHR has
record of and provided to FFS. He continued to state that DHR does not track the condition of the resource.
Mr. Davis concluded by stating that DHR may take the resource off the list, but it will not fall off of DHR’s records
permanently, because it was a resource that was there at one point in time. Ms. Mitchell stated ok and that it
is good to know that there is a master site file before they bring in a bulldozer to destroy it. Mr. Davis stated
that these are observations that were inputted into the master site file, and what the group is seeing is basically
DHR’s response of what is there in the state forest.

Mr. Camposano stated that if it is wrong, then FFS needs to get that updated. Mr. Davis countered by stating
that the tower is still there, itis just in bad shape. Ms. Mitchell stated that the tower also is not considered old.
Mr. Camposano added to Ms. Mitchell’s statement by stating that it is not a historic structure that renders DHR
to report it as a historic structure. Ms. Mitchell stated that unless it is something else, ancther platform in the
area that she does not know about. Mrs. Radcliff stated that there was probably an ARM Monitor on site when
the structure was installed and DHR is labeling it by that structure, but it is something else that was discovered
when the deck was installed. Ms. Mitchell stated that is interesting. Mr. Camposano stated that FFS will look
through the files that they have in Tallahassee and send to Ms. Mitchell. Ms. Mitchell stated ok and that would
be great. Mr. Davis inquired if there was a proposed change. Ms. Mitchell stated no, just that she needed more
information.

Page 21-22: Ms. Mitchell stated that she does have an issue with page 21. Mr. Davis stated ok. Ms. Mitchell
stated that the chart FFS has, Table 5...then apologized and stated that it looks like it is on the next page. Ms.
Marsh clarified that the table starts on page 21, but the table carries over onto page 22. Ms. Mitchell stated
ok, and that Florida black bear is listed on the table. She explained that in previous iterations of this plan, she



has brought up that the Florida black bear has been delisted in the state since 2012. She acknowledged her
understanding that FNAI still keeps track of Florida black bear and so they have it on their ranking list but does
not think it appropriate to have the species listed under a Rare, Threatened and Endangered Species Table;
especially if FWC allows hunting of black bears. Mr. Davis stated that the species is listed as a G5T4. Ms.
Mitchell agreed. Mr. Davis continued to state that G5 means that the species is demonstrably secure. He then
stated that this is another example of what FNAI provides to FFS upon request, as this is their response. Mr.
Camposano stated that we should stop and acknowledge this point because Ms. Mitchell is correct. He then
explained that FWC is most likely having a bear hunt coming up soon around December and there has been
some back-and-forth discussion as to whether or not it is on the list. Mr. Camposano stated that ultimately it
is the group’s decision as to whether or not to remove from the table. He then personally suggested to remove
the species from the table since hunting of threatened and endangered species are prohibited people have an
opinion on the Florida black bear population. He further stated that at the end of the day, the population has
substantially recovered and is again huntable. He concluded by stating that he agrees with Ms. Mitchell and
suggests removing Florida black bear from the Listed Rare, Threatened and Endangered Species Table (Table
5). MPAG members agreed to strike Florida black bear from the list. Ms. Mitchell thanked Mr. Camposano.
Mr. Camposano stated that FWC is in charge of managing wildlife and that is something that FFS is going to
argue with them about. He proceeded to state that this has been debated internally, but it is not a rare,
threatened or endangered species to track. Mrs. Radcliff stated that this was a global ranking versus a Florida
ranking. Mr. Camposano answered that it has both and that state is actually a lower number, but it is still not
an 51 or an S2 ranking. He continued to state that it is fine that it is tracked by FNAI for the purposes of this
plan.

Page 28: Mr. Camposano stated to the group that they are now in the Public Access Section, so this would he
the time to bring up access concerns.

Page 30: Mr. Davis acknowledged that there is a boundary issue that some of the members wanted to express.
Mr. Davis inquired if there were any desired changes or language additions. Mr. Tomlinson stated that
something needs to be done. Mr. Davis stated that it sounds like the boundary needs to be established,
physically on the ground and then adjacent property owners can help themselves by posting on their end, as
well. He continued to state that FFS is here to listen to any proposed language changed in the plan to help
facilitate some of that, but they need the MPAG group’s help to do it. Mr. Camposano offered that nothing put
in the plan today will resolve the issues that were described in the earlier meeting because that is an
enforcement issue and an education issue. He continued to explain that FFS does not enforce hunting, and that
FWC oversees the hunting aspect. He then stated that there was some discussion between meetings, and there
are probably opportunities on both sides for enforcement. He provided examples of what private property
owners can do for enforcement: private property postings, no trespassing signs, signage at the back of
properties indicating “closed to hunters” the borders of the property. He concluded that the best thing they
can do moving forward is making sure that everything is posted adequately along boundaries, because people
are not picking up management plans before they go to hunt. He continued to state that they will look for
brochures and go to their locations and get maps; they are not picking up the management plan. Mr.
Camposano then suggested that they could write language stating that hunters must make sure they are on the
state forest, but it does not change enforcement, and it is what is in the hunting guidelines. He further stated
that, of course, trespassing is a crime, so if somebody is trespassing on their property, then itis a matter of kick
them off the property and contacting local law enforcement as needed. He did acknowledge that FFS should
look on their end to see if they have done enough to mark interior boundaries to show the public that they are
coming to the edge of property boundary. Mr. Davis agreed and stated that they had talked about gates being
down or cables being down locally, as part of the issue, and to also work with Mr. Glenn Davis regarding these
issues. FFS can then help facilitate and work with the landowner and FWC to do so. Mr. Davis concluded that
communication between the landowner and FWC for law enforcement, but first, the line has to he physically
established. He further stated that if there is just an imaginary line with no WMA boundary or state forest
boundary signs, or tree markings, then that is where we need to start.



Mr. Ogburn stated that his signage is posted all around his property bordering up BSSF. He concluded by stating
there should be no question about boundaries with his property. Mr. Davis stated that if the boundary line is
physically marked correctly, then it is an enforcement issue and FWC needs to be informed to see if that can be
addressed properly.

Mrs. Radcliff stated that as someone who also manages public lands, one of the big things that they are
responsible with is the maximum amount of public land managed is open to the public for hunting. She
concluded that putting up buffer zones will take away acreage that is open to the public. Mrs. Radcliff then
suggested to start first with the boundary lines to see if that resolves the issue before taking acreage out from
the public lands. Mr. Camposano agreed and added to Mrs. Radcliff's point that in order to have a safety zone,
which is not something that is included in FFS's management plans, it needs to go through a rules process;
which includes going through FWC’s rule for hunting. He stressed that FFS cannot establish, through the
management plan, a buffer zone. It has to be through the hunting rule process.

Ms. Mitchell stated that as members of the public, they can submit a request to FWC, and they will discuss it.
Mr. Ogburn stated that he and his neighbors’ concerns are about the safety zones. He stressed that it is a
matter of protection. Ms. Mitchell stated that she understood. Mr. Ogburn continued to state that it is a
legitimate question. Ms. Mitchell agreed. Mr. Ogburn stated that the map clearly shows a boundary to get to
private property from the management area; about 80 acres with no safety zone off of Ridge Road going
through...he then stated that there is about 80 acres that abuts to a group of different people and families. Ms.
Mitchell stated that there is a house there. Mr. Ogburn continued to state that the state or FWC should take
this into a little bit of consideration before they can take a management area and implement hunting on it to
give the people living there a little bit of safety. Mr. Davis inquired if the group agrees that there is no needed
change in the plan; that folks can work locally with FWC and FFS. He then reiterated that FFS has nothing to do
with hunting as far as where you can and cannot hunt. FFS manages the state forest and FWC is law
enforcement and WMA enforcer. Mr. Ogburn stated that FWC does not have any enforcement because no one
works at the check station. He continued to state that most of the troublemakers are not the locals, it is the
people from out of town. He then explained about getting a call from someone at 5:30 in the morning, inquiring
if Mr. Ogburn was shooting on his property. Mr. Ogburn replied no and continued to state that law enforcement
got involved and tracked down some hunters from Jacksonville that were not even hunting on Big Shoals. He
continued to state that the area was closed down and closed the area at the time as hunting season ended. Mr.
Ogburn concluded by stating that there is no one around and law enforcement to assist. Ms. Mitchell stated
that FWC does has a very long small game season now but stated that she does understand Mr. Ogburn’s
frustration and concerns. Mr. Ogburn then stated that come February, there is plenty of time because the
season runs into March and into turkey season, and all into the Spring. Mr. Ogburn firmly stated that the
outlaws take advantage of that. Ms. Mitchell agreed. Mr. Ogburn continued to state that FWC and FFS needs
to look at the overall picture, and then inquired Mr. Tomlinson if he agreed. Mr. Tomlinson agreed. Mr. Ogburn
then stated that a lot of it is people coming in from other areas; whether that’s fishing or small game hunting.
Mr. Tomlinson noted that the water management district has a lot of land that cannot be hunted on. He then
inquired why that land that cannot be hunted on be used as a buffer zone and then there is no problem with a
reduction in acreage on water management property. He then recognized that the idea would have to go throw
the water managementdistrict first. He then inquired if Big Shoals and the water managementare two different
entities. Mr. Davis stated yes and that all three entities are being represented today. He then explained that
FWC handles the hunting and WMAs, FFS manages the state forests and has nothing to do with the hunting,
and Mrs. Radcliff is with the water management district. He then stated that he does not know what Mr.
Tomlinson can and cannot do when it comes to hunting on water management property. Mr. Tomlinson
reiterated that there is a lot of water management district land that you cannot even access and there may be
a reason why that Mr. Tomlinson is not aware of. He suggested again, that, to avoid reduction in acreage, to
give adjacent neighbors a buffer zone and take in some of that water management land that you can be hunt
on due to having no neighbors around. Mr. Davis stated that he understood but expressed that the
management plan is not the platform for addressing boundary issues. Mr. Camposano agreed and stated that
hunting is regulated by FWC under Rule 68(a), to which any changes to boundaries or anything similar, must go



through a review process. He continued to state that FFS has a say, but it is ultimately FWC’s decision. He then
stated that FFS and FWC meet annually to review hunting regulations, on a state and district level to ensure
everyone is on the same page. He then emphasized that the process is controlled through the 68(a) rule. Mr.
Davis agreed and reiterated that the MPAG is not the platform to resolve the boundary issues surrounding
hunting. Mr. Tomlinson apologized. Mr. Davis stated not to apologize and reassured Mr. Tomlinson. Mr.
Camposano stated that it was good to bring up the issue so that everyone knows and can be on the same page.
Mr. Davis echoed Mr. Camposano’s sentiments and explained that there is nothing that FFS can enforce,
hunting-wise, that will resolve Mr. Tomlinson’s and fellow neighbors’ concerns. He further stated that they will
need to work with FWC and the water management district. Mr. Tomlinson joked and inquired to Ms. Mitchell.
Ms. Mitchell assured Mr. Tomlinson that she did and stated that she is taking notes. Mr. Davis inquired if there
were any changes to make within the plan.

Mr. Ogburn acknowledged that FFS cannot do anything and continued to state that he has seen the box trap in
the middle of the hunting area, and then there are the stands off the river on the 100-acre field (as the locals
call it} is another hunting zone. He then stated that it looked like he has seen only bicyclists and horses in that
area. Mr. Davis reminded Mr. Ogburn that the FFS state forests operate under a multi-use concept. Mr. Ogburn
stated that he understands that being FFS. Mr. Davis stated that he is just trying to convey FFS$’s perspective
and then inquired if there was anything else on page 30. Mr. Ogburn stated let's move on.

After Mr. Davis finished going through the draft land management plan, Mr. Nastovski inquired Mr. Tomlinson
if he received the information he needed regarding the Chasteen Tract and the church. Mr. Tomlinson stated
that he has had this problem before, with the property line being so close to the church. He explained that
before the church was sold, Mr. Tomlinson reached out to the sellers and about selling the church. He stated
that he knew the boundary was going to an issue, and they would not even talk about it. Mr. Tomlinson backed
off, but after the church was sold, he brought the issue up again. The new owners supposedly talked to
someone but does not know who. Mr. Tomlinson stated that he talked to several different agencies and was
told that the property is in the Florida Forever project now and nothing can be done about it. He then stated
that he has an issue of barely having room to drive around his property without encroaching onto the state’s
property. He added that someone can also set up camp there and be legally hunting. Mr. Tomlinson inquired
the group if they see where he is coming from with his concerns. He further stated that there is no room for
growth, and that they were only given 1 acre of land back in the day, courtesy of family ancestors. The church
had been built on the edge of the property, when it should have been built in the middle of the property. He
concluded by stating his uncertainty of anything being done about it, but if there were, he would appreciate
someone to reach out to him to discuss the issue further. Mr. Davis stated ok and stated that Mr. Nastovski is
correct. Mr. Davis then stated that there is a process for that, but it has to go through so many approvals that
it never gets that far. He further stated that they typically do not surplus lands that have Florida Forever funds
tied to them. Mr. Davis explained the process. Mr. Davis then stated that exchanges are an option and that if
somebody in Mr. Tomlinson’s church’s congregation has a proposal we will review it. Mr. Tomlinson stated that
he realized that he might be beating a dead horse, but he thought he would mention it. He then stated that it
could have been dealt with up front, but if the Chasteens were not willing to...Mr. Tomlinson stated that the
Chasteens were not willing. He stated that he thinks their intention was that the Chasteens thought there would
not be any development for any hunting. Mr. Davis stated that he had heard that. Mr. Tomlinson laughed, and
Mr. Davis stated that they asked if there was no hunting after the deal closed. Mr. Davis explained to them that
itis a little late for that and had to explain on behalf of FFS. Mr. Tomlinson agreed and stated that the Chasteens
have no control over that. Mr. Davis inquired if there were any more questions and then apologized. Mr.
Tomlinson stated that he had to try. Mr. Davis then explained that FFS are the managers of the land and state
owns the land to which it is leased out to FFS to manage. He concluded by saying that issues with the title and
ownership does not have anything to do with FFS, it is solely dealt through the State of Florida.

Mr. Davis asked each MPAG member to comment on the draft plan. Mr. Glenn Davis stated that he thinks it is
a good plan. Ms. Mitchell stated that she was happy to see the plan. She stated that it is very comprehensive
and covers every detail that she would like to see in there. She concluded by reiterating that she is happy with
the plan. Mrs. Radcliff stated that she liked the plan and that she thought FFS did very well. She stated that



she liked the metrics used for performance measures. Mr. Tomlinson stated thatitis a good plan, and to maybe
consider easier access to Big Shoals. Mr. Ogburn stated that he thinks the plan will work and everything will
work out based on prior discussions. He then inquired if FFS has ever considered installing a boat ramp
somewhere down the stretch of the river for the public. Mr. Nastovski stated that he does not know. Mr. Davis
stated that FFS’s boundary does not touch the river, so DRP and water management district would be the ones
to talk to about that. Mr. Ogburn stated that he would like to bring that up to the County Commissioner. Mr.
Davis agreed that that would be a great question for him as well.

¢ 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 December 11 & 12, 2025, public meeting.

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

Workshop Meeting End Time: 1:40 P.M.
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