BLACKWATER RIVER STATE FOREST
2026 LAND MANAGEMENT PLAN

EXHIBITS



Exhibit A

Twelve-Year Management
Accomplishment Summary



Blackwater River State Forest

12-Year Accomplishments Summary

Site Preparation Number Acres
Chop Single Pass 374 N/A
Chop Double Pass 51 N/A
Burning N/A 3,097
Mowing N/A 200
Herbicide N/A 1,723
Other N/A 115
Planting Number Acres
Longleaf Bareroot 649,044 894
Slash Bareroot 1,452 2
Longleaf Containerized 3,625,156 5,039
Seedling Survival Checks Number Acres
Planting Checks N/A 7,975
Timber Stand Improvement Number Acres
Herbicide Treatment N/A 2,008
Mechanical Treatment N/A 294
Mowing N/A 564
Timber Sales Tons Acres
Marking N/A 9,887
Cruising N/A 22,574
Harvest 668,053.91 36,947
Timber Inventory Number Acres
Inventory Update N/A 180,300
Plots N/A 10,550




Invasive Control Number Acres
Air Potato N/A 0.1
Autumn Olive N/A 20.4
Bamboo N/A 7.8
Callery Pear N/A 3,707.70
Camphortree N/A 5.3
Chinaberry N/A 61.7
Chinese Tallowtree N/A 371.2
Cogongrass N/A 1,763.05
Earleaf Acacia N/A 0.5
Japanese Climbing Fern N/A 6,795.90
Japanese Honeysuckle N/A 18.8
Kudzu N/A 150.90
Mimosa N/A 256.1
Multiflora Rose N/A 0.20
Nandina Domestica N/A 0.3
Chinese Privet N/A 1,665.15
Showy Crotalaria N/A 273.5
Silverthorn N/A 1.00
Skunk Vine N/A 16.3
Sword Fern N/A 273.50
Torpedograss N/A 161.9
Trifoliate Orange N/A 0.50
Tropical Soda Apple N/A 59.6
Tung Oil Tree N/A 71.30
Chinese Wisteria N/A 293.6
Fire Number Acres
Wildfire 171 9,492.10
Prescribed Burning N/A 780,257.30
Recreation Number Acres
Day Use Estimated Forest Visitors 27,095,402 N/A
Overnight Camping (Full Facility) 723,604 N/A
Overnight Camping (Primitive) 70,804 N/A
Annual Entrance Pass 586 N/A
Annual OHV / Motorcycle Permits 1,642 N/A

Day / 3 Day OHV / Motorcycle Permits 5,936 N/A
Commercial Vendor Permits 3,185 N/A




Roadwork Number Miles
Roads Constructed N/A 26.6
Roads Graded N/A 7,817.78
Roads Rebuilt N/A 901.8
Bridge Built 13 N/A
Bridge Repaired 86 N/A
Culverts Installed 161 N/A
Low Water Crossing 38 N/A
Trail Maintenance N/A 209
Other 5 N/A
Boundary Maintenance Number Miles
Maintenance / Marking N/A 382.45
I&E Activities Number Acres
Programs / Tours 547 N/A
Radio / TV Articles 145 N/A
Other Activities Number Acres
Trail Maintenance N/A N/A
Midstory Hardwood Control (NFWF) N/A 150
Native Grass Planting (NFWF) N/A 80
Pine Seed Planting 167 N/A
Archaeological Sites Monitored 245 N/A
Old Boundary Removal 2 N/A




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 Map






Exhibit G

Florida Forever Projects



Exhibit G

Clear Creek / Whiting Field Phase |

Santa Rosa County


















Exhibit G

Clear Creek / Whiting Field Phase 11

Santa Rosa County


















Exhibit G

Coastal Headwaters Longleaf Forest

Santa Rosa County





















Exhibit G

Welannee Watershed Forest

Okaloosa County















Exhibit G

Wolfe Creek Forest

Santa Rosa County





















Exhibit H

Division of Historical Resources

Report
on
Archeological Sites and Historical Sites
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Exhibit |

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












Exhibit J

Soil Types Maps
and
Descriptions











































































































































































































































































Exhibit K

Department
of
Environmental Protection

Outstanding Florida Waters









Exhibit L

Water Resources Map






Exhibit M

Florida Natural Areas Inventory

Managed Area Tracking Record
















































































































































































































































































































































Exhibit N

Florida Fish
and
Wildlife Conservation Commission

Listed Species
Occurrence Records



















































Exhibit O

Twelve-Year

Fire History






Exhibit P

Invasive Species Map






Exhibit Q

Current FNAI Natural Communities Map






Exhibit R

Historic FNAI Natural Communities Map






Exhibit S

Yellow River Ravines
Management Prospectus












Exhibit T

Land Management Reviews

(2012, 2017 & 2021)



























Forestry Forest Service Manager and Key Staff Present:

Ricky Jones, DOF Forester
Sonny Greene

Mike Hudson

Deamian Fischer

Craig Iverson

Tom Ledew

David Creamer

David Smith



APPENDIX:

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

I.A. Natural Communities
s Particularly good work was noticeable when runoff has been stopped or diverted.
s Yellow River includes sandhill where restoration not included above.
s  Sandhill is currently under restoration approximately 50% of total sandhill.
»  Sandhill does not include Yellow River Ravines.
L.B. Listed Species: Protection and Preservation
+ Asmanagement plan states protection as preservation of one species will benefit all listed species.
s  Make mgmt recommendation to include Florida bog frog.
¢ Bog frog needs to be added to plan.
I.C. Natural Resources Survey/Management Resources
e Invasive species documentation (mapping) is ongoing & staff OPS are constantly on alert to
reporting and treating occurrences.
o Add list of fish if mission from plan exhibits. Consider adding vegetative monitoring to plan-
diversity, dominance, coverage.
s No list of fish in exhibit K as totaled in management plan.
¢ No fish species occurrences listed in plan. Recommendation to include UERP and monitoring
protocols in mgmt. plan.
s+ Add UERP to the management plan as a habitat to be monitored.
IL.A.B. Cultural Resources
e  Forest personnel include trained staff. Protection cemeteries, seismic survey included
archaeological data collection.
*  This section 1s listed in management plan (Page 6) and referenced as Exhibit I.
TII.A. Resource Management
s  Graminoid cover compared to bracken fern dominated ground cover suggests less than optimal
burning during growing season. Seems unavoidable given size of the area and the personnel that
are available.
s Biomass being used as an alternative where fire may be problematic.
¢  Recommend emphasis on growing season burns on maintained longleaf pine stands.
III.B. Restoration
s  FHcosystem restoration listed under management needs ad cost on page 20. Acquired after
management plan was written.
s  Restoration only mentioned in timber harvest & reforestation sections, There 1s no mention of
ecosystem restoration including ground cover restoration if needed.
* Need to have a section in the management plan on restoration.
OI.C. Forest Management
s  Further year round does appear to result in overall safer fire conditions and minimize chance of
dangerous fires. Other forest uses and products optimized with spacing burns throughout the year.
s Add afforestation to plan.
HIL.D. Non-native, Invasive & Problem Species
* To have training program for road maintenance crews. Hog hunting, trapping.
s (Good narrative from Forestry staff concerning plants, animal and pest/pathogens for prevention.
Good discussion concerning the control of plants, animals and pest/pathogens.
* Need more info on animals, and pests/pathogens in plan. Need more info on animals, and
pests/pathogens in plan.
III.E. Hydrologic/Geologic Functions
s Significant improvement to stream sedimentation from road closings and improvements.
s  Dams are recreational lakes are managed with FWC. Quantity is monitored by water management
district. Quality is by DEP monitoring.



e Lakes/dams are mostly done with FWCC. Did not see any reference to ground water in the plan
but there was discussion from Forestry staff.
¢ Ground water quality monitoring protocols should be included in plan.
s Need more info on dams. Need info in plan on both quality, and quantity.
IILF. Resource Protection
s  Only special areas are fenced. Appropriate for state forest access by public/law enforcement
presence. Very good law enforcement cooperation through other agencies. Law enforcement
recent budget cuts in state have understandably resulted in hopefully temporary reduction.
¢ Need a mention in the plan about gates, and signage.
II1.G. Adjacent Property Concerns
¢  UHYV acquisition very good example of working to control adjacent development. A parcel has
been identified.
IV. Public Access and Education
s  Plus two small incidental access points on Yellow River. Not really applicable.
V. Infrastructure/ Management Resources
s Staff needed for vegetative quantitative monitoring of ground cover and listed plants. Staff needed
to assist with gopher tortoise and listed animal species (e.g. flatwoods salamander) in addition to
the ongoing RCW monitoring. Move staff in seed orchard & processing would allow for greater
production and revenue. Current staff are doing an exemplary job and have many talents that
allowed extraordinary level of recreation opportunities. As well as revenue generation. However,
the forest could be better run with more staff. This lack of adequate staff numbers may result in
increase in cover of invasive exotics & maintenance of roads & facilities into the near future.
¢ Very resourceful staff. Staff augmented by DOC inmates. Excellent cross training. CARL budget
needs to be reestablished.
s  Park Ranger inspects primitive camp sites on Mondays on a weekly basis.



1. 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 case 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 inspects 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, each 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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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 area, 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 1 to 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 “X”
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 either 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
13
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Scores 2.0 to 2.99 are Below Average

Scores 1.0 to 1.99 are considered Poor

14
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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 arcas 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 archacological features. The review shall also evaluate the extent to
which the land 1s 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 ag well as the overall results of the report. Section 2 provides details of the Field
Review, in which the Review Team inspects 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, each 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.

Page 2 of 12









Managing Agency Response: The Florida Forest Service balances staffing, vehicles, equipment, and
funding needs on a statewide basis within the large state forest system. Additional staffing resources

and funding will be considered and requested in the legislative budget request if feasible.

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.

A

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

16.

Natural communities, specifically upland pine, bottomland forest, sandhill, seepage slope,
baygall, blackwater stream, floodplain swamp, dome swamp, depression marsh, seepage
stream, shrub bog, and wet flatwoods.

Listed species, listed animal and plant species in general, and specifically reticulated flatwoods

salamander, red-cockaded woodpecker, bog frog, and Southeastern American kestrel.

Natural resources survey/monitoring resources; specifically sport fish or their habitat
monitoring, 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.

Cultural resources, specifically cultural resource survey, and protection and preservation.
Prescribed fire, specifically area being burned, frequency and quality.

Restoration, specifically sandhill/upland pine (off-site pine removal, re-planting).

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

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

Hydro-alteration, specifically roads and culverts, and dams/reservoirs or other impoundments.
Ground water monitoring, specifically quality and quantity.

Surface water monitoring, specifically quality and quantity.

Resource protection, specifically gates and fencing, signage and law enforcement presence.
Adjacent property concerns, specifically inholdings and additions.

Public access, specifically parking, roads and boat access.

Environmental education and outreach, specifically wildlife, invasive species, habitat
management activities, interpretive facilities and signs, recreational opportunities, and
management of visitor impacts.

Management resources, specifically waste disposal, sanitary facilities, and buildings.

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 ifems 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 239.036(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 area, and the sufficiency of the management plan elements. During the evaluation
workshop, team members individually provide scores on cach 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 “X’* 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 either 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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e Zach Whalen
Public Meeting Start Time: 1:30 P.M.

+ Land Planning Coordinator, Alan Davis (FFS) opened the meeting by introducing himself and explained the
purpose and statutory framework for the Blackwater River 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 Blackwater River State Forest (BRSF) 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.

s Mr. Davis stated that both MPAG meetings are open to the public and proper notice was given. The
meetings were advertised in the Santa Rosa Press Gazette and the Crestview Bulletin on October 23, 2025;
Florida Administrative Register, FFS webpage, as well as posted at the kiosks in the Blackwater Forestry
Center. The meetings were announced at the Okaloosa County Commissioners meeting on October 7, 2025,
and the Santa Rosa County Commissioners meeting on October 9, 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 two (2) meetings: The first meeting is
informational and provides opportunity for public comment; the 9:00 a.m. Workshop meeting on December
3, 2025, provides opportunity for the MPAG members to discuss the publicinput 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.

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

+  Mr. Davis asked if there were any questions at this time.

s Mr. Davis then introduced Forestry Resource Administrator, Eric Howell, 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 were any questions. No questions followed.

» Mr. Davis announced there were four (4) public speaker comment forms and invited the individuals to come
up and speak when their names are called out.

+ Ms. Mullins stated that she is a member of the Northwest Florida Back Country Horsemen. She then stated
that she lives on the state forest and that she also has some comments from other people in the horse
group. The first comment stated that they appreciate what FFS does regarding the horse trails and
maintaining the forest, but the group would like to see promotion of the existing horse trails and also to
add some more going south from the field trial area to the new land. Ms. Mullens then stated that the
group would like to explore some of that forest area.

+ Ms. Mullins stated that another user would like more cell towers on the forest. Ms. Mullins then inquired
if FFS has approached different cell companies, providers, of if they need to approach FFS to put up a cell
tower, because there are a lot of no service areas in the forest.

+ Ms. Mullins stated that another comment was that it would be appreciated if FFS put in all meetings and
brochures, online platforms, etc. for recreation users that come into the forest and enjoy various types of
recreation, that they should not remove any survey ribbons or other markers that were placed in the forest,
especially along the horse trails. She explained that, a lot of the times, the markers are there for a specific
activity that is going to be temporary and will come down later. She then stated that they are not marking
hunting territory and that they have hunters who move their markers. She continued to state that any kind
of markers, plus FFS, especially in the Ecology Unit, they put ribbons out there to mark certain types of
invasive vegetation and such that they want to keep track of. Ms. Mullins firmly concluded that for those
who are here for Bruce to pass the word: “Don’t take down ribbons or move them, or any other kind of



markers, unless it is your group that put them up.” A member of the hunting community retorted to not
scare off his water fowl.

Ms. Baldwin stated that she is a member of the North American Trail Ride Conference that has been hosting
competitive events out of Coldwater Campground for the past ten years. She stated that this includes trail
rides and Persons and Pines Ride. She stated that another member, Cindy, hosted another event at BRSF
called the Blackwater Boogies. She continued to state that this is also a significant destination throughout
the country and the east for their rugged, non-competitive trail rider members who want to recreationally
camp, relax, visit with buddies, and meet up with people and ride. Ms. Baldwin stated that she cannot
express enough the significance of that because BRSF has a valuable history. She then stated that when
she manages her events, she tries to educate her riders about the significance of the longleaf ecosystem.
Ms. Baldwin then switched over to cell towers and stated that she works with private forest landowners
and have found that cell tower leases to be very lucrative. She stated that the companies will pay to have
those towers there and that do improve safety for forest workers, riders, hunters, and any forest user and
could be an income stream for the forest. She then stated that she also talks about sustainable trails
because is a Forester herself and how maintaining forest sustainability can lighten the footprint on
environmental impact. She gave a current example of on BRSF, there is a “Sustaining Mud” warning sign
and has been a knee-deep, to a tall horse, standing water place on the Red-Yellow Trail which impacts water
quality and people’s rides. She then stated that if she had a map then she could show where the area is.
Ms. Baldwin continued to state that she knows someone who was thrown off their horse down there and
itis issues like that that come up.

Ms. Baldwin stated that when it comes to trail maintenance, working with volunteer groups, like the Back
Country Horsemen, having stakeholders and their input and work is invaluable. She then cautioned that
working with one group exclusively can lead to a climate of territoriality and possessiveness. Ms. Baldwin
exemplified a state park that has a volunteer squatter who is the head of their Back Country Chapter, and
he is very territorial with his trails and not very welcoming and accommodating for other users. Ms. Baldwin
concluded by stating thank you.

Ms. Lawrence stated that they have a new Northwest Back Country Horsemen chapter, and they are very
excited to work with FFS. She then stated that FFS has very limited resources and do an amazing job. Ms.
Lawrence stated that Coldwater itself is a premier destination in the southeast to trail riders and it is
because of FFS’s hard work and efforts. She then thanked FFS. Ms. Lawrence stated that there are a couple
of suggestions that they would like to put forth. First, Ms. Lawrence stated that the group has talked to FFS
a little bit about dispersed trailer parking areas in some remote areas, but not the Coldwater site. She
continued to state that the pull-in truck and trailers, and day ride areas have some trails there to meet with
people are the areas of focus. She stated that they do not need much as they probably will not stay
overnight and they are not intensive with facilities. Ms. Lawrence then requested a little place to park so
that her brakes do not get stuck and have trails marked and they are good to go; easy to please. She
reiterated that she would like to see this at other places on the forest. Ms. Lawrence then stated that the
forest is so big and so diverse. She stated that the group loves Coldwater but would love to see other areas
as well.

Ms. Lawrence stated that they would love to see great recognition for the stagecoach roads that were
utilized in the 19" and 20" centuries. She stated that she did not even know about this until recently, but
there is a several hundred year history of horses in this area, and they would like to preserve that and let
the public know about that. She concluded by stating that it is a historic thing for them.

Ms. Lawrence stated that they would like to ask that close roads be used for horseback riding and hiking.
She continued to state that the group would like to help maintain some of the areas that are closed
(firebreaks) and work with FFS.

Ms. Lawrence stated that the new Coldwater fencing is amazing and thanked FFS, and then stated that it
will be beautiful. She then stated that the only issue they foresee is to preserve how good it looks. She
continued to state that when horseback riders tack up their horses, they throw the saddles on the fence
and tie their horse to the fence. Ms. Lawrence stated that that fence will not tolerate that. She requested



FFS to install stations that they can tie their horses to lead poles, kind of like what is already out there but
more of them. She continued to state that they can maintain the pretty fence and perimeter.

Ms. Lawrence stated that there have been issues where equestrians cannot go and camp because the sites
are taken up by non-equestrians. She stated that there are so many other places for those people to camp
and then acknowledged that FFS has to do a balance. She then inquired if FFS can keep the peak riding
season, which is from October through April, as horse-related only or pre-dominantly horse-related, or at
least the areas next to the stabling facilities to horse owners only. Ms. Lawrence continued to state that
kids who are not animal friendly, and not know what they are doing, come into the area. She then stated
that one of the kids ended up in her stall with her horse, but her husband saw it. She stated that they had
some issues there but not horse people.

Ms. Lawrence stated that there are three (3) gates on the property that they would like to upgrade to self-
closing gates, maybe with a ballast that closes it so that the horse area stays secure. She stressed thatit is
especially important at night, in case a horse gets loose, that it does not get run off into the wilderness and
is in a contained area.

Ms. Lawrence stated that the area where they load and unload has become a problem. She stated that it
is a two-function area for loading, unloading and parking for trailers that people are dropping and not using.
She stated that if FFS can separate the unused trailer parking from the loading and unloading, that would
really help a lot.

Ms. Lawrence inquired about doubling of the open pass by cutting the front ones in half to accommodate
more turnout areas. She stated that horse people love to turn their horses out and see them buck and play.
She stated that she believes they all enjoy that but need to see more paddocks available if that is
comfortable for the turnout time, and the space is there, it just needs to be divided. She concluded by
stating that equestrians want to help enhance FFS and for FFS staff to let the group know what they can do
to help.

Mr. Holley stated that some of his thoughts are questions, and he is unsure if this was a two-way exchange
for the benefit for the MPAG Committee or if this is just comments. He then stated that the nature of his
questions are about the progress made over the last ten years. He continued to state that the plan he is
looking atis from 10 years ago. Mr. Holley then inquired if he is able to ask some of those questions during
this particular time. Mr. Davis explained that the whole purpose of this meeting is public input and that FFS
can answer questions, but we will see what the questions are. Mr. Holley stated ok, and that he does not
think these questions are too hard and may be helpful to some of the newer MPAG Committee members
and would be certainly helpful to himself. He then introduced himself to the entire group and that he works
for the County’s Grants Department. Mr. Holley then turned to the equestrian group and stated that they
are focused on increasing the cell service on the forest and in partnership with the state forest, but that is
as far as we can go right now until FFS works on some of its own internal policies. He then stated that he is
very aware of the cell signal issue and is very happy to hear the equestrians’ need and expressed that he
will try to help them with that.

Mr. Holley stated that he is looking at an area in the old plan that states “Developing Additional Public
Access and Recreation Opportunities” and then stated that he has been appointed by the Commission of
Tourism Development Council for this county for 12 years. He then stated that he does not currently serve
but inquired but inquired about recognizing the increased cost for maintenance across the whole forest.
He inquired if there is or has there been discussion about encouraging the private market to increase points
of access adjacent to the state forest. He then stated that he is also an adjacent landowner and would like
to hear more about that, if he could. He reinquired if there is encouragement on that. Mr. Davis stated
that there are designated entry points and invited Mr. Camposano to elaborate. Mr. Camposano inquired
Mr. Holley if he is inquiring about adding or potentially adding designated points that come off of a private
landowner’s property on to the forest for personal access. Mr. Holley stated not for personal access but
for commercial applications where some adjacent trailheads or development adjacent to the state forest,
where people will go in. Mr. Camposano exemplified another state forest in the Chipola district where FFS
did exactly what Mr. Holley is referring to. Mr. Camposano stated that a developer was developing on 30A



right up against Point Washington State Forest. The developer stated that they have money and a blank
check and inquired if they could create a trailhead. Mr. Camposano explained that the developer paid for
the entire trailhead, including materials and FFS built the trailhead. He then stated that because it was a
vacation rental community along 30A, each year they buy an annual pass for each room so that guests have
access to the state forest without having to pay a Day Use Fee of $2. Mr. Camposano stated to Mr. Holley
that yes, it can be done, but, maybe it is something to think about identifying for BRSF. Mr. Davis stated
that the private entity granted the state legal access so the public can legally go through their property to
the trailhead. Mr. Holley stated yes and then inquired if the improvements were on the private landowner’s
property or the state forest. Mr. Camposano stated that it was on the state forest, but access had to be
given by the private landowner, and they did pay for all of it. Mr. Holley stated that there is an example of
it. Mr. Davis stated that the process is documented, instrumented, and then legal access is granted. Mr.
Camposano added that FFS needs to get approval from DEP and they are not going to grant anything unless
there is legal access. Mr. Holley agreed. Ms. Baldwin stated that there are a lot of examples of private
campgrounds adjoining public lands, that a little bit of research and joint access and easements. She then
stated that that might be more research that Mr. Holley wants to do, but there is a lot of examples out
there. Mr. Davis stated that something like this is situational so if there is a situation, individually, then FFS
will look at it. Mr. Holley agreed and continued to state that someone could have an isolated area that is
not necessarily desirable but could have something along the border consistent with reducing fire risk along
borders or maintaining it along borders. He then stated that if private industries were to help with that
then that would reduce FFS’s cost, which could be a benefit. Mr. Camposano added that in his previous
example, there was an active trail system that almost abutted that private property. Therefore, the only
additional landscape feature that FFS had to create was a small spur trail that connected that trail to the
main trailhead. Mr. Camposano explained that especially for a highly densely populated area where you
have a lot of tourism, FFS does want people to access the forest the right way and stay on designated trails,
which helps. Mr. Holley appreciated Mr. Camposano’s comments and stated that the area he is referring
to is a small spur connected to the National Florida Scenic Hiking Trail would certainly apply and expressed
how happy he is about that.

Mr. Holley stated that in the plan from 10 years ago, he was excited to hear about OHV park being created
and developed, but there were not necessarily any revenue generating numbers. He inquired if the OHV
park met or is meeting expectations. Mr. Davis stated that he does not handle the revenue for that. Mr.
Camposano inquired Mr. Creamer’s thoughts on the matter. Mr. Creamer stated that it is not a huge
revenue generator for BRSF. However, it is unique because it is very safe and not a lot of people on the
trails. He continued to explain that people who go there really enjoy it. He then stated that it is unusual
from some other forests that may have OHV areas. The trail is one directional and very safe; you can go
out there and have a greattime. Mr. Creamer concluded by stating that the OHV park is not a huge revenue
generator for BRSF, but they do generate a decent amount of money and about 450 annual passes BRSF
sells a year. He continued to state that a lot of people get day passes, and that there are a lot more day
passes than annual passes sold. Mr. Holley stated that that sounds nice and stressed that he does not mean
for his question to suggest discontinuing the OHV park. He then stated that promoting itin an isolated area
could be helpful, and that they were very engaged 10 years ago and he had not heard of the results, but
glad that FFS was able to pull forward with it and sounds like it has been a success. Mr. Creamer agreed
thatit is a success and added that no one has ever been life flighted out of BRSF. He continued to state that
they have had ambulances go in there before, minor accidents, collarbone broken or an arm has happened,
but nothing life threatening so far. Mr. Creamer concluded by stating that they are proud of that. Mr.
Holley agreed and stated that he will keep moving quickly if he can. He then stated that he noticed thatin
some of the references to Blackwater River as an Qutstanding Florida Waterway, there are a couple of
tributaries that do not meet the standard, with Coldwater being one of those. He then inquired if
groundwater testing across the state forest is near the gully restoration occurred, if we have seen
improvements to water quality yet. Mr. Holley continued to state that that is a little recent and believes
the county partner with NRCS did a big gully restoration on there and inquired if water quality testing is



reflecting any improvement. Mr. Holley then inquired who does water quality testing on the state forest
as referenced in the plan. Mr. Howell stated that it would be the water management district. Mr. Holley
stated that he will direct that question to the water management district. He then stated that it is
interesting when you spend millions of dollars on a gully restoration project on these highly erodible soils
that FFS identified in these sandhill environments, that it would be nice for people to see that we
accomplished something besides spending a lot of money. He then stated that he thinks we should all be
very sensitive to the erodible soils all up and down both sides of the rivers because it is an incredible thing.
Mr. Holley concluded by thanking everyone for their time.
+ Mr. Davis closed the meeting.

Public Meeting End Time: 2:17 P.M.
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Workshop Meeting Start Time: 9:00 A.M.

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

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



Mr. Davis inquired if any of the advisory group members had comments regarding statements made by the
public during the public hearing. None followed.

Mr. Davis stated that they received submitted comments and he will go over just for the members to think
about it, to make changes to it, as they go page by page to avoid going back and forth throughout the plan. Mr.
Davis read off Carmen Lundy’s comment about retaining forest on BRSF and the installation of hiking and horse
trails while avoiding the construction of paved or graveled roads.

Mr. Davis read off Candace Christie’s comment regarding the desire for more horse trails, parking and access.
Mr. Davis read off Elaine Matthew’s comment regarding the risk of motorcycles on horse and hiking trails.

Mr. Davis read off Donna Baringtine’s comment regarding the incompatibility of horses and motorcycles sharing
trail use and signage directing the different type of roads and locations.

Mr. Davis read off John Shoemaker's comment regarding his concern about the shared use of trail systems
between equestrians and motorized bicycles, inquiring about the separation of the two activities with separate
facilities and spaces for both user groups.

Mr. Davis read off North Florida Back Country Horsemen, and explained that these are their talking points, and
although they spoke yesterday, they did submit written comments as well. He then proceeded to read off the
notes echoing their sentiments and concerns from the public meeting on the previous day.

Mr. Davis reiterated to the group to think about those comments as they go page by page, even though a lot of
what was addressed pertains to the Recreation Section. Mr. Davis began going through page by page.

Page 7: Mr. Compton stated that regarding Objective 5, where it reads “Treatments should be geared to hoth
releasing longleaf pine for maximum sunlight and reduction of shade to live, native groundcover,” he expressed
his appreciation of the connection of the native, natural communities, groundcover and how to best protect
that throughout this plan. He then stated that he has a note about establishing best management practices for
groundcover protection and sustainability because it is key to other parts of the FFS’s mission; particularly
regarding prescribed fire. Mr. Compton then stated that fire is the driver of the longleaf ecosystem, and it is
the pine needles and overstory pine that is part of that fuel, but the groundcover is a critical part of it. Mr.
Compton continued to state that one of the things that he has learned over the decade of working with other
partners is the sensitivity of groundcover to any type of soil disturbance and he knows that FFS recognizes that.
Mr. Compton then stressed that putting this into the plan would be important. Mr. Davis stated that thereis a
Best Management Practices {(BMPs) portion of the plan, and he does not know if what Mr. Compton is speaking
of is already addressed in it and that there is a prescribed fire that goes into detail as well. Mr. Compton stated
that he does not know exactly the best place to put it, but has it noted throughout the plan, because some of
these things are repetitive. Mr. Compton suggested to place it in a better location but, he knows that FFS gets
it and that it is in the plan, but his concern is related to transferring that information to contractors. He then
explained that any contracts for work on the forest, the most difficult part for him, is making sure that they are
understanding that any user of the forest or contractor has that same understanding of how to best protect
and continue groundcover. Mr. Davis inquired Mr. Camposano about language within the timber sale contracts
and noted that contractors have to follow silviculture BMPs and such. Mr. Camposano agreed but stated that
it does not speak to groundcover so much. He inquired Mr. Compton that the plan speaks for itself regarding
groundcover and maintenance being covered in the plan. Mr. Camposano then stated that people can see with
their own eyes if you care about the forest but want to ensure that work done by third parties is also protecting
the way a logger would have to follow BMPs as they are cutting timber down. Mr. Compton agreed and stated
thatit is just that it is a matter of developing something that is to provide to contractors as part of the contract,
oritis a BMP establishment. Mr. Compton explained that as you get more and more entries into a forest where
contractual work, with a lot of the groundcover being sensitive to any type of disturbance; some, like wiregrass,
after five (5) passes over the same place, it is not there anymore. He continued to state that itis skid trails and
everything. He then stated that no one wants it to go away but more and more entry points, entries over time,
you will end up losing components of the groundcover that do not come back quickly. Mr. Compton stated that
he believes that in long term plans, it is important to know how to do it and how do it better and acknowledged
that FFS knows this. Mr. Camposano stated that when a contractor comes out to BRSF to do work, FFS does
not provide a copy of the land management plan, rather there is a contract to follow with any stipulations have



to be in that. He continued to state that when FFS has timber sales there is obviously going to be some degree
of impact, but to choosing a location for your logging decks and your skid trails and things like that, we are going
to try to focus those toward disturbed areas if possible. He then stated that if BRSF staff were to have a
contractor come out to a pristine area, they will need to put a clause into the contract stressing the protection
of groundcover from a third party. Mr. Camposano stated that he thinks the plan does, for the most part, cover
groundcover protection with what FFS wants to do as an agency pretty well. He then stated that if there was a
standardized set of groundcover BMPs developed, then we would put something like that in the exhibits. Mr.
Camposano then stated that he believes what Mr. Compton wants to do is best handled through contractual
services agreement with the vendor. He continued to state that no matter who it is, there are consequences
for damaging groundcover beyond a certain degree. Mr. Compton agreed. Mr. Howell added that on their
timber sale contracts, they do require them to have their equipment washed and cleaned before they arrive;
that way they are not spreading cogongrass, climbing fern, or any of the bad invasive. He then stated that if
the contactors rut in some areas that are starting to rut, FFS will stop them immediately and have them fill in
the ruts or if any damage is discovered. Mr. Compton agreed and stated that those are all very valid points. He
then turned to Mr. Camposano and stated that, to his point about the contractual part of it, it is mentioned in
the plan about the sensitivity of seepage slopes and pitcher plant bogs, which BRSF has some of the best in the
world. He then stated that to Eric’s point about contractors, and FFS has a great section on hydrological
restoration, but all of those things, if contractors do that, it is not so easy to fix it. Mr. Camposano agreed. Mr.
Compton continued to state that they change the hydrology, and if they are trying to fix something, they remove
even more groundcover and that they do not understand the importance of groundcover. He then
acknowledged that he is getting deep into the weeds but those are the points that he is trying to make: more
and more entries into the state forest is like a death by a thousand cuts. Mr. Camposano stated that he
understands completely. Mr. Hudson added that with the Sustainable Forestry Initiative (SFl) program, FFS is
evaluated by an independent evaluation system on a two-year basis and they can randomly pick whatever
timber cut they want to see, recreation, and fire side of things and BRSF is evaluated on that. He then stated
that his people have to go through BMP training and know what to look for on a regular basis. Mr. Hudson
stated that he and his staff are out there monitoring, and if they see that they are not doing it, itis put to a stop
immediately. Mr. Compton stated yes and that he gets that. He then stated that he is not trying to come down
on FFS, but looking at how to do better with contractors. Mr. Davis inquired Mr. Compton if what Mr.
Camposano, Mr. Hudson and Mr. Howell stated previously is sufficient or if there is a proposed change. He
then stated that with all of these things said, everyone knows what FFS does and loaks for and inquired if there
needs to be a change to something within the plan. Mr. Compton stated that to Mr. Camposano’s point that if
there is a BMP that ultimately is developed for groundcover, that maybe that could be added. Mr. Camposano
stated that that would be adopted for sure. He then stated that if Mr. Compton want to add a sentence to
reinforce this concept, there is a place in the plan right before the Natural Communities section that talks about
contractors and how we use contractors. He continued to state that adding a sentence there saying “Extra
caution must be used by contractors” or something like that. He then noted that he knows he is jumping
forward and suggested to remember when we get to page 68 to add something in there about contractors using
caution while moving equipment and avoid as much groundcover disturbance as possible.

Mr. Camposano then stated to Mr. Hudson'’s point about SFI that the biggest thing SFl is looking at is if BRSF is
sustainable and ecological and biological diversity, and what FFS does with it is a huge part of SFI and BRSF
blows that out of the water. Mr. Compton agreed. Mr. Davis inquired Mr. Compton if he wants to reassess
when the group reached page 67 or page 68. Mr. Compton stated that it is in there in multiple place, so he is
good. Mr. Davis inquired of anything else on page 7.

Mr. Compton stated that objective 2 on goal 2 really hits on the point of a lot of public comments related to
this and he also received some comments from people who could not attend due to work. He stated that their
comments have to do with evaluating the potential for additional public access and recreation areas, more trail
development. Mr. Compton stated that BRSF has done a great job with all different types of trails, but
particularly when new lands are bought such as the Yellow Ravines and the Juniper Creek being protected,
meeting the multiple-use requirement was a part of the management of these acquisitions. He stated that he



wanted to use this opportunity with the public comment and some other requests related to it, to look at this
for Wolfe Creek Forest: how can those needs for additional trails be incorporated to Wolfe Creek Forest. Mr.
Davis stated that there is a section in the plan, Proposed Recreation, and it will also be looked at there because
that is where the change will occur. Mr. Camposano stated that that objective exist, and the group could put
something into the Recreation if desired. Mr. Davis agreed.

Mr. Tritt stated that he has a change for Public Access and Recreational Opportunities as well. He then stated
that he gets a lot of questions regarding deficient piers. Mr. Hudson stated that they are managed by FWC, not
FFS. Mr. Tritt stated that was what he thought. Mr. Hudson continued to state that the lakes are actually FWC's
and FWC has not had funding to address the piers. He then stated that because it was in such a state of
disrepair, they took it down because it was not safe. Mr. Tritt stated ok. Mr. Hudson stated that they did build
a great one over at North Karick and FWC did a beautiful job about 5 years ago. He then stated that he hopes
that FWC will be able to do more of that in the future. Mr. Smith stated that he could look into that but did
unfortunately acknowledge the lack of funding. He then stated that there needs to be the right amount of
pressure in the right place, but it is still something that FWC can look into. Mr. Hudson stated that that is
something that they get dinged on the recreation evaluations by the public. Mr. Smith agreed. Mr. Hudson
explained that it is because the public thinks BRSF staff manages the lakes and they do not. He stated thatthere
is a lot of grass coming into Bear Lake which upsets a lot of people, and it is upsetting for BRSF too.
Commissioner Cox inquired if it would be helpful if she reached out to Representative Boyles to have him visit.
She then stated that she grew up by Yellow River, but not by choice. She continued to state that she loves the
nature out there and Mr. Boyles and her have a pretty good camaraderie walking into his seat as County
Commissioner. She stated that he loves the nature and trails and suggested that with Representative Boyles
sponsorship, progress could be made. She then inquired if that would be a benefit to BRSF. Mr. Hudson stated
that if they want to talk to FWC, they can, but it is not FFS’s responsibility to pursue. Commissioner Cox then
inquired if there is something they could point out that FWC is not necessarily fighting for that could make a
difference. Mr. Hudson stated that it would be great for BRSF if they were maintained to a higher degree and
had efficient piers. He then acknowledged that BRSF gets a lot of comments on it quite often. Commissioner
Cox stated ok. Mr. Davis inquired of any changes on the page.

Page 11: Mr. Compton stated that on objective 2, which may be covered later in the plan, but he wanted to
bring this up quickly because they received public comment on it too. Mr. Davis inquired if he is referring to
Goal 7, objective 2. Mr. Compton confirmed that is what he is referring to and stated that BRSF has done a
great job with road management overall and also identification of what is legal and what is not. He then stated
that what he found was to be most helpful, along with the marking system was the map created years and years
ago. He then inquired if FFS can update the map to include the new properties and get a new addition of it.
Mr. Hudson agreed and stated that that has been discussed and to be worked on because there have been a
lot of acquisitions. Mr. Compton added that it goes back to the comment of helping people understand what
is legal and what is not, and the map does the best job in showcasing that. He continued to state that it shows
what roads people can be on and anything else you are not supposed to be on. Mr. Creamer stated that Mr.
Compton made a good point and that in the new map BRSF has for the public, Wolfe Creek is in there but not
updated with the new roads that are open; it just has that block of new land in there with very little restricted
stuff on Wolfe Creek. He concluded by stating that while the map needs updating to does reflect the new lands
purchased. Mr. Compton stated ok. Mr. Davis confirmed with Mr. Compton that no change was needed.

Page 17: Commissioner Rowell stated he had a change to make then inquired how often the timber harvests
occur. Mr. Hudson explained that BRSF has ongoing harvests most of the time. Mr. Howell stated that the
forest sells about 4 to Stimber harvests a year with an average of about 2,000 acres harvested. He then stated
that they try to do accommodations. He then stated that some of BRSF's offsite pines are sand pines and the
intent is to clearcut some of that every year, clearcut some of the loblolly pine plantations every year, and
generally do a couple of sales in longleaf pine thinning. He continued to state that BRSF does a lot of
regeneration thinning and natural regeneration and will also have a sale or two to cut some of the bigger timber.
Mr. Howell concluded by stating that BRSF tries to have 4 or 5 sales a year across diverse and different types of
cuts. Commissioner Rowell inquired if they harvest about 2,000 acres a year. Mr. Howell stated yes and is



about around 45,000 to 50,000 tons harvested a year reaching about 1 million dollars in revenue. Mr. Hudson
stated that it depends on what the market is doing. He exemplified that if it was a bad hurricane season and
they needed poles, then BRSF will do a pole sale. He added that if the market is up then BRSF wants to take
advantage of that and make the most revenue they can for the state. Mr. Davis stated that he wanted to add
one thing under Revenue Producing Activities. He then stated that there was a lot of mention from multiple
public members about the carrier revenue and cell towers (i.e. Verizon, AT&T, etc.). He suggested that that
might be something the group could do and insert language within that current section as a potential revenue
source so that FFS can look further into it. He then stated that this is something that FFS is trying to look more
into and gauge throughout the state; so, putting that in here, especially with the safety factor, and the public
did want to see something said about it. Mr. Davis inquired the group if they wanted to add a comment
regarding language or another bullet regarding tower revenue. Mr. Shell suggested that language should be
tailored to investigate the possibility of that revenue source, and obviously BRSF does not want to commit to it
because there are a lot of factors that go into that. He then stated that if the language alludes to investigating
the revenue source, then it would protect FFS’s ability for moving forward with investigations. Commissioner
Cox corrected and stated feasibility. Mr. Shell stated yes. Mr. Davis stated that there is a Statute that gives FFS
the authority to put towers for revenue on state lands. The authority is there, itis just the idea and engagement
of that, and it starts with the land management plan. Mr. Shell stated that that makes good sense. Mr. Davis
requested Mr. Howell to add a bullet about the revenue sharing with cell carriers. Mr. Howell inquired where
that would go. Mr. Davis stated as a bullet point under section four to look further into as a recreation source
for the state forest. Mr. Shell inquired about asking a follow up question regarding the timber sales. He
continued to inquire if anything we do within the forest, does that revenue come back to BRSF. Mr. Davis stated
goes into the Incidental Trust and explained that it is a slush fund so FFS can request for spending authority
Legislative Budget Request (LBR) for BRSF and for improvements of things, but it is not tied to a specific state
forest. He continued to state that it is money we can use for BRSF if we request it that way. Mr. Shell stated
that there is a connection FFS can make with the request. Mr. Davis agreed and reiterated that it is money for
FFS and the Incidental Trust, so it is money for the Forest Service. Mr. Hudson joked that people can always
donate to The Friends of Florida Blackwater River State Forest. Mr. Davis agreed and stated that that revenue
with go directly back to BRSF. Mr. Hudson echoed Mr. Davis’s sentiments. Mr. Davis inquired Mr. Howell to
add in a comment about adding in a sentence regarding cell towers as a possible revenue source. He then
inquired of the group if they agree to those changes.

Page 20: Mr. Shell requested to go back to the page with the list of buildings. Mr. Davis stated yes. Mr. Shell
turned to Mr. Howell and inquired if he remembered their previous conversation regarding the church on Krul
Lake Road and 4™, He then inquired if the church belongs to BRSF or FFS. Mr. Hudson stated that it would not
be listed as one of their buildings, even though it sits on BRSF property. He then explained that, years ago the
forest agreed to allow the church to be placed there and that the stipulation was that if they were to leave, it
would be removed. Mr. Hudson concluded that they did not. He then stated that a pastor contacted him last
week with interest in opening the church with a congregation. Mr. Hudson inquired Mr. Davis if the pastor has
contacted him yet. Mr. Davis stated not yet. Mr. Hudson continued to explain that kind of request would be
handled through Mr. Davis’s section to determine if they are legitimate and viable, then it would work. He then
stated that technically the building is Blackwater’s but has not been listed as one of their own buildings because
the title is still under previous owner’s name. Mr. Shell inquired if there were other buildings on BRSF that are
not within the current list. Mr. Hudson stated that the Baptist Church was but has since been corrected. He
explained that they did a 2:1 land swap where BRSF received 10 acres. Mr. Davis agreed and added that they
gave BRSF 10 acres and FFS gave them two (2) acres and it was there for decades, and it was not a structure
that FFS could just take off. Rather it would have to be demolished and hauled away. He then explained that
the land was related to the Bankhead Jones Farm Tenant Act. It was a federal reversion and deed, so it has to
be used for public purposes, so they had to sign off on it too. He then stated that once approved, FFS took the
two (2) acres and conveyed it to a private individual of the church and then they gave FFS 10 of their private
acres. Mr. Davis concluded by stating that there was a net conservation benefit of eight (8) acres. Mr. Shell
stated that that is not a major situation. Mr. Davis stated no that it is rarely done, but to clear it up, that is the



cleanest way to do it. Mr. Hudson stated that at one point, the old volunteer fire department building, which
is actually the old post office, and it is the red building that looks rough out front. He continued to state that
he spoke with his maintenance guy, Mr. Hayes, and they are going to do some repairs to it to make it look better
and more serviceable, but he is not aware of any others. Mr. Shell stated that is ok and he was just wanting to
make sure that FFS was not missing any major components of their homes. Mr. Davis inquired if there was
anything else on page 20.

Page 23: Mr. Compton stated that under the Alternate Uses Considered section, there is a list of uses
determined as incompatible. He then stated that another use that may be considered incompatible on the
north side of BRSF is inground carbon storage; so, there is a lot of discussion occurring about that. He then
suggested adding a comment about that, not knowing whether that is positive or negative about it, but to
investigate if there is potential negative impact on the state forest because of it. Mr. Davis asked the group if
they should add language in there or to just note it. Mr. Compton stated that noting it will be fine.

Mr. Compton then stated that under Additional Lands Needs, he understands that FFS already prioritizes
inholdings and has done a great job of picking up those pieces when they can. He then stated that the other
comment though, and he would like to see this added, is that there has been strong support for the Florida
Wildlife Corridor in the State of Florida about funding, leadership by the FFS and FDACS toward closing those
gaps. He continued to state that he would like that to be a part of the additional land needs, because there are
some rather large gaps in the Florida Wildlife Corridor; some adjacent to BRSF and some just outside that are
just outside of BRSF's acquisition map. He then stated that he does not know who would take the lead role but
would love to see that corridor completed in this area surrounding BRSF. Mr. Davis stated that his section
handles all acquisitions, and they do prioritize inholdings and filling in gaps, and anything that eliminates
management boundary. He continued to state that anything that makes management more efficient is a
priority, and corridors are as well. Mr. Davis concluded by stating that they are always actively pursing
acquisitions that help them manage their boundary more effectively, or to create those corridors and
connections. He further stated that that is something FFS is already doing and pursuing every day, and that
because not all parcels make sense to manage, so it is mainly situational. Commissioner Rowell stated that, on
the farm side of things, he expressed that he is a big proponent of conservation easements on the farm side,
and Commissioner Simpson’s and Trust for Public Land’s goals. He continued to state that FFS is essentially
selling their development rights as an individual, but not obviously on the forest side of things. He then stated
that he met with Commissioner a few months ago and thought it was very interesting that they stack the
benefits for a farmer over someone who rents land for a farmer, that if it is a wildlife corridor next to a state
park or military base, they get extra points. He also shared this new information with Mr. Compton.
Commissioner Rowell continued to state that part of it is to educate the public on that side. He then stated
that anything that Santa Rosa County can do to in terms to helping to border and opportunities for adjacent
landowners to help stack points and then referenced back to Mr. Compton’s point about wildlife corridors, trails
and if counties are involved. Commissioner Rowell then stated that there is no change needed and
acknowledged that he is talking about individual transfer development rights, which is something FFS does not
do, but is interesting how it all interlocks with how people are able to stack the different benefits. He then
stressed again that there is no change and continued to state that the similarities are unique regarding the
109,000 acres of adjacent land to BRSF. Commissioner Cox added that this may be something that they can
help champion at the county level. Mr. Davis stated yes and then stated that the Rural and Family Lands
Program is getting a lot of money for conservation. Commissioner Rowell stated that none of that comes into
his area. Mr. Davis explained that landowners also have to educate themselves and apply for the funding.
Commissioner Rowell stated he finally has three (3) or four (4) landowners that have a really good chance and
that the row crop is going mostly toward citrus and cattle, because that is where there the strongest lobby
groups are and what is being lobbied in the panhandle with row crop as Class | soil. He then stated that he was
going down a rabbit hole, apologized and reiterated his point about the similarities and stacking of points. Mr.
Davis said that it plays an important role. Commissioner Cox stated that FPL is helping to educate farmers right
now and then stated who would have thought that FPL would become an asset to FFS, but it looks like,
eventually, it will be that way. She further stated that FPL is pushing to educate the landowner... Mr. Davis



interjected and explained that this is a sidebar conversation and if they would like to contact him, they are free
to do so. He then explained that the Forest Legacy Program (FLP) is timber oriented but is also fee and less-
than-fee so it can be a conservation easement as well. Mr. Davis continued to state that there are options there
and for the group to not hesitate to reach out to him. Mr. Rowell inquired about the name of the program. Mr.
Davis answered Forest Legacy Program (FLP). He then stated that there are tons of options to be used to help
educate the landowners on the topic (i.e. NRCS, IPP, etc.). Mr. Compton stated that the reason he put this in
here was because it is a long term plan and we are not all in that place permanently. Mr. Camposano inquired
Mr. Compton if he has a proposed change. Mr. Compton stated yes and that it is just adding a sentence in
regarding the wildlife corridor. Mr. Davis clarified if he meant acquisitions within the wildlife corridor. Mr.
Compton stated yes. Mr. Camposano directed Mr. Howell to add something directly into the plan alluding to
such.

Page 25: Mr. Smith inquired if the comments that Ms. Almario sent are already on there or if he should bring
those to the front, because she had a comment on top of page 25 where it talks about FWC. Mr. Howell stated
that he turned the comments in to Ms. Marsh but that the group will go over them. Mr. Howell then inquired
Ms. Marsh if she made the changes the previous night. Ms. Marsh explained that the current track changes
reflected to the group is updated stock language regarding new law enforcement policies on our state forests,
and such stock language is to be carried over into all open and active draft plans. She then stated that there
will be a couple of other places in the plan that have additional stock language updates. Mr. Davis stated that
Mr. Smith has the hardcopy now so we can make the changes needed. Mr. Smith agreed and stated that Ms.
Almario wanted to change the wording in that section where FWC assumes law enforcement authority. Mr.
Camposano reiterated that FFS has previously made changes to what she has probably commented on. He
continued to explain that, because FFS had to make a change, because FFS now has all of their AGLAW officers
out there, and they are now our primary source of law enforcement. However, this does not eliminate FWC'’s
law enforcement since they do all of the wildlife laws and cooperative BPLs with hunting and such. He then
stated that this is brand new stock language and if there is anything we need to change on that, we can,
depending on what the commentis. Mr. Smith stated no, it was not that. He directed the group to the section
that he was referring to. Ms. Marsh inquired if they were at the right section. Mr. Smith stated no and
redirected to the section in reference and requested to add to the sentence by stating “...employs a small staff
of biologists and technicians other wildlife management activities. An FWC member inquired who is employing
them. Mr. Smith answered thatitis FWC. Commissioner Cox inquired that it does notsay FWC. Mr. Camposano
explained how it used to say that FWC assumes law enforcement responsibilities, but they now only enforce
hunting and regulations on the state forest. He then stated that they will fix the first sentence later since it
reads funny since this section is about all of the things they do cooperatively. He then suggested to cut out the
rest of that sentence except for where it reads “...with input from FFS...”. Group agreed and then directed Mr.
Howell where to make the change.

Page 26: Mr. Hudson stated to remember that direct support organizations for the Friends of Florida State
Forests if they would like to donate to BRSF, specifically the Friends of Florida State Forests, Blackwater. Mr.
Camposano stated that it is a nice pitch. Commissioner Cox joked about adding in an item regarding a broad
PIO statement. Mr. Hudson joked back that the language can be changed to reflect donating to all Florida State
Forests.

Mr. Smith stated that he has one more change at the top of page 26. He then apologized and corrected himself
because he meant page 36.

Page 34: Mr. Compton stated that maybe this is the best place to add the groundcover item that he previously
brought up and proceeded to read off his comment. He acknowledged that FFS is already doing this but since
this is a plan, and does not know where to best put it, but he had groundcover protection sustainment as the
main priority; because it is a part of most of these natural communities. Mr. Camposano stated that we are
into the Natural Resources section at this point. Mr. Davis and Mr. Howell agreed. Mr. Davis read off the
section that he feels it would be appropriate to make a groundcover statement. He then inquired if that is the
area where Mr. Compton’s suggestion should go. Mr. Compton stated yes and that it could just read as
“Management activities will be executed in a manner to minimize soil erosion; maintain, protect and enhance



hydrological resources and protect and sustain groundcover. Mr. Davis inquired of Mr. Camposano if he is ok
with that. Mr. Camposano stated that he is not part of the MPAG Committee and directed the question to the
MPAG group. The MPAG Committee agreed. Mr. Compton stated that the plan highlights how special BRSF is
with the biodiversity that you find and most of that is within the groundcover.

Commissioner Cox stated that she appreciates the acknowledgement of impacts by the group. She then stated
that she would be completely remiss if...paused and then stated that she loves the woods, but as governing
authorities and FFS's wisdom and input, if they were to say that the idea is crazy and FFS will prescribe burn all
the groundcover and protect certain species, and then stated that she had zero (0) concessions. Commissioner
Cox proceeded to state that she read the plan over twice because she represented Senator Evers, and so as a
timber farmer and for Commissioner Cox, this was something that was really meaningful to spend her time on.
She then stated that as a farmer they have to be leaning heavily on FFS’s wisdom. Mr. Camposano clarified that
if there was something that he knew would be absolutely of 0% chance of putting something crazy then we
would have that conversation. Mr. Davis and Commissioner Cox agreed. Mr. Camposano stated that,
statutorily, the group has to agree on any changes made, whether you are an expert or not because we need
the outside perspectives too. Commissioner Cox agreed. Mr. Compton stated that, just for education,
prescribed fire helps the ground cover; itreally does. Mr. Davis inquired if everyone was good with the changes.
The group agreed. Mr. Camposano stated that if there is a comma or an “and” that needs to come out, that
they will take care of it.

Page 35: Mr. Compton stated that, regarding unauthorized OHV use, which came up during public comment,
to incorporate in that statement to say, “unauthorized OHV and vehicle use”. He then stated that FFS has done
a great job with delineating legal roads and blocking off places that are sensitive where vehicles should not be.
He continued to state that BRSF is a big forest, and staff cannot be everywhere all at once and people will still
end up in unauthorized areas. Mr. Howell inquired to confirm Mr. Compton wanted to include “unauthorized
OHV and vehicles”. Mr. Compton stated yes, and Mr. Howell incorporated the change.

Mr. Compton then stated that on the resource section and the paragraph that talks about Blackwater, this was
the only place throughout the entire document that he had a question regarding a statementin it. Mr. Compton
proceeded to read off the section he is referring to. He then stated that it is correct that most of Blackwater
River is truly protected by BRSF. However, to the point the Commissioner Rowell made, there are definitely
some ag areas, which are highlighted here too, that could be protected through conservation easements to
keep them as farms and to keep them from being developed into subdivisions, which will help the Blackwater
River. Mr. Compton then stated that there are some areas just outside of the acquisition map area that are
definitely not protected, which he believes could be modified a little bit. Mr. Hudson inquired if there was a
statement to be added. Mr. Camposano inquired that that is just a statement of fact regarding that there are
inholdings that are in private ownership. Mr. Compton stated that if you go up the Blackwater River and into
Okaloosa County, there are quite a few. Mr. Camposano stated that it is not a true statement then. Mr.
Compton stated that to him it is not, and anyone can correct him, but it is not a few small ones. He then stated
that there are more and some of them a large ag pieces. He continued to state that if the section is centered
on a statement about the Blackwater River and that is according to the forest...he then suggested for the
language to read “presently...” and trailed off. Mr. Hudson suggested “Presently there are some private
holdings...” and Mr. Compton agreed. Mr. Hudson inquired instead of only a few inholdings. Mr. Compton
stated yes. Mr. Camposano inquired that Mr. Compton does not want to say “small”, just “some inholdings...”
and continued to state, “and a number of tributaries under private ownership that require protection.” He then
inquired Mr. Compton if that is what he is trying to say. Mr. Compton stated that it's going back to the point
that Commissioner Rowell previously brought up. He continued to explain that the protection can the
conservation easement because a lot of these properties are ag lands, so to best protect the Blackwater River,
is to make sure through fee simple or conservation easement those lands are protected in perpetuity. Mr.
Camposano stated that this is the plan, and if they were part of the Rural and Family Lands, which was within
FFS at one time...he then stated that unless the group wants to add a statement that would support your
landowner’s applications, and referencing the management plan, he does not know if this would directly tie to
BRSF. Mr. Camposano explained that it is not BRSF buying the land to add in. Mr. Davis agreed and added that



the group has to look at this as BRSF. All of the adjacency and private landowners really has to do with their
willingness to sell; whether that is simple fee or less-than fee. Mr. Compton stated that he understood.
Commissioner Cox inquired Mr. Compton’s name. Mr. Compton answered. Commissioner continued to state
that she is very closely related to a landowner on the Blackwater River who is in declining health and would love
to sit down with Mr. Compton and Commissioner Rowell to present this idea to him. She continued to state
that she knows this was important to his father, who was superintendent for schools in Okaloosa County for 20
years and his brother was a senator, and very good friends with the Evers family. Commissioner Cox then stated
that the landowner could be persuaded to go this way and to discuss outside of this room. Mr. Compton agreed
and suggested a small change that Mr. Hudson noted earlier. Mr. Camposano stated that he does not disagree
with Mr. Compton, but it is just that the meeting is regarding the purpose of this plan and what it's power is in
protection of these other parcels. He continued to state that if FFS can pick them up and continue to add them
to the forest or if the landowner wants to sell FFS a conservation easement then we can do that. Mr. Compton
agreed and stated that is great.

Page 36: Mr. Smith requested, under other managed areas section, to omit the word “River” from the
Blackwater WMA title. Mr. Howell incorporated the change.

Mr. Compton stated that within the Water Protection section, he would like a statement about water quality;
tracing back, understanding the current condition. He continued to state that parts of the river are impaired
under Section 303(D) of the Clean Water Act. Mr. Compton then stated that it is not FFS’s responsibility butit’s
FDEP’s. He concluded by suggesting to change language to reflect that FFS will continue to work with FDEP,
because if it is impaired under Section 303(D), then there is a problem in the watershed, and we need to be
able to trace it back and find out what is causing that. He stated that we cannot fix the problem if we do not
know what it is. Mr. Howell suggested for the language to read”...has and will continue to work with FDEP.”
Mr. Compton stated that would be perfect. Mr. Davis stated that currently there is not an active BMAP so
maybe that will change in the future. Mr. Compton stated that it would be great to have one. Mr. Davis stated
yes but that is something that FDEP handles so it would be engaged by them.

Page 37: Mr. Smith stated that there were some changes to wetland restoration and handed them to Mr.
Howell for him to add into the plan. Mr. Camposano stated that the group will let Mr. Howell type it in and
then the group can decide whether or not to keep it. Mr. Compton inquired what some of the comments were.
Mr. Smith stated that they are in regards to wetland restoration habitat for the tiger salamanders and Florida
bog frogs. Mr. Compton stated that he is glad that Mr. Smith brought those up. Mr. Howell stated that what
Ms. Almario probably meant by nuisance vegetation is like on Garner Creek, where BRSF is doing the bog frog
restoration, all of the natural regeneration of Atlantic white cedar as a nuisance. Mr. Smith stated that they are
in the process of looking more into it. Mr. Camposano stated that he saw this when it was first taken out and
was a focal point for the plan. Mr. Howell stated that it is now a mat of cedar regeneration instead of dense
vegetation. Mr. Camposano then stated that no one said that restoration was easy. He then stated that he
concurs with that statement and was thinking about just adding a comma towards the end as long as everyone
else is good with it. Mr. Smith stated that the pond stuff that FWC is doing (i.e. black titi and myrtle leaf holly)
is native but can become an issue when it is hide tide.

Mr. Compton stated that FFS already has it in here, but under Invasive Species Control, but for wetlands, and
what is becoming more problematic across the state is the damage done by wild hogs in isolated wetlands, but
in wetlands in general. He continued to state that hogs are already mentioned in the plan, and this is just
another point on how to best or highlight because FFS did a great job mentioning all invasive issues, but hogs
are doing more and more damage to the systems that FFS is investing money and on people to restore. Mr.
Smith stated yes and that at the flatwoods salamander pond they were restoring, they installed an exclusion
fence. He then stated that hog management is a tough issue in FWC with a lot of butting heads. However, Mr.
Smith believes that it would be good to have wording there and that itis an issue to be looked at when it arises.
Mr. Camposano inquired if it is mentioned under the Invasive Species section closer to the Natural Resource
section of the plan. He then stated that he does not mind mentioning it here if the committee agrees but
wanted to throw a bone and began to describe the different struggles agency-wide. He mentioned that itis not
specific to BRSF, but right now they do not have a policy in place for FFS staff to trap and dispatch hogs



themselves. He then stated that he asked the Parks Service for their policy because the Florida Parks Service
does have a policy on this since 2014. Mr. Camposano continued to state that he has pitched this to FFS
leadership and while it is not a final no, leadership has to wrap their heads around the idea and even with our
Second Amendment-friendly Commissioner Simpson. Our leadership would have to get their heads wrapped
around taking a .22 and go shoot the trapped hogs and make sure we are checking all the boxes and not trying
to push that route. Mr. Camposano stated that simultaneously, he contacted USDA for contracts for this, like
at Joe Budd WMA. He continued to state that he is getting pushed by the Tallahassee Unit because if they are
able to do that there then why can’t they do it more broadly at Lake Talquin State Forest (LTSF). He then stated
that the problem with those contracts can become very expensive. He alluded back to what he mentioned the
previous day and stated that their contract is down to a very reasonable price but when discussing the price for
Lake Wales Ridge State Forest (LWRSF), they were quoting him around $100,000 a year and with limited tax-
payers dollars we have to be careful with what we are doing. Mr. Camposano acknowledged that hunting and
trapping have not helped. He concluded by stating that this is something that FFS is very much something they
have to work through some issues and figure out how to best get there. He added that he will try to run this
rabbit with Joe Budd when he gets back from his leave that starts tomorrow. Mr. Camposano continued to
state that FFS has to do something about it and that there is a lot of public pressure coming from various
corners. He then stated that people have eyes and understand what hog damage looks like and if they are not
seeing any true efforts put into place, that is a hard pill to swallow for the agency. He continued to state that
itis a harder pill to swallow when you have limited options and expenses or involve something that the agency
has not done before. Mr. Compton agreed and stated that it is not easy and no easy way around it, but does
think in the forest or other places, and foreign crops are being damaged by the hogs. He concluded that
between the forest and ag areas, it has been an increasing problem. He stated that he understood what Mr.
Camposano stated and suggested highlighting the area in the plan that Mr. Camposano was referring to. Mr.
Camposano stated that he hopes it is already in there, but the group can check that, because it talks about
invasive plants and should mention hog control. Mr. Compton stated that it does, and it even mentions the
other control measures. Mr. Davis stated that the group will cross that bridge when they get there. Mr.
Camposano stated that he just wanted to let Mr. Compton know that because... Mr. Howell interjected and
inquired if an update is needed. Mr. Davis stated no and that thy will add to the statement that is addressed
later on in the plan.

Page 40: Mr. Camposano inquired Mr. Smith of the comments that were addressed earlier. Mr. Smith stated
that there are some changes to general text in a couple of spots. Mr. Camposano stated that he will keep a
look out.

Page 45: Mr. Camposano stated that there is a change to be made under Other Game and Wildlife section,
specifically where it talks about other notable wildlife and noted grammatical and Florida bog frog scientific
name changes. Mr. Howell inquired if they wanted to say “Reticulated” in the heading for the Salamander. Mr.
Compton stated yes. Mr. Howell made change and subsection now reads as, “Reticulated Flatwoods
Salamander”. Mr. Davis inquired the group if they agreed to the changes. The MPAG Committee agreed. Mr.
Davis inquired of anything else on page 45.

Mr. Compton stated that regarding the flatwoods salamander, it is a good review that they just had because it
is a restoration area, especially when it comes to hog management. He continued to state how much the hogs
have torn up a lot of the wiregrass and wetland and is the only place he knows of that had hogs on BRSF. Mr.
Compton then stated that growing season fire will also be very important to restoration of that wetland and
will help with recovery the fastest. Mr. Howell joked and stated that they learned that Garner Landing Road
does not have the “I”, but Garnier Creek does have the Mr. Camposano stated that that sounds right. Mr.
Davis agreed. Mr. Camposano then inquired if there were any changes. Mr. Compton stated that because that
area has extensive hog damage and is the only known location on the state forest, to especially use growing
season prescribed fire in that wetland area, since FFS will be conducting seasonal burns anyway. He continued
to explain that this would help recover what was severely damaged by the hogs. He then inquired if the group
would like to add that statement and then said to that the FFS are probably already looking at that anyway. Mr.
Camposano stated that that is the general idea as FFS moves through burns. He continued to state that even if
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that means they get some things during the summer or through lightning season versus the dormant season,
FFS wants to do that one as soon as possible. He then stated that, as an agency, they cannot just burn through
ephemeral wetlands; rather, FFS has to time it correctly and take water levels into consideration. Mr.
Camposano explained that if there is a field unit that is capable of doing this, then it would be the BRSF staff.
He stressed that BRSF burns more than anyone you have per year. Mr. Camposano stated that the group has
put into more places of the plan enough language to talk about growing versus dormant season burning and
added that he does not want to get cornered into having to do something during a particular time because the
plan says so. He concluded by stating that it is something that FFS is always looking at and push forward with
it if possible. Mr. Compton stated that he gets it, but that BRSF was specifically calling out very rare species,
and it is only listed in one place and that is the only reason he is suggesting a change. Mr. Smith acknowledged
to Mr. Compton to continued, positive working relationship between FWC and FFS. He then stated that the last
burn was in March, which was notideal, but the pines were dry anyway and burned through well. He continued
to state that they are trying to keep that focus in mind that what they can get burned during growing season,
whether it is dry, and keep promoting that really good vegetation that is in there that the hogs have been
destroying, but they have been excluded now. Mr. Camposano added that because FWC has skin in the game,
they are going to help keep that reminder to do that during the right time of the year; be it April or May,
whatever is most ideal for when fuels are low and there is just enough water.

Mr. Smith stated that he does not know if there is a place for this in the plan but suggested doing basin burns
at certain times. He then stated that FWC has been able to pull that off before. Mr. Hudson stated that that is
what BRSF is planning to do anyways.

Mr. Shell inquired if they needed to add “Reticulated” into the subheading title. Mr. Howell incorporated
addition.

Mr. Camposano instructed Mr. Howell where to go next on the page as he had another change. He requested
the scientific name of the Florida bog frog to reflect Lithobates. Additionally, he stated that a section of
language needs to be typed in under the Gopher Tortoise section. Mr. Camposano continued to state that he
likes what is added there because it is specific to BRSF and gopher tortoises. Mr. Davis inquired the group if
they want to keep moving through the plan and come back to this section or wait for Mr. Howell to type it out.
Mr. Camposano suggested that he will read the comment to the group and ensure that the comment gets added
to the draft later after the meeting concludes. Mr. Camposano proceeded to read off FWC’s comment. He then
requested Mr. Howell to type in a comment on the draft for the FWC comment to be added in later.

Page 48: Mr. Smith inquired if, under the Mineral Resources where it reads “protective wells”, should actually
be “productive wells” or if there is such a thing as protective wells. Mr. Compton stated that it should be
“productive”. Mr. Camposano stated that ifthe group was to pick up the current version of the plan, he believes
the same language will be in there because that has been carried forward since it is a historic type of thing.
Page 54: Mr. Creamer stated that under the first paragraph under Hurricane Lake Recreation Area, a change
needs to be made. Mr. Howell and Mr. Camposano both agreed that the numbers were off. Mr. Creamer
redirected Mr. Howell to the paragraph in question and stated that there should be five (5) restrooms and
showers. Mr. Howell inquired if they were electric or non-electric. Mr. Creamer stated that they are non-
electric, however, there are four (4) restrooms with showers and one (1) restroom without showers in the last
sentence of the second paragraph. Mr. Howell updated the draft.

Page 55: Mr. Compton read off a portion of text on page 55 under the Canoe Launch Sites subsection and
underscored the importance of that statement as BRSF is very much loved for its canoe routes and working with
liveries, and the people that get on the river and manage the large, wooded material. Mr. Compton expressed
his gratitude for BRSF having those natural areas at the very northern part of those systems. He said that this
is just a note but that these systems normally have up to 45% large woody material that is a part of understory
habitat health of the systems and is a scientific fact about how important those are. He continued to state that
FFS would be impacted is when they have big rain events and they have all of this stuff backed up to a bridge
and they are wondering what to do with it. He continued to state whether or not it is taken out or left to
contractors for extraction of all woody material because it is easier for people to float down the river if there is
nothingin it. He then stated that those practices kill the aquatic and estuarine habitat. He concluded by stating



that BRSF is either going to have a healthy watershed with all the woody material retained or they will not. Mr.
Compton then stated that FFS is doing the right thing, but it is a contractor issue, mostly, and maybe when they
experience a big disturbance like a big rain event. He then inquired BRSF staff what happens when they are
asked repeatedly to take all of this this out. Mr. Hudson stated that if some debris drifted or something that
applied to the bridge, BRSF staff will remove portions of it themselves and use it to block roads that are illegal
roads, and so kinds of things, and leave it on the forest. He then stressed that it is not destroyed or burned.
Mr. Hudson proceeded to state that he does not know if they ever hired a contractor to remove any debris. He
stated that there have been times when there was debris blocking a vendor’s launch site, they might cut it into
smaller pieces to let it move down stream but does not have anyone come out to remove that. Mr. Compton
stated that he was talking about vendors. Mr. Creamer stated that there is already language currently in place
about permitting vendors annually and suggested putting in language that details only by removing a certain
amount of that tree for someone to safely get through. Mr. Compton agreed. Mr. Camposano inquired that
Mr. Compton is referring to a tree falling into the river or near a launch and who is responsible for the removal
of the tree (FFS or Vendor). Mr. Compton reiterated that it is not so much that FFS is doing, but more so what
Mr. Creamer is talking about. Mr. Compton then stated that it is also an educational thing too at times and
suggested FFS to provide some of that documentation. He continued to state that they are talking to all of the
users, through those vendors. He continued to state that when they all understand that they all love the river
too and makes them want to protectit too. However, they need to understand therole that that material plays.
Mr. Camposano stated that, to his earlier point, FFS cannot permit themselves to remove vegetative material
out of the middle of the navigable waterway due to Sovereign Submerged Lands. Mr. Davis explained how
Sovereign Submerged Lands are not included into the lease and the only role that FFS would play into it would
be access to a portion of the river for the contractor. However, the contractor would essentially be through the
Division of State Lands, Sovereign Submerged Lands Section. Mr. Camposano stated that he has seen an
example of that with a hurricane in northeast Florida and explained how the process unfolded. Mr. Davis
reiterated that Sovereign Submerged Lands are not included into the lease as they are public wetlands, and that
a navigable waterway would be dealt with through Division of State Lands and through FFS. He then stated
that the only way for FFS to do that is obtain a contractor through DEP and inquired if that made sense. Mr.
Compton stated he understood and that his concern rests more with the vendors. Mr. Camposano stated that
FFS cannot permit them more than the area that is open from land to the water. Mr. Compton then stated that
it would be good, like what Mr. Creamer stated, to educate the public when issuing the annual permits for
canoes and tubes and kayaks; which would be a good time to for them to just understand. Mr. Tritt stated that
even though people should take it upon themselves to educate. Mr. Compton agreed.

Mr. Creamer inquired to add language explaining the materials’ importance to the substrate and the fish
colonies within the river and refer back to FDEP since FFS does not have the authority as far as removing
anything out of the river. Mr. Camposano suggested putting up interpretive signage at launches that talks about
the woody material in the water and just leave it at that because FFS cannot stop everybody from doing wrong.
Mr. Compton stated that he believes that it would be important because a lot of people that love the system
and love the river think the idea of a healthy the river is the need for it to be cleaned up. He continued to state
that it is actually good for the river. Mr. Davis inquired about a change in the plan. Mr. Compton stated that
working through Mr. Creamer and developing interpretive signage will suffice.

Mr. Camposano and Mr. Smith discuss another upcoming change that Ms. Almario proposed.

Page 58: Mr. Compton stated that the Planned Recreational Opportunities section might be best place to
address the public comments about various types of trails installments. He then restated his earlier comment
about using the 15,000 acres of Wolfe Creek Forest that has been added up over the years to try and investigate
and work with the various trail groups to get some of that trail development that was requested during public
comment. He then inquired of the group how to best incorporate that. Mr. Camposano stated that equestrian
trails would need to be placed in that section since nothing specifically about Coldwater was previously
mentioned. Mr. Davis advised adding another number specifically for Wolfe Creek Forest. Mr. Compton stated
that he thinks it would be equestrian but all-trail, because some of the people that submitted comments that
were not at the meeting are hikers and bicyclists. Mr. Camposano stated that without a developed idea or



thought of where the trails should go right now, what FFS should do is to create a third paragraph underneath
that second one and add language about evaluating the feasibility of implementing new trails on Wolfe Creek
Forest. He further stated that that will need to be developed out more, and a plan amendment will be later
needed. He concluded that it is not that they do not want to do it, FFS just needs to identify the funding and
time for it. Mr. Compton agreed and stated that it is perfectly good for it to be in there because it allows for
the matter to be investigated and work with the various trail groups. He then stated that one of the things that
was mentioned in the plan was that trail groups offer lots of volunteer help. He explained that some groups
assist with maintenance and development because FFS does not have enough money to do all of this.

He further stated that primitive Juniper Creek area was highlighted and offers more primitive-focused based
recreation. Mr. Compton then suggested for Wolfe Creek Forest to have a portion dedicated to being a
primitive-focused recreation year-round and would meet that multiple-use requirement. He further stated that
it would also satisfy some of these requests that came in during public comment and others that Mr. Compton
received emphasizing primitive-type recreation (i.e. trails, camping, etc.) and not developed. Mr. Camposano
inquired if Mr. Compton meant limited infrastructure. Mr. Compton stated that is correct and repeated: no
infrastructure. Mr. Camposano inquired that Mr. Compton does not want to see another Coldwater
Campground out there. Mr. Compton stated that it is more of the backcountry, equestrian trail use with limited
infrastructure, mainly just trail development. Mr. Howell stated that the only things found at the Red Rock
Campground are a couple of picnic tables, a fire ring and a couple of grills. Mr. Camposano stated that if we are
to insert language about that then we should do that here. Mr. Compton inquired about investigating that. Mr.
Camposano and Mr. Hudson finalize language and request Mr. Howell to add in new text. Mr. Compton stated
he liked that but to also consider something similar to what was done for the Juniper Creek Primitive area,
which is a specific area that has almost no infrastructure but is for primitive recreation. Mr. Hudson stated that
if they were to start putting infrastructure there, then they would almost be bound to start charging some sort
of fee and they do not really want to do that. Mr. Compton stated correct. Mr. Camposano inquired of Mr.
Compton if that meets what he wants and if that is ok. Then he inquired if Mr. Compton was ok with it then if
the rest of the group was ok with the change. Mr. Compton stated that it would be primitive recreation
activities/area and requested that to be evaluated. He continued to state that it is an area of focus for non-
developed recreation. Mr. Camposano stated that he thinks primitive recreation captures that and that when
he hears the term “primitive recreation” he thinks it as little to no infrastructure. Mr. Compton stated that itis
about identifying an area for that and that is what the Juniper Creek area is. Mr. Camposano stated ok and that
it is about evaluating all of Wolfe Creek and establishing an area, if it is feasible. Mr. Compton stated yes. Mr.
Camposano stated that FFS has already covered that if everyone else is ok with that.

Mr. Creamer inquired what Mr. Compton meant by Juniper Creek area and if he was referring to the huge area
versus where that little campsite is. Mr. Compton stated right and to have something similar outon that 15,000
parcel to have little roads and infrastructure and only have primitive recreation.

Page 66: Mr. Compton stated that this was the hog section that may already be efficient as is., and that itis a
very good statement. He then theninquired of Mr. Camposano if “sufficient” and if it covers the need manage
hogs. Mr. Camposano stated that this is stock language in all of FFS’s land management plans and it will ne
prevent them from doing anything, but it does not necessarily say that FFS is going to do anything beyond the
permit that FWC issues to them annually. Mr. Camposano inquired if this is a true statement and then turned
to Mr. Compton and stated thataccording to him it does not sound like itis. Mr. Compton stated that the hogs
did occur in substantial numbers 10-15 years ago when he used to work there and had seen one of them. Mr.
Smith agreed. Mr. Hudson and Mr. Smith both stated that Yellow River has a lot of hogs. Mr. Hudson then
stated that they had a problem 12-13 years ago and trapped about 70 of them near the seed orchard, used that
permit and eliminated them. He continued to state that they have not had an issue on the forest since then
and that more landowners are picking them up more on game cameras. Mr. Hudson concluded by stating that
he does think they are opportunistic and will be back, but this is a method that can work. Mr. Camposano
stated that when it says that they are not listed in high numbers, or not a bad problem, he would not necessarily
look into increasing efforts for control if there were another management plan that says that hogs do occur in
frequent numbers on another state forest. He then stated thatif they are increasing that is something to look



into. Mr. Compton expressed that they were in areas like the Hutton Unit, the Blackwater River and the Yellow
River had pretty extensive damage. He then stressed that they are prolific breeders. Mr. Hudson stated that
they are definitely down there and in the south and he is starting to hear more about them in his area, and on
private game cameras, BRSF just has not yet found any spots on the forest side. Mr. Camposano suggested to
add language reading “Feral hog populations on BRSF are steadily increasing at this time.” He explained that
that way, they are not saying that it is a catastrophic problem but not saying that it is not a problem either on
BRSF. He then inquired if that was acceptable to the group. The MPAG Committee agreed. Mr. Camposano
stated that with that change, FFS has the authority to do what they need to do to, it is just a matter of the
funding and feasibility aspect of it.

Page 68: Mr. Tritt stated that this is to address the issue about private contractors and clarified that somecne
wanted to talk about land contractors. Mr. Hudson inquired if the group wanted to add to bullet 8 for BMPs
for private contractors, since that was something that was mentioned earlier. Mr. Compton agreed and stated
that it is a good thing to do and understands that it will take some time to develop something like that. Mr.
Camposano stated that this is almost about contractor types and did not think that this would be the place to
putit. He explained that following a specific BMP for groundcover is not a specific type of contractor. Mr. Smith
inquired if it is better to be stated in the actual Timber Harvest section of the plan. Mr. Davis stated that they
did add language earlier in the plan. Mr. Compton stated that his note reads, “To require the use of contractors
to achieve the needed marking.” Mr. Howell stated that he is thinking about leaving it as it is. Mr. Hudson
inquired if there was reasoning for the wording: “...to achieve the needed goals, with compliance to Best
Management Practices (BMPs).”

Mr. Smith inquired about going back to the page where American chaffseed is listed. Mr. Camposano then
instructed Mr. Howell to go back to page 35 and stated that there is a whole heading about it. Mr. Smith
clarified that he is referring to where it reads that it is found in only one (1) location. Mr. Camposano instructed
Mr. Howell to keep scrolling. The group stopped on page 47. Mr. Camposano inquired if there was more than
one location. Mr. Smith stated that the plant can be found in two (2} different locations. Mr. Camposano
inquired if the rest of the sentence make sense if they change it to two (2) locations. Mr. Smith stated yes. Mr.
Howell inserted the track changes to reflect that chaffseed can be found in two (2) different locations on the
state forest.

Mr. Davis inquired the group if there are any additional changes needed in the draft. Mr. Compton stated that
one thing he wanted to bring up, because they did add it to the plan and that he is very supportive of it, is
voicing his support for the cell phone towers due to the need, for safety and access to the state forest. He
continued to state that he wanted to point out FFS’s leadership, and how and where the towers are developed
if they are on forest land. He then stated that BRSF is also known as one of the few places for dark sky; where
folks can get away from the city lighting. Mr. Camposano stated that He then stated that BRSF is not a
designated “Dark Sky” destination. Mr. Compton stated that it is noted by a lot of people, but does not have
the official designation, but it is where people go. He continued to state that how towers are developed and
built, and the lighting used all play a role. He continued to state that there are some particularly very scenic
areas, even though the staff deals with that on recreation areas that border private property. Mr. Davis stated
that that is definitely taken into account, but typically, the company has Funding Rings. He then explained that
the carrier will install equipment with a tower within a 0.5 mile radius circle, but FFS chooses where within that
circle the tower and equipment is installed. He then stated it is usually on a disturbed site off of the road where
it is not near any development or can be seen by the public. He concluded by stating that it is usually within a
0.5 mile radius, but FFS has options within that radius, and they will take all of that into account as they develop
each one of the sites, if that happen.

Mr. Creamer stated that they have astronomy clubs that come out to the forest and are looking for the dark
skies. He then stated that it is a good point to make about avoiding the construction of the towers near a
recreation that would bother people. The group agreed. Mr. Compton stated that people are there for the
aesthetics and night sky. Mr. Camposano stated that aesthetics plays a big part into SFl as well. He then stated
that there needs to be logic in determining where those installments will take place. Mr. Tritt joked that if they
do install towers, then hopefully they will be Verizon-based. Mr. Compton and Mr. Camposano agreed. Mr.



Hudson stated that those who have Verizon currently are out of luck with cell signal. Mr. Smith stated that that
would be tough in certain places. Mr. Hudson agreed. Mr. Smith inquired Mr. Hudson if any of the carriers
have reached out to him before. Mr. Hudson stated no and that explained where Verizon installed their latest
tower. He continued to state that the rest of FFS uses Verizon, but BRSF is the only state forest to use AT&T as
their cell phone carrier. Mr. Tritt inquired where the AT&T towers are located. Mr. Hudson stated that there
is a tower right across from the BRSF office. Mr. Davis stated that the towers do collocate so Verizon could use
the tower in time, but they will only activate it if there are users that need it. Mr. Smith stated that he was
wondering if there would be a need for it. Mr. Davis continued to explain the feasibility of having a tower
installed. Mr. Hudson stated that in regard to Mr. Holley, who was here yesterday, will need to work with Mr.
Davis because the county is interested in putting one down at the OHV park, which would help the south end
of the forest. Mr. Davis stated that if the carriers do not find the location to be lucrative for them, then the
towers will not mean anything. Mr. Smith stated that maybe the carriers will think they can make money off of
it.

Commissioner Cox stated that there is some potential since the county does a lot of partnership funds and can
work with state entities to partner up with and make that happen. Mr. Davis stated thatitall depends on where
the carrier is willing to go. Commissioner Cox agreed. Mr. Davis continued to state that they could put a tower
anywhere, but that does not mean Verizon will pay for all of the equipment and go under a lease with FFS and
pay FFS if they cannot make money off of it. Mr. Camposano added that FFS is a willing partner. Mr. Davis
agreed and that the other half of the deciding factor is the carrier(s). Mr. Camposano inquired that FFS has
statutory authority. Mr. Davis stated that FFS does under F.S. 589.011.

He then inquired if there were any additional changes needed to the plan or to the exhibits. None followed.
Mr. Davis asked each MPAG member to comment on the draft plan. Mr. Hudson stated that he feels great
about the plan and that there are already a lot of what was expressed during the public comment, especially
with the recreation section and equestrian activities, which is already incorporated into the plan. He continued
to state that even though specifics are not addressed in the plan, many of these things were talked about during
the previous day (i.e. the fencing and stables) and have been talked about outside of the plan. He then stated
that things mentioned today, such as exploring the idea of more trails, can certainly be looked into. Mr. Hudson
further stated that these are all items that will be discussed, looked at and be worked on with user groups. Mr.
Hudson acknowledged how special of a place BRSF is and is something that the staff will do their best to
continue to maintain and develop the state forest continuously. He then concluded that he is happy with the
plan.

Mr. Smith stated that the plan is very well written and gives enough room for improvements from a wildlife
perspective. He then stated that Ms. Almario did not have a lot of comments to present.

Mr. Wesley stated that the plan was well written for an overall comprehensive plan. He appreciated that FFS
has separate plans for recreation and timber harvesting.

Mr. Tritt stated that with the changes made, the plan is a good plan.

Mr. Compton stated that the plan is outstanding and that BRSF has an excellent track record, as seen in their
accomplishments report. He then stated that he had several comments throughout the plan that say, “well
done” or “outstanding”. He continued to state that it is a very well managed state forest and is also evidenced
by this plan as well. He then stated that the additions he wanted to make were to make sure that those are
covered and give opportunity for the local managers and FFS to continue those efforts moving forward when
new people enter certain roles. Mr. Hudson stated that there definitely will be.

Mr. Shell stated that he is a new comer with very little knowledge and expectations for the meeting. He then
stated that he was very impressed with the plan and had no idea that this level of detail even existed. He
continued to state that this plan is just the tip of the iceberg because of the other management plans
underneath it that flesh it out. Mr. Shell reiterated that he is impressed and happy to be a part of it. Mr. Davis
thanked Mr. Shell for being here.

Commissioner Rowell stated that he came into this with limited knowledge as well and appreciates what FFS
does. He continued to state that he enjoyed looking long-term and gives BRSF staff some room to strengthen
stuff if needed, but not in a way where FFS would back themselves into a corner. He expressed how wise that



is and how appreciated that is. Commissioner Rowell continued to state that over 40% of Santa Rosa County is
in conservation and most of that is BRSF. He then stated that his office is going to help with that conservation
on the agricultural side but expressed that BRSF is a big reason as to why his county is so special. Commissioner
Rowell concluded hy stating his appreciation to serve of the MPAG Committee.

¢ Commissioner Cox stated that she loved the plan and read it twice. She stated that she has always fought for
the farmers and that she was completely overwhelmed by the detail of the plan. She then stated that after
reading the plan, she realized how little knowledge she had about forestry going into the MPAG. Commissioner
Cox concluded by thanking the group and expressed her appreciation for being a part of the committee.

e Mr. Davis noted that the draft will be submitted to the Acquisition and Restoration Council for review.
Consideration by the Council will likely occur at the April 2026, public meeting.

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

Workshop Meeting End Time: 11:08 A.M.
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