WELAKA STATE FOREST
2026 LAND MANAGEMENT PLAN

EXHIBITS



Exhibit A

Eleven-Year Management
Accomplishment Summary



Welaka State Forest

11-Year Accomplishments

Site Preparation Number Acres
Chop Single Pass 196 as
Burning N/A 24
Herbicide N/A 8c
Planting Number Acres
Longleaf Containerized 35,000 50
Slash Bareroot 25,410 35
Seedling Survival Check Number Acres
Survival Checks N/A 42
Plots 3 N/A
Timber Stand Improvement Number Acres
Chopping N/A 50
Herbicide N/A 82
Mechanical Treatments N/A 8
Mowing N/A 8
Timber Sales Tons Acres
Cruising N/A 133
Harvest 1,191 25
Marking N/A 33
Timber Inventory Plots Acres
Inventory Update 291 2,402
New Inventory N/A 250
Invasive Control Number Acres
Air Potato N/A 1.00
Camphor Tres N/A 66.66
Cassars Wead N/A £5.00
Chinese Tallow N/A 6.10
Cogon Grass N/A 15.25
Coral Ardisia N/A 8.01
Earlesf Acacia N/A 0.26
Japanese Climbing Fern N/A 0.10
Natal Grass NfA 2.€0
Wedilia N/A 7.00
Fire Number Acres
Prescribed Fire N/A £,091
Recreation Number Acres
Day Use Estimated Forest Visitors 164,643 N/A
Overnight Primitive Camping 4623 N/A
Overnight Full Capacity Camping 8,426 N/A




Annuzl Entrance Pass 158 M/A
Commercial Vendor Permits 26 MA
OOF Hunts 4 MSA
Roadwork Number Miles
Roads Graded ) 10
Foads Rebuil MSA 7
Culverts Installed g8 MA
Boundary Maintenance Mumber Miles
haintenance / Marking M Ex]
I&E Activities Mumber Miles
Programs J/ Tours 13 MSA
Education / Research g M
Radio / TV Articles 33 M/A
Other Activities Mumber Hours
Arenzs Repaired 1 MSA
Culverts Cleaned 6 MiA
Lizizom Committes Mestings b )
Archaeological Sites Monitored 25 MSA
Femark Eagle Tress 4 M/A
Repawve Farking Lot 1 MSA
WeiF Educationsal Trail Dock Rebuilt 1 M
WeSF Fall Festival 2 Mja
L

WeiF Paddler's Rendezvous

=




Exhibit B

Boundary and Roads Map






Exhibit C

Optimal Management Boundary Map






Exhibit D

Tract and Acreage Map






Exhibit E

Facilities, Recreation,
and
Improvements Map






Exhibit F

Proximity
to
Significant Managed Lands Map






Exhibit G

Division of Historical Resources Report
on
Archaeological Sites and Cultural Sites
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Exhibit H

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












Exhibit |

Soil Survey Maps
and
Descriptions








































































Exhibit J

Department
of
Environmental Protection

Outstanding Florida Waters









Exhibit K

Water Resources
and
BMAP Maps









Exhibit L

Florida Natural Areas Inventory

Managed Area Tracking Record




























































Exhibit M

Florida Fish and Wildlife
Conservation Commission

Listed Species Occurrence Records


















Exhibit N

Eleven-Year Fire History






Exhibit O

Invasive Species Map






Exhibit P

Current FNAI
Natural Communities
and
Cover Types Map






Exhibit Q

Historic FNAI
Natural Communities
and
Cover Types Map






Exhibit R

Land Management Reviews

(2016 & 2021)










































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 cases where the managed areas exceed 1,000 acres
in size, such a review must be scheduled at least every five years. In conducting this review, a statutorily
constructed review team “‘shall evaluate the extent to which the existing management plan provides
sufficient protection to threatened or endangered species, unique or important natural or physical features,
geological or hydrological functions or archacological 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, cach report may also contain an Appendix that lists individual team member comments. This is a
compilation of feedback, concerns or other thoughts raised by individual team members, but not necessarily
indicative of the final consensus reached by the Land Management Review Team.
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intends to continue this trend in the future to control unwanted woody species and promote a floristic
response from desirable groundcover.

2. Field Review Details

2.1 Field Review Checklist Findings

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

1. Natural communities, specifically sandhill, scrubby flatwoods, xeric hammock, mesic flatwoods,
baygall, floodplain swamp, depression marsh, flatwoods prairie lake, spring run, floodplain
marsh, wet prairie, and alluvial forest.

2. Listed Species Protection and Preservation, animals and plants in gereral, and specifically bald

eagle and gopher tortoise.

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

4. Cultural resources, specifically survey and protection/preservation.

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

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

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

8. Hydrologic/geologic function, specifically roads/culverts, ditches, and Mudd Spring geologic
feature.

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

10. Adjacent property concerns, land use, specifically inholdings and additions.

11. Public access, specifically roads, parking, and boat access.

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

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

2.2. Items Requiring Improvement Actions in the Field

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

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

Explanation of Consensus Commendations:

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

Explanation of Consensus Recommendations:

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

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

We provide team members with a checklist to fill out during the evaluation workshop phase of the Land
Management Review. The checklist is the uniform tool used to evaluate both the management actions and
condition of the managed 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
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 cither case staff climinated the issue from the report to the manager.

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

Scores 1.0 to 1.99 are considered Poor
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Exhibit S

Compliance
with
Local Comprehensive Plan

(Putnam County)






Exhibit T

State Forest Management Plan
Advisory Group Summary



Management Plan Advisory Group Public Hearing

MPAG Members Present:

MPAG Members Not Present:

Stephen Montgomery
Jeremy Olson

Jason Slater
Willy the Losen
Bill Heitz
Julianne Young

Gina Allen
Adam Bass

FFS Staff:

Guests:

Alan Davis

Brian Camposano
Mark Larson
Aaron Levine
Charlie Pedersen
Amelia McKnight
Dylan Fay

Emily Marsh

Nancy Salmon
Nancy Stephens
Karen Pando
Ron Smith
Glenn Lowe

Steve & Karen Rossman

Welaka State Forest

10-Year Land Management Plan

April 2, 2026
9:30 A.M.

Meeting Minutes

Waccasassa Forestry Center Manager, Florida Forest Service (FFS)

Land Management Program Manager,

Representing Brent Bachelder, St. Johns River Water Management District
Area Wildlife Biologist, Florida Fish and Wildlife Commission

CEO and Conservation Director, Putnam Land Conservancy

Lawyer, Representing John Morris, Local Property Owner

Deputy County Administrator,

Representing Commissioner JR Newbold, Putnam County

District Secretary, Putnam Soil and Water Conservation District
Local Property Owner

Land Administration Manager

Forest Management Assistant Bureau Chief
Forestry Resource Administrator

Forestry Supervisor ||

Biologist Scientist Ill

Government Operations Consultant |
Forester

Land Management Planner

Public Meeting Start Time: 9:32 A.M.

Land Administration Manager, Alan Davis (FFS) opened the meeting by introducing himself and explained
the purpose and statutory framework for the Welaka 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 Welaka State Forest (WeSF) for the next 10-year period.



Mr. Davis confirmed compliance with the Florida Sunshine Law advising MPAG members to not discuss the
draft outside of the public meetings. He stated that the meetings are open to the public, recorded, and
minutes taken.

Mr. Davis stated that both MPAG meetings are open to the public and proper notice was given. The
meetings were advertised in the Palatka Daily News Newspaper on February 5, 2026; Florida Administrative
Register, FFS webpage, as well as posted at the kiosks in the Waccasassa Forestry Center. The meetings
were announced at the Putnam County Commissioners meeting on February 10, 2026. He noted that the
draft plan goes through various approvals before and after the MPAG meetings but that the FFS Director is
granted final authority on changes to the draft plan. He described the day’s two meetings: The first meeting
is informational and provides opportunity for public comment; the 12:00 p.m. Workshop meeting provides
opportunity for the MPAG members to discuss the public input and to share their personal comments on
the draft plan. The public is welcome to attend the Workshop, but participation is limited to MPAG
members.

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

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

Mr. Davis then introduced Forestry Resource Administrator, Mark Larson, who presented a PowerPoint
presentation of the 10-Year Plan. Mr. Davis asked if there were any clarifying questions regarding the
presentation.

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

Mr. Davis announced there were three {3) public speaker comment forms and invited the individuals to
come up and speak when their names are called out.

Ms. Stephens stated thank you and that she will leave her written comment with Mr. Davis and expressed
that it was a lot. She then thanked the group for the opportunity to speak today and for gathering together
to do this important work. Ms. Stephens then stated that she is the Chairman of the Backcountry Horseman
of Florida and the North Florida Backcountry Horseman Chapter. She then stated that they have four (4)
chapters in the State of Florida and asked the equestrian users that are in attendance to raise their hands.
She then thanked them for driving here with the price of gas these days and added that it is more important
than ever that they are all here. She further stated for FFS to take notice of that. She continued to state
that her members have been riding, camping and participating in equestrian events in Welaka for decades.
She further stated that the group is very supportive of the forest and loves the forest and the infrastructure
that supports the equestrians. She then stated that she had the opportunity to drive by there the other
day and has not been to WeSF in over a year. She stated that she is impressed with the improvements
made within the last year. She then thanked the WeSF Team and gave them kudos regarding the redesign
of the horse stalls, and the flat RV site. She then stated that she wished that they had more of them. She
again expressed appreciation to the WeSF staff and noted how clean it is out there. Ms. Stephens stated
that she is going to turn her attention to the 10-year plan and expressed her understanding of the plan
being broad and catered towards the nest 10 years but has some statements to it and drill down a bit
because it is their opportunity to express to FFS what they like, what they do not like, and how things have
changed for equestrians. She then stated that the group supports expansion of WeSF and that there was
mention of possible expansion by 5,000 acres. Ms. Stephens applauds that and thinks that there would be
more equestrian use if the size of the forest was expanded and thereby having more trails to ride. She then
stated that instead of a drive-in day site, where people will drive in there for one day and go for a day ride,
people would come in for three (3) days there and ride. She further stated that more trails equal longer
stays. Ms. Stephens then stated that she supports recruiting volunteers and organizations. She explained
that her organization is a nationwide organization and they do maintenance and planning all over the
country and that they are available to help with WeSF's projects. She expressed her support for the
suggestion for improving equestrian facilities and the organization always has recommendations for that.
Ms. Stephens then noted that the suggestion to improve the main vehicle access road to and from the
equestrian camping areas is very important to her group. She then explained that their camping rigs (horse
trailers) are costing upwards to $100,000 or more when the truck and horse trailer is added together. She



further stated that they would like to have roads that will not tear up their equipment or make their horses
lame on the way into the site. Ms. Stephens stated that they support the continued marking of boundaries
because they do not want to be on anyone’s private property inadvertently and it helps them stay within
the boundaries of the forest. She added that they also support excluding the forest from Gopher Tortoise
Recipient Site status since they do not think WeSF is large enough to be a recipient site and may interfere
with the trails. She then stated that they support allowing for vegetation buffers along the trails when the
forest is logged. She further stated that there was mention of the aesthetics and that they appreciate the
forest’s aesthetics and understand the dual purpose of having to log these forests. Ms. Stephens continued
to state that if there was a perimeter or corridor beside the trail that was left with the beautiful trees, they
would really like that. Ms. Stephens then stated that she wants FFS to state in the plan that the Sandhill
Equestrian Trail is a Trail Trotter Trail. She explained that they all know that the trail is there, but they find
that there is a disconnect with the websites with the Trail Trotter Program and maps across WeSF and other
state forests. She continued to state that some of her members are trying to ride all the Trail Trotter trails
in the State of Florida right now; so anytime FFS can mention there is a Trail Trotter Trail and what it is, to
keep the name consistent across websites, maps, etc. would be wonderful. She further stated to provide
visitors with ways to get around by linking events and maps of the state forest where possible, because
they are finding more and more people becoming reluctant to go out on a state forest and get on a horse
and ride. She continued to state that back in the day, people would get on their horses and go, and now,
people want maps and marked trails because they are afraid of getting lost themselves, or they have a horse
that is not in condition for a 16 mile trail but is for an 8 mile trail. Ms. Stephens further stated that it is not
just about them but is also about the horses. Ms. Stephens then stated that, in comparison to horse
camping facilities at Blackwater River State Forest (BRSF) or the Withlacoochee State Forest (WSF), the
WeSF facilities are under-utilized by equestrians, in their opinion. She continued to state that that is
contributed to two (2) things: The humber of marked trails for horses do not currently support 2 to 3 day
camping trip. There are too few RV hookup and primitive campsites for club groups. Ifa club group wanted
to come in, then they will probably use more than 5 RV sites. Ms. Stephens continued to state that the RV
hookups are often reserved by non-equestrians, to which Ms. Stephens has experienced.

Ms. Stephens continued to state that she would love to see more equestrian traffic and noted that WeSF
has done an awesome job with the facilities there and they would like to see them to be up to speed with
BRSF or Goethe State Forest (GSF) as far as how many equestrians are using it.

Ms. Stephens then stated that she wants to talk more about the specifics and hit the ones that she has not
spoken to. She continued to state that they would like to have the ability to access a focal point on the St.
Johns River. She explained that, at this time, they are on the east side of the forest, and there is nothing
that equestrians can do on the west side. She further stated that they like focal points and interest points
and is more attractive to equestrians when they are riding out there. She then stated that if there was a
way to implement a spur trail to a point of interest at the St. Johns River, that would be awesome. Ms.
Stephens then stated that obviously, if staff does add acreage to the forest, then they would like FFS to
expand the trails and Ms. Stephens’ group volunteers to do that. Ms. Stephens stated that they would like
utilization of the paths, firelines, and service roads for marked trails. She then stated that they wants to
use the roads that are not well-used by vehicles. She explained that on a lot of forests, they get put out
onto the roads used by vehicles and that does not mix, and the surface does not work very well with the
horses because of the rocks. Ms. Stephens stated that related to the arenas on WeSF, there are two (2),
and she knows that they have been used for shows and that sort of thing in the past. She continued to
state that what she is seeing is at Tillis Hill and at Blackwater, that they have taken larger areas and cut
them down into smaller paddocks; so that when equestrians are there staying for a few days with their
horses, not only do they have a stall for the horses, but they have some turn-out time after a ride and let
the horses roll before going back to their stalls. She then stated that she knows at Tillis Hill they limit it to
a certain amount of time and at BRSF too. Ms. Stephens then stated that without losing character of those
big arenas, staff can take one (1) arena and divide it into paddocks and still have one (1) arena for shows or
whatever. She further stated that WeSF has a round pen but there is no signage telling people where it is



or that they can use it; so just a simple sign stating “Round Pen” with an arrow would be a great addition.
Ms. Stephens noted that there is an apartment stated in the plan located in the equestrian area. She further
stated that she thinks she knows where it is and explained that there are equestrians that travel without
their living quarters and that they would love to stay in the apartment, to which she believes is by the
bathrooms. She then stated for FFS to tell her if she is right or wrong. Ms. Stephens stated further that if
that is the place, people would love to rent that if they just come without living quarters. Ms. Stephens
then spoke about reserving camping spots for equestrians during the prime winter riding, and non-hunted
times. She explained that, unfortunately for them, the best time to hunt falls within their prime time to
ride, but fortunately for the group at WeSF, the hunting window is very short. She then stated that that is
also the time when the Snowbirds come down from the north and she and the equestrians would like to
have first dibs on the RV sites during the best riding season. She then stated that she noticed that there
were no bugs out there, given that it was the last day of March. Ms. Stephens stated that she supports
continuing to manage the forest as a nonhunted area, except for the special, disabled hunts, and to evaluate
the roads for use as connector trails as opposed to closing them. Ms. Stephens concluded by stating that
they really appreciate this opportunity to talk to everyone and her comments have bearing on all of the
state forests. She stated that she knows that many of the FFS staff manage multiple state forests and they
think that WeSF is a treasure that really has not been discovered in decades and the group wants it to be
as much of a gem as BRSF, Tillis Hill and GSF are. Ms. Stephens thanked FFS again for the opportunity to
speak. Mr. Davis thanked Ms. Stephens.

Ms. Rossman stated that she was grateful to be here today and thanked Ms. Stephens for inviting them to
listen to the presentation. She then introduced herself as the president as one of the other Backcountry
Horseman chapters (Florida Forever Backcountry Horsemen) to which they primarily serve and take joy in
the Citrus Tract on WSF. Shen then thanked Mr. Larson for presenting earlier and that it was the best
presentation on forest management and really annunciating the goals of FFS, and it was wonderful. The
group and audience cheered and applauded. Ms. Rossman stated that her chapter is devoted to preserving
and caring for equine trails in WSF but also cooperate with other chapters in Florida to assist them when
they need it, because we all have common goals, interests and needs. She continued to state that it is
imperative that they work closely with FFS and keep up with the established relationship. She concluded
by stating that she was glad to be there and is excited about the potentials for the equestrian users and
also excited about the tremendous show of cooperation within this community and thanked the group. Mr.
Davis thanked Ms. Rossman.

Ms. Pando stated that she is with the Backcountry Horseman with the Southeast Ocala Forest. She stated
that they primarily work out of the southeast and when they formed their chapter, they wanted to work on
the horse trails on the Ocala Forest because it is really big. She continued to state that when they were
trying to come up with a name and Ocala Forest was mentioned, one lady stated that she was not going to
be in charge of the whole forest, and therefore their chapter is primarily out of the southeast end of the
forest where most of the horse trails are located. She then stated that, like Ms. Pando stated, that they will
go out to other areas that are needed, and to public lands that need some help to help clear some trails.
Ms. Pando then stated that they have four (4) or five (5) sawyers in the club; so, they have guys that can go
out there with chainsaws on a tree that is blocking the WeSF trail. She then introduced one of the sawyers,
Ron Smith, who has been doing this for many, many years. Ms. Stephens then applauded and thanked Ms.
Stephens’ earlier comments and thanked FFS for having the group here today. She then stated that she
lives in Altuna and comes up to WeSF for day rides. She explained that Altuna resides in Lake County and
is about an hour away from WeSF. She then stated that the forest is very nice and very pretty, but right
now, there are only enough trails for a day ride. She continued to state that, while WeSF has a beautiful
place to camp, and keep their horses in those nice stalls; to which she thanked FFS and continued to state
that there is not enough riding to keep them there for two (2) or three (3) days of camping. Ms. Pando
stated that she would like more trails and trails through the woods, not having all the trails on the roads
and that they like to have side trails going through the woods, and would love to get down to the river. Ms.
Pando stated that water is always wonderful and when you are riding and come upon a body of water, it is



just so soothing and relaxing. She then stated that she just did that down in the Green Swamp, down in
Polk County where folks can get to some of the lakes down there, stand there and take it all in. Ms. Pando
continued to state that there is also Two Rivers State Park up in Jasper, Florida, then corrected herself by
stating Twin Rivers. She then stated that they have a beautiful, long trail that goes right along the
Withlacoochee River. She continued to state that she does not know how long it is, but takes about 15 to
20 minutes to ride, and is so pretty, and would like to have something like that at WeSF west of the road.
Ms. Pando stated that she is in support of more trails and if there is acquisition of additional land, as Ms.
Stephens mentioned, more horse trails would be appreciated. Ms. Pando concluded by thanking FFS for all
that they do for making the state forest available for equestrians. She then stated that if there are trails
out there, they will find them and ride them and that is what they do now. Ms. Pando thanked the group
for the opportunity to speak. Mr. Davis thanked Ms. Pando.

s Mr. Davis inquired if there were any additional questions before closing the meeting. None followed.

* Mr. Davis closed the meeting.

Public Meeting End Time: 10:12 A.M.



Management Plan Advisory Group Workshop

MPAG Members Present:
e Stephen Montgomery
e Jeremy Olson

e Jason Slater
s  Willy the Losen

MPAG Members Not Present:
e Gina Allen
e Julianne Young

e Bill Heitz
e Adam Bass

FFS Staff:

e Alan Davis

e Brian Camposano
e Mark Larson

e Aaron Levine

e Charlie Pedersen
e Amelia McKnight
e Dylan Fay

e Emily Marsh

Guests:
¢ None

Welaka State Forest

10-Year Land Management Plan

April 2, 2026
12:00 P.M.

Meeting Minutes

Waccasassa Forestry Center Manager, Florida Forest Service (FFS)

Land Management Program Manager,

Representing Brent Bachelder, St. Johns River Water Management District
Area Wildlife Biologist, Florida Fish and Wildlife Commission

CEO and Conservation Director, Putnam Land Conservancy

District Secretary, Putnam Soil and Water Conservation District
Deputy County Administrator,

Representing Commissioner JR Newbold, Putnam County
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s land Administration Manager, Alan Davis introduced himself and opened the WeSF 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. Mr. Davis asked the advisory group to elect an MPAG
chairperson. Stephen Montgomery was elected to serve as chairperson. Forestry Resources Administrator
Mark Larson was available to make proposed changes to the draft during the page-by-page review. Mr.
Davis read off submitted public comments to MPAG Committee.



Page 3: Mr. Olson stated that where it says, “Mud Springs empties...” to change the word “empties” to
“provides”. Mr. Davis suggested “discharges” and Mr. Olson agreed and stated that that works as well. Mr.
Larson inquired if track changes were on and Mr. Davis confirmed that track changes were turned on. Mr.
Larson inquired Mr. Olson to repeat what he said. Mr. Olson stated that “discharges” or “provides” will work.
The gentlemen agreed on “provides” and track change was made. Mr. Montgomery joked that he likes
“discharges” better, and Mr. Davis agreed but group agreed on “provide.” Mr. Davis inquired the group of any
additional questions. None followed.

Page 10: Mr. Olson stated that it mentions that SJIRWMD is on record under subsection 3 of the Legal
Description section. He further stated that he does not think that they should be on that, and inquired if they
co-own anything with FFS. Mr. Larson stated that that is a good point and that no, there is not co-ownership.
Mr. Montogomery suggested to delete it and FFS can look it up to make sure. Mr. Camposano stated that he
will check really quick and that we can delete it, if not, but he will still check. Mr. Olson thanked Mr. Camposano.
Mr. Olson stated that another change to be made is in the list of properties because the Nine Mile Swamp is no
more and has been incorporated into Rice Creek Conservation Area. Mr. Larson and Ms. Marsh discussed the
track change feature and Ms. Marsh stated not to worry, and that she will clean it up after the meeting. Ms.
Marsh observed the issue with the track change and guided Mr. Larson in undoing the previous change and
making the corrected track change. The group thanked Ms. Marsh. Mr. Davis also thanked Mr. Larson and Mr.
Olson.

Willy The Losen inquired about including privately owned land and easements. He then exemplified a
conservation easement that the North Florida Lands Trust holds just southeast that consists of a few hundred
acres. Mr. Davis inquired if it is privately held. Willy The Losen indicated that it is privately held by the North
Florida Land Trust, but it is a perpetual conservation land easement. Mr. Davis explained that, for consistency
throughout the rest of the state, FFS usually only calls out state-owned or government owned. Willy The Losen
stated ok and stated that that does not really pertain to this plan and/or section. Mr. Davis stated correct.

Mr. Camposano inquired to chime in really quick. Mr. Davis stated yes. Mr. Camposano stated that Mr. Olson
was correct and that SIRWMD is not within the legal description. He further stated that WeSF is all Board of
Internal Improvement Trust Fund-owned (TIITF). Mr. Davis then instructed Mr. Larson to strike that language
from the draft plan. Mr. Davis inquired if there were any additional changes to page 10. None followed.

Page 11: Mr. Olson suggested to add the parcel number instead of “N/A” under the parcel name of Table 3 but
does not have a strong opinion. Mr. Larson inquired Mr. Olson that the fact that the table shows “N/A” should
be updated. Mr. Olson stated yes, and that in their plans they would normally have something there for that.
Mr. Camposano stated to just put “Welaka State Forest” there. Mr. Davis stated yes and then inquired if the
forest consists only of one (1) tract. Mr. Larson stated correct. Mr. Davis suggested to Mr. Larson to make Mr.
Camposano’s suggested change. Mr. Davis inquired whether there were any additional changes to page 11.
None followed.

Page 13: Willy The Losen inquired, for informational purposes, about the industry for Palmetto fronds. Mr.
Levine stated yes and explained that they have been used overseas in the past for Palm Sunday events. He
continued to state that he believes that they are used for building tiki huts as well. Mr. Camposano inquired if
the question was about Palmetto frond use. Ms. Marsh stated yes. Mr. Camposano explained that the language
is added into the plan in case there is a future use for them. He then stated that there is a contract down in
FFS’s southern end of the state, like near Picayune Strand State Forest (PSSF), people will get contracts to
harvest the cabbage palm fronds, and they will make the tiki huts out of them. An MPAG member agreed. Mr.
Davis inquired if there were any additional changes to page 13. None followed.

Page 14: Mr. Fay inquired if the number of onsite housing units is correct. He then stated that one (1) was
recently demolished. Mr. Levine stated that that is correct. Mr. Montgomery agreed and stated that they are
down to two (2) onsite housing units now. Then they guided Mr. Larson to where the track change is to be
implemented. Mr. Davis thanked Mr. Fay for catching that. Mr. Davis inquired if there were any additional
changes to page 14. None followed.

Page 23: Mr. Olson stated that under subsection A(2) it states no significant soil erosion problems, but there is
another mention of erosion of road somewhere; where the plans talks about repaving road, because there is



ongoing road erosion mentioned somewhere else in the document. He then suggested to possibly delete that
sentence. Mr. Olson further stated that “major” is a qualifier but elsewhere in the document it does say that
there is erosion going on. Mr. Montgomery inquired if Mr. Olson is referring to the Campground Road or the
sinkhole. Mr. Larson stated no and that he believes it is in reference to the assessment done and it talks about
309 channelization and how 309 was paved. Mr. Olson stated that the other section he is talking about is on
page 36 where it talks about the ongoing road erosion at the equestrian campground. Mr. Montgomery
inquired if it is the road that goes up the hill. Mr. Larson stated yes. Mr. Davis inquired Mr. Montgomery if
striking “significant” would suffice and what his thoughts were. Mr. Montgomery stated to delete the entire
sentence. He further stated that if they are going to say that there is erosion somewhere, then he agrees with
Mr. Olson to maintain consistency even though he does not think itis required to be in there. Mr. Davis agreed
and stated that it is not required to be in there. Mr. Montgomery added that they should address that minor
erosion in a different area of the draft plan. Mr. Davis inquired if there were any additional changes to page
23. None followed.

Page 27: Mr. Slater stated that he thought he had a change on the list of species but changed his mind and
stated that it is on a different page.

Page 34: Mr. Davis stated that FFS made one {1) change for accuracy. Ms. Marsh stated that the change had
been caught after the draft was sent out to the MPAG Committee for clarity purposes. Ms. Marsh stated that
Mr. Levine and Mr. Larson noticed it when they were developing the presentation and when they went back
into the plan, they noticed the discrepancy. Mr. Olson joked that he is disappointed that none of his team
caught it. Ms. Marsh stated that this is why FFS has multiple eyes on the document throughout this process.
Page 37: Mr. Slater stated his confusion and this ties into another change on page 43. He continued to state
that on page 37 it says that the state forest is not open to hunting, not designated as a WMA, which is fine; but
later on page 43, where it talks about invasive species, it talks about wild hogs and hunting to be an ineffective
form of population control, but there is no hunting allowed to begin with. He then stated that the group can
wait until they get to page 43. Mr. Larson stated that he will put a comment in reference to page 43 stating
about hog control. Mr. Slater stated yes and that it is a little confusing reading it, because it states no hunting
on page 37, but he will point it out when the group gets to page 43. Mr. Levine stated that there is a sentence
in there that alludes to the confusion. Mr. Montgomery stated that yes there is.

Ms. McKnight stated that FFS has identified the difference between recreational hunting and species control.
Mr. Slater stated that that was another question he had when they get to that section about hog trapping. He
continued to state that there isn't more data. He then inquired how many hogs WeSF Staff are currently
trapping and how many are trapped annually. Mr. Slater further stated that there is no other supporting data.
Mr. Davis stated that he understood.

Mr. Davis inquired if the group wanted to address any hog trapping here. Mr. Montgomery stated that when
they get to page 43 they need to address it, for clarity purposes. Mr. Davis inquired Mr. Montgomery if he was
referencing the Invasive Species section on page 43. Mr. Montgomery stated yes and that it is a very confusing
sentence. Mr. Davis stated ok and inquired of the group that no changes need to be made on page 37, rather
the change is to be made on page 43. Mr. Slater stated correct and that the language on page 37 is fine and
then when the reader gets to where it talks about hunting being ineffective, it becomes confusing if no hunting
is allowed on the state forest to begin with. Mr. Camposano joked that it is a true statement and then stated
that the sentence will need to come out.

Mr. Olson inquired if it was normal to have Operation Outdoor Freedom (OOF) statewide in FFS’s plans. Mr.
Davis stated yes and that OOF is separate from WMAs. He then stated that there is no overlap with WMAs or
OOF tracts. Mr. Olson stated right but inquired if the OOF language within the plan is boiler plate language.
The group answered yes. Mr. Davis inquired the group of any changes on page 37. None followed. He then
thanked Mr. Slater for catching the discrepancy and that it will be addressed on page 43.

Page 43: Mr. Slater stated that the discrepancy is where it talks about WeSF having a significant population of
feral hogs. He then stated that the forest is not hunting the hogs. Mr. Montgomery suggested to delete the
sentence and modify the one after where it says, “Additional actions to include...” and proceeded to suggest
updated language.



Mr. Levine stated that he has not seen any evidence of current feral hog activities. He continued to state that
it may have been a problem in the past but is not a problem now. Mr. Montgomery agreed with Mr. Levine
that the problem is not significant but then inquired Mr. Petersen if he had seen a lot of hogs out there. Mr.
Petersen stated no, and that he has seen much worse damage in other places. He then stated that the south
end of GSF is a trainwreck. Mr. Montgomery agreed. Mr. Levine added that the recently acquired Suttlemyre
Tract on Etoniah Creek State Forest (ECSF) has some recent hog activity. Mr. Montgomery agreed that that is
at ECSF. He continued to state that it should be stated in the WeSF plan that there is a limited population of
feral hogs in the wetlands. Mr. Montgomery further suggested to change the entire paragraph to say “If hogs
become a problem, possible management include...”

Mr. Slater stated that if the group does change the paragraph then they need to go back to page 29 and adjust
the sentence that states that there is a significant population of wild hogs. Mr. Olson stated that he would not
call it significant, and Mr. Montgomery agreed. Mr. Slater further stated that if the group is going to change
one area, then they need to change the other section too. Mr. Davis inquired Mr. Larson to go back to page 29.
Page 29: Mr. Slater stated that the change would be under number 4 on page 29. Mr. Montgomery stated that
this is mess and then joked that the hogs got into the plan. The group laughed and Mr. Davis joked further and
stated to leave it to the hogs. Mr. Slater guided Mr. Larson to the area within the section that required updates.
Mr. Larson inquired Mr. Slater that it is just to strike through the sentence indicating that there is a significant
population of wild hogs. Mr. Slater stated yes.

Mr. Olson inquired of Mr. Slater if FWC was still doing hog hunting permits. He continued to state that he
understood that regulations have changed and inquired if the sentence was still valid. Mr. Slater stated that as
far as he knows, yes. Mr. Olson stated ok and that he knows he works with them on WMAs.

Mr. Davis inquired Mr. Larson to strike the first sentence. Mr. Montgomery stated that they have to delete it
because it does not make sense. Mr. Davis then inquired the group if they were ok with the sentence being
stricken completely. Mr. Montgomery suggested to state “Infrequent damage from feral hogs observed” and
then stated that he believes it is important to note that there could be feral hogs in there. He continued to
state that if they become a problem, then WeSF staff are going to trap them and try to control them so there
needs to be some language alluding to that. Mr. Montgomery reiterated his suggested change to the written
language. Mr. Slater then suggested to add language that states “Maintain a hog control permit through FWC.”
So that FFS can utilize FWC as necessary. Mr. Olson inquired if that was in reference to the last sentence on
that page and was wondering if that was still valid. The group stated yes. Mr. Mongomery guided Mr. Larson
in the track change. Ms. Marsh suggested using the phrase “as needed” at the end of the sentence and Mr.
Montgomery agreed. Mr. Davis inquired the group if they were satisfied with the changes made. Mr. Olson
stated to add “currently an issue” instead of “currently a issue”. Mr. Montgomery then further inquired about
hog permits. Mr. Olson stated that he thinks the sentence is fine as is and noted that FWC has lightened up on
their permitting requirements. He further stated that it is needed for WMAs but was under the impression that
FWC’s permission is not needed to shoot hogs for non-WMA lands. Mr. Olson then stated that they can leave
it because FFS has a statewide agreement with FWC. Mr. Larson stated that that is not very clearly stated and
explained that they turn to FWC related to any hog trapping activities and questions. An MPAG member
suggested to leave itin there and Mr. Olson stated ok. Mr. Larson inquired Mr. Camposano if he knows anything
differently. Mr. Camposano stated that to leave it as is but as he has sat here and thought about it more, they
are correct that FFS can authorize hog hunting on a non-WMA forest without FWC’s blessing. He further stated
that the moment it comes onto WMA land, then it has to be under that statewide agreement; whether that is
issued for all of FFS’s WMAs and all of the data is reported back at the end of the year. Mr. Camposano
continued to state that what they are reviewing is technically template language that is in all FFS Ten-Year Land
Management Plans; especially the last sentence that was being discussed. He concluded by inquiring the group
if they are ok with the language and if they are good to keep the language in the draft. He further stated that
it is the MPAG Committee’s decision whether or not the language stays in. The MPAG Committee agreed to
leave the language within the plan. Mr. Davis inquired if there were any additional changes to page 43. None
followed.



Page 68: Mr. Olson joked that there is an “a” missing in the plant communities of WeSF section. There was a
brief pause before Mr. Olson stated that he was joking. Mr. Davis and the MPAG Committee laughed. Mr. Davis
inquired about deleting the hyperlinks within the reference section. Mr. Larson stated that the reader cannot
access them from reading the printed version but can access it if the reader is reading the plan posted online.
Mr. Davis explained that broken links can be an issue with IT. Mr. Montgomery suggested that would be a
decision for Mr. Davis and Mr. Camposano to make. Mr. Olson stated that he likes how that is referenced
throughout the document and the link was accessible. Mr. Davis stated ok.

After Mr. Davis finished going through the draft land management plan, Mr. Davis inquired if there were any
additional changes to the draft. None followed. He then inquired if any discussion was needed for the exhibits.
None followed.

Mr. Davis asked each MPAG member to comment on the draft plan. Mr. Montgomery stated that he thinks the
team did a great job building the plan making it thorough and thoughtful. He continued to state that even
though there has not been much change to the property over the past 10 years, they are still moving forward
with the property. Mr. Slater stated that the plan looked great to him and his organization follows the same
template with their management plans. He concluded by stating that other than what he had pointed out
earlier, he did not see anything else that required changing. Mr. Olson stated his agreement with Mr. Slater
and continued to state that the thought historic and current community types were well done and is not seen
in a lot of plans. Mr. Olson further stated that the historical accounts, imagery and reference to the historic
natural communities is unique and thought FFS did a good job on that. Willy The Losen stated that he agreed
with everything that has been stated so far. He continued to state that it was a very comprehensive and well
done plan and is honored to be part of the WeSF MPAG Commiittee.

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 August 14, 2026, public meeting.

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

Workshop Meeting End Time: 12:39 P.M.
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