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PARCEL ASSESSMENT SUMMARY 
 
 

TRACT: Walker Spring  
SELLERS: Layman Law Firm – Christopher and Kristine Layman 
COUNTY: Jefferson 
S-T-R: S 29; T 2S; R 5E   
ACREAGE: 172 acres +/- 
RIVER FRONTAGE: 3,085.29 feet (0.58 miles) 
WATER RESOURCE PROTECTION: 

100-Year Floodplain: 100% (172 acres) 
Surfacewater Protection: 53% (90.5 acres) 
Aquifer Recharge: None 
Springs Protection: 42 % (71.73 acres) 
 

TRACT DESCRIPTION: The tract is located on the north bank of the Aucilla 
River and bordered by District owned land on two sides. Walker Spring is low 
order 3rd magnitude spring with an oval shaped 35 feet long by 15 feet wide 
spring pool and over a ¼ mile spring run to the river. A floodplain hardwood 
forest borders the Aucilla River within the 100-year floodplain. The remaining 
acreage is in planted pines and natural forest cover of longleaf pines and 
hardwoods. The only improvements are a three acre man-made lake and 2 
bedroom riverfront cabin powered by a generator.  
 
ACCESS: The property has direct frontage on paved State road 257A. 
OUTSTANDING INTERESTS: No outstanding interests are reported at this time.  
MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES: A conservation easement is proposed over 
the entire acreage to protect floodplain and wetland resources. The landowner 
will retain hunting and recreational use and the right to harvest timber on 80 
acres of pine lands and relinquish all rights for any future subdivision of the tract. 
Floodplain and wetland forests will be protected in their natural state and 
condition.  
CURRENT ASKING PRICE: $1,780/per acre for a perpetual conservation 
easement. The landowner offered the District a conservation easement over this 
property in January 2010 for $2,500 per acre.  
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2010 LMRT Comments 
Page 1 
 

 
 

1. Are the lands being managed in a manner consistent with the purpose for which they were acquired? 
 1 _ The SRWMD is not in compliance. 
 5  _ SRWMD compliance is adequate and acceptable. 
 5  _ SRWMD exceeds compliance regularly. 

2. Do the actions taken by the SRWMD on the lands implement the goals identified in the District Land Management Plan 
and Excellence in Land Management Program?  
  __ The SRWMD is not in compliance. 
 6  _ SRWMD compliance is adequate and acceptable. 
 4  _ SRWMD exceeds compliance regularly. 

Guy Anglin, 
Private 
landowner 

1) The Plan calls for planting slash pine in mesic flatwoods at a rate of 450-700 trees per acre and a fire return 
interval of 2-8 years.  
First, slash pine should not be planted in mesic flatwoods. While in my professional opinion, slash pine is 
not normally a component of mesic flatwoods, I realize there is some disagreement on this issue. However, 
regardless of whether slash pine was historically a component of this community type, when slash pine is 
planted it delays restoration of the natural community, one of the primary goals of the plan. Most of the 
SRWMD land being clear cut has gone through at least one and usually several silvicultural rotations. In 
order to restore these lands, they need frequent fire as soon as possible. When slash pine is planted, it will 
not be burned for several years due to the almost sure mortality of the slash pine. Whereas, when planted to 
longleaf, which I think historically dominated the canopy in these former pine savannas, fire can and should 
be returned in two years. 
While FNAI may say mesic flatwoods should burn on a 2-8 year interval, it is likely that very little flatwoods, 
mesic or wet, went more than three years without fire prior to European interference. FNAI in fact 
recommends a 2-4 year fire return interval (personal communication with Carolyn Kindell). 
Planting of slash pine in either mesic flatwoods, wet flatwoods, or wet prairies is preventing the 
accomplishment of several stated goals of the SRWMD plan (the existing plan or the draft), because it 
prevents the use of fire on a timely basis and frequently enough to accomplish such goals as: 
 Restoration and protection of the land’s natural state and condition. (page 4) 
 Prescriptions designed to maintain objectives and prevent resource degradation. (page 4) 

(Nothing is more degrading than roller chopping, broadcast herbiciding, and fire exclusion, all associated 
with the establishment of slash pine.) 

 Groundcover diversity. (page 5). Restoring and protecting groundcover diversity requires exclusion of 
mechanical disturbance and broadcast herbicide, and requires frequent burning (2 or no more than 3 
year fire return intervals), the first two of which the SRWMD is using to establish slash pine and 
establishment of slash pine prevents the third.  

LAM 26



2010 LMRT Comments 
Page 2 
 

 
 

Once slash pine is planted, fire has to be excluded for several, usually at least 6 years, but most likely 10 
years, to avoid killing the slash pine. In most flatwoods (mesic and wet), woody shrubs such as tyty, 
gallberry, and fetterbush becomes so dense that fire would be so intense that the pines would be killed even 
after they are ten years old or older. Therefore, it is likely that many of these slash plantations won’t be 
burned until after thinning around age 18 or 20. This means that restoration, as called for in the plan, is set 
back ten to twenty years.  
The Groundcover, as stated on page 5, is vital to the biodiversity and natural community management. 
Restoration and proper management requires frequent fire (2-3 years in these degraded systems). The 
replanting of the 800,000 slash pine this past winter and the millions that I assume were planted in 
the past few years is prohibiting the restoration and management of these communities as called for 
in this draft and the existing plan. 

2) Rare species. (page 6) Calls for protection and management for rare species. Most of the rare plant 
species (and associated rare animal species) are rare due to slash pine silviculture, including fire exclusion, 
as practiced by industrial timber companies and many smaller private land owners. Roller chopping, 
bedding, and more recently herbicides and the necessity of excluding fire from slash, loblolly, and sandpine 
plantations is the primary reason for the rarity of most of these species in the coastal plain of the 
southeastern United States. Many, if not most, of the rare species on SRWMD lands are components of the 
groundcover. In order to “protect and manage for” these species it is absolutely necessary to stop 
intensive (ground disturbing) mechanical site preparation, broad cast herbicide applications (the results of 
which I observed and provided photographs to SRWMD staff) and the exclusion of fire associated with 
young slash pine plantations. The only feasible way to accomplish this goal is to plant longleaf pine in 
flatwoods and sandhills (other than xeric scrub/ sandpine communities), using fire primarily for site 
preparation and release. On those sites where completion is such that fire does not successfully release 
the longleaf pines, band applications of herbicide may be acceptable providing it doesn’t affect more than 
one third of the groundcover, which leaves space for survival of most groundcover components, including 
rare species.  

3) Maintain and/or increase existing rare species populations. (page 6) Some existing rare species 
populations are known, however, many are not known. While surveys sometimes reveal locations, 
considering the fire-suppressed, overgrown state of the SRWMD lands I have observed, the likelihood of a 
survey revealing the presence of most rare species occurrences is remote indeed. Having many years of 
experience in surveying for rare species, I can assure the reader that unless the land is recently (and 
frequently) burned, many (if not most) occurrences go undetected, even by the most experienced biologist. I 
have personally observed four rare plant occurrences along the Middle Aucilla Tract. This area was recently 
roller chopped at least twice and herbicides applied by helicopter. The likelihood of any rare plant surviving 
this type of site preparation and the fire exclusion that will accompany the slash pines recently planted is 
slim indeed. The only way to comply with the SRWMD plan is to assume presence of these species and 
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treat the land accordingly. This will accomplish the goals of restoring the native groundcover (that, as stated, 
is so important and often overlooked) and protecting, maintaining, and increasing rare species populations. 
The only feasible way I am aware of to accomplish these goals is to plant longleaf and keep the fire return 
interval short. I recommend a fire return interval of two years or as often as there is enough fine fuel 
to carry fire. 

4) I did find the field stops informative and the staff presentations all clear and professional. I was disappointed 
that all of the stops were in sand hills. I understand that the SRWMD manages around 160,000 acres of 
land, of which only about 10,000 acres is sandhill. This was my second Review Team and both times we 
were only shown sandhill where longleaf pines were planted or where slash pine had been thinned and 
burned. We were told that the District had planted roughly 200,000 longleaf and 800,000 slash pines this 
year. It seems to me that it would have been more appropriate for the Team to visit some of the flatwoods 
where slash pine was planted. 

Matthew Chopp, 
FWC 

 The ELM scorecard was useful and comprehensive. Please continue to improve this scorecard tool for the 
purpose of progress monitoring and communicating to the public the SRWMD’s land management practices. 
The use of simple and clear numbers and averages in the ELM is necessary to communicate with and ensure 
trust from the public. 

 I liked the SRWMD’s approach to land acquisition and management. SRWMD resource management goals 
and objectives were sound. They focused on resource management and public use. These were well 
explained. 

 Scott Gregor’s Land Management with Prescribed Fire 
o “Fire History” slide = confusing and did not appear to match row 1.3.B on the ELM scorecard. Perhaps a 

less-complex qualitative summary can be presented when educating the public on these management 
strategies that are difficult to quantify in a simple way. 

o Good job on the creation of MS Access database. This will enable responsible and successful follow-up 
work/monitoring by staff and private contractors 

o Management recommendations (referencing Table 1 of Appendix 7 of the DLMP): 
 Priorities for burning the following natural communities are lower than for other types. This is correct. 

However these should be targeted at some point for fire application and not totally neglected: 
 Scrubby Flatwoods 
 Xeric Hammock 

 Edwin McCook’s Public Use of District Lands: Good job. Please continue distribution of public use opportunity 
information throughout the region. Your public presentations are productive. They encourage public use and 
promote the SRWMD’s positive role as a provider of public recreation on state lands 

 Beau’s Monitoring and Adaptive Management: Good use of these progressive resource management 
strategies 

 Scott Gregor’s Field Discussion: Prescribed fire/vegetation restoration program was well-explained and easy 
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to understand during on-site field trips. 
David L. Auth, 
Ph.D. Zoology, 
Herpetology 

DLMP 
1. District should hire more permanent staff rather than contracting so many jobs out to independents. This 

would increase consistency, reduce costs, and increase district morale.  
2. Fire is fine, but herbicides kill amphibians.  
3. Patches of hardwoods in uplands should remain to increase biodiversity.  
4. Some stump piles should remain as mammal snare and lizard habitat as all other habitat is removed in a clear 

cut.  
5. There is much too much emphasis on planting slash pine in up lands. Slash is a fast growing wetland pine, 

but is not fire adapted and not an upland species like longleaf pine. The reason slash is planted is that it is 
more profitable, a quicker revenue generator, longleaf survival is lower and grows more slowly but survives 
fire much better than slash and has a much more diverse understory (plant biodiversity higher) as well as 
higher animal diversity. Much of district upland was once “high pine” = old growth longleaf. Since the district 
management plan states it is attempting to return to historic ecosystems, then it should not be planting slash 
pine.  
So change timber resource objectives in the appendix (page 10) “ensure that commercial harvests provide 
the maximum financial returns that are possible with the consistent attainment of natural resource values” 
replace underlined portion with “are completely consistent with all.” Since the district land habitat types have 
many of the 900 species of native Florida plants, The emphasis on manipulated or “restored” lands must be 
on all of the plant species, not just on two species of commercially valuable pine species.  

On the positive side:  
1. The policy of the district to leave the wetland habitats under its control alone is a good one. The District is not 

considering, as has happened in Florida’s history, the logging of wetland hardwoods for revenue generation.  
2. I greatly appreciate the fact that District lands are open to the public without charge for hunting, fishing, hiking, 

and passive recreation. However I doubt that the District has the money to hire people to patrol and protect 
District lands from improper uses by the public. Relying on volunteers and local sheriffs probably is not 
sufficient. Thus, it probably is necessary to both charge a modest entry fee and secure a portion of the 
amounts charged for hunting and fishing licenses (Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission) and 
Florida Park Service charges on District purchased Lands..  

In-door Presentations 
No specific data were provided which would expedite team member evaluation success:  
1. Acres maintained in planted pines which have not been “restored” yet (= cut and replanted in mostly slash 

pine).  
2. Acres already replanted and acres of slash & longleaf.  
3. Cost of all contracts.  
4. Cost of staff work.  
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5. Budget summary. 
Field Review & Presentations: I could not go on the field trip due to a 4 p.m. appointment. I left just as the 
vehicles left the restaurant. 

 
The District is in compliance with goals identified in the DLMP and ELM programs. This is true because the 
District writes the DLMP to conform with present actions, rather than writing the plan to conform with the spirit 
and substance of Florida law creating the Districts. 

Doug Williams DLMP: Might want to expand on why selling District Lands – what is the plan? Does it meet objective? 
 
Field Review and Presentations: Increased planting of longleaf where applicable would probably be a good move.

 
I think SRWMD has challenged itself to improve their management program and constantly seeks to find better 
ways to manage district lands. The openness of these review teams help get the words out and encourage input. 

Dale Soles, 
Private 
Landowner 

DLMP: It was quite informative but took considerable time to review it. It was nice you sent it out early. 
Field Review and Presentations: It is a great problem to try & figure out what kind of pines when reforesting. 

Frank Sedmera, 
4 Rivers 
Audubon 

DLMP: Will wait for WORD version 
In-door Presentations: Add a day 
Field Review and Presentations: Will wait for WORD doc 
 
FROM COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT PLAN: 
 I have worked with DEP, SRWMD and some private land owners, trying to bring back suppressed desirable 

ground covers through prescribed fire. I have appreciated being able to help with these efforts. I do not claim 
enough expertise to be able to comment on the tour discussions over which species of pine to plant during re-
forestation. But long leaf certainly seems to be the species usually specified. I would hope that the timely re-
introduction of fire would be given a very high priority when re-forestation is being considered. 

 I would include the objective of public education in this location. I mentioned kiosks in the meeting. Seems to 
me that kiosks would have been quite appropriate for some locations where I was seeking to manage, or 
eliminate, exotic invasives. I can think of a number of quite public locations where this could have been 
helpful. Falmouth Springs is just one. I worked both sides of the entrance path, managing Japanese 
Honeysuckle. I also worked the Japanese Climbing Fern on the walls of the karst window. I also worked the 
wisteria on the old homesite. A kiosk at the entrance path could have explained the "before" problems and 
then had people note the locations some time after treatment. The High Springs Wellfield site was alongside 
two county roads. Another potential kiosk site. The paved trail running past Branford Bend would have been 
another potential kiosk site. I understand that some program at UF might be a source of help with kiosks. I 
have contacted a grad student who mentioned this possibility during a meeting yesterday. 
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 Hey Hey. Here I am again. I was very disappointed when the District closed down (for all practical purposes) 
its education efforts. I would encourage the District to try to educate people at locations where people to come 
to use lands and facilities.  

 Here is another appropriate location for a kiosk or other device which can explain the benefits of prescribed 
fire. This sort of kiosk could be moved to other locations as the site begins to recover from a burn to the extent 
that the burn is becoming difficult to recognize. Public attention has already been drawn to the area by the 
burn. This is far better than hoping that someone will read a news article. 

 Not aware of opportunities for volunteers. How is this publicized? 
 

[In regards to pine tree planting densities] It does seem like the densities are high. Perhaps this is because of the 
need for fine fuels early in the reforestation? Dense now but thin later?? 

Valerie Thomas, 
4 Rivers 
Audubon 

DLMP: I read the plan twice, and it is clear and well written. 
 
In-door Presentations: It would be helpful to have a list of staff names, titles and departments available for those 
attendees who do not know SRWMD personnel. 
 
Field Review and Presentations: Per the plan the good is to “restore the land’s natural state & condition” and 
“maintain the historical natural community structure.” I understand that the District must work within its budget 
and seems to do the best they can with what they have. But the land was historically longleaf pine and the 
rationale for planting slash pine was not clear. Especially in large restoration areas where the habitat could really 
make a difference for species diversity. Longleaf should be used. 
 
All staff were professional and courteous, even when confronted repeatedly. I was impressed with the process 
they used to prepare and execute plans as a team taking into consideration all aspects of the process and 
working collaboratively. 

No name on 
survey 

In-door Presentations 
In depth on the plan to move towards the DFC in different stands 

Mac Finlayson, 
Jefferson Soil 
and Water 
Conservation 
District 

N/A 
 
Did not get plan to read. 

No name on 
survey 

In-door Presentations: After questions were asked, slides became clear 
Field Review and Presentations: Agree with longleaf over slash 
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Kevin McIntyre, 
Jones Ecological 
Center 

Enjoyed the meeting, thought the discussions were interesting. As always, very impressed with what y’all are 
doing down there. 
 
Overall, I think the document is well written, concise, and outlines a sound approach to management of district 
lands, and we were especially pleased to see references to implementing ecological forestry on district lands. I 
only have a couple of broad comments on the plan. 
 
As I commented at the meeting, I would recommend broadening the fire return interval (FRI) on upland pine 
forests from 3-5 years to at least 2-5 (if not 1-5) years. I won’t argue with a 3 year FRI as being the minimum 
acceptable criterion, but if resources are available and conditions conducive managers should not be boxed into 
waiting a minimum 3 years between prescribed fires if a site would benefit from more frequent fire. In the 
appendix, sandhill communities were assigned a shorter 2-5 year FRI. Sandhill systems are generally regarded 
as being lower in productivity than other longleaf communities and thus are thought to have had longer FRIs 
historically. With this in mind it seems that the more productive upland communities could at least be assigned 
the 2-5 year FRI that was given to sandhill communities. I’ll be happy to provide some supporting literature 
citations from the Jones Center that argue for more frequent fire if you would find that useful.  
 
My other major comment is in regard to the debate that emerged during the meeting about planting longleaf 
versus slash pine. It is stated several times in the planning document that a primary objective is to restore natural 
communities based on soils, hydrology, and site conditions, and I believe your agency is sincere about that 
objective. Based on my limited knowledge of your land holdings, it seems likely to me that you have a range of 
conditions that includes sites where it is obvious which pine species was native and probably many other sites 
where the native overstory species is not so clear. We would certainly advocate for planting longleaf on sites 
where it is the obvious choice for the site conditions. However, I felt that you were unjustly taken to task for even 
considering planting slash pine anywhere on district lands. If the site was likely dominated by slash pine 
historically, I see nothing wrong with restoration of that community. I sometimes wonder if the emerging longleaf 
fervor biases an objective assessment of ecological restoration and appropriate target condition in some 
situations. Perhaps a more literal statement in the document regarding this issue, i.e. the restoration of both 
community types based on an objective assessment of the best available information, would help you avoid 
unwarranted criticism going forward. I can also see that there would be other situations, such as tracts that 
presented difficulty burning because of WUI issues, where longleaf restoration might not be pragmatic or 
practical. As much as we all would like to see ecological restoration that is true to historic patterns, we also have 
to accept that the world has changed and will continue to do so; as such we must be practical about picking our 
battles and deciding where to best expend our resources and efforts. I hope we can make the next review 
meeting and tour that examines this restoration target issue in more detail.  
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Bob Simons, FL 
Defenders of the 
Environment 

DLMP 
1. ELM score card is confusing in some cases: % of burns that are within target return intervals 
2. Desired future condition for each community; these could be more complete and detailed. 
In-door Presentations 
1. Management of bottomland hardwood forests flood plain swamps, depression swamps, etc. 
More frequent fire and more growing season fire would be highly desirable. 

Colette Jocono, 
IFAS 

DLMP 
1. 8-IPM, p2: Education should extend to LM staff in that they receive training in new invasive species and 

application methods. FLEPPC conferences & IFAS workshops are possible sources.  
2. 8-IPM, p6: CWMA – LM staff should be active in both Apalachicola & First Coast invasive working groups – 

usually consists of monthly call in sessions & occasional meeting to discuss current invasive species issues- 
would be good for LM staff, a wealth of resources & strength for funding proposals.  

3. 12: Work towards LL pine seed collection from district lands & culture then local nurseries which that local 
seed would be deposited with.  

4. Natural community designation may be based on FNAI stds however endemic subcategories must be 
determine by LM staff. This should be ongoing by LM not all contracted to FNAI. The District needs to better 
address LM programs as long term & work towards increasing staff in order to ensure integrity of programs 
from within. 

In-door Presentation 
1. Less general more detail inside. Assume we have read report and work from there. 
Field Review and Presentations 
1. Heighten management goals to improve common species not just preserve rare.  
2. Adopt Mr. Meese’s proposal to plant long leaf over slash unless a decision matrix provides otherwise. LM 

team should draft this matrix and submit for review before finalization of this draft.  
3.  No hardwood in bottomland/flood plain swamp.  
4. Keep the group moving through the site then follow up with important points. Do not have group standing in 

road while LM goes over LM details. Shorten these periods. Reduce repetition. Divide reviews into one for LM 
one for recreation. I would rather spend all my efforts on LM. 

I am opposed to the suggestion of using off district reference standards, and for wetland esp., do not recommend 
adopting reference standards. Again—District should conduct and maintain its own natural area mapping and 
designation. Shift to FSE over SFI standards (this is next step as you have exceed/met SFI). Thank you for the 
enjoyable and potentially productive. Keep up good work Beau & Scott. 
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Scotland Talley, 
FWC 

FROM COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT PLAN: 
 In areas with pyrogenic ground cover communities reforestation with longleaf is essential to maintaining the 

appropriate fire return. 
FNAI has been revising the fire return interval for a number of communities, generally shortening them. I also 
recommend using shorter intervals on fire-suppressed areas due to the increased vigor of shrubs and hardwoods 
in these areas. It takes several rotations of fire on shorter intervals to deplete the root systems, particularly in 
mesic flatwoods. Interval is more important than seasonality at this point although getting fire in during the 
growing season (or at least after bud break) does help deplete the belowground resources. 

Katherine Ewel, 
Private 
Landowner 

FROM COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT PLAN: 
[The Financial Responsibility section] would be a good place to introduce the possibility (and mechanism) of 
divesting yourself of lands that no longer serve the District's purpose. 
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SRWMD FY 09 
Excellence in Land Management

Score Card

 Resource 
Protection Performance Measure  Evidence FY 09 Score FY 08 Score FY 07 Score FY 06 Score FY 05 Score

1.1.A The District shall increase 
public ownership  and/or 
control of land within the 
Florida Forever (FF) Boundary 
and 100 year floodplain of 
Suwannee River and 
tributaries.

Total acres of lands acquired within FF 
boundary. (Annual FF and cumulative within 
mapped 100-year floodplain)

1,488 acres        
59,107 acres

 3,097 acres 
 59,019 acres

 2,635 acres 
 58,062 acres

3,217 acres 
57,369 acres

2,639 acres 
58,937 acres

1.1.B % of all lands acquired that fall within FF 
boundary.  (Annual FF and cumulative within 
100-year floodplain)

99%                
59%

92%
59%

99%
58%

88%
58%

99%
45%

1.1.C % of annual acquired lands that meet two or 
more FF Goals and performance measures.

100% 97% 98% 99% 99%

1.2.A The District's Acquisition 
Program will be consistent 
with the Florida Forever Goals 
and Performance Measures.

% of land acquired annually containing targeted 
resources. (summary)

100% 100% 99% 99% 99%

1.2.B # of acres protected through the use of 
alternatives to fee simple acquisition.

181 2,158 1,232 568 0

1.2.C # of acres acquired within "significant strategic 
habitat conservation area".

875 2,253 204 518 426

1.2.D # of acres acquired that protect natural 
floodplain functions.

433 708 333 1,314 1,018

1.2.E # of acres acquired that protect surface waters. 1,506 3,371 2,639 3,634 2,665

1.2.F # of acres of functional wetland systems 
protected.

713 1,961 1,061 1,356 1,994

1.2.G # of acres acquired of groundwater recharge 
areas critical to springs, sinks, aquifers, other 
natural systems or water supply. 

1,507 202 25 152 178

1.2.H # of acres acquired that are available for 
natural resource-based recreation or education.

253 1,424 144 734 0

1.2.I # of acres acquired that are available for 
sustainable forest management.

573 379 1,175 1,447 531

1.2.J # of acres acquired of forestland that will serve 
to maintain natural groundwater recharge 
functions.

574 358 898 1,084 151

1.2.K # of acres acquired of habitat deemed highest 
priority conservation areas for Florida's rarest 
species.

59 2,108 763 646 983
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Excellence in Land Management
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 Resource 
Protection Performance Measure  Evidence FY 09 Score FY 08 Score FY 07 Score FY 06 score FY 05 score

1.3.A The District shall increase the 
"quality" of resources under 
its management.

# Acres burned that met objective. 7,229 7,014 10,971 11,972 10,681

1.3.B % Acres burned within natural fire return 
interval.

48% 24% 26% 30% 44%

1.3.B.a % Acres within natural fire return interval 43% 43% 36% 43% 40%

1.3.C # Acres replanted for Desired Future Conditions
(DFCs).

1,458 812 1,147 1,201 1,689

1.3.D % Acres restored to historical natural 
communities and identified upland restoration 
layer.  

na na na na na

1.3.E # Acres harvested sold for timber to reach 
Desired Stocking conditions.

1,079 981 1,259 1,231 880

1.3.F # Hydrologic Structures installed / # Acres 
wetlands mitigated.

53 /  0 acres 50 /  0 acres 160 / 236 acres 85 / 11.3 acres 3,800

1.3.G % Acres treated / # Acres impacted by exotic 
species. 

22% / 1,135 22% / 1266 40% / 1,813 1,318 993

1.3.H %Acres surveyed for cultural resources 
assessed for cultural resources high probability 
zones.     

95% 0% 0% 0% 99%

1.3.I # Sites monitored for cultural resources. 5 3 0 na 0
1.3.J #/% Known cultural sites damaged. 9/5% 9 / 5% 9 / 5% 5% na

1.3.K % Acres baseline surveyed for listed species. 98% 97% 95% 94% 92%

1.3.L # of Known populations of listed species 
monitored.  % of listed species monitoring plan 
implemented.

102 153 179 47 0

1.3.M % of Easements in compliance. 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

1.3.N Total acres burned, planted, harvested, 
sprayed.

12,021 11,618 14,741 14,908 13,858

1.4 The District shall conform with 
the Sustainable Forestry 
Initiative Standard (2005-2009).

% of Indicators that Exceed Requirements or 
are in Full Conformance.                                     
FY07, 08 , 09 scores are third party audit.  FY 
08, 09 is 20% surveillance audit.

91% 89% 96% na 62%
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Excellence in Land Management

Score Card

 Public Use Performance Measure  Evidence FY 09 Score FY 08 Score FY 07 Score FY 06 Score FY 05 score

2.1.A The District shall increase 
access and the number of 
recreation facilities consistent 
with Management Plans.

# Trailheads 18 18 15 13 13

2.1.B # Boat Ramps 10 10 10 7 6 

2.1.C # Canoe Launches 70 70 61 38 38

2.1.D # Acres Open to Hunting 98,646 95,675 96,210 95,331 95,796

2.1.E # Picnic Areas 15 15 12 12 12
2.1.F # Interpretive Sites 6 6 5 4 2
2.1.G # Restrooms 14 14 10 7 7
2.1.H # Fishing Access (Parking, Bank Access) 94 94 87 82 77 

2.1.I # Miles Trails 196 158 158 108 87
2.1.J # Miles Driving Trails 302 302 286 285 312

2.2 The District shall increase the 
quality and appearance of 
access and education/ 
recreation facilities, and 
compliance with facility 
maintenance standards 
(including ADA requirements).

% Sites that Meet or Exceed Standards.  76% 75% 74% 70% 49%

2.3 The District shall maintain or 
increase the public's 
satisfaction with 
recreation/education 
experiences on District-owned 
lands.

% Public Satisfaction 89% Bicycling 
Festival Survey       
89% Hunting at 

Holton Creek WMA

90% 83%/48% na na
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 Communications Performance Measure  Evidence FY 09 Score FY 08 Score FY 07 Score FY 06 Score FY 05 score

3.1 The District shall prepare a 
District Land Management Plan 
for all District-owned sites.

# acres / % Current Management Plans             0 acres
0%

0 acres
0%

158,080 acres
92.6%

159,092 acres
95.5%

116,307 acres
72%

3.2.A The District shall maintain or 
increase the annual level of 
stakeholder involvement (web 
site hits, meeting participation, 
number of meetings and 
workshops, etc.), including 
review team meetings.

# of Articles in District Newsletter, Public 
Workshops, Review Team Meetings, 
Presentations, etc.                                               

36 78 58 na 76

3.2.B # Participants (Review Team)  24 13 21 10 19

3.3 The District shall maintain or 
increase the public's 
satisfaction with public 
outreach.

% Public Satisfaction na na na na na

 Fiscal 
Responsibility Performance Measure  Evidence FY 09 Score FY 08 Score FY 07 Score FY 06 Score FY 05 score

4.1 The District shall manage its 
lands within the range of 
management costs of other 
similar agencies in Florida.       

% Variation between District, other WMD costs  102% 134% 130% 116% 96%

4.2 The District shall maximize 
revenues from its planned 
timber sales. 

% Of Market Rate Pulpwood = 109%
Chip & Saw = 97%
Sawtimber = 87%

Total Value = 104%

Pulpwood = 113%
Chip & Saw = 109%
Total Value = 113%

Pulpwood = 114%
Chip & Saw = 95%
Sawtimber = 94%

Total Value = 109%

Pulpwood = 104%
Chip & Saw = 104%
Sawtimber = 100% 

Pole = 90%
            HW ST = 116%    
Total Value = 103%

Pulpwood = 98%
Chip & Saw = 112%
Sawtimber = 94%

Total Value = 104%

4.3.A The District shall maximize 
revenues from alternative 
funding sources.

$ From External Sources                                     $343,296 $583,753 $1,961,728 $675,400 $617,063

4.3.B % of Expenses from External Sources 8% 9% 30% 12% 14%

4.4.A The District shall provide and 
maintain adequate human 
resources and physical 
infrastructure to effectively 
and safely manage its lands.

# of Training Courses and Hours Completed by 
Staff 

19 Training Courses   
249 hours

29 Training Courses   
312 hours

53 Training Courses 
454 hours

54 Training Courses 
401 hours

45 Training Courses 
na Hours

4.4.B % of records up to date na na na na na
4.4.C % Facilities that Meet or Exceed Standards  na na na na na
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PROJECTS UNDER 
CONTRACT 

STATUS 

Jackson, Kevin & Patrice/ 
Jackson CE 
Lafayette County 
150 acres +/- 

This property was approved for purchase on April 13, 2010. Survey, title 
review and environmental audit are in progress. Closing is scheduled to take 
place by June 30, 2010. 

N.G. Wade Investment Co./ 
Gilchrist Regional Wellfield 
Gilchrist County 
105 acres +/- 

This property was approved for acquisition on April 13, 2010. Survey, title 
review and environmental audit are in progress. Closing is to take place by 
July 31, 2010. 

Osceola Land & Timber/ 
Santa Fe CE 
Alachua County  
463 acres +/- 

This property was approved for purchase on April 13, 2010. The Alachua 
County Board of County Commissioners approved the joint purchase on 
April 27, 2010. A survey, environmental audit and title review are all in 
progress and scheduled for June 30 completion. Purchase of the tract is 
planned for July 15, 2010. 

APPROVED PROJECTS STATUS 
Guerry, Brian 
Surplus Property Exchange 
Columbia County 

Appraisals are complete, and staff is preparing an exchange proposal for 
Board review. 

Sante Fe River Hammock LLC/ 
Santa Fe River Hammock CE 
Bradford County 
167 acres +/- 

Terms of a conservation easement have been agreed to with the landowner, 
and legal counsel has finalized the conservation easement document. A 
confidential offer authorization was reviewed by the Governiong Board and 
negotiations with the landowner are  in progress.  

SURPLUS LANDS STATUS 
Surplus Lands  Appraisals and timber valuations of Group 1 Land Sales were received June 

14, 2010, and are under review by the District’s independent review 
appraiser. A Request for Bid for Group II Land Sales has resulted in the 
selection of two appraisers and a timber valuation firm. The appraisals of 
Group II Land Sales are due July 15, 2010. A request for bid for appraisal 
services is being prepared for Group III Land Sales. 
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SURPLUS LANDS  
 
 

Group 
# 

Tract Name Acres County Acquired 
Date 

Funding 
Source 

Appraisal 
Date 

Listing 
Date 

Listing 
Price 

Sale 
Date 

Sale 
Price 

           
1 Bay Creek 

South 
46 Columbia April 1990 WMLTF June 14 July 1    

           
1 Owens Spring 77 Lafayette March 

1999 
P2000 June 14 July 1    

           
1 Westwood West 270 Madison December 

1988 
WMLTF June 14 July 1    

           
1 Blue Sink 79 Suwannee December 

1988 
WMLTF June 14 July 1    

           
2 Jennings Bluff 70 Hamilton February 

1989 
WMLTF July 30 August 6    

           
2 Adams South 60 Lafayette May 1990 WMLTF July 30 August 6    

           
2 Manatee South 330 Levy April 1997 WMLTF Pending     

           
2 47 Runs 20 Levy December 

2000 
WMLTF July 30 August 6    
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Group 

# 
Tract Name Acres County Acquired 

Date 
Funding 
Source 

Appraisal 
Date 

Listing 
Date 

Listing 
Price 

Sale 
Date 

Sale 
Price 

           
3 Hunter Creek 120 Hamilton September 

2002 
P2000 August 27 Sept. 3    

           
3 Santa Fe Oasis 110 Gilchrist June 1995 P2000 August 27 Sept. 3    
           

3 Steinhatchee 
Rise 

42 Dixie February 
1996 

P2000 August 27 Sept. 3    
           

3 Timber River 1 Madison March 1998 WMLTF August 27 Sept. 3    

           
3 Falmouth North  

(8 tracts) 
6 Suwannee April 1998 WMLTF August 27 Sept. 3    
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