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Management Plan Compliance Checklist - Natural Resource Lands

Page
Requirements Numbers
18-2.021 Acquisition and Restoration Council.
1. Executive Summary Xiii

Management Plans. Plans submitted to the division for ARC review under the requirements of Section 253.034 F.S.
should be in a form and manner prescribed by rule by the board and in accordance with the provisions of S.

259.032 and should contain where applicable to the management of resources the following:

2. The common name of the property.
xiii, 1
3. A map showing the location and boundaries of the property plus any structures or improvements to Maps 1.1-
the Property. 1.3
4. The legal description and acreage of the property.
Appendix A
5. The degree of title interest held by the Board, including reservations and encumbrances such as Xiv, xv, 1,
leases. 13, Map
1.7
6. The land acquisition program, if any, under which the property was acquired.
xiii, 1
7. The designated single use or multiple use management for the property, including other managing
agencies. xiii, xv, 13
8. Proximity of property to other significant State/local/federal land or water resources. 2, 25,
Maps 1.6
and 2.3,
Appendix C
9. A statement as to whether the property is within an Aquatic Preserve or a designated Area of Critical
State Concern or an area under study for such designation. If yes, make sure appropriate managing
agencies are notified of the plan. 4
10. The location and description of known and reasonably identifiable renewable and non-renewable resources of
the Property including, but not limited to, the following:
A. Brief description of soil types, using U. S. D. A. maps when available; 6, Map 2.1
B. Archaeological and historical resources*; 10, Map
2.4,
Appendix G
C. Water resources including the water quality classification for each water body and the identification
of any such water body that is designated as an Outstanding Florida Waters;
7, Map 2.3
D. Fish and wildlife and their habitat; 7,
Appendix E
E. State and federally listed endangered or threatened species and their habitat; 9,
Appendix B
and E
F. Beaches and dunes; 10
G. Swamps, marshes and other wetlands; 7
H. Mineral resources, such as oil, gas and phosphate; 9




I. Unique natural features, such as coral reefs, natural springs, caverns, large sinkholes, virgin timber
stands, scenic vistas, and natural rivers and streams; and

10
J. Outstanding native landscapes containing relatively unaltered flora, fauna, and geological conditions.
10
11. A description of actions the agency plans, to locate and identify unknown resources such as surveys
of unknown archeological and historical resources. 3
12. The identification of resources on the property that are listed in the Florida Natural Areas Inventory. 7
Include letter from FNAI or consultant, where appropriate. Appendix B
13. A description of past uses, including any unauthorized uses of the property. 11
14. A detailed description of existing and planned use(s) of the property. 11
15. A description of alternative or multiple uses of the property considered by the managing agency and
an explanation of why such uses were not adopted. 13
16. A detailed assessment of the impact of planned uses on the renewable and non-renewable
resources of the property and a detailed description of the specific actions that will be taken to protect,
enhance and conserve these resources and to mitigate damage caused by such uses. 14
17. A description of management needs and problems for the property.
xiv, 15
18. Identification of adjacent land uses that conflict with the planned use of the property, if any. 12,
Appendix H
19. A description of legislative or executive directives that constrain the use of such property. 13, 27
20. A finding regarding whether each planned use complies with the State Lands Management Plan
adopted by the Trustees on March 17, 1981, and incorporated herein by reference, particularly
whether such uses represent "balanced public utilization", specific agency statutory authority, and
other legislative or executive constraints. 27
21. An assessment as to whether the property, or any portion, should be declared surplus. xiv. 25
22. |dentification of other parcels of land within or immediately adjacent to the property that should be 25
purchased because they are essential to management of the property. Clearly defined map of parcels Appendix
can be used. B-23
23. A description of the management responsibilities of each agency and how such responsibilities will
be coordinated, including a provision that requires that the managing agency consult with the Division
of Historical Resources before taking actions that may adversely affect archaeological or historic
resources. 27
24. A statement concerning the extent of public involvement and local government participation in the 15
development of the plan, if any, including a summary of comments and concerns expressed. Appen'dix |
Additional Requirements—Per Trustees.
25. Letter of Compliance of the management plan with the Local Government Comprehensive Plan.
Letter from local government saying that the plan is in compliance with local government's
comprehensive plan. Appendix H

253.034 State-Owned Lands; Uses. Each entity managing conservation lands shall submit to the Division of State
Lands a land management plan at least every 10 years in a form and manner prescribed by rule by the Board.

26. All management plans, whether for single-use or multiple-use properties, shall specifically describe
how the managing entity plans to identify, locate, protect and preserve, or otherwise use fragile
nonrenewable resources, such as archaeological and historic sites, as well as other fragile resources,
including endangered plant and animal species.

Section IV

27. The management plan shall provide for the conservation of soil and water resources and for the
control and prevention of soil erosion.

28




28. Land management plans submitted by an entity shall include reference to appropriate statutory
authority for such use or uses and shall conform to the appropriate polices and guidelines of the state
land management plan.

27
29. All land management plans for parcels larger than 1,000 acres shall contain an analysis of the
multiple-use potential of the parcel, which analysis shall include the potential of the parcel to generate
revenues to enhance the management of the parcel. NA
30. Additionally, the land management plan shall contain an analysis of the potential use of private
managers to facilitate the restoration or management of these lands. 35
31. A physical description of the land. 6
32. A desired outcome. xv, 15
33. A quantitative data description of the land which includes an inventory of forest and other natural
resources; exotic and invasive plants; hydrological features; infrastructure, including recreational
facilities; and other significant land, cultural, or historical features. 16-22
34. A detailed description of each short-term and long-term land management goal, the associated
measurable objectives, and the related activities that are to be performed to meet the land
management objectives. Each land management objective must be addressed by the land management
plan, and where practicable, no land management objective shall be performed to the detriment of the
other land management activities. 16-21
35. A schedule of land management activities which contains short-term and long-term land
management goals and the related measurable objectives and activities. The schedule shall include for
each activity a timeline for completion, quantitative measures, and detailed expense and manpower
budgets. The schedule shall provide a management tool that facilitates development of performance
measures. Appendix J
36. A summary budget for the scheduled land management activities of the land management plan. For
state lands containing or anticipated to contain imperiled species habitat, the summary budget shall
include any fees anticipated from public or private entities for projects to offset adverse impacts to
imperiled species or such habitats, which fees shall be used solely to restore, manage, enhance,
repopulate, or acquire imperiled species habitat. The summary budget shall be prepared in such a
manner that it facilitates computing an aggregate of land management costs for all state-managed
lands using the categories described in s. 259.037(3).

Appendix J

37. Each management plan shall describe both short-term and long-term management goals, and
include measurable objectives to achieve those goals. Short-term and long-term management goals V,
shall include measurable objectives for the following, as appropriate
(A) Habitat restoration and improvement; 16
(B) Public access and recreational opportunities; 17
(C) Hydrological preservation and restoration; 19
(D) Sustainable forest management; 19
(E) Exotic and invasive species maintenance and control; 20
(F) Capital facilities and infrastructure; 20
(G) Cultural and historical resources; 21
(H) Imperiled species habitat maintenance, enhancement, restoration, or population restoration 22




253.036 Forest Management.

38. For all land management plans for parcels larger than 1,000 acres, the lead agency shall prepare the
analysis, which shall contain a component or section prepared by a qualified professional forester which
assesses the feasibility of managing timber resources on the parcel for resource conservation and
revenue generation purposes through a stewardship ethic that embraces sustainable forest
management practices if the lead management agency determines that the timber resource
management is not in conflict with the primary management objectives of the parcel.

NA

259.032 Conservation And Recreation Lands Trust Fund; Purpose.

(10)(a) State, regional or local governmental agencies or private entities designated to manage lands under this
section shall develop and adopt, with the approval of the Board of Trustees, an individual management plan for each

project designed to conserve and protect such lands and their associated natural resources. Private sector

involvement in management plan development may be used to expedite the planning process.

39. Individual management plans required by s. 253.034(5), for parcels over 160 acres, shall be
developed with input from an advisory group - Management plan should list advisory group members

15,
and affiliations. Appendix |
40. The advisory group shall conduct at least one public hearing in each county in which the parcel or
project is located. Managing agency should provide DSL/OES with documentation showing date and 15
location of public hearing. Appendix |
41. Notice of such public hearing shall be posted on the parcel or project designated for management,
advertised in a paper of general circulation, and announced at a scheduled meeting of the local
governing body before the actual public hearing. Managing agency should provide DSL/OES with copy
of notice. Appendix |
42. The management prospectus required pursuant to 259.032 (9) (d) shall be available to the public for
a period of 30 days prior to the public hearing.

Appendix |
43. Summary of Advisory Group Meeting should be provided to DSL/OES. Appendix |

44. Individual management plans shall conform to the appropriate policies and guidelines of the state
land management plan and shall include, but not be limited to:

v

A. A statement of the purpose for which the lands were acquired, the projected use or uses as defined
in's. 253.034, and the statutory authority for such use or uses.

xv, 11, 13,
23,27

B. Key management activities necessary to achieve the desired outcomes, including, but not limited to,
providing public access, preserving and protecting natural resources, protecting cultural and historical
resources, restoring habitat, protecting threatened and endangered species, controlling the spread of
nonnative plants and animals, performing prescribed fire activities, and other appropriate resource
management activities.

v

C. A specific description of how the managing agency plans to identify, locate, protect, and preserve, or
otherwise use fragile, nonrenewable natural and cultural resources.

27

D. A priority schedule for conducting management activities, based on the purposes for which the lands
were acquired. The schedule must include a goal, an objective, and a time frame for completion. Appendix J
E. A cost estimate for conducting priority management activities, to include recommendations for cost-
effective methods of accomplishing those activities. Using categories as adopted pursuant to 259.037,
F.S., is suggested. These are: (1) Resource Management; (2) Administration; (3) Support; (4) Capital
Improvements; (5) Visitor Services/Recreation; and (6) Law Enforcement.

Appendix J

Vi




F. A cost estimate for conducting other management activities which would enhance the natural
resource value or public recreation value for which the lands were acquired. The cost estimate shall
include recommendations for cost-effective methods of accomplishing those activities. Using categories
as adopted pursuant to 259.037, F.S., is suggested. These are: (1) Resource Management; (2)
Administration; (3) Support; (4) Capital Improvements; (5) Visitor Services/Recreation; and (6) Law
Enforcement.(Example #10) Include approximate monetary cost and cost effective methods. Can be
placed in the appendix.

Appendix J
45. A determination of the public uses and public access that would be consistent with the purposes for
which the lands were acquired. 36
259.036 Management Review Teams.

46. The managing agency shall consider the findings and recommendations of the land management
review team in finalizing the required 10-year update of its management plan. Can be addressed in the
body of the plan or addressed in an appendix. If not in agreement, the managing agency should reply in
a statement in the appendix.

40

Other Requirements.
47. This checklist table at front of plan (pursuant to request of ARC and consensus agreement of
managing agencies.) iii-vii
48. Accomplishments (implementation) from last plan (format variable by agency) 40
49. FNAI-based natural community maps (may differ from FNAI in some cases) Map 2.2
50. Fire management plans (either by inclusion or reference)( 259.032) 30
51. A statement regarding incompatible uses [ref. Ch. 253.034 (9)] 36
52. Cultural resources, including maps of all sites except Native American sites* Map 2.4
53. Arthropod control plan 32
Office of Greenways and Trails Requirements.

Potential Ecological or Recreational Linkages to other Public Lands—planning and management 4,25,
opportunities that exist for integrating the Property into the regional greenways and trails system. Map 1.5
Description of the how entity will defend title for the state owned land. 23
One page Overview of the Plan XV
Climate 5
Table of Contents XX

*While maps of Native American sites should not be included in the body of the management plan, the DSL urges
each managing agency to provide such information to the Division of Historical Resources for inclusion in their

proprietary database. This information should be available for access to new managers to assist them in

developing, implementing and coordinating their management activities.

vii
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LAND MANAGEMENT PLAN EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Lead Agency: Florida Department of Environmental Protection (DEP), Division of Recreation and Parks
(DRP), District One, Blackwater River State Park

Property Common Name: Blackwater Heritage State Trail (BHST)

Location: Depicted on the FL U.S. Geological Survey 7.5 minute topographic quadrangle for Santa Rosa
County, Florida, the BHST is located in:
02N28W35, 02N28W34, 02N28W26, 02N28W25, 02N28W24, 02N28W14, 02N28W13,
02N28W12, 02N28W11, 01N28W10, 01N28WO03, 02N27W19, 02N27W18, 02N27W07

Total Acreage: 229.60

Cooperative Landcover — Acreage (FNAI, 2010):

Coniferous Plantations — 97.5 Mixed Scrub-Shrub Wetland — 1.3
Community Recreational Facilities — 53.9 Commercial & Services—0.9

Other Wetland Forested Mixed —21.7 Mixed Wetland Hardwoods — 0.8
Upland Coniferous — 10.1 Wet Coniferous Plantations — 0.7
Mixed Hardwood Coniferous — 7.0 Mesic Flatwoods — 0.6

Residential, High Density > 5 Dwelling Units/Acre — 6.5 Institutional — 0.6

Hydric Pine Flatwoods — 5.7 Unimproved/Woodland Pasture — 0.5
Upland Hardwood Forest — 4.8 Roads—0.3

Shrub and Brushland — 4.5 Cypress —0.2

Rural Open —3.5 Field Crops —0.1

Residential, Medium Density (2-5 Dwelling Units/Acre) — 2.7 Improved Pasture — 0.1
Wet Prairie — 2.5

Lease Number: 4024
Use: Single Use — Recreation

Management Responsibility: Lessor: Board of Trustees of the Internal Improvement Trust Fund
(Trustees) of the State of Florida. Lessee: DEP, DRP.

Designated Land Use: Primarily located within the Conservation/Recreation Future Land Use category,
the management unit also crosses public rights-of-way and federal government property and is
surrounded by Agriculture, Single Family Residential and Commercial uses.

Contracts: The Blackwater Heritage State Trail, Inc. operates a concession at the Visitor Center.

Encumbrances: Any easements granted prior to Trustees ownership are listed in the deed and/or title
insurance policy. This includes the lands that were donated by the United States of America (USA),
specifically, excepted from this conveyance and reserved in to the Grantor, and its assigns, all oil, gas,
and other minerals in, under and upon the lands conveyed, together with the rights to enter upon the
lands herein conveyed, together with the rights to enter upon the land for the purpose of mining and
removing the same. An easement encumbers 0.7 acres of the northwest corner of the Clear Creek/
Whiting Field Tract (Tract). With this easement, the USA has the perpetual right to clear and keep clear
and to prohibit the future erection of structures in the air space above the subject section of the
property of any man-made or natural obstruction extending above the glide angle plan, which varies
from 16.2 to 27.8-feet above ground. The USA also has the right of ingress and egress and passage on
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and over the land for the purpose of exercising easement rights. Trustees Easement Number 32207,
totaling 0.099 acres, was granted to the City of Milton on October 4, 2010 for the establishment of a
trailside rest area known as Heritage Plaza.

Type Acquisition: The land represented by Lease Number 4024 (96.475 acres) were deeded to the
Trustees by the USA, acting by and through the Secretary of the Interior, on November 4, 1993, through
the National Park Service’s Lands to Parks Program; the land represented by Amendment Number One
(note: the Lease amendment states “2.85 acres” which is incorrect, the parcel is 4.44 acres) were
acquired through the Murphy Act; the land represented by Amendment Number Two (1.81 acres) were
acquired fee simple with Florida Forever Funding through the Office of Greenways and Trails land
acquisition program; the land (Tract) represented by Amendment Number Three (126.87) were acquired
fee simple with Florida Forever funding as a portion of the Clear Creek/Whiting Field Project.

Unique Natural Features: The scenic resources of the property occur along the wetland areas, the
crossing of Clear Creek, the seepage bog of the lands acquired through the Murphy Act and the
southwest portion of the Tract which includes frontage along Clear Creek. No other unique natural
features, such as coral reefs, natural springs, caverns, large sinkholes, virgin timber stands are known to
exist on the property.

Archaeological/Historical: The linear Trail is aligned on one known (unrecorded) Resource Group, the
Florida and Alabama Railroad (F&ARR). Although not listed as a contributing resource, it passes through
the Milton Historic District (SR00394) and is adjacent to the Magaha Rivanbark House (SR00536).

Management Needs: Funding is needed for the continuation of the protection and enhancement of the
resources, providing public access at the existing facilities and to establish legal access for over half of
the management unit to include land management activities and public recreational use of the Murphy
Act land represented as Amendment Number One to Lease 4024 and for the Tract land represented as
Amendment Number Three to Lease 4024. Other needs include development of baseline studies to
understand the condition of the resources that are inaccessible due to the lack of legal access, including
a burn plan and a Recreation Plan; and implementation of the studies and plans. DRP will protect state
land against encroachments. The DEP will continue to monitor and provide input on the design plans for
the Florida Department of Transportation project that includes widening and extending State Road 87.
DRP will continue to coordinate with regional partners to implement a connected system of trails which
helps to facilitate opportunities for economic development through tourism in the West Florida Region.

Acquisition Needs/Acreage: Legal access is needed for the Murphy Act land and for the Tract. The
configuration and the location of specific parcels to facilitate access have not been identified.

Surplus Land Needs/Acreage: If legal access is unobtainable, the 4.44 acres of land acquired through the
Murphy Act could potentially be surplus. However, surplus should be avoided because they could help
facilitate the regional vision of connecting the Trail to the Bagdad Mill Site.

Public Involvement: Pursuant to Section 259.032(10), F.S. Management accepted input from an
Advisory Group and during a Public Meeting (May 30, 2012).

An interagency State Land Management Review (LMR) Team has not toured the property or conducted a
Land Management Review.

DO NOT WRITE BELOW THIS LINE (FOR DIVISION OF STATE LANDS USE ONLY)
ARC Approval Date: April 19, 2013 Trustees Approval Date: April 22, 2013
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OVERVIEW

Officially part of Florida’s Greenways and Trails System, the Blackwater Heritage State Trail (BHST) has
also been designated as a National Recreation Trail’. It is located in Milton, the county seat of Santa
Rosa County along a former railroad corridor. Today, public access is provided along the 8.1-mile, 12-
foot-wide paved multiple use trail and parallel, natural surface equestrian trail. In addition to
neighboring streets, public access is provided via four state managed trailheads. There is also a visitor’s
center, playground and a secured location for equipment storage. The BHST is managed as a single-use
for recreation consistent with the protection of natural and historical resources. In the north, the Trail
connects to United States Navy, managed NAS Whiting Field Trailhead and the Military Heritage Trail.
Together, these trails provide outdoor recreational opportunities and non-motorized transportation
choices for walking, hiking, jogging, bicycling, horseback riding and inline skating, as well as eco-tourism
opportunities for residents and visitors. Specifically, dedicated shared use paths/trails provide the
optimum setting for the safe and efficient use of non-motorized modes of transportation through
master planned residential communities and commercial centers. The land use and management is
consistent with the protection of the resources. The BHST enhances aspects of the community. As such,
following the City of Milton’s adoption of Resolution Number 1154-10, an easement was granted to the
City on October 4, 2010 for the establishment of a trailside rest area known as Heritage Plaza. Dedicated
on April 4, 2011, Heritage Plaza is a destination for visitors and a community focal point that serves as a
historical patriotic tribute.

Management authority and oversight for four separate acquisitions comprising the management unit is
through the Florida Department of Environmental Protection’s, Division of Recreation and Parks.
Specifically, the Florida State Park System, District One, Blackwater River State Park. Two of the four
parcels lack legal access. One of these two parcels, totaling 4.4 acres, was acquired through the Murphy
Act on April 5, 2007. It is reflected as Amendment Number One to Lease Number 4024 and is located
east of the southern section of the BHST (01N28W10). It contains a seepage stream and bog community,
in addition to lacking legal access, it is bisected by an active CSX operated railroad and a utility corridor.
The second parcel lacking legal access is reflected as Amendment Number Three to the Lease Number
4024 was executed on March 29, 2010. This 126.87-acre Tract was acquired from the Nature
Conservancy on February 23, 2010 with Florida Forever funds as part of the Clear Creek/Whiting Field
Project. The protection of this land helps to ensure the mission of United States Naval Air Station
Whiting Field continues by preventing encroachment and incompatible land use adjacent to the base.
DRP is interested in entering into a sublease agreement for management of the Tract.

The Management Plan outlines the history and regional significance of the property and outlines the
resources found along the property. This Plan identifies the uses of the property and outlines
management issues, goals and objectives. The desired outcome and overall goal of the management of
the BHST is to work with partners to provide access to a growing recreational trails network, protect,
enhance and interpret the natural and cultural resources and to provide adjacent land use compatibility
to protect the mission of the United States Naval Air Station Whiting Field. The trails network expands
healthy transportation alternatives while connecting people and communities to enhance economic
development through tourism in the West Florida Region.
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I. INTRODUCTION

A. Project Location
The property, commonly known as the Blackwater Heritage State Trail (BHST or Trail), is located
in the City of Milton, the county seat of Santa Rosa County (Map 1.1). The existing 8.1-mile
multiple use, linear Trail is the westernmost rail-trail in the state of Florida.

As illustrated on Maps 1.2 and 1.3, DRP maintains four trailheads including:
e Munson Highway, Equestrian Trailhead, located at 5969 Munson Highway, Milton,
Florida;
e Visitor Center Trailhead, located at 5533 Alabama Street, Milton, Florida;
e Milton Trailhead, located at 6715 Elva Street, Milton, Florida;
e Southern Trailhead, Old Highway 90, located at 6655 Old Highway 90, Milton,
Florida.

There are two parcels within this management unit that are disconnected from the Trail and
associated trailheads, both lack legal access. The smaller of these two parcels was acquired
through the Murphy Act. It is located east of the southern section of linear Trail, east of Tar
Plant Road. The larger of these two parcels is known as the Clear Creek/Whiting Field Tract
(Tract). This Tract is located west of the Trail, adjacent to the southern side of NASWF, north of
Whiting Acres Lane (Map 1.4).

Depicted on the FL U.S. Geological Survey 7.5 minute typographic quadrangle for Santa Rosa
County, Florida, the BHST is located in: 02N28W35, 02N28W34, 02N28W26, 02N28W25,
02N28W24, 02N28W14, 02N28W13, 02N28W12, 02N28W11, 01N28W10, 01IN28W03,
02N27W19, 02N27W18, 02N27WO07. Appendix A contains the complete legal description.

B. Land Acquisition History
The property consists of four parcels, which are reflected as three amendments to the parent
Lease Number 4024 (Appendix A). The parent lease, formerly known as the Milton to Whiting
Field Rails-to-Trails, consists of 96.475 acres. This first parcel was deeded to the Florida Board of
Trustees of the Internal Improvement Trust Fund (Trustees) by the United States of America,
acting by and through the Secretary of the Interior, on November 4, 1993, through the National
Park Service’s Lands to Parks Program. Prior to ownership by the United States of America, the
100-foot-wide corridor was owned and operated by multiple rail carriers. This parcel was leased
to the Division of Recreation and Parks, Florida State Parks on January 31, 1994 as Lease
Number 4024. Management of the parcel transferred from the Division of Recreation and Parks
(DRP) to the Office of Greenways and Trails (OGT) on February 4, 2004. On July 1, 2011, OGT
merged with the DRP. As part of that merger, management authority and oversight for the BHST
shifted back to the Florida State Park System, District One, specifically Blackwater River State
Park. All subsequent amendments to Lease Number 4024, which expires on January 30, 2044,
are managed as part of the Florida State Park System as the BHST.

Amendment Number One to Lease Number 4024 occurred on April 5, 2007. These Murphy Act
lands were acquired by statutory forfeiture of lands for nonpayment of taxes. Recorded as
Parcel Number 101N285690000000280 by the Santa Rosa County Property Appraiser, the
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Murphy Act lands include 4.44 total acres (note: the lease amendment states “2.85 acres” which
is incorrect).

Amendment Number Two to Lease Number 4024 occurred on July 6, 2007. This 1.81-acre parcel
was purchased fee simple with Florida Forever funds through the Office of Greenways and Trails
Land Acquisition Program on March 16, 2007, from C. Thomas and Mary J. Mynhier for $88,000.
It connects to the Trail near the Visitor Center Trailhead.

Amendment Number Three to the Lease Number 4024 was executed on March 29, 2010.
Located adjacent to the southern boundary of Naval Air Station Whiting Field (NASWF), this
126.87-acre Tract was purchased fee simple as part of the Clear Creek/Whiting Field Project
(Appendix B) with Florida Forever funds on February 23, 2010, from the Nature Conservancy
(TNC). The Tract incorporated into this lease agreement was part of a larger acquisition. The
Florida Forest Service (FFS) manages the remainder of the lands acquired within the Florida
Forever Clear Creek/Whiting Field Project boundary. The Tract within this management unit is
recorded as Parcel Number 142N280000001000000 by the Santa Rosa County Property
Appraiser. In addition to the Florida Forever funds, the FFS/Incidental Trust Fund, the
Department of the Navy and the Department of Justice contributed funding for the Clear
Creek/Whiting Field Project.

Nearby Public Lands and Designated Water Resources
Nearby public lands consists of parcels owned and managed by federal, state and local
governments (Maps 1.5 to 1.6).

The BHST is adjacent to the 4,000-acre, NASWF which has served as a naval aviation training
facility since it began operations in July, 1943. The present mission of NASWF is to train student
naval aviators in the primary and intermediate phases of fixed-wing aviation, and in the
advanced phases of helicopter training. According to GlobalSecurity.org more than 1,200
personnel complete their essential flight training yearly at NASWF. Additionally, Whiting Field is
the busiest Naval Air Station in the world. An estimated 46 percent of the Chief of Naval Air
Command's total flight time and more than ten percent of Navy and Marine Corps total flight
time occurs at NASWF. The northern terminus of the 8.1-mile BHST adjoins the 1.5-mile Military
Heritage Trail which is part of the NASWF and managed by the U.S. Navy. Access to the adjoining
trails is provided by the NAS Whiting Field Trailhead, located at 7050 Marty Martin Way.

Additional recreational and conservation lands and trail connections in the vicinity of the BHST
include:

Bagdad Mill Site (Mill Site), 6963 Main Street, owned by the Trustees, leased to OGT and
subleased to Santa Rosa County via agreement Number 4470 Amendment One. The Mill Site is
designated as part of Florida’s Greenways and Trails. Located at the confluence of Pond Creek
and the Blackwater River, the 22-acre Bagdad Mill Site will serve as a trailhead for the growing
regional trails system. Development of the Mill Site and trail connection to the Ollinger and
Bruce Shipyard Historical Park is underway.

The 31-mile Blackwater River Designated Paddling Trail’s southernmost access point is within
the Blackwater River State Park at Deaton Bridge. Within a short distance of Deaton Bridge, the
River is not navigable. Although the Blackwater River can rise very quickly, making paddling



difficult, camping along sandbars is popular with paddlers. Although the BHST does not cross the
Blackwater River, northeast of Milton it crosses a portion of its floodplain. The Blackwater River
is designated as Outstanding Florida Waters (OFW), classified pursuant to Chapter 62-302
Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.) (Appendix C).

The Blackwater River State Forest (Forest) is one of the largest state forests in Florida. The
Forest provides access to the Sweetwater-Juniper Creek Designated Paddling Trail, numerous
equestrian and hiking trails and an Off-Highway Vehicle (OHV) Area is being developed.

The Blackwater River State Park, which oversees management of the BHST, includes a recently
renovated campground. The Park is designated as part of Florida’s Greenways and Trails System
and is a Registered State Natural Feature in 1980 for its “exceptional value in illustrating the
natural history of Florida.” It is located 15 miles northeast of Milton. In 1982, one of the Park’s
Atlantic white cedars was designated Florida Champion, the largest of its species.

Carpenter Park (a neighborhood park), Russell Harber Landing (a dog park) and Hawkins
Recreational Park (fully accessible park) are managed by the City of Milton.

Coldwater Creek Designated Paddling Trail (CCPT) is a 19-mile paddling trail just north of the
BHST, extending from State Road (SR) 4 to County Road (CR) 191. The remains of a historic
bridge are visible from the CCPT at the Old Steel Bridge access. Several other historic structures
have been moved to Adventures Unlimited and restored as lodging.

The Florida National Scenic Trail (FNST) passes 3.5 miles east of Milton, utilizing a portion of the
Florida State Road One, “Old Brick Road,” circa 1921. Florida’s first paved highway parallels U.S.
90. This five-mile trail is known as the Historic Old Spanish Trail (HOST). The eastern terminus of
the HOST connects to the Longleaf Trail, which connects multiple public lands to the north,
including the Blackwater Wildlife Management Area (BWMA) Hutton Unit, the Blackwater River
State Forest (BRSF) and the Blackwater River State Park (BRSP). These trails also provide access
to part of the Great Florida Birding Trail. Portions of the Longleaf Trail parallel and are crossed
by the FNST. Once funding is secured sidewalks/bike lanes will connect HOST visitors to
Riverwalk Park in Milton. Milton is designated as a Florida Trail Gateway Community. Like the
Longleaf Trail, the FNST connects the BWMA, the BRSF and the BRSP. FNST visitors heading
south cross U.S. 90 and continue along the Yellow River Ravines Trail into the Yellow River Water
Management Area (WMA), which is owned by the Northwest Water Management District. Less
than eight miles from the BHST, the Yellow River WMA includes access to the designated Yellow
River State Canoe Trail.

Civic lands near the BHST include: the Milton Community Center, 5629 Byrom Street; the Milton
Fire Department Station Number 23, located at 5321 Stewart Street and the Milton Library
Branch, 5541 Alabama Street.

Public schools in the vicinity of the BHST include: Berryhill Elementary School, 4900 Berryhill
Road; King Middle School, 5928 Stewart Street; Locklin Voc-Tech, 5530 Berryhill Road; Milton
High, 5445 Stewart Street; Pensacola State College, which includes a University of Florida branch
campus, 5988 Highway 90; T.R. Jackson Pre-K Center, 4950 Susan Street; W.H. Rhodes
Elementary, 800 Byrom Street. Future connections to the Trail could help implement Safe
Routes to Schools.



The BHST is neither located in or near an Aquatic Preserve as designated under Florida Aquatic
Preserve Act of 1975 (Section 258.35, F.S.). The BHST is not within an Area of Critical State
Concern (ACSC).

Regional Significance

The major components of the Florida Statewide Greenways and Trails Program are established
by a legislatively adopted plan. The Florida Greenways and Trails System (FGTS) is made up
of existing, planned and conceptual trails and ecological greenways that form a connected,
integrated statewide network. The FGTS serves as a green infrastructure plan for Florida,
tying together the greenways and trails plans and planning activities of communities,
agencies and non-profits throughout Florida. The BHST is identified within a Land Trail Priority
Corridor and provides connectivity to non DEP managed lands (Map 1.5). The portion of the
BHST that provides public access was formally designated as part of the statewide Florida
Greenways and Trails system on January 22, 2002, and has the additional distinction of being
recognized at the national level. The United States Secretary of the Interior designated the BHST
as a National Recreational Trail® in June, 2010.

The BHST provides recreational opportunities and transportation choices, as well as eco-tourism
opportunities for residents and visitors in the county seat, Milton, of Santa Rosa County. Milton
was incorporated in 1844. The increased tourism opportunities afforded by the BHST provides
many economic development opportunities for the area. In 2010, the U.S. Census estimated the
total population of Santa Rosa County as 151,372. In 2007, the Director of the Office of
Greenways and Trails requested benchmarking assistance from the Office of Inspector General,
Program Review and Improvement Section (PRI) on trail visitor counting methodologies. On
June 16, 2008, PRI staff concluded that the counting system used to assess trail use is
comparable to the industry standard, as established by the United States Forest Service. Annual
BHST visitation in 2011 was 108,416, in 2010 was 97,624 and in 2009, visitation was 89,151.

Chart 1: Annual Visitation
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Economic development of the Region, that includes Bay, Escambia, Holmes, Okaloosa, Santa
Rosa and Walton counties, is supported by the West Florida Regional Planning Council (WFRPC).
The West Coast Regional Planning Council supports the implementation of seamless and safe
multimodal facilities and services in the transportation network by coordinating across agencies
and integrating planned transit, pedestrian and bicycle facilities with roadway widening projects,
intersection improvements and resurfacing projects. The WFRPC strives for facilities that include
marked crosswalks, intersection improvements that enhance pedestrian safety, multiple use
trails, bicycle lanes and secure bicycle parking. Regionally, the BHST implements multimodal
facilities and services, improves transportation choices, reduces congestion and reduces per



capita greenhouse gas emissions. DRP will continue to provide planning assistance to implement
the connected system of trails.

Locally, the BHST implements the community’s vision which includes the preservation of open
space and the linkage of community areas/destinations with a greenway and trail system (Map
1.5). Santa Rosa County’s vision includes extending the BHST south to the Bagdad Mill Site via
the Bagdad Heritage Trail. The Bagdad Mill Site is being developed with a trail along the river
and will serve as a trailhead for the growing regional trails system. To close the gap between the
existing BHST and the Bagdad Mill Site, the County is working with the Northwest Florida Water
Management District and private land owners that are willing sellers, as indicated by the
approved OGT Acquisition work plan. Historically, the BHST was developed by the Florida and
Alabama Railroad (F&ARR) for the timber industry that dominated the landscape. Eastward,
Santa Rosa County is working to close the gap between the Historic Old Spanish Trail (HOST) and
the BHST. With the exception of the existing State ownership, the developing trails in the region
will be managed by other entities.

Purpose and Scope of Plan

This document represents the ten-year update to the BHST land management plan that was
approved in 2001. Serving as the basic statement for policy direction, this document replaces
the 2001 Management Plan in its entirety. This Management Plan (Plan) outlines the setting,
resource management and operational constrains of the property. The location, land acquisition
history, nearby public lands and designated water resources and regional significance are
discussed in Section I. Section Il provides an overview of the existing resources on the property
while Section Ill outlines public use of the property. The management strategy is addressed in
Section IV which outlines the goals and objectives for the general management of the property,
including policies, the purpose and intended use of the property and overall guiding principles
and actions.

The characteristics of the existing Trail, the Murphy Act lands and the Tract are quite different.
All development and resource alteration encompassed in this Plan are subject to the granting of
appropriate permits, easements, licenses and other required legal instruments. Approval of the
Management Plan does not constitute an exemption from complying with the rules and
regulations of the appropriate local, state or federal agencies.

Il. NATURAL, CULTURAL AND HISTORICAL RESOURCES

Climate

The BHST has a subtropical climate. The National Climatic Data Center (NCDC) maintains a
station in Milton. Data from 1971-2000 (Appendix D) shows that June, July and August are the
warmest months, with a mean, daily temperature of 81°F. The hottest day was in July, 1952, at
104°F. December, January and February are the coldest, with a mean, daily temperature of 51°F.
The coldest day was in January, 1985, at 3°F. Typically, July is the wettest month and October is
the driest month. Climate change should not impact archaeological or historical resources.



B. Area Physiography
Topography
The overall topography of the linear Trail is relatively flat. Occasionally, a gentle rise in elevation
will be noted. Significant vegetative differences can be seen in an elevation difference of only a
few feet. The Murphy Act land is also situated in a low lying, bog area. The topography of the
126.87-acre, Tract, moderately slopes from north to south with elevations ranging from 130 feet
above sea level on the north side to less than ten feet above sea level on the south side along
Clear Creek.

Geology

This property lies within the Gulf coastal plain, which is a broad belt consisting of primarily
unconsolidated sands, silts and clay. Santa Rosa County is divided into two physiographic
divisions. The Geomorphology of the northern portion of the BHST is Western Highlands. The
Geomorphology of the southern portion of the BHST is Gulf Coastal Lowlands. The majority of
the property is drained by the Blackwater River, which is within the Western Highlands.

Soils

Table 1: SSURGO SOILS > 700 acres within % mile of the property
Composition Name Acreage
Pactolus 693
Troup 600
Bibb 440
Lakeland 431
Rutlege 384
Bonifay 187
Albany 120
Dothan 120
Kalmia 87
Lynchburg 83
Rains 65
Fuquay 59
Lucy 41
Escambia 35
Johns 28
Dorovan 20
Urban Land 7
Water 5
Orangeburg 4
Pits 2

As illustrated by Map 2.1 and listed in Table 1, the composition of the soils found along the BHST
are largely poorly to very poorly drained, acidic soils. These soils are wet to flooded most of the
year. Historically much of the area was probably a system of pitcher plant bogs. Major soil
groups along the linear Trail include Pactolus, Rutlege and Bibb associations. Troup associated
soils dominate the Tract. According to the Whiting Field Buffer Tracts Phase | Environmental Site
Assessment (ESA) Update, that was conducted December 29-January 2, 2009, by PBS&J for the
Nature Conservancy, “they (the soils) are predominately sandy with the exception of areas
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adjacent to Clear Creek, where the soils are loamy.” The ESA indicated: there was no evidence of
a current or past potable water supply system or sewage system observed; no storage tanks,
containers, drums, strong odors, or sheen on standing water observed; no evidence of old
electric transformers or other items that may contain Polychlorinated Biphenyl (PCBs) were
observed; no pits, ponds, lagoons, stained soil, stressed vegetation, solid waste, or waste water
streams observed; nor were monitoring wells or potable wells observed.

Water Resources, Hydrology, Water Management: Swamps, Marshes or other Wetlands

Northeast and south of Milton, the BHST crosses Palustrine forested wetlands (Map 2.2). Most,
if not all of the area, drains into the Blackwater River. Most of the drainage occurs by slow
draining of excess water toward the river from the wet, sometimes saturated, soils. As depicted
on Map 2.3, the Blackwater River is designated as Outstanding Florida Waters (OFW), classified
pursuant to Chapter 62-302, Florida Administrative Code (Appendix C). The Trail crosses several
creeks that are part of the watershed, which connects to the lands managed by the Northwest
Florida Water Management District as part of the Blackwater River Water Management Area
(Map 1.5). These lands are mainly clustered in the lower Blackwater River and lower Pond
Creek. There is a seepage bog along the lands acquired through the Murphy Act and the land
often floods. Clear Creek traverses the southwestern portion of the Tract (02N28W14).

Construction of the railway berm, that eventually became the BHST, affected the surface
hydrology due to the excavation and filling necessary to achieve the proper grade and alignment
of the rail corridor. Material was used to fill the wetlands and build a raised bed of substrate on
which to place the railroad. This raised bed of substrate has caused some disruption in the
natural flow of surface and groundwater. Today, ditches divert surface water, primarily rainfall,
towards wetlands. Nine bridges and additional culverts have been installed where the BHST
crosses wetlands.

Natural Communities

The system of classifying natural communities employed in this Plan was developed by the
Florida Natural Areas Inventory (FNAI). The premise of this system is that physical factors, such
as climate, geology, soil type, hydrological features and fire frequency generally determine the
species composition of an area, and that areas which are similar with respect to these factors
will tend to have natural communities with similar species compositions. Obvious differences in
species composition can occur, despite similar physical conditions. As provided by the Florida
Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC), Appendix E-7 and E-14 provide detailed Land
Cover Maps. FWC indicates that the BHST is Strategic Habitat Conservation Area for Cooper’s
hawk (Accipiter cooperii), the Swallow-tailed kite (Elanoides forticatus) and the Reticulated
flatwoods salamander (Ambystoma bishop) (Appendix E).

Due to the historic use of the linear Trail as a railroad, comprised of compacted soil and ballast
usually flanked by parallel drainage swales, the adjacent power line, roads and multiple at-grade
road crossings, the natural resources are limited. The historic railroad bed on which the Trail
now lies is situated mainly in flatwood and bog areas. The Trail itself is considered developed.
The natural communities along the Trail are generally fragments, only functioning as a natural
community in conjunction with the adjacent lands, much of which are in private ownership. Due
to their size, shape and position in the landscape, these remnant fragments are generally in
poor condition. Within the City limits of Milton, the natural sandhill type vegetation and wetland
areas have been converted into cultivated yards, exotic hedgerows and shade trees. The natural



areas along the northern portion of the Trail were replaced by pine plantations. The Blackwater
Heritage Trail Citizen Support Organization (CSO), Inc. (Appendix F) worked with management to
reestablish native trees along the Trail corridor. With the exception of the trees the CSO have
reestablished, the groundcover near the Trail includes fragile wetlands where native wildflowers
are prolific. The area outside the portion that is mowed along the Trail, are recovering ruderal.

There are limited intact natural communities along the land acquired through the Murphy Act.
In addition to being bisected by an active CSX railway and utility line, it was planted in Slash pine
(Pinus elliottii). The seepage stream that bisects the property has inundated the acreage,
resulting in the death of the majority of the planted pine and Longleaf pine (Pinus palustris) and
the reemergence of Water oak (Quercus nigra), Live oak (Quercus virginianus), Red maple (Acer
rubrum), Sweetbay magnolia (Magnolia virginiana) and Yaupon holly (/lex vomitoria).

Clear Creek traverses the southern part of the 126.87-acre Clear Creek/Whiting Field addition.
An extensive biological assessment was prepared for the land within the larger proposal under
the Florida Forever Program: see Clear Creek/ Whiting Field Evaluation Report, May 2004,
prepared by the Acquisition and Restoration Council Liaison Staff and Florida Natural Areas
Inventory. The riparian areas adjacent to Clear Creek are a mix of hardwood and pine. The
majority of the Tract is Coniferous Plantation. The method of planting (bedding) has severely
altered the natural communities.

[llustrated by Map 2.2, the Executive Summary lists the acreage of the Cooperative Landcover
(FNAI, 2010) within the property boundary. The following natural communities occur
throughout the property boundary:

Bog-the property intersects a number of small bogs. Large numbers of at least four species of
pitcher plants, different sundews and lilies occur in these areas as do dwarf salamanders, little
grass frogs, banded water snakes and cottonmouths. Management works to control invasive
plants. Shade bearing species including titi, sweetbay and wax myrtle are found here.

Baygall-occurring along seepage streams, particularly in and around Clear Creek, the Murphy
Act Land and in bog areas that have been fire excluded, the baygall communities can be found.
Atlantic white-cedar can be found in this community. In many cases, it is associated with bog
and wet flatwoods. FNAI has documented Panhandle lily (Lilium iridollae) in the open, marshy
edge of baygall communities.

Wet flatwoods—as with other communities within the former railroad corridor, the community
is represented as short thin strips of habitat located intermittently along the Trail. More longleaf
and slash pine are found in this community. Pitcher plants, orchids, lilies, and sundews are also
found here.

Seepage streams—these watercourses originate from shallow ground waters that have
percolated through deep, sandy, upland soil. The most significant example, Clear Creek, is a
perennial, clear watercourse that typically has year round flow. The lands acquired through the
Murphy Act are generally inundated. Some of the other streams may not flow during periods of
drought. Pitcher plants are found along the seepage streams, especially near the power line.



D. Forest Resources
Due to the linear configuration of the Trail, there are not any notable timber resources. Prior to
state ownership, the lands acquired through the Murphy Act were planted in Slash pine (Pinus
elliottii). However, the seepage stream that bisects the property has inundated the acreage and
the majority of the planted pine and Longleaf pine (Pinus palustris) have died. The opposite is
true for the property acquired as part of the 126.87-acre Tract, where prior to state ownership,
planted pine was harvested and replanted for commercial density across the majority of the
Tract. The pine is not of merchantable size.

E. Mineral Resources
There are no known minerals of commercial value within the property boundary; however,
there has never been an official survey for mineral resources.

F. Listed Species
Several designated species are known to occur in wetland areas of the Trail. FNAI (Appendix B)
and FWC (Appendix E) provided information about listed species. Designated plant species
known to occur within or adjacent to the property boundary include: Sweet pitcher plant
(Sarracenia rubra), White topped pitcher plant (Scarracenia leucophylla), Purple pitcher plant
(Scarracenia pupurea), Parrot pitcher plant (Scarracenia psitticina) and Panhandle lily (Lilium
iridollae). Designated reptile species known to occur within or adjacent to the property
boundary include the Gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus) and the Reticulated flatwoods
Salamander (Ambystoma bishop). It should be noted that as with the initial management plan,
the USFWS Critical Habitat Final Rule (February 2009) indicates the BHST is also Critical Habitat
for the Frosted flatwoods salamander (Ambystoma cingulatum). FWC clarified that the Trail is
Critical Habitat only for Reticulated Flatwoods Salamander (Ambystoma bishop) because the
Frosted flatwoods salamander (Ambystoma cingulatum) does not occur west of the Apalachicola
River (Appendix E). Designated birds known to occur within or adjacent to the property
boundary include: Great egret (Ardea alba), Little blue heron (Egretta caerulea), Snowy egret
(Egretta thula), Tricolored heron (Egretta tricolor), Merlin (Falco columbarius). According to
FWC, much of the property traverses a Priority 3 Strategic Habitat Conservation Area which is
suitable for Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii) and Swallow-tailed kite (Elanoides forticatus).

G. Invasive/Exotic/Non-Native Species and Problem Species
Invasive/exotic species are those plants or animals which are not native to Florida, but were
introduced as a result of human related activities. They have fewer natural enemies and may
have a higher survival rate than do native species. They may also harbor diseases or parasites
that significantly impact nonresistant native species. Thus, the policy is to remove exotic species.

Chinese tallow (Triadica sebifera) and Chinese privet (Ligustrum sinense) are the most significant
threat as far as exotic species are concerned. Other exotic species include: Mimosa, a member
of the legume (Fabaceae) plant family, Japanese climbing fern (Lygodium japonicum), Camphor
tree (Cinnamomum camphora) and Cherry laurel (Prunus laurocerasus). Constant re-infestation
from adjacent properties makes removal and control of invasive exotics a perpetual job. Staff
will continue an aggressive exotic removal program which reduces the threat of exotics.

Feral animals, including cats and hogs, have been seen on site and are incompatible with human
activities. Foraging activities of the wild hogs are also ecologically destructive to the vegetative



communities. Other problem species such as hornets, yellow jackets, biting flies, fire ants and
mosquitoes have also been encountered.

Archaeological, Cultural and Historical Resources

The Florida Department of State (DOS), Division of Historical Resources (DHR) was contacted
during development of this Plan. A review of the Florida Master Site File (FMSF) records was
conducted. The FMSF provided a list and a map of recorded resources within/adjacent to the
property boundary (Appendix G). Map 2.4 illustrates other historical resources within the
vicinity of the BHST. The BHST represents a chapter of history, the railroad upon which the Trail
is aligned, is unrecorded with the FMSF. In fact, the FMSF records did not include any sites or
resources within the state’s ownership. The Trail forms the western boundary of the Milton
Historic District (SR00394), which was listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)
on November 12, 1987. Although the Trail is located along the historic Florida and Alabama
Railroad (F&ARR), it was not recorded as a contributing resource for the NRHP listing. The FMSF
indicates that the Trail is adjacent to the Magaha-Rivanbark House (SR 00536) at 501 Berryhill
Street, SR 00536 is a contributing resource to the Milton Historic District. The NRHP
documentation indicates that structures on Berryhill Street are the oldest in the Historic District.
The DOS, Bureau of Historic Preservation notes railroad corridors can qualify for NRHP if
elements, proportions and the character, such as trestles of a railroad bed remain. However, a
flat/level route that has been graded, adjusted for standard lane widths and that looks and feels
like a “sidewalk” does not convey the character of a railroad. In addition to assuring the integrity
of resources in NRHP, nominations include the historical significance of the resources. Table 2
represents the known resources and their condition within the boundary of this management
unit.

Table 2: Archaeological, Cultural and Historic Resources

Site Name/ Culture/Period | Description Significance Condition | Treatment
FMSF #

Florida and 20" Century Resource Locally Good Preservation
Alabama American 1900 | Group Significant

Railroad — Present

(F&ARR)/

To be recorded

Scenic Resources and Unique Natural Features

The scenic resources of the BHST exist along the wetlands, the Trail crossing of Clear Creek, the
southwest portion of the Tract which includes frontage along Clear Creek and along the seepage
stream that bisects the lands acquired through the Murphy Act. No other unique natural
features, such as coral reefs, natural springs, caverns, large sinkholes, virgin timber stands are
known to exist on the property; nor are there any beaches or dunes.

Outstanding Native Landscapes

No outstanding native landscapes containing relatively unaltered flora, fauna or geological
conditions are known to exist within the property boundary.
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lll. USE OF THE PROPERTY AND PUBLIC INPUT

A. Past and Current Use of the Property
The Blackwater Heritage State Trail follows the path of the historic Florida and Alabama Railroad
(F&ARR). Built in the early 1900s, the original rail line transported lumber, passengers and
freight for the Bagdad Land and Lumber Company until the Bagdad mill was closed in 1939. In
1943, the federal government purchased the corridor, beginning at its junction with the L and N
Railroad to Roeville, Florida and extended the tracks four miles to NASWF. The line was used
during construction of the base and later used primarily for hauling aviation fuel to the base.
The rail corridor was decommissioned by the Navy in the 1970s. In 1993, the State of Florida
received title, by donation, from the United States Department of the Interior’s Federal Lands to
Parks Program.

Maps 1.2 and 1.3 illustrates the existing facilities along the 12-foot-wide, paved/asphalt,
multiple use trail that occupies the centerline of the rail berm. Adjacent to the paved trail is a
natural surface equestrian trail. Section IV provides a more detailed description of the facilities.
The oldest portion of the BHST opened in October, 1998. On October 29, 2008, the second
phase of constructed trail, including the Southern Trailhead, Old Highway 90, opened. The
expansion to the Visitor Center Trailhead, which includes additional parking, picnic facilities, a
playground and a secured location for equipment storage, occurred on the land acquired from
Mr. and Mrs. Mynhier (Lease 4024-02). After the state acquired the property, the single family
home that was owned by Mr. and Mrs. Mynhier was demolished.

There is currently no legal access to the Tract (Lease 4024-03). Prior to state ownership, the
property was acquired by the Nature Conservancy in 2006. Prior to their ownership the land was
planted in silviculture, harvested and replanted by multiple paper companies. Today this Tract is
predominantly planted pine. It buffers NASWF and protects the base from incompatible
encroachments. Due to the lack of legal access, management has been unable to initiate Interim
Management Activities in accordance with the “List of ARC/Division of State Lands Approved &
Potentially Approved Interim Management Activities.”

There is currently no legal access to the lands acquired through the Murphy Act (Lease 4024-01).
Prior to state ownership, the property was in private ownership and planted in pine. Usually
inundated by the seepage stream, the majority of the pine trees have died. Like the Tract,
management has been unable to initiate Interim Management Activities because of the lack of
legal access.

The use and development of the Trail are consistent with the purpose of the acquisitions and
the funding source for the improvements. The paving of the Trail was funded through
Transportation Enhancement (TE) funds. TE projects are federally subsidized, community based
projects that expand travel choices and enhance the transportation experience by improving the
cultural, historic, aesthetic and environmental aspects of our transportation infrastructure.
Funding for TE was provided by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Highway Trust
Fund’s Surface Transportation Program which receives revenue from gasoline, diesel and truck
user taxes. In Florida, TE funds are administered by the Florida Department of Transportation
(FDQT), Environmental Management Office. In 2012, Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st
Century Act (MAP-21) replaced TE activities with the Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP).
Due to the funding source, the BHST is not available for motorized use. Law enforcement actions
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for driving a vehicle are stated in 62D-2: Operation of Division Recreation Areas and Facilities.
The FHWA has established a policy of consistent framework for determining when to permit an
exception for motorized use on non-motorized trails and pedestrian walkways under 23 U.S.C. §
217(h). Motorized vehicles utilized for management activities, emergency services and law
enforcement are permitted throughout the management unit. As funding for trail development
was obtained through FHWA, 23 U.S.C. § 217 will be adhered to when reviewing motorized uses
on the Trail.

TE funding stipulates that the bicycle/pedestrian facilities must be supported by a local or
regional plan where applicable; facilities and their features must be available and accessible to
the general public during hours of operation; and must meet or exceed standard provisions for
the safe accommodation of non-motorized users. The design requirements are established in
the following documents:

e American Association of State Highway Transportation Officials (AASHTO): Guide for

the Development of Bicycle Facilities;

e FDOT Florida Bicycle Facilities Planning and Design Handbook;

e FDOT Pedestrian Facilities Planning and Design Handbook;

e Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD);

e Americans with Disabilities Act Architectural Guidelines; and

e FDOT Plans Preparation Manual.

Equestrian trail improvements are developed in accordance with the United States Department
of Agriculture’s “Equestrian Design Guidebook for Trails, Trailheads and Campgrounds,” which
was funded by the Recreational Trails Program of the FHWA.

Existing and Future Land Use Surrounding the Property

Located primarily within the Conservation/Recreation Future Land Use category, the use and
function of the BHST complies with the Santa Rosa County Comprehensive Plan 2008-2025
(Appendix H). Future land use (Map 2.5) along the BHST includes: Agriculture, Residential,
Military and Commercial. The linear Trail crosses multiple public rights-of-way. Extending
through urban and rural terrain, the Trail visitors are provided with an opportunity to safely
move between various land uses. The Trail and future trail connections enhances aspects of the
community. OGT notes the importance of including bicycle/pedestrian/equestrian facilities
within the design plans of future development and supports non-motorized connectivity to the
existing Trail. Specifically, dedicated shared use paths/trails provide the optimum setting for the
safe and efficient use of non-motorized modes of transportation through master planned
residential communities and commercial centers. Trails are in high demand among homebuyers.
Nationwide, proximity to trails is the number one amenity that prospective homebuyers seek in
a community when buying a home (National Association of Homebuilders, 2008). Large scale
development projects continue to represent one of the most promising opportunities for
public/private partnerships aimed at furthering Florida’s expansion of an interconnected
statewide system of trails. The Trail serves a vital role as the community implements “complete
streets.” Complete streets accommodate all modes of travel and provide choices to the people
that live, work and travel on them. The Trail and a network of complete streets, improves the
safety, convenience, efficiency and accessibility of the transportation system. The DEP will
continue to monitor and provide input on the design plans for the FDOT project that includes
widening and extending State Road 87. Ongoing close coordination is necessary to ensure that
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the road project does not impose any avoidable adverse impacts on the BHST and that any road
crossings of the BHST are located and designed so that they are agreeable to DRP.

Table 3: Future Land Use within % mile of the property

Description Acreage
Agriculture 2282
Single Family 846
Commercial 181
Military 101

Existing/Proposed Use of the Property — Single Use/Recreation

The BHST is managed as a single use property to provide public recreation and alternative
transportation opportunities consistent with the protection of natural resources. The existing
and planned uses of the property are consistent with the purpose of the acquisition. The design
of the Trail allows for balanced public utilization. Management may establish operating
conditions needed for the safe operation of the facilities. Management uses strategies to
protect and enhance the natural communities and features. Additional uses of the property for
mining, silviculture, range management or other consumptive purposes, where not prohibited
by legal restrictions, will be evaluated on a case by case basis for compatibility.

On October 4, 2010, Easement Number 32207 was granted to the City of Milton (the City) for
the establishment of a 0.099-acre, trailside rest area known as Heritage Plaza (Map 1.7) by the
Board of the Internal Improvement Trust Fund of the State of Florida (Trustees). As described in
the Easement, the City was responsible for supplying and planting centipede sod (Eremochloa
ophiuroides) and Dwarf Yaupon Holly (/Lex vomitoria). The Dwarf Yaupon Holly was spaced
approximately four feet around the perimeter of the plaza. The City maintains the plantings by
watering, weeding and fertilizing as needed. Trimming of the native plants is the responsibility
of the Trail Manager.

As described in the Lease Number 4024 (Appendix A) excepted from the conveyance (of the
96.475-acres represented in the parent lease) and reserved in to the Grantor (United States of
America), and its assigns, all oil, gas, and other minerals in, under and upon the lands conveyed,
together with the rights to enter upon the lands herein conveyed, together with the rights to
enter upon the land for the purpose of mining and removing the same.

Obtaining legal access to the Tract and the lands acquired through the Murphy Act is essential to
establishing use of the parcels. When the Trustees accepted the deed to the parcel acquired
through the Murphy Act, management envisioned connecting the existing Trail to an
interpretive boardwalk through the bog community that traverses the parcel. Over time, the
timber on the Tract will be harvested. After harvesting the timber, the property will be restored
to a more natural state. As described by FNAI (Appendix B-26) this Tract serves to protect the
conservation landscape adjacent to NASWF. There is a provision for interpretive and
recreational activities consistent with resource protection, including development of a multiple
use loop trail surrounding NASWF and connecting to the northern terminus of the existing BHST
and the protection of archaeological and historical sites. The Tract is part of the loop trail being
developed by regional partners. DRP is interested in entering into a sublease agreement for
management of the Tract. The St. Regis Paper Company previously granted a flight clearance
easement to the United States of America (USA) on June 12, 1979, per the easement deed
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recorded in OR Book 481, at page 831. According to the DSL Appraisal Maps, the easement
encumbers 0.7 acres and is confined to the northeast corner of the Tract. With this easement,
the USA has the perpetual right to clear and keep clear and to prohibit the future erection of
structures in the air space above the subject section of the property of any man-made or natural
obstruction extending above the glide angle plan, which varies from 16.2 to 27.8-feet above
ground. The USA also has the right of ingress and egress and passage on and over the land for
the purpose of exercising easement rights.

As indicated in the Trustees’ Agenda Item, dated October 28, 2008, in 2006, the Department of
the Navy (Military) and DEP entered into a memorandum that provides that 1) if the state buys
certain lands around Whiting Field; and 2) if the Military chooses to contribute 25 percent of the
purchase price for the fee simple interest in the lands; then 3) the state will place specific
restrictive covenants on any parcels located in the Clear Creek/Whiting Field Florida Forever
Project. Accordingly, below is a list of the proposed restrictions that were identified in the
Trustee’s Agenda Item:

e Human Habitation — Transient accommodations, such as cabins and tents, with a
limited density of 25 people per acre;

e Setbacks — no structure, except trail shelters or fencing, may be located within 50
feet of the property line abutting Military installations;

e Height Restrictions — Buildings and structures are limited to a height of 30 feet or
less without Military approval;

e Lighting — No direct lighting will be emitted above the horizontal plane. Lights, such
as streetlights, must be angled downward;

e Other Operations and Training Hazards — Must have Military approval for anything
that may cause training or operations hazard, such as prescribed burns, bird feeding
station or waterfowl congregation;

e Construction — Any construction must be approved by the Military 60 days prior to
commencement and the Military has 30 days from receipt to approve or disapprove;

e Noise and Other Effects of Air Operations — The State waives the right to sue due to
noise, vibrations, fumes, dust and fuel particles that may be caused by aircraft
operation from the Military installation; and

e Property Interests — If the Military chooses to exercise its right of eminent domain,
the State shall receive just compensation. If the restrictions are found to be
unenforceable and both parties cannot agree on an amendment, or the Military
installation does not require the continued encumbrance, the State will refund the
Military its 25 percent contribution in exchange for a release of restrictions.

The Blackwater Heritage State Trail, Inc., the Citizen Support Organization (CSO), operates a
concession at the Visitor Center where snack and souvenirs can be purchased. Other proposals
for concessions, that have the potential to enhance the BHST, will be employed on a case by
case basis.

Impact Assessment of Planned Use of the Property

All future facilities will be designed and constructed using best management practices to avoid
impacts to renewable or nonrenewable resources and to mitigate those which cannot be
avoided. All federal, state and local permit and regulatory requirements are met by the final
design of these projects. Low impact development techniques will be utilized in future
developments. Limited clearing and the use of the previously impacted areas will allow minimal
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disturbance on the existing resources. Staff will monitor resources and public use of the BHST.
Section IV provides additional information regarding baseline studies that will be undertaken
and actions to be implemented during the span of this management plan.

E. Public Involvement
Public involvement is critical to ensuring that residents embrace the BHST and that it is an
integral part of the communities it traverses. Since adoption of the original Plan, the BHST has
gained in popularity with trail enthusiasts and is valued by its nearby communities and
governmental entities. The CSO has remained involved on actions affecting the BHST.
Management maintains ongoing communications with interested citizens, visitors and local,
state and federal partners within the geographic area to facilitate the needs of trail users,
partner agencies, governments, organized groups and citizens. Pursuant to Section 259.032(10),
F.S., the management plan was developed with input from an advisory group. Announcement of
the Public and Advisory Group meetings was included in the Florida Administrative Weekly
Volume 38, Number 17, April 27, 2012. On May 24, both meetings were announced at the
regularly scheduled meeting of the Santa Rosa County Board of County Commission. Appendix |
includes information related to the input received and actions taken for inclusion in this Plan.

IV. MANAGEMENT ISSUES, GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

Central to the management of the BHST is the mission of the Florida State Park System, which is to
provide resource-based recreation while preserving, interpreting and restoring natural and cultural
resources. The desired outcome and overall goal of the management of the BHST is work with partners
to provide access to a growing recreational trails network while enhancing, protecting and interpreting
the natural and cultural resources within the property boundary and to provide adjacent land use
compatibility to protect the mission of the United States Naval Air Station Whiting Field. The trails
network expands healthy transportation alternatives while connecting people and communities to
enhance economic development through tourism in the West Florida Region.

When Senate Bill 542 became law in 2008, its primary purpose was to standardize and quantify planning
for conservation land management across all managing agencies to the greatest extent possible, thereby
making efforts to measure performance and aggregate data far more efficient. Codified within Section
253.034(5), F.S., the law requires all conservation land management plans to include eight common
overarching goal categories, with each goal category being further segmented into a series of
measureable/quantifiable objectives. An interagency working group developed a standard set of 32
objectives with broad applicability to most every management unit within the State’s inventory of
conservation lands. Together, these common goals and “core” objectives are to be included in every
management plan, even if identified as Not Applicable for certain management units. Over the course of
the ten-year planning horizon, objectives are accomplished through a series of customized activities also
delineated in each management plan. Objectives are typically identified as either short-term (two years)
or long-term (ten years). Some of the common goals and core objectives are not applicable to the BHST,
but all are addressed in this section. Management goals and objectives will be measured through a
comparison of target values versus the actual accomplishments every two years in the Biennial Land
Management Operational Report to the Land Management Uniform Accounting Council (LMUAC). The
statutory requirements of Section 253.034(5)(c)(4), F.S., call for a summarization of the budget to be
provided using the Goals, Objectives and Activities categories. The statutory requirement of Section
253.034(5)(c)(5), F.S., requires that a budget be provided based on the LMUAC categories. A budget and
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timeline relating to these goals, objectives and activities which meets the requirements of Sections
253.034(5)(c)(4) and 253.034(5)(c)(5), F.S., can be found in Appendix J.

While, DRP uses the ten-year management plan to serve as the basic statement of policy and future
direction for the management unit, a number of annual work plans provide more specific guidance for
DRP staff to accomplish many of the resource management goals and objectives. Where such detailed
planning is appropriate to the character and scale of the management unit’s natural resources, annual
work plans are developed for prescribed fire management, exotic plant management and imperiled
species management. Annual or longer-term work plans are developed for natural community
restoration and hydrological restoration. The work plans provide DRP with crucial flexibility in its efforts
to generate and implement adaptive resource management practices in the state park system.

The work plans are reviewed and updated annually. Through this process, DRP’s resource management
strategies are systematically evaluated to determine their effectiveness. The process and the
information collected is used to refine techniques, methodologies and strategies, and ensures that
prescribed management actions are monitored and reported as required by Chapters 253.034 and
259.037, F.S.

The goals, objectives and actions identified in this management plan will serve as the basis for
developing annual work plans for the management unit. It is important to note that over 130 acres of
this management unit lacks legal access. As management does not have access, the condition of that
acreage is not included in the reference data (Objectives) reported to LMUAC. The ten year
management plan is based on conditions that exist at the time the Plan was developed, and the annual
work provide the flexibility needed to adapt to future conditions as they change during the ten year
management planning cycle. As the annual work plans are implemented through the ten-year cycle, it
may become necessary to adjust the management plan’s priority schedules and cost estimates to reflect
these changing conditions.

A. Goals, Objectives and Activities
The lands acquired through the Murphy Act in 2007 and those acquired as the Clear
Creek/Whiting Field Tract in 2010, were not included in LMUAC reports because they lack legal
access. The reference data (Objectives) reported to LMUAC will be updated when legal access is
secured and data is collected.

Habitat Restoration and Improvement

0 Goal 1: Improve and maintain natural communities and natural habitats.

=  Objective 1.1 (Core) — Prescribe burn 0 acres per year. (Note: This reference number

may change when legal access is secured to the inaccessible acreage.) [2012-2022]

e Activity 1.1.1 — Update the prescribed burn plan to determine the total number of
burnable acres and the target fire return interval. (Note: Until legal access is secured
to the inaccessible acreage, this Activity is not applicable. The update will occur
when legal access is secured to the inaccessible acreage.) [2012-2014]

=  Objective 1.2 (Core) — Maintain 72 acres per year within the target fire return interval.
(Note: This reference number may change when legal access is secured to the
inaccessible acreage.) [2012-2022]
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e Activity 1.2.1 — Manage fire dependent communities for ecosystem function,
structure and processes by implementing the prescribed burn plan and annually
document the total number of acres within the target fire return interval.

= Objective 1.3 (Core) — Conduct habitat/natural community restoration on 70 acres.

(Note: This reference number may change when legal access is secured to the

inaccessible acreage.) [2012-2022]

e Activity 1.3.1 — Update the natural community improvement plan/baseline
report/study of the property to determine acreage requiring habitat/natural
community improvements or restoration, including timber harvest for forest stand
thinning, delineate protection zones and target areas. (Note: Until legal access is
secured to the inaccessible acreage, this Activity is not applicable.) [2012-2022]

e Activity 1.3.2 — Implement a natural community improvement plan by removing
overgrown understory vegetation or undesirable successional species where
necessary while annually documenting the total number of acres with habitat
restoration underway and the total number of acres with habitat restoration
complete. [2012-2022]

= Objective 1.4 (Core) — Conduct timber harvest for the purpose of habitat restoration on

0 acres. (Note: Until legal access is secured to the inaccessible acreage, this Objective is

not applicable. This reference number may change when legal access is secured to the

inaccessible acreage.) [2012-2022]

e Activity 1.4.1 — Implement mechanical thinning of stands and annually document
the total number of acres of timber harvested. (Note: Until legal access is secured to
the inaccessible acreage, this Activity is not applicable.)

Public Access and Recreational Opportunities

0 Goal 2: Maintain and improve and provide public access and recreational opportunities
that promote the agency’s mission, promote healthy lifestyles and increase the public’s
appreciation for Florida’s natural and cultural resources.

=  Objective 2.1 (Core) — Maintain a Level of Service (LOS*) score of B or higher for the
Trail. (Note: An LOS score of B or better for a 12-foot-wide paved trail is defined by
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) as no more than 164 trail users crossing a given
point (travelling in one direction) during a given hour. Any usage rate above this figure is
likely to increase conflicts between trail users during passing to such an extent as to
degrade user enjoyment and safety. If such a threshold is reached, trail managers may
need to consider widening the trail or segregating the various types of trail users, e.g.
cyclists, inline skaters, pedestrians.) [2012-2022]

*Level-of-Service (LOS) is a scoring system that ranks a given roadway’s ability to
handle current traffic volume (usage). If a roadway’s current traffic volume exceeds
its carrying capacity, traffic flow may be impeded and unsafe, and that roadway’s
LOS score will be low. Conversely, if a roadway’s carrying capacity is greater than
the roadway’s current usage (thereby allowing traffic to flow freely and safely) then
the LOS score for that roadway will be high. LOS scores are typically awarded on an
ordinal “letter grade” scale of A through F, with A representing the highest/best LOS
score possible.
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In July 2006, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) released a report on how
to calculate LOS for “shared use paths” (i.e. trails). The centerpiece of the report
was a spreadsheet calculation tool that can determine the LOS for a given trail
based on basic input data from the trail manager.

According to FHWA, a trail’s carrying capacity (and thus LOS) is primarily a function
of trail width and user type (e.g. cyclist, inline skater, pedestrian). Trail user conflicts
typically occur during passing (opposite direction meetings and same direction over-
takings) — situations largely influenced by trail width. Length is not a factor in
determining trail carrying capacity.

Using the FHWA trail LOS calculation tool, a standard 12-foot-wide paved multiple
use trail, with an hourly one-way trail user volume of 55-164, (passing a single,
precise point on the trail) will receive an LOS score of B. User volume below 55
receives an LOS score of A, while user volume above 164 receives a C or lower.

OGT defines trail carrying capacity as “the trail user volume which will allow a trail
to retain an LOS score of B or better.” Consequently, OGT considers all 12-foot-wide
trails to have a one-way hourly carrying capacity of 164 (or a daily two-way carrying
capacity of 3,936 [164 x 2 (two-way traffic) x 12 (daily number of hours of
operation)].

Table 4: Level of Service (LOS) Scoring

Year Annual Average Daily | Average Users LOS A
Visitation Visitation Per Hour

2011 108, 416 297 25 LOSA

2010 97,624 267 22 LOSA

2009 89,151 244 20 LOSA

Activity 2.1.1 — Monitor visitation rates. [2012-2022]

Objective 2.2 (Core) — Develop public access and recreational activities to allow for a
recreational carrying capacity of 100 visitors per day, 300 visitors per month and 3,650
visitors per year on the Clear Creek/Whiting Field Tract. (Note: The Optimum Carrying
Capacity for Outdoor Recreation Activities on the Tract was determined based on the
Land-Based Activity of “General Hiking” assuming five total linear miles [25 acres/mile of
trail for acreage of the entire Tract], 10 groups per mile, two per group and two groups
per day. The future carrying capacity of the Murphy Act lands is considered a portion of
the linear Trail.) [2012-2022]

Activity 2.2.1 — Secure legal access to the 2007 and 2010 acquisitions that are
included in this management unit. [2012-2022]

Activity 2.2.2 — Develop a Recreation Site Plan. (Note: Until legal access is secured to
the inaccessible acreage, this Activity is not applicable.) [2014-2016]

Activity 2.2.3 — Develop an Outdoor Interpretive Site Plan. (Note: Until legal access is
secured to the inaccessible acreage, this Activity is not applicable. This Activity will
be implemented by Activity 6.2.2.) [2014-2016]

Obijective 2.3 (Core) Continue to provide two interpretive/education programs. (Note:
Interpretive/education efforts on this facility is fulfilled through trailhead/trailside
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signage and brochures. The previous Management Plan contemplated four
interpretive/education programs, two have been implemented.) [2012-2022]

Activity 2.3.1 — Continue to provide a trail brochure, trail signage, trail maps and
information posted at kiosks.

Objective 2.4 (Core) — Develop 0 new interpretive/education programs (unless
determined otherwise by the Outdoor Interpretive Site Plan in Activity 2.2.3). [2012-
2022]

Activity 2.4.1 — Work with partners to develop information regarding natural and
cultural resources. (Note: To be implemented by Activity 6.2.2.) [2016-2018]

Hydrological Preservation and Restoration

0 Goal 3: Protect water quality and quantity, restore hydrology to the extent feasible and

maintain the restored condition.

Objective 3.1 (Core) — Conduct a hydrological site assessment to identify potential
restoration needs. (Note: A hydrological assessment has not been conducted for any of
the property.) [2012-2014]

Activity 3.1.1 — Work with the Northwest Florida Water Management District, the
Florida Department of Environmental Protection’s Watershed Management Office,
other agencies and private interest groups to conduct a hydrological assessment to
determine the feasible acres to restore.

Objective 3.2 (Core) — The total number of acres requiring hydrological restoration to
restore the natural hydrologic condition is 0. (Note: This reference number may change
upon completion of Activity 3.1.1 or when legal access is secured to the inaccessible
acreage.) [2012-2022]

Activity 3.2.1 — Cooperate with partnering agencies to monitor hydrologic flow
patterns and improve water quantity and quality. Management will maintain an
annual report of the total acres with hydrological restoration underway.

Sustainable Forest Management

O Goal 4: Manage timber resources to reduce fire danger and improve habitat.

Objective 4.1 (Core) — Prepare and implement a silviculture management plan including
reforestation, thinning/harvesting, prescribed burning, restoration and timber stand
improvement activities and goals. (Note: Until legal access is secured to the inaccessible
acreage, this Objective is not applicable. There are timber resources within the Clear
Creek/Whiting Field Tract within this management unit’s property boundary.) [2012-
2022]

Activity 4.1.1 — Work with partnering agencies to develop a silviculture management
plan for the Clear Creek/Whiting Field Tract. (Note: Until legal access is secured to
the inaccessible acreage, this Activity is not applicable.)

Objective 4.2 (Core) — Develop a Forest Inventory. (Note: Until legal access is secured to
the inaccessible acreage, this Objective is not applicable. There are timber resources
within the Clear Creek/Whiting Field Tract within this management unit’s property
boundary.) [2012-2014]
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e Activity 4.2.1 — Develop and maintain the GIS database of the Forest Inventory of
resources. (Note: Until legal access is secured to the inaccessible acreage, this
Activity is not applicable.) [2012-2022]

e Activity 4.2.2 — Annually report the total number of acres of forest maintained as
planted pine. (Note: As the property is restored to a more natural condition, there
will be an overall reduction of the commercial timber densities.) [2012-2022]

Exotic and Invasive Species Maintenance and Control

O Goal 5: Remove and control exotic and invasive plants and animals.

=  Objective 5.1 — Conduct a baseline study to determine the presence, location and
density of exotic and invasive plants. The total number of exotic/invasive plant species is
six. (Note: The study is specific to incorporate the 2007 and 2010 acquisitions that are
included in this management unit and will occur when legal access is secured to the
inaccessible acreage. Until legal access is secured to the inaccessible acreage, this

Objective is not applicable.) [2012-2014]

e Activity 5.1.1 — Complete the baseline study to determine the presence, location
and density of exotic and invasive plants. (Note: Until legal access is secured to the
inaccessible acreage, this Activity is not applicable.)

= Objective 5.2 (Core) — Treat 65 acres invested by EPPC Category | and Category Il
invasive exotic plant species. (Note: This reference number may change when legal

access is secured to the inaccessible acreage.) [2012-2022]

e  Activity 5.2.1 — Implement the exotic plant management work plan and annually
report the acres treated. (Note: 20 acres were treated from 2008-2009; 45 acres
were treated from 2009-2010.)

=  Objective 5.3 — Conduct a baseline study to determine the total number of individual
exotic animal species. The total number of exotic animal species is three. (Note: Until
legal access is secured to the inaccessible acreage, this Objective is not applicable. The
study is specific to incorporate the 2007 and 2010 acquisitions that are included in this
management unit and will occur when legal access is secured to the inaccessible
acreage. This reference number may change when legal access is secured to the

inaccessible acreage.) [2012-2014]

e Activity 5.3.1 — Complete the baseline study to determine the presence, location
and density of exotic and invasive animals. (Note: The study is specific to
incorporate the 2007 and 2010 acquisitions that are included in this management
unit and will occur when legal access is secured to the inaccessible acreage. Until
legal access is secured to the inaccessible acreage, this Activity is not applicable.)

=  Objective 5.4 (Core) — Implement control measures on all exotic and nuisance animal

species. [2012-2022]

e Activity 5.4.1 — Implement the exotic and nuisance animal species work plan and
annually report numbers for which control measures have been implemented.

Capital Facilities and Infrastructure

O Goal 6: Develop, enhance and maintain the property for public access while protecting the
resources and improving the natural communities.
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Objective 6.1 (Core) — Maintain five existing facilities, 0 miles of existing roads and 8.1
miles of existing paved trail on the property. (Note: A trailhead with amenities such as
bathrooms, parking area and kiosks will be treated as one facility. Several trailheads will
be treated as several facilities.) [2012-2022]

e Activity 6.1.1 — Monitor and maintain all facilities for visitor impacts.

e Activity 6.1.2 — Monitor and maintain all facilities for environmental impacts.

Objective 6.2 (Core) — Construct two new facilities, one mile of new road and five miles

of new trail. (Note: Until legal access is secured to the inaccessible acreage, this

Objective is not applicable. This reference number may change when legal access is

secured to the inaccessible acreage and upon completion of Activities 2.2.2 and 2.2.3.)

[2012-2022]

e Activity 6.2.1 — Once legal access is secured to the lands acquired in 2007 and 2010,
establish public access by implementing the Recreation Site Plan. (Note: Until legal
access is secured to the inaccessible acreage, this Activity is not applicable. Public
access will be determined by Activity 2.2.2; new facilities and improvements to
existing facilities contemplated by this plan may include: entrance gate, entrance
road, shared-use trail [5 miles], interpretive signage/kiosks, stabilized parking, small
picnic shelter a small restroom/vault toilet.)

e Activity 6.2.2 — Once legal access is secured to the lands acquired in 2007 and 2010,
implement the Outdoor Interpretive Site Plan. (Note: Until legal access is secured to
the inaccessible acreage, this Activity is not applicable. Implementation will be
determined by Activity 2.2.3.)

e Activity 6.2.3 — Expand maintenance activities for new facilities.

Objective 6.3 (Core) — Improve or repair 0 existing facilities, 0 miles of existing roads and

0 miles of existing trail. [2012-2022]

e Activity 6.3.1 — Improve existing facilities, roads and trail as needed.

Cultural and Historical Resources

O Goal 7: Assess, document and maintain the cultural and historic resources.

Objective 7.1 (Core) — Ensure all known sites are recorded with the Division of Historical

Resources (DHR), Florida Master Site File (FMSF). There is one known site.

e Activity 7.1.1 — Record one known, unrecorded site (the historic railroad). [2013]

e  Activity 7.1.2 — Ensure the trail manager has participated in the Archaeological
Resources Monitoring (ARM) Training for state land managers. [2013]

Objective 7.2 (Core) — Monitor all sites. (Note: There is one known linear resource.)

[2012-2022]

e Activity 7.2.1 — Complete assessments/evaluations of archaeological/historical
resources and prioritize preservation/stabilization projects. (Note: Currently, the
historic railroad is the only known resource: it is stable.)

Objective 7.3 (Core) — Ensure that all known sites are maintained in good condition.

There is one known site. (Note: Describing the present condition, rather than comparing

ideal condition; “good” describes a condition of structural stability, where no obvious

deterioration other than normal has occurred; “fair” describes a discernible decline
between inspections and is cause for concern; “poor” describes an unstable condition
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and suggests immediate action is needed. Currently, the historic railroad is the only

known resource: it is stable/in good condition.) [2012-2022]

e Activity 7.3.1 — Develop and implement monitoring program for known cultural/
historical resources.

e Activity 7.3.2 — Develop and implement a cyclical maintenance program for each
known cultural/historical resource.

Imperiled Species

O Goal 8: To maintain, improve or restore listed/imperiled species population and habitats.

Objective 8.1 (Core) — Update the existing baseline listed/imperiled species occurrence
inventory list. (Note: The 2010 LMUAC biennial report indicated there were two
imperiled species. Information collected during the Plan update indicated there are 14
listed/imperiled species within or adjacent to this management unit.) [2012-2014]

e Activity 8.1.1 — Complete the update to the baseline imperiled species occurrence
inventory list.

Obijective 8.2 (Core) — Develop monitoring protocols for 14 listed/imperiled species that

are potentially occurring within the management boundary. (Note: A minimum of one

monitoring protocol will be developed for each imperiled species listed. For the 2010

biennial reporting period, there were 0 monitoring protocols.) [2012-2014]

e Activity 8.2.1 — Design regular monitoring program for imperiled plant species.

e Activity 8.2.2 — Design regular monitoring program for imperiled animal species.

Obijective 8.3 (Core) — Implement monitoring protocols for 14 listed/imperiled species

that are potentially occurring within the management boundary (as verified by the

baseline report in Objective 8.1). (Note: A minimum of one monitoring protocol will be

implemented for each species. For the 2010 LMUAC biennial reporting period, 0

monitoring protocols were implemented.) [2012-2022]

e Activity 8.3.1 — Implement regular monitoring program for each imperiled plant
species to ensure the viability of the populations, map occurrences and report
identified species to partner agencies.

e Activity 8.3.2 — Implement regular monitoring program for each imperiled animal
species to ensure the viability of the populations, map occurrences and report
identified species to partner agencies.

Administrative Support

O Goal 9: Continue to provide administrative support.

Objective 9.1 — Provide administrative support for all property functions. [2012-2022]
e  Activity 9.1.1 — Provide day-to-day support.

e Activity 9.1.2 — Provide training and professional development.

e  Activity 9.1.3 — Provide for safe vehicle operation.

e  Activity 9.1.4 — Provide and maintain equipment.

e  Activity 9.1.5 — Provide staff salaries and benefits.
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B. Management Authority
The BHST is managed via Lease Number 4024 (Appendix A) by the DEP, Division of Recreation
and Parks (DRP). Management oversight is through the District One of the Florida State Park
System, Blackwater River State Park. It shall be the policy of DRP to promote the state park
system for the use, enjoyment and benefit of the people of Florida and visitors; to acquire
typical portions of the original domain of the state which will be accessible to all of the people,
and of such character as to emblemize the state’s natural values; conserve these natural values
for all time; administer the development, use and maintenance of these lands and render such
public service in so doing, in such a manner as to enable the people of Florida and visitors to
enjoy these values without depleting them; to contribute materially to the development of a
strong mental, moral and physical fiber in the people; to provide for perpetual preservation of
historic sites and memorials of statewide significance and interpretation of their history to the
people; to contribute to the tourist appeal of Florida.

As reflected by Easement Number 32207, the City of Milton was granted authority for the
establishment of a trailside rest area known as Heritage Plaza (Map 1.7) which was dedicated on
April 4, 2011. The City’s request followed the passing of Resolution Number 1146-09 on
December 8, 2009. As identified in the City’s request, Heritage Plaza was constructed from
cobblestone pavers and aggregate concrete. The entrance way to the Heritage Plaza consists of
two cobblestone columns, each has an interpretive plaque. There are six illuminated flags. The
Trail facilitates access to the Heritage Plaza, which is a destination for visitors.

C. Defending Title
There are currently no encroachments on the property. The property boundary will be identified
through signage and protected from encroachment by use of vegetation, natural barriers or
fencing, if necessary. If encroachment problems arise in the future, a letter will be sent to the
violator to resolve the encroachment problem. If the encroachment problem is not resolved by
the violator, the Santa Rosa County Municipal Code Enforcement Board will be notified to
initiate enforcement, which may include issuing fines to the violator.

Existing and proposed encumbrances and easements will be coordinated according to the
policies and procedures established for State of Florida Board of Trustees’ lands. Any application
to use state land which would result in significant adverse impact to state land or associated
resources shall not be approved unless the applicant demonstrates there is no other alternative
and proposes compensation or mitigation acceptable to the Board of Trustees pursuant to
paragraph 18-2.018(2)(i), Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.). Any requested use of state land
which has been acquired for a specific purpose, such as conservation and recreation lands, shall
be consistent with the original specified purpose for acquiring such land pursuant to paragraph
18-2.018(2)(c), F.A.C. Applicants applying for an easement across state land which is managed
for the conservation and protection of natural resources shall be required to provide net
positive benefit as defined in subsection 18-2.017(38), F.A.C., if the proposed easement is
approved. If granted, these easements will have conditions to protect the safety and quality of
the BHST recreational experience. Efforts to consolidate driveways and to minimize the number
of crossings will be made wherever possible. Clear sight lines and signage will be required at
each crossing. Traffic control devices or grade separated crossings may also be required, where
warranted by the anticipated traffic volume.
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D. Development
DRP will design, construct and operate all buildings and facilities so they are accessible to, and
usable by, all people, including those with disabilities to the greatest extent reasonable, in
compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and standards. This means that all new and
altered buildings and facilities will comply with appropriate design standards. It also means that
a sufficient number of existing buildings and facilities will be modified to ensure that programs
are provided in an accessible location.

The first step to implementing this plan for the lands acquired through the Murphy Act is to
obtain legal access. The Trustees accepted the deed to the parcel and management envisions
connecting the existing Trail to an interpretive boardwalk through the bog community that
traverses the parcel. This could occur by obtaining a pedestrian/bicycle easement across
privately owned lands which separate the Trail from the Murphy Act lands by approximately 100
feet, pursuant to Section 260.016(2)(d), F.S., designate private land into Florida’s Recreational
Trails System or acquire fee simple legal access.

As there is no legal access the Clear Creek/Whiting Field Tract, neither interim management
activities, nor development has occurred. A goal in acquiring this Tract is to close a gap in the
regional trails network. The Tract may be used in conjunction with lands acquired through other
programs (Map 1.6) and yet to be acquired lands surrounding the NASWF. It is possible that, due
to lack of acquisition funds, after legal access is secured, the Tract could be a standalone parcel.
Thus, once legal access is secured, the uncertainty of the remaining parcels associated with the
Florida Forever Project (Appendix B-23) will not delay developing the property. Future
development of the Tract will include input from NASWF. To the extent practical, the trail
system should be designed to promote connectivity around NASWF, with public, non-motorized
access at each end of the Tract. Additionally, the trail network could include a series of loops
that are internal to the property boundary that provide a variety of routes and lengths. The trail
system should expose trail users to a wide range of features in an effort to enhance the visitor
experience and provide for educational opportunities.

Although the Management Plan should provide a conceptual land use plan of general locations
and relationships of features and planned facilities, due to the lack of access, this level of detail
is unknown but will be incorporated in the Recreation Site Plan. It is probable the Recreation
Site Plan will be implemented in phases. As previously discussed, the silviculture activities
heavily impacted the natural communities of the Tract. Special care will be given to selecting
areas that will be developed. Of the known attributes, Clear Creek on the Tract and the seepage
stream on the lands acquired through the Murphy Act will be protected. Jurisdictional wetlands
and areas containing listed species will be avoided. Additional consideration will be given to how
utilities will be provided to any developed area.

There is no clear location for establishing legal access to the Murphy Act lands; it is that DRP
may be able to obtain legal access to the Tract via lands acquired by the County (Map 1.6).
Likewise, it is possible the adjacent private land owner would Designate a portion of their land
through Chapter 260.016(2)(d), F.S., and interim management activities could occur. The
location of the Tract’s trailhead will partially depend on the legal access that DSL is able to
negotiate. As identified in the Clear Creek/Whiting Field Florida Forever Project (Appendix B-23),
legal access could occur near Whiting Acres Lane (Map 1.4) or via land acquired by Santa Rosa
County (Map 1.6).
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Once legal access to the Tract is established, stabilization of a roadway will need to occur. The
Tract has interior roads that are mostly passable only by four-wheel-drive vehicles due to the
sandy composition. It is possible that future trail development could utilize portions of these
interior roads. As the timber is harvested and the trail established, the unutilized roads will be
restored to a more natural condition. An entrance gate, trailhead and parking area will also need
to be established. This new trailhead should be located just a short distance inside the gate and
provide stabilized parking for up to 20 vehicles. An informational kiosk will orient visitors.
Additional kiosks will be implemented based on the Interpretive Site Plan, which will identify
signage opportunities to educate users about the natural features and communities, as well as
responsible uses. The recreational opportunities will be limited to passive pursuits such as
hiking, horseback riding, bicycling and picnicking. Trail and parking capacity may change based
on those evaluations. There are no structures on the Tract. Once new facilities are developed,
staff will monitor use of the property and environmental impacts.

Appendix J provides preliminary cost estimates for the Recreation and Interpretive Site Plans.
DRP maintains estimates on the most cost-effective construction standard, which assist DRP in
budgeting future improvements. Once access is established and the Site Plans are prepared, DRP
will seek to fund the improvements. New facilities contemplated by this plan include: erosion
control, entrance gate, entrance road, shared-use trail, interpretive signage/kiosks, stabilized
parking, small picnic shelter and a small restroom/vault toilet.

Potential Surplus Lands

If legal access is unobtainable, the 4.44 acres of land acquired through the Murphy Act could
potentially be surplus. These Murphy Act lands could be regional important to connect the Trail
to the Bagdad Mill Site, which would help facilitate the regional connectivity vision. If at all
possible, surplus should be avoided.

Prospective Land Acquisitions
3,590 acres of the Clear Creek/Whiting Field Florida Forever Project remain to be acquired
(Appendix B-23). An access easement is needed to connect the Trail to the Murphy Act lands.

Partnerships and Regional Coordination

As outlined in Section |, the BHST is regionally significant and is a component of the growing
regional trail network (Map 1.5). The Trail has been developed and maintained through close
collaboration with state, federal and local governments. DEP is coordinating with multiple
partners, including the United States Department of Defense (DOD), in the overall management
and desires to enter in to a sublease agreement for management of the Tract. NASWF is
adjacent to the northern property boundary of the Tract (Map 1.6). If the state is unable to
secure legal access to the Tract, it is possible the Tract could be managed as part of the NASWF,
similar to the Military Heritage Trail. Fee simple and conservation easements negotiated by
Santa Rosa County (SRC) are integral for base buffering and to establishing a connected trail
around NASWF.

As described in the 2001 Plan, there is the potential to connect the BHST with the Blackwater
River State Park and the Blackwater River State Forest. One of the connections discussed in the
previous Plan is becoming a reality. This connection, being developed by the West Florida
Regional Planning Council and Santa Rosa County as the Historic Old State Trail (HOST), includes
the utilization of a five-mile segment of the abandoned section of Florida State Road 1
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(SR01313), which was originally constructed between 1919 and 1921 (Map 1.5). The nine-foot-
wide brick with four-foot-wide aprons surface was rehabilitated through Transportation
Enhancement (TE) funding. The original TE application, submitted in 2003, was sponsored
through DEP (DRP) and supported by the Blackwater Heritage State Trail, Inc. In 2010, Santa
Rosa County Planning and Zoning Department inquired if OGT, the trail manager, would assist
with management and long term maintenance support of the HOST. Santa Rosa County relayed
to OGT that due to the HOST’s location within the right-of-way of State Road 90, routine
maintenance, such as trash pick-up and mowing, will continue to be conducted by the Florida
Department of Transportation (FDOT). In order to receive the TE funding, it was necessary for a
partner to provide long term maintenance support for the project. Though no formal agreement
was executed, OGT’s willingness to partner in providing long term maintenance, but not the day
to day operation and management, in the implementation of the overall regional trails network
was conveyed through email communication. The eastern portion of the HOST links to the multi-
use Longleaf Trail, which connects to the natural surface trails of the Blackwater River Water
Management Area, the Blackwater River State Forest and the Blackwater River State Park. Once
funding is secured, sidewalks/bike lanes will be constructed along U.S. Hwy 90 from the western
terminus of HOST, over the Blackwater River Bridge to connect to the BHST (approximately 1.5
miles). The sidewalk project is partially underway (near the Bridge and public boat ramp).
Although these projects do not complete the connection between the BHST and the Blackwater
State Forest, they make a significant stride in closing the gap in the trails network. The
partnership between OGT and the County also includes a project known as the Bagdad Heritage
Trail (Map 1.5). Added to the OGT Acquisition Workplan in 2007, the Bagdad Heritage Trail
would facilitate a connection between BHST’s southern terminus and the Bagdad Mill Site. If
acquired, the Bagdad Heritage Trail would be developed and managed by Santa Rosa County. It
is possible that negotiations through the OGT Workplan will be unsuccessful, in this
circumstance the County is looking at bicycle/pedestrian connection via the Milton Historic
District (Map 1.5).

In addition to the County partnership, management also works closely with the Nature
Conservancy (TNC). TNC has actively pursued and supported conservation initiatives and
assisting in the pursuit of acquisitions essential to the continued mission of NASWF, which
includes the Clear Creek/Whiting Field Tract, of which a portion is part of this management unit.
In addition to working with the state on Florida Forever acquisitions, TNC has worked with the
Blackwater River Foundation, Inc. (Foundation) in the creation of the Blackwater Watershed
Stewardship Program (BWSP). In September 2008, the BWSP addressed areas of concern
pertaining to habitat and water quality advocacy, watershed education, waterway policy
development and implementation of watershed stewardship opportunities. The Foundation
hopes this initiative will provide leadership and coordination of watershed-related activities with
stakeholders to educate the general public of the importance of protecting the river and its
resources. In 2009, the Foundation convened the Blackwater River Watershed Stewardship
Committee, a collaborative group of stakeholders and stewards who work to promote
stewardship and education throughout the Blackwater River watershed, by: 1) Identifying
issues; 2) Developing sustainable solutions; and 3) Protecting and restoring the natural systems
of the watershed so ecological, cultural and economic integrity will be preserved for future
generations. Final goals, objectives and strategies for the BWSP are being developed and
incorporated into the Blackwater Watershed Master Plan. The BHST is within the Watershed.

26



H. Compliance with State and Local Government Requirements
This Plan is submitted for review to the Florida Board of Trustees of the Internal Improvement
Trust Fund (Trustees) through the DEP, Division of State Lands (DSL). It is intended to comply
with terms of Lease agreement Number 4024, Chapters 253, 259 and 260, F.S., and Chapters
62S-1, 18-2 and 18-23, F.A.C. The format and content of this Plan are in accordance with the
Acquisition and Restoration Council (ARC) recommendations for management plans and the
model plans provided by the staff of DSL. Furthermore, each planned use of the property will
comply with the State Lands Management Plan, Guidelines and Activities. Management will
consider the findings and recommendations of the Land Management review team when
updating this Plan. As mandated by Section 259.032(11)(d), F.S., the managing agency will use
the proceeds of any timber sales to pay for management activities. Pursuant to Chapter 267,
F.S., ground disturbing activities will be coordinated with the Division of Historic Resources
(DHR). Gopher tortoises are a threatened wildlife species and are protected by state law,
Chapter 68A-27, F.A.C. Gopher tortoises will be relocated before any land clearing or
development takes place and all permit requirements will be satisfied. As mandated by Chapter
259.037, F.S., the Trail is included in the Annual Report to the Land Management Uniform
Accounting Council (LMUAC). The State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP) guides
the development of a diverse, balanced, statewide outdoor recreation system toward meeting
current and future needs. It provides the framework for a statewide comprehensive outdoor
recreation planning and implementation process. Trails and greenways are fundamental
components of Florida’s outdoor recreation and transportation systems. This Plan complies with
SCORP by providing “resource based” outdoor recreation and by enhancing an environmentally
degraded area to a more functional condition, through exotic species control and maintenance.

All development and resource alteration encompassed in this Plan are subject to the granting of
appropriate permits, easements, licenses and other required legal instruments. Approval of this
Plan does not constitute an exemption from complying with the rules and regulations of the
appropriate local, state or federal agencies. Management will continue to work with federal,
state and local partners to assure that management activities are in compliance with this
document and applicable laws.

The use and function of the BHST complies with the Santa Rosa County Comprehensive Plan
2008-2025 (Appendix H). In addition to implementing the Transportation Element and the
Recreation and Open Space Element, the linear Trail could also help implement Policy 12.1.G.5
by providing linkages to schools, parks, libraries and other public facilities with bikeways, trails
and sidewalks. Furthermore, the Conservation Element of the City of Milton’s Comprehensive
Plan lists two designated conservation corridors within the City limits currently, the Rails to
Trails corridor and the Collins Mill Creek corridor.

I. Ongoing Research and Monitoring
Monitoring the conditions of the property is ongoing, as is research and implementation of
industry standards. Opportunities exist to partner with other land managing entities,
Universities and experts to improve the protection and management of the resources within the
management unit.

J. Resource Management and Protection
In accordance with Chapter 258, Florida Statutes, DRP has implemented resource management
programs for preserving representative examples of natural and cultural resources of statewide
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significance under its administration. The resource component describes the natural and
cultural resources of the management unit. In addition, the component identifies methods to
manage resources. Measures identified in this Plan are consistent with the overall DEP mission
of ecosystems management.

DRP’s philosophy of resource management is natural systems management. Primary emphasis is
on restoring and maintaining, to the degree possible, the natural processes that shaped the
structure, function and species composition of Florida’s diverse natural communities as they
occurred in the original domain. Single species management for imperiled species is appropriate
when the maintenance, recovery or restoration of a species or population is complicated due to
constraints associated with long-term restoration efforts, unnaturally high mortality or
insufficient habitat. Single species management should be compatible with the maintenance and
restoration of natural processes, and should not imperil other native species or seriously
compromise the management unit’s values.

Vegetative management of the BHST includes the management of the natural communities for
invasive and exotic species and management for appropriate vegetative composition and
density that mimics unaltered systems. Management will continue to identify exotic plant and
animal species and remove these species on an ongoing basis in order to protect the natural
resources. Monitoring will take place early in the growing season to facilitate removal of young
plants and to maximize the benefit of eliminating plants prior to the production of fruits/seeds.

Listed plant and wildlife species will be protected during any future development plans. Any
newly identified listed species found on the project site will be reported to the Florida Natural
Areas Inventory (FNAI) and the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC).
Protection of the listed species of wildlife and plants, as well as the overall natural communities,
is enhanced by public ownership, by management of habitat, removal of invasive species and
through public education.

Soil Management

Management activities will follow generally accepted best management practices to prevent soil
erosion and to conserve soil and water resources on site. Prior to future construction projects,
erosion and sedimentation control features will be installed to prevent sediments from exiting
the project limits. These measures may include, but are not limited to, silt fences and/or hay
bales along all unaffected areas. The controls will be monitored and remain in place until
permanent vegetative cover is established. Management may need to take additional steps to
assure that erosion is controlled in areas near water features. Erosion control is also coordinated
with adjacent land managers.

Hydrology/Water Management

Water management is overseen by the Northwest Florida River Water Management District.
Future construction projects will meet all federal, state and local permit and regulatory
requirements. The berm created during the historic use of the Trail, as a railroad, affected
surface hydrology. Along the linear Trail, ditches divert surface water, primarily rainfall towards
basin wetlands, streams and ultimately, the Blackwater River. Nine bridges and additional
culverts were installed where the railroad berm crosses these water features. Restoration of the
original hydrology is not feasible since this would require removing the railroad bed and
restoring the original topographic features of the land. However, some measures to mitigate the
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hydrologic disturbances caused by the construction of the railway have occurred. Management
will work with the Northwest Florida Water Management District, the DEP’s Watershed
Management Office, other agencies and private interest groups to conduct a hydrological
assessment to determine the feasible acres to restore. The objective is to restore, to the
greatest extent possible, the original flow volumes and patterns that existed before construction
of the railway. Culverts and bridges along the Trail are cleaned to facilitate water flow. The
periodic maintenance program of bridge and culvert cleaning will be continued, as needed, to
alleviate hydrologic problems.

Beavers, breeding between December and February, are active in the lands acquired through
the Murphy Act and near the southern trail bridge. Sometimes their dams block drainage
systems and flood the parcel. According to the Wildlife Ecology and Conservation Department,
Florida Cooperative Extension Service, Institute of Food and Agricultural Sciences, University of
Florida (UF) “water control structures inserted into the dam can effectively prevent excessive
flooding. The rate of water flow, land elevation, and desired water level also are considerations
that must be made prior to placement of the water control structure. Occasional maintenance
usually is needed to prevent the pipes from clogging with debris. This method of control offers a
way for beavers to passively coexist with people.” Management pursues controlling water
impediments with industry standards, which is not limited to the method identified by UF.

Natural Communities Management

When a natural community within a management unit reaches the desired future condition, it is
considered to be in a “maintenance condition.” Required actions for sustaining a community’s
maintenance condition may include, maintaining optimal fire return intervals for fire dependent
communities, ongoing control of non-native plant and animal species, maintaining natural
hydrological functions (including historic water flows and water quality), preserving a
community’s biodiversity and vegetative structure, protecting viable populations of plant and
animal species (including those that are imperiled or endemic), and preserving intact eco-tones
linking natural communities across the landscape.

The property surrounding the Trail does not lend itself to complete restoration because of the
width of the corridor and existing paved trail. Although the natural communities would benefit
from fire, due to the configuration and physical improvements of the Trail implementing
prescribed fire unfeasible. To the extent possible, habitat requirements for native species will be
maintained, improved and managed to ensure that native species are sustainable. The Trail is
within an area designated as Critical Habitat for the Reticulated Flatwoods Salamander and can
help to facilitate connectivity to larger tracts of land. Through connectivity, the area may help
larger breeding populations to remain viable. Over time, the timber will be harvested from the
Tract and Murphy Act lands and they will be restored to a more natural condition. Identified as a
management priority, specimen trees, Clear Creek, wetlands and protected plants or animals
will be considered in future developments. The natural community improvement plan/baseline
report will be updated to determine the acreage requiring habitat/natural community
improvements or restoration, including timber harvest for forest stand thinning. The
improvement plan will delineate protection zones and target areas.

Desired Future Conditions: The ruderal areas are managed to remove priority invasive plant

species (EPPC Category | and Il species). Other management measures include limited
restoration efforts designed to minimize the effect of the ruderal areas on adjacent natural
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areas. Cost-effectiveness, investment returns and consideration of higher priority restoration
projects will determine the extent of restoration measures in ruderal areas.

Desired Future Condition: The developed areas that are permanently cleared, including the
trailheads and linear trail, are managed to minimize the effect of the developed areas on
adjacent natural areas. The BHST will be managed to protect Critical Habitat Areas (Appendix E).
Priority invasive plant species (EPPC Category | and Il species) will be removed from all
developed areas. Other measures include proper stormwater management.

Forest Resources Management

The management goal for forest communities in the State Park System is to maintain or re-
establish old-growth characteristics to the degree practicable, with the exception of early
succession communities such as sand pine scrub and coastal strand. Management proposes
selective thinning and harvesting of the planted pine, with the exception of the riparian areas
adjacent to Clear Creek, where there is a mix of hardwood and pine. This selective thinning and
harvest will improve ecosystem health, reduce potential fire fuel load and over time, be reduced
to achieve a more natural stand density. Timber stand reduction may occur on a three to five
year rotation. The preparation and development of the silviculture plan will dictate how the
forest resources will be managed.

Fire Management

The Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services, Florida Forest Service, assists
Division staff in the development of wildfire emergency plans and provides the authorization
required for prescribed burning. As appropriate and allowed by the NASWF, prescribed burning
will be implemented on the Tract to promote healthy ecosystems by controlling the competition
of the underbrush and promoting natural communities. Other benefits of prescribed fire
includes: reduction of wildfire hazards by reduction of fuel loads; reduction of the dominance of
hardwood species; perpetration of fire-adapted plants and animals; cycles nutrients; controls
tree diseases and opens scenic vistas. Once selective harvesting occurs, a burn plan will be
developed and updated annually. Fire-adapted communities will be separated into burn zones
and be managed by the natural burn frequency. Each burn zone will be surrounded by natural
and/or man-made fire breaks. DRP will also work to promote public understanding of the
importance and benefits of prescribed fire.

Mineral Resources Management
There are no known minerals of commercial importance within the property boundary.

Native Species Management

In many cases, these native species will benefit most from proper management of their natural
communities. To the extent possible, habitat requirements will be maintained and managed to
ensure that native species survive and are sustainable. If trees and shrubs are planted for
shading, screening or beautification purposes, non-invasive or native species will be planted. All
future planting will consist of native species. The BHST’s Citizen Support Organization (Appendix
F) have funded and planted native species along the linear Trail. Management will work to
provide the visiting public with educational materials related to safety precautions for
encounters with native species, to include but are not limited to encountering snakes and bears.
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Listed Species Management

Staff protects and reintroduces endangered plant and animal species and may limit human
access to sensitive nesting or foraging areas. Staff follows scientific monitoring protocols for the
health and well-being of imperiled plant and animal species. The Florida Fish and Wildlife
Conservation Commission (FWC) assists staff in the enforcement of state laws pertaining to
wildlife, freshwater fish and other aquatic life existing within the property boundary. In addition,
the FWC provides assistance with wildlife management programs and imperiled species
management. Management will coordinate with FWC to research and develop specific
management plans for the highest priority imperiled species likely to be impacted by
management actions. Habitat for listed species will be carefully managed so that they can
continue to flourish. Management will consult and coordinate with appropriate federal, state
and local agencies for management of designated species. Specifically, data collected by FWC
and FNAI, as part of their ongoing research and monitoring programs, will be reviewed
periodically to inform management of decisions that may have an impact on designated species
within the property boundary. Further plant and animal studies may verify the presence of
designated species not previously described in the Plan. Mapping and documentation of
designated species populations will occur in order to prevent inadvertent disturbances and to
monitor population trends. Disturbances to listed species will be avoided. If unavoidable, any
disturbance shall be duly permitted. Management is unaware of present or planned future use
that would result in negative impacts to native or listed species.

Invasive/Exotic/Non-Native Species Management

Improvement of the natural areas along the BHST will be achieved through elimination and long
term minimization of exotic vegetation and detrimental activities occurring throughout the
property boundary. Early detection of exotics is essential to successful eradication; the
collaboration with partnerships such as the Gulf Coastal Plain Ecosystem Partnership (GCPEP)
and the Florida Invasive Species Partnership’s Cooperative Invasive Species Management Areas
(CISMASs) can help to manage the exotics and will be pursued. The baseline study of exotic plant
and animal occurrences will be updated to include the Tract. The Trail has several invasive exotic
species that are currently managed with herbicide. Removal of the exotic species helps to
restore the ecological balance and preserve the diversity of Florida’s native species. The Trail
Manager (TM) will continue to obtain herbicide and treat the exotics as time and weather
permit. The TM trains staff on mechanical removal and disposal of exotics and to interpret the
dangers of exotic species to visitors and neighboring property owners. Partnerships with
adjacent private and public landowners should be pursued, particularly in the case of highly
invasive species.

Management works closely with county animal control to resolve the problem of occasional
sightings of feral cats and stray dogs. There are a few instances where feral hogs have been on
the property. Due to the narrow corridor we occupy, the hogs are normally spotted once or
twice and most of these instances time they are controlled by the neighboring land owners. All
management personnel are instructed that, should a sighting of a feral animal occur, the
appropriate agency must be notified and arrangements made to track and remove the animal.
For feral hogs, management normally contacts the Florida Fish and Wildlife Commission for
registered individuals to remove them.

When other problem species such as hornets, yellow jackets, biting flies, fire ants and
mosquitoes are encountered that require staff involvement, division policy will be followed.
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When available, literature is posted in kiosks and distributed in information racks. Public
education and avoidance of these creatures should help to alleviate the danger of encounters
with the visiting public.

Archaeological, Historical and Cultural Resource Management

The Tract lacks legal access, land altering or ground disturbing activities would not occur until
the access issue is resolved. As such, there are no plans for conducting Archaeological Predictive
Models. Pursuant to Chapter 267, F.S., ground disturbing activities will be coordinated with the
Florida Department of State, Division of Historical Resources (DHR). Management will follow the
“Management Procedures for Archaeological and Historical Sites and Properties on State Owned
or Controlled Lands” and adhere to the “Guidelines for Ground Disturbing Activities.” If any
archaeological or historic sites are identified, the resource shall be assessed in consultation with
DHR. Any potentially significant archaeological or historic resource shall be managed for
preservation.

Scenic Resources Management

The scenic resources of the property occur in the vicinity of Water Resources (Map 2.3).
Management activities will preserve water quality of Clear Creek, wetlands and streams.
Management strategies will protect the often prevalent White-topped pitcher plants (Sarracenia
leucophylla), as well as the less frequently observed Panhandle Lily (Lilium iridollae) and
Hummingbird Flower (Macranthera flammea). Although the planted pine on the Clear
Creek/Whiting Field Tract offers solitude, it will be restored to a more natural condition,
resulting in enhancement of the scenic resources.

Arthropod Plan/Mosquito Control

All Division lands are designated as “environmentally sensitive and biologically highly
productive” in accordance with Chapter 388, F.S. If a local mosquito control district proposes a
treatment plan, the Division responds within the allotted time and reaches consensus with the
mosquito control district. By policy of DEP since 1987, aerial adulticiding is not allowed, but
larviciding and ground adulticiding (truck spraying in public use areas) is typically allowed. The
Division does not authorize new physical alterations of marshes through ditching, or water
control structures. Mosquito control plans temporarily may be set aside under declared threats
to public or animal health, or during a Governor’s Emergency Proclamation. Mosquito control
has not occurred on the Tract.

Mosquito control adjacent to the Trail is conducted by Santa Rosa County Mosquito Control
(SRCMC). SRCMC employs an Integrated Mosquito Management Program (IMM) that utilizes a
balance of cultural, biological and chemical procedures that are environmentally compatible and
economically feasible to reduce mosquito populations to a tolerable level. IMM is an effective,
integrated strategy endorsed by the Department of Ecology and the Centers for Disease Control
(CDC) that emphasizes using multiple methods to achieve long-term control of mosquito
populations before they become adults and are able to spread diseases. Prevention is achieved
through public education, surveillance, monitoring of treatment threshold levels and control
activities that use the most environmentally friendly methods available.

The SRCMLC utilizes spraying trucks to target areas on a rotating basis typically from sundown to

approximately 1:00 a.m. Spraying is discontinued if the temperature drops below 60° F or if it is
raining. The IMM is based on a broad combination of methods for managing nuisance and
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disease carrying mosquitoes. Mosquito surveillance, physical, chemical and biological control
applications are used as proactive and active control measures and are the primary components
used by SRCMC. In addition to the surveillance and education, chemical and biological control is
also used to combat mosquitoes. Due to the degree of variability within mosquito breeding
habitats, treatment methods may be either a chemical or biological control.

Juvenile (Larvae) and Adult mosquito populations are primarily controlled by source reduction
and biological methods, however when these methods are not suitable, the use of chemicals are
necessary. SRCMC uses Pyrethroids (Kontrol 4-4) for adult mosquitoes and Methoprene (Altocid)
for treating aquatic habitats for juvenile (Larvae) mosquitoes. Ultra Low Volume (ULV) spray
equipment is used for ground adulticide application. For biological control, a naturally occurring
bacteria is used called Bti, which is toxic only to mosquito and black fly larvae, and is not toxic to
beneficial insects. A native plains fish (Gambusia affinis) is used to control mosquito larvae in
areas where there is standing water for long periods of time, such as wetlands and ponds.

License requirements

In accordance with Chapter 5E-13.040, F.A.C., all persons who apply or supervise the application
of a pesticide intended to control arthropods on the property, other than their own individual
residential or agricultural property, must be licensed to do so or work under the supervision of a
licensed applicator. The license is issued by the Mosquito Control Section in the Florida
Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services, Bureau of Entomology and Pest Control and
is in accordance with Chapter 388, F.S.

Compliance

Per Section 5E-13.040(8), F.A.C., pesticide applications must be accurately recorded and kept on
file for a minimum of three years. Chapter 5E-13 F.A.C. also spells out other criteria for safety
training, worker protection and justification for adulticide applications. License holders are
responsible for understanding and complying with all requirements under the law.

Safety Procedures and Precautions

All safety precautions and procedures defined by the product label are followed. All insecticides
used are registered by the Environmental Protection Agency and applications are made in direct
compliance to the product label. Applicator safety and the protection of employees and patrons,
as well as the prevention of non-target organism exposure, are practiced with each treatment.

Giving consideration to the types of recreational activities involved, no applications are made
that will result in employees or patrons coming in direct contact with insecticides. Products are
not applied that will leave a residual insecticide. The same application methods used for
residential treatments are followed in treating recreational areas.

Clean-up and Disposal
Each product label specifically identifies the requirements for safe handling of the product, to
include clean-up and disposal. Vehicles are equipped to handle any accidental on-site spills.

Thresholds

Thresholds are species and area specific. Due to the concern of mosquito transmitted viruses
and the increased potential of public exposure, certain mosquito species are given a lower
threshold than others. Spraying and treatment is conducted at residential levels.
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Management Priorities

The priorities are the continuation of the protection and enhancement of the resources while
providing public access at the existing facilities and to establish legal access to the Tract for
implementation of minimal improvements to facilitate public access while protecting the
resources. The baseline studies will be updated to gain an understanding of the resources so
they may be protected and actions will be taken to improve their condition.

Management Activities

DRP places a high priority on ensuring the safety of all patrons; ensuring the protection of the
resources and the environment; providing equal access for patrons; providing a clean enjoyable
experience; providing maps and brochures; and strengthening partnerships for the betterment
of the managed lands.

Operational Activities

DRP staff oversees maintenance of the property and is responsible for its upkeep. Whenever
possible, volunteers will be used to assist with trail maintenance. All volunteers are required to
have an approved Volunteer Application on file. Maintenance includes mowing, removal of
litter, blowing of debris (such as leaves) from the Trail, obtaining use statistics from the Trail
counters at multiple locations, removal of downed trees and repairs needed for the Trail due to
normal use or vandalism. As development occurs on the Tract and the trail system grows,
additional funding for staff and equipment may be necessary to meet these needs.

Operating Funds

Operating Funds for the project site come from the Land Acquisition Trust Fund (LATF) and the
Conservation and Recreation Lands Trust Fund (CARL). Many of the actions identified in the Plan
can be implemented using existing staff and funding. However, a number of continuing and new
activities cannot be completed during the life of this Plan unless additional resources for these
purposes are provided. The Plan’s recommended actions and cost estimates will guide DRP’s
planning and budgeting activities over the period of this Plan. It must be noted that these
recommendations are based on the information that exists at the time the Plan was prepared. A
high degree of adaptability and flexibility must be built into this process to ensure that DRP can
adjust to changes in the availability of funds, improved understanding of the property’s natural
and cultural resources and changes in statewide land management issues, priorities and policies.
Statewide priorities for all aspects of land management are evaluated each year as part of the
process for developing DRP’s annual legislative budget requests. When preparing these annual
requests, consideration is given to all of the needs and priorities of all lands managed by DEP
and the projected availability of funding from all sources during the upcoming fiscal year. DRP
will seek supplemental assistance through other funding sources and staff resources wherever
possible, including grants, volunteers and partnerships with other entities. DRP’s ability to
accomplish specific actions identified in the Plan will be determined largely by the availability of
funds and staff for these purposes, which may vary from year to year. Consequently, the
estimated budgetary needs identified in Appendix J may need to be adjusted during the 10-year
management planning cycle.

Safety/Security Management

Throughout the country, well maintained properties with high use, statistically leads to fewer
security issues. DRP maintains a presence on the Trail and works with local and state law
enforcement. Staff continually monitors the property and identifies potential hazards to public
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health within the project area, and will take appropriate measures to minimize risk to the public.
Educational training opportunities for staff will enhance staff safety when conducting daily
activities. All emergency situations are coordinated through local 911 emergency services.

Potential to Contract with Private Vendors

Public/private partnerships are natural in trail development. Private individuals and companies
have an opportunity to capitalize on the visitors that use the Trail and the provision of goods
and services is only limited by the creativity and drive of local business owners. Management
may seek ways to contract with private vendors to provide services that are better handled in a
market economy; however, these services would never be allowed to weaken safety
considerations. Pursuant to paragraph 18-2.018(2)(i), F.A.C., equitable compensation shall be
required when the use of uplands will generate income or revenue for a private user. It is the
responsibility of the Bureau of Operational Services (BOS) to manage and coordinate all
activities related to the Florida Park Service's (FPS) Concession Program. BOS works with District
staff and Park Managers for the management of concession agreements.

By privatizing formerly park-run operations, DRP implements the Governor’s initiative of smaller
government and facilitation of job creation and revenue generation in the private sector.
Contractual opportunities exist for activities including trash removal, site clean-up, facilities
maintenance, resource management and exotic species control. All actions shall conform to
both state and federal laws and rules, as well as DRP directives and procedures. General
Authority: DEP Directive 150; DEP Directive 100; Chapter 258, F.S.; and Chapter 62D-2, F.A.C.

Citizen Support Organization

The Blackwater Heritage State Trail, Inc. is incorporated as a nonprofit Florida corporation to
serve as the Citizen Support Organization (CSO) for the BHST (Appendix F). As with all Florida
Park Service CSO, the program is governed by Chapter 258, F.S., Chapter 617, F.S., the CSO
Agreement and the CSO Handbook. Executed on January 31, 2006, the BHST’s CSO Agreement
designates the Trail Manager (TM) as the Agreement manager and primary contact. The TM
attends bimonthly board meetings, schedules events and provides guidance regarding DRP rules
and regulations. The TM keeps a database on information pertaining to all volunteers (CSO and
trail volunteers), assigns duties, compiles/reports timesheets and provides training when
necessary. Management activities are supported by the CSO. Execution of an updated between
the CSO and the Florida Park Service, rather than the OGT Agreement, will occur.

Pursuant to Section 258.015, F.S., CSOs are authorized to raise funds, seek and receive grants,
accept gifts, bequests of money and tangible or real property on behalf of the public land that
they represent. The BHST CSO agrees that all funds generated through the use of the property,
facilities, name or identity will be used for the direct or indirect benefit of the Trail or in support
of the purposes stated in the articles of incorporation. The BHST CSO runs a volunteer staffed
concession stand out of the visitor center. The revenue generated by these sales is sometimes
used to cover minor repairs and supplies, as requested by the TM, for the BHST.

State Designation

In 2002, the BHST was designated as part of the statewide system of greenways and trails. An
opportunity exists for a private lands designation, through Section 260.016(2)(d), F.S. Crossing
100 feet of privately owned lands would connect the existing linear Trail to the lands acquired
through the Murphy Act and could facilitate management activities. Designation would provide
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liability protection to the private land owner. The Designation agreement could signify whether
public access for trail connectivity or staff access for management activities would be granted.
Lands acquired fee simple or through easements around NAS Whiting Field are also appropriate
for Designation.

National Designation

In 2010, the BHST was designated through the National Recreation Trails (NRT) program. As with
any NRT, official permission to use the NRT logo must be obtained in writing. This authorization
was issued on July 30, 2010.

. Public Access and Use

The BHST provides many opportunities for visitors to recreate and learn through Florida’s
outdoor environment. The recreational opportunities provide for the greater public good since
the uses minimally impact the environment (the paved trail is located on the existing spoils
created by the cleared and filled railroad berm). The Trail provides healthy outdoor activities for
individuals, groups and families. Management will work with local experts to enhance
educational opportunities, such as kiosks and programming that instill in visitors an
understanding and appreciation for Florida’s natural and cultural resources and their proper
care and use.

The Trail is open to the public from 8am to sundown, year round, seven days a week. These core
hours may be adjusted as needed to accommodate for safety and management needs.
Necessary closures will be posted. As previously discussed, two of the parcels within this
management unit are not open to the public.

Access/Parking
Due to the linear configuration of the Trail, there are many access points, neighboring streets
and sidewalks. As illustrated on Maps 1.2 and 1.3, DRP maintains four trailheads. Access to the
Trail is also provided by a fifth, non-state managed trailhead known as the NAS Whiting Field
Trailhead. Located at the junction of the BHST and the Military Heritage Trail, at 7050 Marty
Martin Way (N 30.6963 W -86.9932), the NAS Whiting Field Trailhead provides parking, a picnic
shelter and a waterless vault restroom. The DRP managed-public trailheads (from north to
south) include:
e Munson Highway, Equestrian Trailhead, located at 5969 Munson Highway (N
30.6508 W -87.0154), includes: covered benches, parking, picnic tables and water;
e Visitor Center Trailhead, located at 5533 Alabama Street ( N 30.6358 W -87.0400),
includes: a small amphitheater, barbeque grills, bicycle racks, concessions, kiosk,
meeting room, parking, picnicking, playground, restrooms, secured equipment area
and staff office and water;
e Milton Trailhead, located at 6715 Elva Street (N 30.6223 W- 87.0429), includes: a
gazebo, kiosk, parking, picnic tables, restrooms and water;
e Southern Trailhead, Old Highway 90, located at 6655 Old Highway 90 (N 30.6121
W- 87.0456), includes: parking, restrooms and water.

Transportation Alternatives

The BHST is developed for non-motorized recreational access, which expands healthy
transportation alternatives while connecting people and communities to enhance economic
development. The BHST provides residents and visitors with alternatives to using the traditional
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road network for their active transportation needs. Trails offer commuters viable multimodal
alternatives to highway travel and are vital to reducing vehicular traffic.

Walking/Hiking/Jogging

Walking, hiking and jogging are a prevalent use of the BHST. Seniors and parents with small
children are attracted to trails for daily walking exercise and social encounters. Joggers, often
active military personnel, prefer the asphalt surface to concrete sidewalks due to its consistency
and slightly more giving surface. There are fitness stations, such as stretching posts (i.e., near
Elva Street), located along the Trail. Once legal access is secured, management may develop a
trail system for walking, hiking and jogging on the Clear Creek/Whiting Field Tract.

Bicycling

There are two major groups of paved-trail bicyclists, weekend riders and long distance riders.
The BHST provides opportunities for both. Bicyclists seeking recreation and daily exercise will be
able to travel short distances on a smooth, paved surface. Long distance bicyclists have the
opportunity to cycle the entire Trail and to connect to the developing regional network of trails.
Cyclists should always use caution, as users have various skills. Once legal access is secured,
management may develop bicycling opportunities on the Tract. Pursuant to Section 316.2065,
F.S., helmets are required for cyclists under the age of 16, including children who are riding in a
trailer or semi-trailer attached to a bicycle; all other users are urged to wear helmets. Cyclists
and inline skaters yield to other users.

Skating

The BHST provides a 12-foot-wide, smooth, continuous surface that is utilized for inline skating.
The International Inline Skating Association is in favor of mandatory helmet laws for inline
skaters under the age of 18. All skaters are urged to wear helmets.

Equestrian Use

Located at 5969 Munson Highway, the Munson Highway, Equestrian Trailhead provides ample
oversized parking. Equestrians may ride on the asphalt trail or along the unpaved shoulder at
their discretion. Pursuant to Chapter 5C-18, F.A.C., equestrians must be able to provide proof of
current negative (Coggins) test for Equine Infectious Anemia which is required for all horses
when on public lands and subject to inspection at any time. This rule is strictly enforced.
Pursuant to Section 773.06, F.S., helmets are required for riders under the age of 16; all other
riders are urged to wear helmets.

Boating/Paddling/Fishing

The BHST does not afford boating (motorized/non-motorized) opportunities. Some visitors fish
from the banks near the Trail.

Camping
The BHST does not afford camping opportunities; campfires are not allowed.

Hunting

Hunting is strictly prohibited within the BHST property boundary. In accordance with the Florida
Wildlife Code, Chapter 68A-4.007, F.A.C., excludes recreation areas from territory open for
hunting; and Chapter 68A-4.008, F.A.C., makes it unlawful to take wildlife on, upon or from any
federal, state or county road right-of-way. Additionally, Section 62D-2.013(5)(d), F.A.C., prohibits
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hunting in all state parks, state recreation areas, state archaeological sites, state historic sites,
state geological sites, state botanical sites, state preserves, state museums, state cultural sites,
state wildlife parks, state folk culture centers, state trails and state gardens.

Picnicking

Benches, rest areas and pavilions provide locations for picnicking. Picnic shelters are located
(from north to south) at the NAS Whiting Field Trailhead (non-state managed), the Munson
Highway, Equestrian Trailhead, the Visitor Center Trailhead (including the Mynhier parcel) and
the Milton Trailhead.

Interpretive Opportunities

Located along the BHST are interpretive kiosks and signage that educates and instills an
appreciation for and educate the visiting public about the history of the area (e.g., historical
timeline of the Florida and Alabama Railroad, the Bagdad Mill and the rebuilding of the railroad
to provide fuel service to NAS Whiting Field) and the natural environment (e.g., songbirds and
watching wildlife). In addition to fiberglass kiosks, there are stand-alone signs and covered-
outdoor display cases/kiosks/bulletin boards that provide maps and pertinent trail information.
In the future, educational material will be enhanced to include a safety component and resource
related information.

Also within the property boundary is the previously discussed Heritage Plaza, which was
developed and is maintained by the City of Milton through an easement agreement. The
entrance way to the Heritage Plaza consists of two cobblestone columns, each with a plaque.
The plaques interpret the history of Milton and the railroad.

Geocaches

Geocaching is an outdoor activity in which the participants use a Global Positioning System
(GPS) receiver to hide and seek locations. A geocacher can place a geocache, pinpoint its
location using GPS technology and then share the geocaches existence and location online.
Anyone with a GPS unit can then hunt the geocache. Geocaching can be enjoyed by an
individual, a family or a group. Geocaching has been viewed as a means of promoting tourism
and a way to promote resources.

Geocaches should not be placed without the knowledge of the TM, who has the authority to
approve, decline or place restrictions on caches. Placement of the cache will be reviewed on a
case-by-case basis. Management will encourage the use of Tread Lightly!, Inc.’s Web site, at
www.treadlightly.org, which includes “Tips for Responsible Geocaching.” While seeking
geocaches, people will be encouraged to collect and properly dispose of litter. Should an entity
or individual decide to hold a Geocaching event, it will be considered a Special Event and special
event guidelines will be followed.

The following are general guidelines for requesting placement of a geocache:

e The cache must be placed in close proximity to an existing trail/trailhead;

e The party responsible for the cache (owner) should live in the vicinity of the cache,
to facilitate frequent maintenance. It is an owner's responsibility to maintain the
cache;

e Avoid sensitive areas, such as archaeological and ecological resources, wetlands,
steep slopes, etc.;
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e The cache must be placed above ground. Digging or ground disturbing activities is
not allowed;

e The cache owner will be encouraged to list the cache on the Official Global GPS
Cache Hunt Site, www.Geocache.com.

Visitor/Educational/Cultural Centers

The BHST CSO (Appendix F) runs a volunteer staffed concession at the Visitor Center, which is
located at 5533 Alabama Street (Maps 1.1 and 1.2). The Visitor Center also has a meeting room
and a staff office. Visitor Center hours vary due to the availability of volunteers.

Pet Policies

Pets are allowed, but must be kept on a maximum six-foot leash. Owners must pick up
excrement and dispose of it in proper waste facilities. Kiosks and brochures promote “Safety
and Etiquette” and educate the public about pet policies. Domestic animals that are noisy,
vicious, dangerous, disturbing or act threatening to persons or other animals are considered
nuisances and will not be permitted to remain on the property.

Managing Multiple Uses

To educate trail users on appropriate trail etiquette, trailhead kiosks provide information
regarding Trail Courtesy and Rules. All signs and traffic control devices are consistent with state
and local regulations. Safe and courteous multiple use recreation can be accomplished through
education and positive staff presence.

Special Events

DRP maintains special event guidelines for individuals or organizations planning events.
Typically, the events occurring on the BHST provide group opportunities for bicycling, running or
walking and often include short and long distances for public participation or may be part of a
community festival. The Trail Manager works with event coordinators to ensure the goals and
objectives of the event are compatible with the designated use along the BHST and that security
and safety requirements are being met.

Emergency Operations

DRP maintains specific procedures for implementation of safety programs, as specified in the
DEP Directive 710 and the DEP Safety Manual. In the event of a disaster, management shall clear
the property of visitors. Staff will post closures. After completion of visitor’s evacuation,
personnel shall take appropriate action to ensure the protection of government property. All
equipment and vehicles not removed from the BHST should be locked and secured.

All calls for emergency assistance are routed through the County 911 system. The 911 operator
will decide the best resource to call upon for a given emergency. The General Liability Loss
Report (GL1) is used to report all visitor injuries or deaths, property loss or damage (state or
private) and accidents involving state watercraft or vehicles. Incident Report (FPS-A045) is used
to document other incidents that are not covered by other required reports such as visitor
complaints, rule/policy enforcement etc. It is also used to record close calls, which are incidents
that could have resulted in injury or damage, but no actual injury or damage occurred. Safety
Analysis Report (FPS-A031) is used when accidents result in injury to visitors or employees and
close calls. An Automobile Accident Report (AL1) must be completed for all accidents in which a
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Division vehicle is involved, whether on or off state property, per DEP Directive 630. A copy of
any law enforcement agency report should also be submitted with the AL1.

. Accomplishments from Implementation

Florida’s residents, visitors and wildlife have been given the gift of open space through programs
such as Florida’s premier land conservation program, Florida Forever and the United States
Department of Interior’s Federal Lands to Parks Program. The lands are helping to preserve
Florida’s culture, history, water supplies, wildlife habitat and environmentally sensitive lands
while promoting tourism. Accomplishments since the approval of the 2001 management plan
for the BHST are numerous. Today, the Trail enhances aspects of the community by providing
economic development and revitalization to area it traverses. The Trail connects communities
and commercial centers and implements the vision of statewide connected system of trails. The
Trail provides for safe and efficient use of non-motorized modes of transportation choices, as
well as outstanding eco- and heritage tourism opportunities for residents and visitors. These
accomplishments played a role in Florida’s having received American Trails’ inaugural award of
“Best Trails State” in the nation.

Since the last iteration of the Plan, which represented 96.475 aces, the property boundary has
expanded three times, to include a management unit of 229.60 acres. Today, 8.1 miles of Trail
are open to the public. DRP entered into an easement agreement with the City of Milton for
their development of Heritage Plaza, which has become a Trail and community destination. As
with the 2001 Plan, the State’s managed BHST connects to the Military Heritage Trail, which
provides for a connected nine mile trail system. There are mile markers located along the Trail
as are rest benches. Four trailheads provide parking areas; three of these also have restrooms
and one has a Visitor’s Center, a playground, picnic facilities and provides for secured
equipment storage. In addition to the trailhead facilities, DRP manages one waterless restroom,
which is located between the NAS Whiting Field and the Munson Highway-Equestrian
Trailheads. Although not managed by DRP, the NAS Whiting Field Trailhead provides parking, a
waterless restroom and picnic facilities. The Trail received both State Designation and National
Recreation Trails Designation.

Staff works with many partners to expand and inform the public of the regional opportunities
and to coordinate special events. The BHST is included the State Park Online Park Guide, Google
maps, the Visit Florida Trails website and in TrailLink.com, a service of the Rails-to-Trails
Conservancy that provides information including interactive trail maps, trail descriptions, photos
and reviews about trails throughout the nation.

Land Management Review

An Interagency State Land Management Review (LMR) Team has not toured the property or
conducted a LMR. DRP will consider the findings and recommendations of the LMR Team in
finalizing the next required update to the BHST Management Plan.
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U.S. Department of Commerce

Climatography
of the United States
No. 20
1971-2000

National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration
National Environmental Satellite, Data,
and Information Service

Station: MILTON EXPERIMENT STN, FL

National Climatic Data Center

Federal Building

151 Patton Avenue
Asheville, North Carolina 28801
www.ncdc.noaa.gov

COORP ID: 085793

Climate Division: FL 1 NWS Call Sign: Elevation: 217 Feet Lat: 30°47N Lon: 87°08W
Temperature (°F)
Degree Days(1)
Mean () Extremes Mean Number of Days (3)
Base Temp 65
Daily | Daily Highest Highest L owest Lowest . . Nlix Nlix Nlix Nlix '\ilzn '\ilzn
Month | \ax | Min | Mean DY) Year | Day [ Month@) [ Year DY) Year | Day [ Month@ [ Year | Heating | Cooling

Mean Mean 100 90 50 32 32 0

Jan 60.6 38.5 49.6 84 1949 12 62.4 1974 3 1985 21 40.1 1977 497 5 .0 .0 26.2 2 10.3 .0
Feb 64.5 41.0 52.8 84 1962 13 58.8 1975 11 1951 3 439 1978 348 6 .0 .0 25.9 A 6.3 .0
Mar 71.2 477 59.5 88 1982 19 65.7 1997 20+ 1996 10 54.0 1983 200 29 .0 .0 30.6 .0 1.6 .0
Apr 77.9 53.6 65.8 94+ 1999 25 710 1999 30 1987 1 60.8 1983 67 88 .0 4 29.9 .0 2 .0
May 84.9 61.8 73.4 99+ 1998 21 76.9 2000 39 1971 4 69.8 1976 4 263 .0 6.3 31.0 .0 .0 .0
Jun 90.1 68.6 79.4 103 1954 29 83.3 1998 50+ 1984 1 77.1 1997 0 429 2 18.2 30.0 .0 .0 .0
Jul 91.6 711 81.4 104 1952 24 84.1 2000 55+ 1967 16 79.2 1984 0 507 .6 22.7 31.0 .0 .0 .0
Aug 91.5 70.6 81.1 102+ 1954 28 85.0 1999 57 1992 30 79.1 1992 0 497 4 235 31.0 .0 .0 .0
Sep 88.2 66.3 77.3 102 1997 22 8l.1 1980 37 1967 30 74.0 1983 0 367 A1 144 30.0 .0 .0 .0
Oct 80.3 54.4 67.4 98+ 1954 6 71.9 1984 28+ 1954 31 60.3 1987 62 135 .0 19 31.0 .0 A .0
Nov 70.8 46.7 58.8 88+ 2000 1 65.1 1985 19+ 1970 25 50.9 1976 223 34 .0 .0 29.6 .0 2.6 .0
Dec 63.0 40.7 51.9 82+ 1998 9 60.6 1971 8+ 1989 24 43.6 1989 422 14 .0 .0 27.9 A 79 .0

Jul Aug Jan Jan
Ann 77.9 55.1 66.5 104 1952 24 85.0 1999 3 1985 21 40.1 1977 1823 2374 13 87.4 354.1 4 29.0 .0

+ Also occurred on an earlier date(s)

@ Denotes mean number of days greater than O but less than .05

Complete documentation available from: www.ncdc.noaa.gov/oa/climate/normal s'usnormal s.html
Issue Date: February 2004 049-A
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(1) From the 1971-2000 Monthly Normals
(2) Derived from station’s available digital record: 1948-2001

(3) Derived from 1971-2000 serially complete daily data




U.S. Department of Commerce

National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration

National Environmental Satellite, Data,

and Information Service

Station: MILTON EXPERIMENT STN, FL

Climatography
of the United States
No. 20

1971-2000

National Climatic Data Center
Federal Building

151 Patton Avenue

Asheville, North Carolina 28801
www.ncdc.noaa.gov

COOP ID: 085793

Climate Division: FL 1 NWS Call Sign: Elevation: 217 Feet Lat: 30°47N Lon: 87°08W
Precipitation (inches)
Precipitation Probabilities (1)
Precipitation Totals Mean Number Probability that the monthly/annual precipitation will be equal to or less than the
of Days (3) indicated amount
Meang/ ) L Monthly/Annual Precipitation vs Probability L evels
) Extremes Daily Precipitation . . I
Mediang1) These values were deter mined from the incomplete gamma distribution
M ed- Highest Highest L owest >= >= >= >=
Month | Mean ian Daily(2) Year | Day Monthiy(1) Year Monthiy(1) Year 001 | 010 | 050 | 1.00 .05 .10 .20 .30 40 .50 .60 .70 .80 .90 .95
Jan | 639 | 5.85 878 | 1978 | 25| 1606 | 1991 66 1989 | 111 | 76 | 43 | 22 | 168 | 228 | 321 | 402 | 48 | 567 | 660 | 772 | 916 | 1145 | 1358
Feb | 504 | 486 422 | 1955 6 974 | 1985 145 | 1999 | 91 64 | 34 | 17| 141 | 18 | 261 | 324 | 38 | 451 | 522 | 607 | 716 | 888 | 10.48
Mar | 7.32 | 654 800 | 1990 | 16 | 17.73 | 1990 382 | 1974 | 102 | 73 | 42 | 23 | 332 | 397 | 48 | 559 | 627 | 695 | 768 | 852 | 957 | 1116 | 12.60
Apr | 435 | 386 622 | 1994 | 13 9.09 | 1983 51 | 1987 | 76 50 | 28 | 14 93 133 | 197 | 255 | 313 | 375 | 445 | 529 | 640 | 817 | 984
May | 4.83 | 419 740 | 1995 | 10 | 11.80 | 1991 A5 | 2000 | 89 60 | 29 | 14 67 106 | 176 | 243 | 313 | 390 | 480 | 590 | 7.38 | 980 | 1214
Jun | 711 | 611 | 1208 | 1970 3| 239 | 1989 97 | 1998 | 108 | 81 | 44 | 20| 162 | 228 | 332 | 426 | 519 | 618 | 730 | 863 | 10.37 | 1315 | 1577
Jul 817 | 804 874 | 1975 | 31| 2332 | 1975 274 | 1972 | 149 | 113 | 58 | 23 | 282 | 359 | 471 | 566 | 657 | 751 | 853 | 972 | 1125 | 1361 | 1578
Aug | 662 | 653 7.40 | 1995 4 1139 | 1984 300 | 1989 | 133 | 96 | 43 | 22 | 290 | 350 | 432 | 500 | 563 | 626 | 695 | 773 | 872 | 10.22 | 1157
Sep | 612 | 511 | 12.00 | 1998 | 26 | 2173 | 1998 | 1.33+ | 1999 | 9.9 6.6 34 | 18| 129 | 185 | 275 | 356 | 438 | 526 | 625 | 744 | 900 | 1151 | 13.88
Oct | 366 | 315 | 10.00 | 1995 4 1685 | 1995 00 | 1978 | 59 37 1.9 9 13 A1 92 145 | 204 | 270 | 349 | 449 | 58 | 817 | 1043
Nov | 547 | 511 401 | 2000 | 25| 1085 | 1989 154 | 1990 | 91 6.1 37 | 19| 173 | 225 | 302 | 367 | 431 | 497 | 569 | 654 | 763 | 933 | 10.90
Dec | 4.40 | 4.02 462 | 1983 | 11| 1009 | 1972 68 | 1980 | 97 60 | 29 | 14 | 140 | 182 | 244 | 297 | 348 | 400 | 458 | 526 | 613 | 748 | 874
Jun Jun Oct
Ann | 6948 | 6952 | 12.08 3| 239 .00 1205 | 837 | 440 | 215 | 4898 | 5293 | 5801 | 61.87 | 6530 | 6862 | 72.05 | 7584 | 80.45 | 87.14 | 92.92
1970 1989 1978
+ Also occurred on an earlier date(s) (1) From the 1971-2000 Monthly Normals
# Denotes amounts of a trace (2) Derived from station’s available digital record: 1948-2001
@ Denotes mean number of days greater than O but less than .05 (3) Derived from 1971-2000 serially complete daily data
** Statistics not computed because less than six years out of thirty had measurable precipitation Complete documentation available from:
www.ncdc.noaa.gov/oalclimate/normal S'usnormal s.html
049-B
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Notes

a. The monthly means are simple arithmetic averages computed by summing the monthly values for the period 1971-2000 and dividing by thirty. Prior to averaging, the data
are adjusted if necessary to compensate for data quality issues, station moves or changes in station reporting practices. Missing months are replaced by estimates based on
neighboring stations.

b. The median is defined as the middle value in an ordered set of values. The median is being provided for the snow and precipitation elements because the mean can be a
misleading value for precipitation normals.

c. Only observed validated values were used to select the extreme daily values.

d. Extreme monthly temperature/precipitation means were selected from the monthly normals data.

Monthly snow extremes were calculated from daily values quality controlled to be consistent with the Snow Climatology.

e. Degree Days were derived using the same techniques as the 1971-2000 normals.

Compete documentation for the 1971-2000 Normals is available on the internet from:
www.ncdc.noaa.gov/oa/climate/normals/usnormals.html

f. Mean “number of days statistics” for temperature and precipitation were calculated from a serially complete daily data set .

Documentation of the serially complete data set is available from the link below:
g. Snowfall and snow depth statistics were derived from the Snow Climatology.
Documentation for the Snow Climatology project is available from the link under references.

Data Sources for Tables

Several different data sources were used to create the Clim20 climate summaries. In some cases the daily extremes appear inconsistent with the monthly extremes and or the mean
number of days statistics. For example, a high daily extreme value may not be reflected in the highest monthly value or the mean number of days threshold that is less than and
equal to the extreme value. Some of these difference are caused by different periods of record. Daily extremes are derived from the station’s entire period of record while the
serial data and normals data were are for the 1971-2000 period. Therefore extremes observed before 1971 would not be included in the 1971-2000 normals or the 1971-2000

serial daily data set. Inconsistencies can also occur when monthly values are adjusted to reflect the current observing conditions or were replaced during the 1971-2000 Monthly
Normals processing and are not reconciled with the Summary of the Day data.

a. Temperature/ Precipitation Tables c. Snow Tables
1. 1971-2000 Monthly Normals 1. Snow Climatology
2. Cooperative Summary of the Day 2. Cooperative Summary of the Day
3. National Weather Service station records
4. 1971-2000 serially complete daily data d. Freeze Data Table

1971-2000 serially complete daily data
b. Degree Day Table

1. Monthly and Annual Heating and Cooling Degree Days Normals to Selected Bases derived from 1971-2000 Monthly Normals
2. Daily Normal Growing Degree Units to Selected Base Temperatures derived from 1971-2000 serially complete daily data

References

U.S. Climate Normals 1971-2000, www.ncdc.noaa.gov/normals.html

U.S. Climate Normals 1971-2000-Products Clim20, www.ncdc.noaa.gov/oa/climate/normals/usnormalsprods.html
Snow Climatology Project Description, www.ncdc.noaa.gov/oa/climate/monitoring/snowclim/mainpage.html

Eischeid, J. K., P. Pasteris, H. F. Diaz, M. Plantico, and N. Lott, 2000: Creating a serially complete, national daily time series of temperature and precipitation for the Western
United States. J. Appl. Meteorol., 39, 1580-1591,

www1.ncdc.noaa.gov/pub/data/special/ serialcomplete_jam_0900.pdf
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June 7, 2011

Ms. Robin Turner

Office of Greenways and Trails
3900 Commonwealth Blvd.
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-3000

Dear Ms. Turner:

This letter is in response to your request for listed species occurrence records and
critical habitats for your project (Blackwater State Trail) located in Santa Rosa
County, Florida. Records from The Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation
Commission’s database indicate that listed species occurrence data are located
within the project area. Enclosed are 8.5 x 11 maps showing listed species
locations, SHCA’s Cooper’s hawk and Swallow-tailed kite, prioritized SHCA’s,
species richness, priority wetlands for listed species, and land cover for the project
area.

This letter and attachments should not be considered as a review or an
assessment of the impact upon threatened or endangered species of the project
site. It provides FWC’s most current data regarding the location of listed species
and their associated habitats.

Our fish and wildlife location data represents only those occurrences recorded by
FWC staff and other affiliated researchers. It is important to understand that our
database does not necessarily contain records of all listed species that may occur
In a given area. Also, data on certain species, such as gopher tortoises, are not
entered into our database on a site-specific basis. Therefore, one should not
assume that an absence of occurrences in our database indicates that
species of significance do not occur in the area.

The Florida Natural Areas Inventory (FNAI) maintains a separate database of
listed plant and wildlife species, please contact FNAI directly for specific
information on the location of element occurrences within the project area.
Because FNALI is funded to provide information to public agencies only, you may
be required to pay a fee for this information. County-wide listed species
information can be located at their website (http:/www.fnai.org).

Please credit the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission in any
publication or presentation of these data. If you have any questions or further
requests, please contact me at (850) 488-0588 or gisrequests@myfwc.com.

Sincerely,

Qon Slaarns

Jan Stearns
Staff Assistant

js
2011_5707
Enclosures
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Species Occurrence
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Strategic Habitat Conservation Areas
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Prioritized SHCA's
Blackwater State Trail
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The prioritized SHCA map identifies 5 classes of SHCA
based upon Heritage ranking criteria developed by The
Nature Conservancy, the Natural Heritage Program
Network, and the Florida Natural Areas Inventory. There
are 2 possible ranks used to prioritize a species’ SHCA:
1) the global rank based on a species worldwide status,
and 2) the state rank based upon the species status in
Florida. The state and global ranks are based upon many
factors such as known occurrence locations, estimated
abundance, range, amount of habitat currently protected,
perceived levels of threats towards the species, and

ecological fragility. 2011 5707
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Species Richness
Blackwater State Trail
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Priority Wetlands
Blackwater State Trail
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Florida Land Cover - 2003
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http://www.fnai.org/�

Fish and Wildlife Research
Institute

Information Science and
Management

(850) 488-0588

QRN A1N RDORA

July 11, 2011

Robin Turner,
Regional Coordinator
Office of Greenways and Trails

Department of Environmental Protection
Tallahassee, FL. 32399

Dear Ms. Turner:

This letter is in response to your request for listed species occurrence records for your
project (Blackwater Heritage State Trail Revision), located in Santa Rosa County,
Florida. No records of listed species occurrence or critical habitats from the Florida
Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission database were located within the project
area. Enclosed are 8.5 x 11 maps showing listed species locations, SHCA’s Cooper’s
hawk and the swallowed-tailed kite, prioritized SHCA’s, species richness, priority
wetlands for listed species, and land cover for the project area.

This letter and/or attachments should not be considered as a review or an assessment
of the impact upon threatened or endangered species of the project site. It provides
FWC(C’s most current data regarding the location of listed species and their associated
habitats.

Our fish and wildlife location data represents only those occurrences recorded by
FWC staff and other affiliated researchers. Please note that our database does not
necessarily contain records of all listed species that may occur in a given area. Also,
data on certain species, such as gopher tortoises, are not entered into our database on
a site-specific basis. Therefore, one should not assume that an absence of
occurrences in our database indicates that species of significance do not
occur in the area.

The Florida Natural Areas Inventory (FNAI) maintains a separate database of listed
plant and wildlife species, please contact FNAI directly for specific information on the
location of element occurrences within the project area. Because FNAI is funded to
provide information to public agencies only, you may be required to pay a fee for this
information. County-wide listed species information can be located at their website
(http://www.fnai.org).

Please credit the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission in any
publication or presentation of these data. If you have any questions or further
requests, please contact me at (850) 488-0588 or gisrequests@myfwec.com.

Sincerely,

Qan Seams

Jan Stearns
Staff Assistant

js
2011_5725
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Species Occurrence

Blackwater Heritage State Trail Revision
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Strategic Habitat Conservation Areas
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Prioritized SHCA's

Blackwater Heritage State Trail Revision
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Species Richness

Blackwater Heritage State Trail Revision
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Priority Wetlands
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Florida Land Cover - 2003
Blackwater Heritage State Trail Revision
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Blackwater Heritage State Trail

Management Plan Review

Revised April 10, 2013

Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
Land Conservation and Planning

The following are comments and suggested revisions prepared by the Florida Fish and
Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) for the Blackwater Heritage State Trail (BHST)
Management Plan submitted by Greenways and Trail, Division of Recreation and Parks, to
the Acquisition and Restoration Council for consideration at the April 18-19, 2013 meeting.

1. FWC notes that although the plan covers a trail corridor and associated narrow
ribbon of habitat along with a small parcel adjacent to Whiting Field, FNAI
indicates numerous rare and imperiled species have been documented as occurring
on or near the trail. FWC further notes and appreciates that this management plan
adequately expresses the clear intent to implement core goals and objectives
essential in the management of fish and wildlife habitat such as imperiled species
management; restore, improve and maintain natural communities; implementation
of a prescribed burning plan for fire adapted communities; control and management
of exotic species; and hydrological preservation and restoration. Additionally, the
plan describes ongoing associated management activities necessary to fulfill these
goals. However, the plan indicates that due to the need for baseline surveys,
quantifiable objectives with specific objective targets are uncompleted for many of
the eight required goal categories. The plan expresses intent to develop quantifiable
short term and long term objectives upon the completion of baseline surveys natural
community mapping, etc. Therefore, FWC recommends that a plan amendment be
submitted to ARC for review and approval upon completion of quantifiable short
term and long-term objectives, for the eight required core goals described on Pages
16-21 of the plan. Since, the implementation of such core resource objectives, in the
appropriate manner necessary, is essential to the conservation of fish and wildlife
habitat even for relatively small trail corridor areas.

2. FWC completed a GIS environmental resource analysis for BHST which indicates
that the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service has designated a portion of BHST as Critical
Habitat for a species of salamander; the reticulated flatwoods salamander
(Ambystoma bishop). The attached map identifies the area of critical habitat for this
salamander. FWC recommends the plan indicate the USWS Critical Habitat Area
on BHST in an accompanying map and describe how the area will be managed to
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conserve habitat for this species of salamander. FWC also recommends the
development of monitoring protocols for rare and imperiled species.

3. FWC recommends the development of a Wildlife Management Strategy for the area
and suggests including the following objective: In cooperation with FWC, develop a
Wildlife Management Strategy that addresses potential fish and wildlife species on
the area, with specific focus on imperiled species and associated management
prescriptions for their habitats, based on site-specific occurrence, population and
sustainability data, conduct imperiled species surveys and monitoring as
appropriate.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the BHST management plan.
Please direct any questions regarding this document to:

David Alden

Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
Land Conservation & Planning

850.487.9588

Email: david.alden@myfwc.com
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From: Alden, David [mailto:David.Alden@MyFWC.com]

Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2013 12:57 PM

To: Brock, Greg

Cc: Ingram, Catherine; Birdsong, Robin; djackson@fnai.org; Cochran, Gary
Subject: RE: Blackwater Heritage trail designation of critical habitat for salamander

Greg:

To be clear, based on the county and map Critical Habitat designations found in the rule, it appears
that only the Reticulated Flatwoods Salamander has Critical Habitat designated on portions of the
Blackwater Heritage Trail. However, Frosted Flatwoods Salamander does have Critical Habitat
designated in the panhandle, but not west of the Apalachicola River.

So, it appears there is an error with that USFWS Critical Habitat GIS data (indicating Critical Habitat
for both species at the Blackwater Heritage Trail site).

Please let me know if you have any questions.

David Alden

Biological Scientist 1V, Senior Conservation Planner
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
Land Conservation & Planning

850.487.9588

Email: David.Alden@myFWC.com

Online: http://myfwc.com/conservation/terrestrial/management-plans/

Find FWC and follow us as we work together to better manage Florida's fish and wildlife resources
MyFWC.com

From: Brock, Greg [mailto:Greg.Brock@dep.state.fl.us]
Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2013 12:05 PM

To: Alden, David
Cc: Ingram, Catherine; Birdsong, Robin
Subject: Blackwater Heritage trail designation of critical habitat for salamander

David, your map and memo of critical habitats for the Frosted and Reticulated Flatwoods
Salamanders on the Blackwater Heritage State Trail, appears to need correcting. Only the
Reticulated Flatwoods Salamanders (Ambystoma bishopi) occurs west of the Apalachicola R. — see
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attached emails.

Please take a few minutes to share your comments on the service you received from the department
by clicking on this link DEP_Customer Survey.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Fish and Wildlife Service

50 CFR Part 17

[FWS-R4—-ES—-2008-0082; MO 9921050083~
B2]

RIN 1018—-AU85

Endangered and Threatened Wildlife
and Plants; Determination of
Endangered Status for Reticulated
Flatwoods Salamander; Designation of
Critical Habitat for Frosted Flatwoods
Salamander and Reticulated Flatwoods
Salamander

AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service,
Interior.

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: We, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (Service), finalize the
listing under the Endangered Species
Act of 1973, as amended (Act), of the
currently threatened flatwoods
salamander (Ambystoma cingulatum)
into two distinct species: Frosted
flatwoods salamander (Ambystoma
cingulatum) and reticulated flatwoods
salamander (Ambystoma bishopi) due to
a recognized taxonomic reclassification;
determine endangered status for the
reticulated flatwoods salamander; retain
threatened status for the frosted
flatwoods salamander; and designate
critical habitat for the frosted flatwoods
salamander and the reticulated
flatwoods salamander. In total,
approximately 27,423 acres (ac) (11,100
hectares (ha)) in 35 units or subunits fall
within the boundaries of the critical
habitat designation; 22,970 ac (9,297 ha)
of critical habitat is designated for the
frosted flatwoods salamander and 4,453
ac (1,803 ha) for the reticulated
flatwoods salamander. This area is a
reduction of 3,205 ac (977 ha) from the
proposed designation; 162 ac (66 ha)
less for the frosted flatwoods
salamander and 3,043 ac (928 ha) less
for the reticulated flatwoods
salamander. The critical habitat is
located in Baker, Calhoun, Franklin,
Holmes, Jackson, Jefferson, Liberty,
Santa Rosa, Wakulla, Walton, and
Washington Counties in Florida; Baker
and Miller Counties in Georgia; and
Berkeley, Charleston, and Jasper
Counties in South Carolina.

DATES: This rule becomes effective on
March 12, 2009.

ADDRESSES: This final rule and final
economic analysis are available on the
Internet at http://www.regulations.gov.
Supporting documentation we used in
preparing this final rule is available for
public inspection, by appointment,

during normal business hours, at U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, Mississippi
Fish and Wildlife Office, 6578 Dogwood
View Parkway, Jackson, MS 39213.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Ray
Aycock, Field Supervisor, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, Mississippi Field
Office, 6578 Dogwood View Parkway,
Jackson, MS 39213; telephone: 601—
321-1122; facsimile: 601-965-4340. If
you use a telecommunications device
for the deaf (TDD), call the Federal
Information Relay Service (FIRS) at
800-877-8339.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This
document consists of: (1) A final rule to
change the listing of the currently
threatened flatwoods salamander
(Ambystoma cingulatum) to frosted
flatwoods salamander (Ambystoma
cingulatum) and reticulated flatwoods
salamander (Ambystoma bishopi) (the
frosted flatwoods salamander will
continue to be listed as threatened and
the reticulated flatwoods salamander is
listed as endangered); and (2) final
critical habitat designations for each
species.

Previous Federal Actions

The flatwoods salamander was listed
as threatened on April 1, 1999 (64 FR
15691). At that time, we found that
designation of critical habitat for the
flatwoods salamander was not prudent
because such designation would not be
beneficial and may increase threats to
the species. On April 1, 2005, Center for
Biological Diversity, Wild South, and
Florida Biodiversity Project filed a
lawsuit against the Secretary of the
Interior alleging failure to designate
critical habitat for the flatwoods
salamander. In a court-approved
settlement agreement, we agreed to re-
evaluate the need for critical habitat for
the species and, if prudent, submit a
proposed designation of critical habitat
to the Federal Register by January 30,
2007, and submit a final critical habitat
rule for publication in the Federal
Register by January 30, 2008. We
published a proposed rule to designate
critical habitat for the flatwoods
salamander in the Federal Register on
February 7, 2007 (72 FR 5856). After
that proposed rule published, new
information became available on its
taxonomic classification and additional
threats to occupied habitat that
necessitated a reevaluation of the
proposed rule. On January 25, 2008, the
court-approved settlement agreement
was modified to require that a revised
proposed critical habitat designation for
the frosted flatwoods salamander and
the reticulated flatwoods salamander be
submitted for publication in the Federal

Register on or before July 30, 2008, with
the final critical habitat rule to be
submitted for publication in the Federal
Register by January 30, 2009. The
revised proposed rule was signed on
and delivered to the Federal Register on
July 30, 2008, and it subsequently
published on August 13, 2008 (73 FR
47258). We also published
supplemental information on the
proposed rule to maintain the status of
the frosted flatwoods salamander as
threatened (73 FR 54125; September 18,
2008).

Public Comments

Due to the nature of the proposed
rule, we received combined comments
from the public on the listing action and
the critical habitat designation.
Therefore, we have addressed these
issues in a single comment section. In
this final rule, we have presented the
listing analysis first, followed by the
analysis for designation of critical
habitat. All public comments and our
responses to them are presented under
the Critical Habitat section.

Background

It is our intent to discuss only those
topics directly relevant to the taxonomic
reclassification of the flatwoods
salamander into two species, the frosted
flatwoods salamander and the
reticulated flatwoods salamander, the
determination of the status of these two
species, and the designation of critical
habitat for both species. For more
information on the biology and ecology
of flatwoods salamanders, refer to the
final listing rule published in the
Federal Register on April 1, 1999 (64 FR
15691). For information on our
proposed determination of endangered
status for the reticulated flatwoods
salamander, and on the proposed
designation of critical habitat for the
frosted flatwoods salamander and the
reticulated flatwoods salamander, refer
to the proposed rule published in the
Federal Register on August 13, 2008 (73
FR 47258).

Taxonomic Classification

The original listing rule (64 FR 15691;
April 1, 1999) described the geographic
range of the flatwoods salamander as it
was known at that time. The range for
the species included occurrences across
the lower southeastern Coastal Plain in
Florida, Georgia, and South Carolina.
Taxonomic revision resulted from
research done by Pauly et al. (2007, pp.
415-429) that suggested a taxonomic
reclassification of the species by
splitting the flatwoods salamander into
two species—the frosted flatwoods
salamander and the reticulated
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flatwoods salamander. The
Apalachicola River drainage forms a
geographic barrier between the two
species. This drainage is a common site
for east-west phylogeographic breaks in
many other taxa as well. For this reason,
the reclassification of the flatwoods
salamander into two species is currently
accepted by the scientific community
and by the Service. We hereby amend
the List of Endangered and Threatened
Wildlife at 50 CFR 17.11(h) to reflect
this revision to taxonomy.

Goin (1950, p. 299) recognized two
distinct subspecies of flatwoods
salamander based on morphological and
color pattern variation. This
reclassification between the eastern and
western portions of the salamander’s
range was later discounted in an
analysis by Martof and Gerhardt (1965,
pp- 342—-346) and for the past 40 years
the concept of a single undifferentiated
species persisted. Pauly et al. (2007, pp.
415-429) conducted molecular and
morphological analyses to test whether
the flatwoods salamander, as originally
described, followed a pattern of east-
west disjunction at the Apalachicola
River as has been described in many
other species. They were able to
demonstrate this predicted
phylogeographic break. Based on
mitochondrial DNA (mtDNA),
morphology, and allozymes, they
recognize two species of flatwoods
salamanders, frosted flatwoods
salamander to the east of the
Apalachicola drainage and reticulated
flatwoods salamander to the west. The
Apalachicola River is probably the
cause of major disjunctions in species
distributions due to the repeated marine
embayments during the Pliocene and
Pleistocene interglacials that likely
caused a barrier to gene flow.

In the Pauly et al. (2007, pp. 415—-429)
analyses, the use of mtDNA splits
flatwoods salamander populations into
two major clades east and west of the
Apalachicola-Flint rivers. Samples from
Jackson and Liberty Counties, Florida,
are informative because, geographically,
they are located on opposite sides of the
river but are phylogenetically distant
with respect to mtDNA sequence
divergence. In contrast, geographically
distant populations on the same side of
the Apalachicola River are very closely
related. Their morphological analyses
also support a taxonomic boundary at
the Apalachicola-Flint rivers.
Salamanders on opposite sides of this
boundary significantly differed in both
body shape and size based on
multivariate analyses. The number of
costal grooves (grooves along the side
body of salamanders used in species
identification), snout-vent length, six

additional morphometric traits, and
sexual dimorphisms in tail length,
height, and width are all significantly
different between the two taxa. Due to
the importance of the tail in
ambystomatid courtship and
fertilization, tail differences may be
particularly important (Duellman and
Trueb 1986, pp. 64—66).

Allozyme data presented in Shaffer et
al. (1991, pp. 290-291, 302) also
indicated differences between
salamanders on either side of the
Apalachicola River. Their results
demonstrated these populations have
fixed-allele differences, consistent with
the mtDNA and morphological results.

The frosted and reticulated flatwoods
salamanders can be differentiated from
each other by the use of several
morphological characters (Pauly et al.
2007, pp. 424—425). The frosted
flatwoods salamander generally has
more costal grooves and tends to be
larger than the reticulated flatwoods
salamander. For individuals of the same
size, the frosted flatwoods salamander
has longer forelimbs and hind limbs and
a larger head. Male frosted flatwoods
salamanders have longer tails than those
of the reticulated flatwoods salamander.
The belly pattern of the frosted
flatwoods salamander consists of
discrete white spots on a dark
background, while the spots are less
distinct in the reticulated flatwoods
salamander giving a ‘“‘salt and pepper”
appearance (Goin 1950, pp. 300—314).
The back pattern of the reticulated
flatwoods salamander has a more net-
like appearance than the frosted
flatwoods salamander, as the common
names imply.

In summary, in the Regulation
Promulgation section of this document,
we present a taxonomic change
reflecting the reclassification of
flatwoods salamander (Ambystoma
cingulatum) to frosted flatwoods
salamander (A. cingulatum) and
reticulated flatwoods salamander (A.
bishopi).

Listing of the Reticulated Flatwoods
Salamander

History of the Action

On December 16, 1997, we published
a proposed rule to list the flatwoods
salamander as a threatened species (62
FR 65787). We published the final rule
to list the species on April 1, 1999 (64
FR 15691). On August 13, 2008, we
published the proposal to list the
reticulated flatwoods salamander,
currently known as the flatwoods
salamander west of the Apalachicola-
Flint Rivers, as a new species (73 FR
47258).

Species Information

As far as we currently know, the life
history traits and habitat use of both the
frosted flatwoods salamander and the
reticulated flatwoods salamander are
similar to those previously described for
the flatwoods salamander. Both species
of flatwoods salamanders are
moderately sized salamanders that are
generally black to chocolate-black with
fine, irregular, light gray lines and
specks that form a cross-banded pattern
across their backs (back pattern more
net-like in the reticulated flatwoods
salamander). The frosted flatwoods
salamander generally tends to be larger
than the reticulated flatwoods
salamander, as described above. Adults
are terrestrial and live underground
most of the year. They breed in
relatively small, isolated ephemeral
ponds where the larvae develop until
metamorphosis. Post-metamorphic
salamanders migrate out of the ponds
and into the uplands where they live
until they move back to ponds to breed
as adults. Both species of flatwoods
salamander are endemic to the lower
southeastern Coastal Plain and occur in
what were historically longleaf pine-
wiregrass flatwoods and savannas (Palis
and Means 2005, pp. 608—609).

The historical range of what is now
considered the reticulated flatwoods
salamander included parts of the States
of Alabama, Florida, and Georgia, which
are in the lower Coastal Plain of the
southeastern United States west of the
Apalachicola-Flint Rivers. We have
compiled 26 historical (pre-1990)
records for the reticulated flatwoods
salamander.

In Alabama, there are five historical
localities for the reticulated flatwoods
salamander, all in the extreme southern
portion of the State in Baldwin,
Covington, Houston, and Mobile
Counties. Surveys have been conducted
at numerous sites since 1992; however,
no reticulated flatwoods salamanders
have been observed in Alabama since
1981 (Jones et al. 1982, p. 51; Godwin
2008).

Two historical records for the
reticulated flatwoods salamander are
known from Georgia, one each in Baker
and Early Counties. Site visits to the
areas in the vicinity of these two records
have indicated that there is no longer
suitable habitat for flatwoods
salamanders at these localities. The area
of the Baker County record has been
cleared for agriculture (LaClaire 1994b).
The upland habitat surrounding the
Early County record has been converted
to home sites and agricultural fields
(Seyle 1994, p. 4). Four new reticulated
flatwoods salamander breeding ponds
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have been discovered since 1990. One
pond is on the Mayhaw Wildlife
Management Area owned by the State of
Georgia in Miller County. Three ponds
are on private property in Baker County.
Currently, two reticulated flatwoods
salamander populations are supported
by these breeding sites in Georgia.

Nineteen historical (pre-1990) records
for the reticulated flatwoods salamander
are known for Florida. Reticulated
flatwoods salamander breeding has been
documented at only five (26 percent) of
these sites since 1990. Extensive surveys
throughout the range of the Ambystoma
cingulatum, conducted prior to the
original listing in 1999, resulted in
identifying 39 additional breeding sites.
Thirty-one (80 percent) of these sites are
located in Okaloosa and Santa Rosa
Counties, primarily on Department of
Defense lands. Currently, 18
populations of the reticulated flatwoods
salamander are known from Florida.

The combined data from all survey
work completed since 1990 in Florida
and Georgia indicate there are 20
populations of the reticulated flatwoods
salamander. Some of these populations
are inferred from the capture of a single
individual. Nine (45 percent) of the
known reticulated flatwoods
salamander populations occur, at least
in part, on public land. Of these,
Department of Defense lands in Florida
harbor four populations of the
reticulated flatwoods salamander at
Eglin Air Force Base, Hurlburt Field,
and Navy Outlying Landing Field
Holley. State and local agencies in
Florida and Georgia partially manage
habitat for five additional populations
and monitor breeding ponds. In Florida,
Pine Log State Forest harbors a single
population; Northwest Florida Water
Management District (NWFLWMD) and
Blackwater River State Forest share
management of a single population;
NWFLWMD and Yellow River Marsh
Preserve State Park share management
of most of another property supporting
an additional population; and the Santa
Rosa County School Board owns a
portion of the habitat supporting a
single population. In Georgia, the
Mayhaw Wildlife Management Area
supports a single population. Eleven (55
percent) reticulated flatwoods
salamander populations are solely on
private land.

Summary of Factors Affecting the
Reticulated Flatwoods Salamander

Section 4 of the Act and regulations
(50 CFR part 424) promulgated to
implement the listing provisions of the
Act set forth the procedures for adding
species to Federal lists. A species may
be determined to be an endangered or

threatened species due to one or more
of the five factors described in section
4(a)(1). The original listing rule for the
flatwoods salamander (64 FR 15691)
contained a discussion of these five
factors, as did the proposed rule (73 FR
47258; August 13, 2008) and
supplemental information (73 FR 54125;
September 18, 2008). Only those factors
relevant to the proposed reclassification
of the reticulated flatwoods salamander
(Ambystoma bishopi Goin, 1950) from
threatened to endangered are described
below:

A. The Present or Threatened
Destruction, Modification, or
Curtailment of Its Habitat or Range

The major threat to the reticulated
flatwoods salamander is loss of both its
longleaf pine—slash pine flatwoods
terrestrial habitat and its isolated,
seasonally ponded breeding habitat. The
combined pine flatwoods (longleaf
pine—wiregrass flatwoods and slash pine
flatwoods) historical area was
approximately 32 million acres (ac)
(12.8 million hectares (ha)) (Outcalt
1997, p. 4). This area has been reduced
to 5.6 million ac (2.27 million ha) or
approximately 18 percent of its original
extent (Outcalt 1997, p. 4). These
remaining pine flatwoods (non-
plantation forests) areas are typically
fragmented, degraded, second-growth
forests (Outcalt 1997, p. 6). Conversion
of pine flatwoods to intensively
managed (use of heavy mechanical site
preparation, high stocking rates, and
low fire frequencies) slash or loblolly
plantations often resulted in
degradation of flatwoods salamander
habitat by creating well-shaded, closed-
canopied forests with an understory
dominated by shrubs or pine needles
(Outcalt 1997, pp. 4-6; Palis 1997, pp.
61-63). Disturbance-sensitive ground
cover species, such as wiregrass
(Aristida stricta [= A. beyrichianal
Kesler et al. 2003, p. 9), dropseed
(Sporobolus spp.), and perennial forbs
were either greatly reduced in extent or
were replaced by weedy pioneering
species (Moore et al. 1982, p. 216;
Outcalt and Lewis 1988, pp. 1-12;
Hardin and White 1989, pp. 243-244).
In a study conducted by Hedman et al.
(2000, p. 233), longleaf pine plots had
significantly more herbaceous species
and greater herbaceous cover than
loblolly or slash pine plots. For
example, wiregrass is often lost from a
site when habitat is converted from
longleaf pine forest to other habitat
types using common mechanical site
preparation methods (Outcalt and Lewis
1988, p. 2). Loss of wiregrass is
considered an indicator of site
degradation from fire suppression or

soil disturbance (Clewell 1989; pp. 226,
230-232). Flatwoods salamanders are
unlikely to persist in uplands with a
disturbed, wiregrass-depauperate
ground cover (Palis 1997, p. 63).

Forest management that includes
intensive site preparation may adversely
affect flatwoods salamanders directly
and indirectly (Means et al. 1996, p.
426). Bedding (a technique in which a
small ridge of surface soil is elevated as
a planting bed) alters the surface soil
layers, disrupts the site hydrology, and
often eliminates the native herbaceous
ground cover. This can have a cascading
effect of reducing the invertebrate
community that serves as a food source
for flatwoods salamander adults. Post-
larval and adult flatwoods salamanders
occupy upland flatwoods sites where
they live underground in crayfish
burrows, root channels, or burrows of
their own making (Goin 1950, p. 311;
Neill 1951, p. 765; Mount 1975, pp. 98—
99; Ashton and Ashton 2005, pp. 63, 65,
68—71). The occurrence of these
underground habitats is dependent
upon protection of the soil structure.
Intensive site preparation destroys the
subterranean voids and may result in
entombing, injuring, or crushing
individuals.

Ecologists consider fire suppression
the primary reason for the degradation
of remaining longleaf pine forest habitat.
The disruption of the natural fire cycle
has resulted in an increase in slash and
loblolly pine on sites formerly
dominated by longleaf pine, an increase
in hardwood understory, and a decrease
in herbaceous ground cover (Wolfe et al.
1988, p. 132). Although reticulated
flatwoods salamanders have been found
at sites with predominately loblolly or
slash pine, the long-term viability of
populations at these sites is unknown.
On public lands, prescribed burning is
a significant part of habitat management
plans. However, implementation of
prescribed burning has been
inconsistent due to financial constraints
and limitations of weather (drought,
wind direction, etc.) that restrict the
number of opportunities to burn.

These alterations of the longleaf pine
ecosystem, as a result of incompatible
forest practices, have caused historic
losses of reticulated flatwoods
salamander habitat. Conversion of
native pine flatwoods to plantation
forests is not considered a significant
threat at this time. Forecasts indicate
that most new plantation forests will
come from converting agricultural fields
(Wear and Greis 2002, p. 47).
Nevertheless, we have documented the
historic extirpation of at least one
previously known population each from
Gulf and Jackson Counties in Florida,
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over the last 4 decades because of
habitat degradation on lands currently
managed as pine plantations. In
addition, ponds surrounded by pine
plantations and protected from the
natural fire regime may become
unsuitable as reticulated flatwoods
salamander breeding sites due to canopy
closure and the resultant reduction in
emergent herbaceous vegetation needed
for egg deposition and larval
development sites (Palis 1997, p. 62). In
addition, lack of fire within the pond
during periods of dry-down may result
in chemical and physical (vegetative)
changes that are unsuitable for the
salamander (Palis 1997, p. 62). Lack of
fire in the ecotone may result in the
development of a thick shrub zone
making it physically difficult or
impossible for adult salamanders to
enter the breeding ponds (Ripley and
Printiss 2005, pp. 1-2, 11).

Land use conversions to urban
development and agriculture eliminated
large areas of pine flatwoods in the past
(Schultz 1983, pp. 24—47; Stout and
Marion 1993, pp. 422—429; Outcalt and
Sheffield 1996, pp. 1-5; Outcalt 1997,
pp. 1-6). Urbanization and agriculture
have resulted in the loss of one
reticulated flatwoods salamander
population from each of the following
counties: Mobile and Baldwin Counties,
Alabama; Escambia, Jackson, and
Washington Counties, Florida; and Early
County, Georgia. Two known
populations have been extirpated from
Santa Rosa County, Florida. State forest
inventories completed between 1989
and 1995 indicated that flatwoods losses
through land use conversion were still
occurring (Outcalt 1997, pp. 3-6).
Urbanization in the panhandle of
Florida and around major cities is
reducing the available pine forest
habitat. Wear and Greis (2002, pp. 47,
92) identify conversion of forests to
urban land uses as the most significant
threat to southern forests. They predict
that the South could lose about 12
million ac (4.9 million ha) of pine forest
habitat to urbanization between 1992
and 2020. Several relatively recent
discoveries of previously unknown
reticulated flatwoods salamander
breeding sites in Santa Rosa County,
Florida, have been made in conjunction
with wetland surveys associated with
development projects (Cooper 2008a).
No reticulated flatwoods salamanders
have been observed at these degraded
sites since completion of the projects
(Cooper 2008a).

In addition to the loss of upland
forested habitat, the number and
diversity of small wetlands where
reticulated flatwoods salamanders breed
have been substantially reduced.

Threats to breeding sites include
alterations in hydrology, agricultural
and urban development, road
construction, incompatible silvicultural
practices, shrub encroachment,
dumping in or filling of ponds,
conversion of wetlands to fish ponds,
domestic animal grazing, soil
disturbance, and fire suppression
(Vickers et al. 1985, pp. 22-26; Palis
1997, p. 58; Ashton and Ashton 2005, p.
72). Hydrological alterations, such as
those resulting from ditches created to
drain flatwoods sites or fire breaks and
plow lines, represent one of the most
serious threats to reticulated flatwoods
salamander breeding sites. Lowered
water levels and shortened
hydroperiods at these sites may prevent
successful flatwoods salamander
recruitment because larval salamanders
require 11 to 18 weeks to reach
metamorphosis and leave the ponds
(Palis 1995, p. 352).

Drought conditions exacerbate other
threats and, although they represent a
natural phenomenon, can lower the
resiliency of populations to withstand
other man-made threats. The U.S.
Geological Survey (USGS) has
documented multiple drought periods
in the southeastern United States since
the 1890s (USGS 2000, p. 1). Significant
drought periods documented in the last
three decades are: 1980-1982, 1984—
1989, 1998-2002, 2005-2008 (USGS
1991, p. 163; USGS 2000, p. 1; Seager
et al. 2008, pp. 2, 22). Although a
naturally occurring condition, drought
presents additional complications for a
species, like reticulated flatwoods
salamander, which has been extirpated
from most of its historic range and for
which populations are represented by
single ponds. Palis et al. (2006, p. 5-6)
conducted a study in Florida on a
population of the closely related frosted
flatwoods salamander during a drought
from 1999-2002. This study found three
consecutive years of reproductive
failure and a steadily declining adult
immigration to breed at the site as the
drought progressed.

Taylor et al. (2005, p. 792) noted that
wide variation in reproductive success
is common among pond-breeding
amphibians that depend on seasonal
filling of these areas, but that adult
persistence may buffer against
fluctuations in that success, particularly
for species that are long-lived. Although
Palis et al. (2006, p. 6) suggested that the
flatwoods salamander may only live
about 4 years (based on captive
animals), we are currently unsure of the
exact lifespan of wild individuals. Other
sources have suggested 10 years may
represent a maximum lifespan (Jensen
2008). As a result, it is difficult to

predict how long adults could persist in
the landscape without a successful
breeding event to replenish the
population. However, Taylor et al.
(2005, pp. 792, 796) constructed a
model, based on extensive population
data available for the marbled
salamander (Ambystoma opacum), to
look at how many years of reproductive
failure would be required to result in
local extinction of pond-breeding
salamanders (with varying lifespans)
and found that even without total
reproductive failure, populations
required moderate to high upland post-
metamorphic survival to persist.
Catastrophic failure in this study
created fluctuations in the population,
raised the threshold of survival required
to achieve persistence, and imposed the
possibility of extinction even under
otherwise favorable environmental
conditions. Reproductive failure was
closely tied to hydrologic conditions;
insufficient or short hydroperiod was
the primary cause for complete failure.
In addition, early filling of the ponds
could also facilitate the establishment of
invertebrate or vertebrate predators
before hatching of the eggs (Taylor et al.
2005, p. 796).

Palis et al. (2006, p. 6-—7) discussed
the necessity of protecting clusters of
flatwoods salamander breeding sites,
especially those with different
hydrologic regimes, to guard against
population declines at any one breeding
site resulting from random events, such
as droughts (Palis 2006, p. 7). A cluster
of breeding sites represents a
metapopulation, which is defined as
neighboring local populations close
enough to one another that dispersing
individuals could be exchanged (gene
flow) at least once per generation.
Currently, the only place where a
metapopulation exists for the reticulated
flatwoods salamander is on Eglin Air
Force Base.

Habitat fragmentation of the longleaf
pine ecosystem resulting from habitat
conversion threatens the survival of the
reticulated flatwoods salamander. Large
tracts of intact longleaf pine flatwoods
habitat are fragmented by pine
plantations, roads, and unsuitable
habitat. Most reticulated flatwoods
salamander populations are widely
separated from each other by unsuitable
habitat. This has been verified through
recent reviews of aerial photography
and site visits to localities of historical
and current records for the species.
Studies have shown that the loss of
fragmented populations is common, and
recolonization is critical for their
regional survival (Fahrig and Merriam
1994, pp. 50-56; Burkey 1995, pp. 527—
540). Amphibian populations may be
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unable to recolonize areas after local
extirpations due to their physiological
constraints, relatively low mobility, and
site fidelity (Blaustein et al. 1994, pp.
60, 67—68). In the case of the reticulated
flatwoods salamander, 70 percent of
populations only have one breeding
pond and if the habitat at that one site
is destroyed, recolonization would be
impossible (see further discussion of
metapopulation dynamics under Factor

Roads contribute to habitat
fragmentation by isolating blocks of
remaining contiguous habitat. They may
disrupt migration routes and dispersal
of individuals to and from breeding
sites. Road construction can result in
changes in hydrology and destruction of
breeding ponds, as described above. In
addition, vehicles may also cause the
death of reticulated flatwoods
salamanders when they are attempting
to cross roads (Means 1996, p. 2). Road
construction resulted in the destruction
of a historic reticulated flatwoods
salamander breeding pond in Escambia
County, Florida (Palis 1997, p. 62). A
road through Eglin Air Force Base
(Eglin) and Hurlburt Field has been
proposed by the Northwest Florida
Transportation Corridor Authority
(NWFTCA) (NWFTCA 2007). We are
currently in consultation regarding this
bypass project. The conceptually
approved route for the project, as
currently proposed, places the road
adjacent to or through 22 breeding sites
that support the largest reticulated
flatwoods salamander population
(Mittiga 2007). However, the Service has
been assured by Eglin that they will not
allow negative impacts to the
salamander’s habitat and that they will
continue to ensure the conservation of
the reticulated flatwoods salamander
(Department of the Air Force (DoAF)
2008a, p. 1; 2008b, p. 1). The Service
will work with Eglin to protect these
breeding sites which represent the only
population of this species supported by
more than three breeding ponds and
functioning as a metapopulation.

In summary, the loss of habitat is a
significant threat to the reticulated
flatwoods salamander. This threat is
compounded by current drought
conditions and the nature of pond-
breeding salamanders to undergo
periodic reproductive failure. We
consider this threat to be imminent and
of high magnitude because of this
species’ narrow range and the rapid rate
of habitat loss that is currently occurring
within the range of this species.
Thirteen (65 percent) of the reticulated
flatwoods salamander populations are
partly or completely on private land
where habitat continues to be degraded

by management that frequently includes
fire suppression and intensive site
preparation that alters surface soil
layers, disrupts site hydrology, disturbs
the ground cover, and which has the
potential to entomb, injure, or crush
individual salamanders. Forest
management conducted in this way is
considered incompatible for
maintaining flatwoods salamander
populations. Range-wide historic losses
of both upland and wetland habitat have
occurred due to conversion of flatwoods
sites to agriculture, urban development,
and intensively managed pine
plantations. The remaining flatwoods
habitat continues to be threatened by
fire suppression and other incompatible
forest management practices, road
construction, and habitat fragmentation
across the range of the species.
Localized threats to existing wetland
breeding sites include alterations in
hydrology from agriculture, urban
development, road construction, and
incompatible forest management; and
fire suppression. As a result, we have
determined that the present or
threatened destruction, modification, or
curtailment of the reticulated flatwoods
salamander’s habitat and range
represents an imminent and significant
threat to the species.

B. Overutilization for Commercial,
Recreational, Scientific, or Educational
Purposes

Overcollecting does not appear to be
a threat to the reticulated flatwoods
salamander at this time. There is no
evidence of a past or current problem
with collection of this species.
Consequently, we have determined that
the factor of overutilization for
commercial, recreational, scientific, or
educational purposes is not a threat to
the reticulated flatwoods salamander at
this time.

C. Disease or Predation

Although disease has not been
specifically documented in the
reticulated flatwoods salamander thus
far, disease outbreaks with mass
mortality in other species of
salamanders indicate that disease may
be a threat for this species as well
(Daszak et al. 1999, p. 736). “Red-leg”
disease (Aeromonas hydrophila), a
pathogen bacterium, caused mortality of
the mole salamander (A. talpoideum) at
the breeding pond of the reticulated
flatwoods salamander in Miller County,
Georgia (Maerz 2006), and reticulated
flatwoods salamanders have not been
observed at this site since the disease
was reported. In addition, Whiles et al.
(2004, p. 211) found a parasitic
nematode (Hedruris siredonis, family

Hedruridae) in larvae of the closely
related frosted flatwoods salamander
from South Carolina and Florida. This
parasite has been found in other
ambystomatids and can cause
individuals to become undersized and
thin, thus reducing their fitness (Whiles
et al. 2004, p. 212). The infestations
were not considered heavy and were
probably not having a negative impact
on the larvae studied; however,
environmental degradation may change
the dynamics between salamander
populations and normally innocuous
parasites (Whiles et al. 2004, p. 212).
Ranaviruses in the family Iridoviridae
and the amphibian chytrid fungus
(Batrachochytrium dendrobatidis) may
be other potential threats, although the
susceptibility of the reticulated
flatwoods salamander to these diseases
is unknown. Ranaviruses have been
responsible for die-offs of tiger
salamanders throughout western North
America and spotted salamanders (A.
maculatum) in Maine (Daszak et al.
1999, p. 736). Chytrid fungus has been
discovered and associated with mass
mortality in tiger salamanders in
southern Arizona and California, and
the Santa Cruz long-toed salamander (A.
macrodactylum croceum) (Vredenburg
and Summers 2001, p. 151; Davidson et
al. 2003, p. 601; Padgett-Flohr and
Longcore 2005, p. 50). This discussion
of disease in other species of closely
related salamanders indicates the
potential existence of similar threats to
reticulated flatwoods salamander
populations.

Exposure to increased predation by
fish is a threat to the reticulated
flatwoods salamander when isolated,
seasonally ponded wetland breeding
sites are changed to or connected to
more permanent wetlands inhabited by
fish species not typically found in
temporary ponds. Studies of other
ambystomatid species have
demonstrated a decline in larval
survival in the presence of predatory
fish (Semlitsch 1987, p. 481). Ponds
may be modified specifically to serve as
fish ponds or sites may be altered
because of drainage ditches, firebreaks,
or vehicle tracks that can all provide
avenues for fish to enter the wetlands.

Red imported fire ants (Solenopsis
invicta) are potential predators of
flatwoods salamanders, especially in
disturbed areas. They have been seen in
areas disturbed by the installation of
drift fences at known breeding sites of
the closely related frosted flatwoods
salamander (Palis 2008). The severity
and magnitude, as well as the long-term
effect, of fire ants on reticulated
flatwoods salamander populations are
currently unknown.
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In summary, diseases of amphibians
in the southeastern United States
remain largely unstudied. However,
given the incidence of disease in species
that could be considered surrogates for
flatwoods salamanders, the probability
exists for similar infections to occur in
reticulated flatwoods salamander
populations. We consider this to be an
imminent threat of moderate magnitude.
Predation by fish is a historic threat that
continues to be a localized problem
when ditches, firebreaks, or vehicle ruts
provide connections allowing the
movement of fish from permanent water
bodies into reticulated flatwoods
salamander breeding sites. Sixty-five
percent of reticulated flatwoods
salamander breeding ponds are partly or
completely on private land. This
situation increases the probability of
fish being introduced to a breeding site,
which would then cause the breeding
habitat to become unsuitable and result
in the extinction of the population. Fire
ants also have the potential of being a
localized threat, particularly in
disturbed areas. In addition, we believe
that the threats described here would
also act to exacerbate other threats to the
species. Overall, we consider the threat
within this factor to be imminent and of
moderate magnitude because 70 percent
of reticulated flatwoods salamander
populations are supported by a single
breeding pond; diseases and fish and
invertebrate predators have been found
at ponds within the species’ range; and
these diseases and predators are known
to cause mortality or reproductive
failure in related species.

D. The Inadequacy of Existing
Regulatory Mechanisms

There are no existing regulatory
mechanisms for the protection of the
upland habitats where reticulated
flatwoods salamanders spend most of
their lives. Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act is the primary Federal law
that has the potential to provide some
protection for the wetland breeding sites
of the reticulated flatwoods salamander.
However, due to recent case law (Solid
Waste Agency of Northern Cook County
(SWANCCQC) v. U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers 531 U.S. 159 (2001); Rapanos
v. United States 547 U.S. 715 (2006)),
isolated wetlands are no longer
considered to be under Federal
jurisdiction (not regulatory wetlands).
Wetlands are only considered to be
under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (Corps) if a
“significant nexus” exists to a navigable
waterway or its tributaries. Currently,
some Corps Districts do not coordinate
with us on flatwoods salamanders and,
since isolated wetlands are not

considered under their jurisdiction, they
are often not included on maps in
permit applications (Brooks 2008). We
are aware of two isolated wetlands that
supported reticulated flatwoods
salamander populations that have been
lost since 2006 under this scenario.

Longleaf pine habitat management
plans have been written for public lands
occupied by the reticulated flatwoods
salamander. They include management
plans for State-owned lands and
integrated natural resource management
plans (INRMPs) for Department of
Defense lands. Most of the plans contain
specific goals and objectives regarding
habitat management that would benefit
reticulated flatwoods salamanders
including prescribed burning. However,
because multiple-use is the guiding
principle on most public land,
protection of the flatwoods salamander
may be just one of many management
goals including timber production and
military and recreational use.

At the State and local levels,
regulatory mechanisms are limited.
Although not listed as threatened or
endangered in Alabama, the reticulated
flatwoods salamander is listed among
those nongame species for which it is
“unlawful to take, capture, kill, or
attempt to take, capture or kill; possess,
sell, trade for anything of monetary
value, or offer to sell or trade for
anything of monetary value” (Alabama
Department of Conservation and Natural
Resources 2008, p. 1). The flatwoods
salamander is listed as a threatened
species in the State of Georgia (Jensen
1999, pp. 92-93). This designation
protects the species by preventing its
sale, purchase, or possession in Georgia
and by prohibiting actions that cause
direct mortality or the destruction of its
habitat on lands owned by the State of
Georgia (Ozier 2008). There is only one
known flatwoods salamander
population on lands owned by the State
of Georgia, and that is Mayhaw Wildlife
Management Area. In 2001, the Florida
Fish and Wildlife Conservation
Commission (FFWCC) listed the
flatwoods salamander (which would
include the reticulated flatwoods
salamander) as a species of special
concern (FFWCC 2007, p. 2) and
prohibited direct take except through
permit. As part of the listing process, a
statewide management plan was
developed for the salamander in Florida
(FFWCC 2001, p. 1-60). This plan sets
an ambitious conservation goal of
maintaining at least 129 self-sustaining
populations of flatwoods salamanders
(which would include both frosted and
reticulated flatwoods salamander
species) in Florida. The plan also
outlines a monitoring plan for

population status assessment, an
implementation strategy for the
management of populations, and areas
for future research. The Alabama and
Florida regulations offer no protection
against the most significant threat to the
reticulated flatwoods salamander, loss
of habitat.

In summary, existing regulatory
mechanisms provide little direct
protection of reticulated flatwoods
salamander habitat, the loss of which is
the most significant threat to the
species. Reticulated flatwoods
salamander breeding sites may in some
instances come under the jurisdiction of
the Corps, but most often they are
provided little regulatory protection.
These inadequacies represent range-
wide historic and known threats to the
reticulated flatwoods salamander on
private lands within the range. We
consider this threat as imminent
because the existing regulations are not
protecting against the other imminent
threats to the species. Also, this threat
is of high magnitude because of the
small range of the species, and because
65 percent of populations are not
protected from further development
because they are located partially or
completely on private lands.

E. Other Natural or Manmade Factors
Affecting Its Continued Existence

Metapopulations are important to the
long-term survival of temporary pond
breeding amphibians. In these species,
such as the reticulated flatwoods
salamander, breeding ponds may differ
in the frequency of their ability to
support amphibian reproduction. As a
result, extirpation and colonization rates
can be a function of pond spatial
arrangement as well as local habitat
quality (Marsh and Trenham 2001, p.
41). Of the 20 known reticulated
flatwoods salamanders populations,
only 6 (30 percent) are supported by
more than one breeding pond and only
one (5 percent) population (on Eglin-
Hurlburt Field) is supported by more
than three breeding ponds. For 70
percent (14 out of 20) of the known
reticulated flatwoods salamander
populations, any one of the many
threats that may render a breeding pond
unsuitable could cause the extirpation
of the affected population.

Invasive plant species, such as
cogongrass (Imperata cylindrica),
threaten to further degrade existing
flatwoods habitat. Cogongrass, a
perennial grass native to Southeast Asia,
is one of the leading threats to the
ecological integrity of native herbaceous
flora, including that in the longleaf pine
ecosystem (Jose et al. 2002, p. 43).
Cogongrass can displace most of the
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existing vegetation except large trees.
Especially threatening to the reticulated
flatwoods salamander is the ability of
cogongrass to outcompete wiregrass, a
key vegetative component of flatwoods
salamander habitat. Changing the
species composition in this way can
alter the soil chemistry, nutrient
cycling, and hydrology of an infested
site (Jose et al. 2002, p. 43). Reticulated
flatwoods salamander habitat
management plans will need to address
threats posed by cogongrass and other
invasive plant species and include
strategies to control them. An integrated
management approach to controlling
cogongrass is outlined in Jose et al.
(2002, p. 42).

Pesticides (including herbicides) may
pose a threat to amphibians, such as the
reticulated flatwoods salamander,
because their permeable eggs and skin
readily absorb substances from the
surrounding aquatic or terrestrial
environment (Duellman and Trueb
1986, pp. 199-200). Negative effects that
commonly used pesticides and
herbicides may have on amphibians
include delayed metamorphosis,
paralysis, reduced growth rate, and
mortality (Bishop 1992, pp. 67—69). In
addition, herbicides used near
reticulated flatwoods salamander
breeding ponds may alter the density
and species composition of vegetation
surrounding a breeding site and reduce
the number of potential sites for egg
deposition, larval development, or
shelter for migrating salamanders.
However, if application by aerial
spraying is avoided, the potential for
negative effects from pesticide and
herbicide use in areas adjacent to
breeding ponds would be reduced
(Tatum 2004, p. 1047). Herbicides may
be a necessary tool to reduce or
eliminate woody vegetation or invasive
plants when the use of prescribed fire is
not possible or effective (Jensen 2007,
Wigley 2008). Nevertheless, pesticides
should not be used in flatwoods
salamander habitat unless no other
habitat management tool is available;
herbicide label directions should be
followed closely; and aerial spraying
should never be used as an application
technique. Under these conditions, we
consider this threat to be of moderate
magnitude.

Studies of other ambystomatid species
have demonstrated a decline in larval
survival in the presence of predatory
fish, as mentioned above under Factor
C. One of the potential reasons for this
decline may be the negative effect
resulting from these fish competing with
salamander larvae for invertebrate prey.
The invertebrates found by Whiles et al.
(2004, p. 212) in a study of larval frosted

and reticulated flatwoods salamander
gut contents are typical of freshwater
habitats in the Southeast that do not
contain predatory fish on a regular
basis. The presence of predatory fish has
a marked effect on invertebrate
communities and alters prey availability
for larval salamanders with the potential
for negative effects on larval fitness and
survival (Semlitsch 1987, p. 481).
Wherever connections have been
created between permanent water and
flatwoods salamander ponds, such as
through installation of firebreaks or
ditches, this threat from predatory fish
exists.

Studies of reticulated flatwoods
salamander populations, since the
original species listing of flatwoods
salamander as threatened (64 FR 15691;
April 1, 1999), have been limited due to
drought. Data on the numbers of adults
within existing populations do not exist.
However, given the low number of
individuals encountered even when
breeding is verified, populations are
likely to be very small at any given
breeding site. Small populations are at
increased threat of extirpation from
natural processes (genetic isolation,
inbreeding depression, and drought), as
well as the manmade threats listed
above.

In summary, a variety of other natural
or manmade factors historically or
currently threaten, or have the potential
to threaten, the reticulated flatwoods
salamander. The loss of metapopulation
structure in the distribution of
reticulated flatwoods salamander
populations was a range-wide threat
that caused historic losses of this
species. It continues to be a current
threat for 70 percent of the remaining
reticulated flatwoods salamander
populations. Fire suppression and
inadequate habitat management
continue to cause the degradation of
occupied sites, primarily on private
land. Invasive plant species probably
did not have much of a historic impact
on salamander populations, but they are
a range-wide current threat, and they are
likely to become more widespread and
difficult to control. Range-wide, low
densities of individuals in a given
population have been a historic threat
and continue to be a threat for most
reticulated flatwoods salamander
populations, particularly due to past
and current drought conditions, habitat
loss, population fragmentation, and
periodic reproductive failures that occur
naturally in pond-breeding amphibians.
The impact that competing predators
may have on the salamander’s prey
base, and the threat of pesticide and
herbicide use, are less clear as historic
threats but remain potential localized

threats for the species. Therefore, while
we have determined that other natural
and manmade factors, such as invasive
species, pesticides, and competition for
the species’ prey base may threaten the
reticulated flatwoods salamander, the
severity and magnitude of these threats
are not currently known. Acting in
coordination with threats listed above
under Factors A through D, the threats
under Factor E could increase the
severity of the other threats. In addition,
small population size is particularly
detrimental when combined with
habitat loss, the ongoing drought, and
the nature of this pond-breeding
amphibian to experience periodic
reproductive failure.

Determination

We have carefully assessed the best
scientific and commercial information
available regarding the past, present,
and future threats to the reticulated
flatwoods salamander. In summary, the
most significant historical threat to the
reticulated flatwoods salamander, as
listed above in Factor A, is loss of its
habitat. However, a variety of localized
threats described under Factors A, C, D,
and E continue to impact the remaining
reticulated flatwoods salamander
populations and their habitat. These
include alterations in the hydrology of
existing wetland breeding sites
(including “ditching,” which can result
in the introduction of predatory fish),
urban development, road construction,
incompatible forest management, fire
suppression, and disease. The severity
and magnitude of threats under Factor
E are not currently known.
Nevertheless, we have determined that
threats under this factor will exacerbate
the effects of threats due to habitat loss
and drought. As described in Factor E
above, small populations are at
increased threat of extirpation from
natural processes (genetic isolation,
inbreeding depression, and drought), as
well as the manmade threats listed
above. Furthermore, as described in
Factor D (above), existing regulatory
mechanisms provide little direct
protection of reticulated flatwoods
salamander habitat, the loss of which is
the most significant threat to the
species. Reticulated flatwoods
salamander breeding sites may in some
instances come under the jurisdiction of
the Corps, but most often they are
provided little regulatory protection.
This is likely the reason that two
populations were lost recently to
development. These inadequacies of
existing regulatory mechanisms
addressing habitat loss represent range-
wide historic and potential threats to
the reticulated flatwoods salamander.
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Finally, there are potential localized
threats from fire ants, pesticides, and
invasive plants for which the extent of
impact is yet undeterminable, but we
believe they are legitimate threats due to
both their impact on surrogate species
and their prevalence in the types of
habitats used by this species.

Only 20 reticulated flatwoods
salamander populations are known.
Fourteen (70 percent) of these
populations are supported by only one
breeding site. A population with only
one breeding site has a tenuous future
just given randomly varying
environmental factors without
considering the additional threats of
habitat destruction and degradation that
further threaten these populations. As
noted previously, the habitat within the
range of the reticulated flatwoods
salamander is currently experiencing
drought conditions. Palis et al. (2006, p.
5—6) studied a frosted flatwoods
salamander population in Florida
during a drought from 1999-2002. This
study documented three consecutive
years of reproductive failure and a
steady decline in adult immigration to
the site for breeding as the drought
progressed. Catastrophic reproductive
failure occurs even in healthy
populations of pond-breeding
amphibians. When it does occur, the
modeling efforts of Taylor et al. (2005,
p. 796) showed that each year of
reproductive failure raises the threshold
of survival required to achieve
persistence and imposes the possibility
of extirpation even under otherwise
favorable environmental conditions.
Taylor et al. (2005, p. 799) reminds us
that, particularly with small populations
or low population growth rates (as exists
with the reticulated flatwoods
salamander), the effects of reproductive
failure are made worse by demographic
stochasticity. Even in populations with
multiple breeding ponds, amphibian
populations may be unable to recolonize
areas after local extirpations due to their
physiological constraints, relatively low
mobility, and site fidelity (Blaustein et
al. 1994, pp. 60, 67—68). In the case of
the reticulated flatwoods salamander, 70
percent of populations have only one
breeding pond. If the habitat at that site
is destroyed, recolonization would be
impossible and the population
supported by that breeding pond would
be extirpated. Since the early 1990s,
four reticulated flatwoods salamander
populations have been lost, two
populations due to urbanization and
two populations due to incompatible
forest management (Palis 2006, Cooper
and LaClaire 2007, Cooper 2008b). The
most robust reticulated flatwoods

salamander population remaining is
located on Eglin. Continued
conservation of this locality is
imperative because it represents habitat
for the only population that is
supported by more than three breeding
ponds and functions as a
metapopulation. In other words, this
population has the best chance of
surviving demographic and
environmental stochasticity given that
the distribution of breeding sites is
within the dispersal distance of adult
reticulated flatwoods salamanders.

Based on the best available scientific
and commercial information, we have
determined that the reticulated
flatwoods salamander is in danger of
extinction throughout all or a significant
portion of its range. Endangered status
reflects the vulnerability of this species
to factors that negatively affect the
species and its limited and restricted
habitat. Habitat loss on private lands is
an imminent threat that is compounded
by a variety of other factors. Fire
suppression on private lands occupied
by the reticulated flatwoods salamander
represents one of the biggest threats to
the species’ habitat and the continued
existence of the species on these sites.
In addition, since 1999 we have lost at
least two reticulated flatwoods
salamander breeding ponds due to the
threat of inadequate existing regulatory
mechanisms. We believe the destruction
of these ponds was a result of the
continuing threat that isolated wetlands
are rarely, if ever, under the jurisdiction
of the Corps. We believe that, combined,
the effect of the historical and ongoing
drought; historical, current, and
projected habitat loss and degradation;
and the exacerbating effects of disease,
predation, small population size, and
isolation result in the reticulated
flatwoods salamander being in danger of
extinction throughout all of its range.
We believe these threats, in particular
the threats from habitat loss and
drought, to be imminent and are
projected to continue at the current rate
or increase in the future. Further, we
have determined that these threats are
operating on the species and its habitat
with a high degree of magnitude in that
they affect the species throughout all of
its range and with a high degree of
severity, as discussed above.

Listing of the Frosted Flatwoods
Salamander

History of the Action

The final rule to list the flatwoods
salamander as threatened was published
on April 1, 1999 (64 FR 15691). On
August 13, 2008, we published a
proposed rule to reclassify the listing of

the species into two distinct species:
Frosted flatwoods salamander and
reticulated flatwoods salamander due to
new taxonomic information (73 FR
47258). In that proposed rule, we
provided the analysis of the threats for
the reticulated flatwoods salamander
and our determination of its endangered
status. On September 18, 2008, we
published a notice providing
supplemental information to the
proposed rule that included our analysis
and determination to retain threatened
status for the frosted flatwoods
salamander (73 FR 54125).

Species Information

Taxonomic revision resulting from
research done by Pauly et al. (2007, pp.
415-429) split the flatwoods salamander
into two species—the frosted flatwoods
salamander and the reticulated
flatwoods salamander. Background
information on flatwoods salamanders,
a discussion of their taxonomic status,
and the five-factor analysis and
associated determination of endangered
status for the reticulated flatwoods
salamander are provided above.
Information provided here, and in the
analysis that follows, will only address
issues specific to the frosted flatwoods
salamander.

Based on the best available
information, the life-history traits and
habitat use of both the frosted flatwoods
salamander and the reticulated
flatwoods salamander are similar to
those previously described for the
flatwoods salamander (64 FR 15691,
April 1, 1999; 73 FR 47258, August 13,
2008). However, most of our references
predate Pauly ef al. (2007, p. 415) and,
therefore, do not distinguish between
the two species.

Flatwoods salamanders are endemic
to the lower southeastern Coastal Plain
and occur in what were historically
longleaf pine-wiregrass flatwoods and
savannas. The historical range of what
is now considered the frosted flatwoods
salamander included parts of the States
of Florida, Georgia, and South Carolina.
This area encompassed the lower
Coastal Plain of the southeastern United
States along the Gulf Coast east of the
Apalachicola-Flint Rivers, across north
Florida, south into north-central
Florida, and north along the Atlantic
Coast through coastal Georgia and South
Carolina.

We have compiled 84 historical (pre-
1990) records for the frosted flatwoods
salamander. Twenty historical records
(with supporting locality information)
for the frosted flatwoods salamander are
known from eight counties in Florida.
Frosted flatwoods salamander breeding
has been documented at only four (20
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percent) of these sites since 1990.
Surveys conducted since 1990 by
Federal and State agency personnel, as
well as private parties, have resulted in
the identification of more than 50
additional frosted flatwoods salamander
breeding sites, including two sites in
Jefferson County, a county that
previously was not known to be
occupied by the salamander. Most of
these new breeding sites are located on
the Apalachicola and Osceola National
Forests, and on St. Marks National
Wildlife Refuge. One site, discovered in
1998 on Tate’s Hell State Forest, has
been degraded as a result of habitat
modification efforts that created a more
permanently flooded wetland and
flooded the ecotone at the historic
breeding pond. The upland habitat is
degraded as well with the result that the
primary constituent elements (PCEs) on
the site are no longer present (Enge
2008). Fifteen populations of the frosted
flatwoods salamander are known from
Baker, Franklin, Jefferson, Liberty, and
Wakulla Counties in Florida.

Thirty-four historical records for the
frosted flatwoods salamander are known
from 20 counties in Georgia. Frosted
flatwoods salamanders have not been
seen again at any of these sites in recent
years; however, surveys conducted
since 1990 have resulted in the
discovery of 23 new breeding sites. All
but one of these new sites are located on
the Fort Stewart Military Installation.
The one additional pond was
discovered on the Townsend Bombing
Range. Currently, these breeding sites
support six frosted flatwoods
salamander populations in Bryan,
Evans, Liberty, and McIntosh Counties,
Georgia, all on Department of Defense
lands. The frosted flatwoods salamander
is assumed to be extirpated from 16
other counties in Georgia where it
previously occurred. However, some
suitable habitat still remains on the
Okefenokee National Wildlife Refuge
and the potential exists for the species
to occur there.

Thirty historical records for the
frosted flatwoods salamander are known
from five counties in South Carolina.
Since 1990, metamorphic frosted
flatwoods salamanders have been
documented at six (21 percent) of these
sites, and one new breeding site has
been discovered. Currently, four
populations of the frosted flatwoods
salamander are known from Berkeley,
Charleston, and Jasper Counties in
South Carolina. Two populations are on
private land in Jasper County: One
population occurs on the Francis
Marion National Forest in Berkeley
County, and one population occurs on
the Santee Coastal Preserve (state-

owned and managed) in Charleston
County.

The combined data from all survey
work completed since 1990 in Florida,
Georgia, and South Carolina indicate
there are 25 populations of the frosted
flatwoods salamander. Some of these
populations are inferred from the
capture of a single individual. Twenty-
two (88 percent) of the known frosted
flatwoods salamander populations occur
primarily on public land. Sixteen of the
populations (64 percent of total
populations of the species) on public
land represent metapopulations
supported by more than one breeding
site. A single population occurs on each
of the following publicly owned sites:
Osceola National Forest in Florida;
Townsend Bombing Range in Georgia;
and Francis Marion National Forest and
Santee Coastal Reserve in South
Carolina. In Florida, habitat supports 10
populations on Apalachicola National
Forest and 2 populations on St. Marks
National Wildlife Refuge. In Georgia,
five populations occur on Fort Stewart
Military Installation. Three (12 percent)
frosted flatwoods salamander
populations are solely on private land.

Summary of Factors Affecting the
Species (Frosted Flatwoods
Salamander)

Section 4 of the Act (16 U.S.C. 1531
et seq.) and regulations (50 CFR part
424) promulgated to implement the
listing provisions of the Act set forth the
procedures for adding species to the
Federal Lists of Endangered and
Threatened Wildlife and Plants. A
species may be determined to be
endangered or threatened due to one or
more of the five factors described in
section 4(a)(1) of the Act. The original
listing rule for the flatwoods salamander
(64 FR 15691; April 1, 1999), and the
supplement to the August 2008
proposed rule (73 FR 54125; September
18, 2008), contain a discussion of these
five factors. Only those factors relevant
to the frosted flatwoods salamander
(Ambystoma cingulatum Cope, 1867)
are described below:

A. The Present or Threatened
Destruction, Modification, or
Curtailment of Its Habitat or Range

The major historical threat to the
frosted flatwoods salamander was loss
of habitat, both its longleaf pine-slash
pine flatwoods terrestrial habitat and its
isolated, seasonally ponded breeding
habitat. Refer above to Factor A under
“Summary of Factors Affecting the
Species (Reticulated Flatwoods
Salamander)” for general information on
threats to pine flatwoods habitat that

also applies to the frosted flatwoods
salamander.

Degradation of the remaining frosted
flatwoods salamander habitat in Florida,
Georgia, and South Carolina is a current,
ongoing threat, primarily on private
land. Ecologists consider fire
suppression the primary reason for the
degradation of remaining longleaf pine
forest habitat. The disruption affects
both the upland forested habitat of adult
salamanders and their ponded breeding
habitat also required for development of
larval salamanders. Alterations of the
longleaf pine ecosystem, as a result of
incompatible forest practices, have
caused the historic loss of most of the
original frosted flatwoods salamander
habitat. Conversion of native pine
flatwoods to plantation forests is not
considered a significant threat at this
time. However, much of the historic
extirpation of frosted flatwoods
populations in Florida, Georgia, and
South Carolina over the last six decades
resulted from habitat degradation on
lands managed for timber extraction.

Land use conversions to housing,
other development projects, and
agriculture eliminated large areas of
pine flatwoods in the past (Schultz
1983, pp. 24—47; Stout and Marion
1993, pp. 422—429; Outcalt and
Sheffield 1996, pp. 1-5; Outcalt 1997,
pp- 1-6). Residential development and
conversion to agriculture have resulted
in the historical loss of one frosted
flatwoods salamander population each
from Ben Hill, Berrien, Brooks,
Effingham, Emanuel, and Irwin
Counties, Georgia (Seyle 1994, pp. 4-5);
an additional site has been degraded in
Orangeburg County, South Carolina, and
the population at this site is also
considered extirpated (LaClaire 1994a).
State forest inventories completed
between 1989 and 1995 indicated that
flatwoods losses through land use
conversion were still occurring (Outcalt
1997, pp. 3-6); however, further
conversions are only likely to impact
three of the populations occurring in
large part on private lands or only 12
percent of the total frosted flatwoods
salamander populations.

In addition to the loss of upland
forested habitat, the number and
diversity of small wetlands where
frosted flatwoods salamanders breed
have been substantially reduced.
Threats to breeding sites include
alterations in hydrology, agricultural
and urban development, road
construction, incompatible silvicultural
practices, shrub encroachment,
dumping in or filling of ponds,
conversion of wetlands to fish ponds,
domestic animal grazing, soil
disturbance, and fire suppression
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(Vickers et al. 1985, pp. 22—-26; Palis
1997, p. 58; Ashton and Ashton 2005, p.
72). As described above (see Species
Information), the unintentional result of
hydrological restoration on Tate’s Hell
State Forest was the destruction of the
ephemeral nature of a reticulated
flatwoods salamander breeding site and
the extinction of the salamander
population on that site.

Drought conditions exacerbate other
threats, and although they represent a
natural phenomenon, can lower the
resiliency of populations to withstand
other man-made threats. The U.S.
Geological Survey (USGS) has
documented multiple drought periods
in the southeastern United States since
the 1890s (USGS 2000, p. 1). Among
significant periods documented in the
last three decades are: 1980-1982,
1984-1989, 1998-2002, 2005-2008
(USGS 1991, p. 163; USGS 2000, p. 1;
Seager et al. 2008, pp. 2, 22). Although
drought is a naturally occurring
condition, it presents additional
complications for a species like the
frosted flatwoods salamander, which
has been extirpated from most of its
historic range. Palis et al. (2006, p. 5—
6) conducted a study in Florida on a
population of the frosted flatwoods
salamander during a drought from
1999-2002. This study found 3
consecutive years of reproductive
failure and a steadily declining adult
immigration to breed at the site as the
drought progressed.

Palis et al. (2006, p. 6-7) discussed
the necessity of protecting clusters of
flatwoods salamander breeding sites,
especially those with different
hydrologic regimes, to guard against
population declines at any one breeding
site resulting from random events, such
as droughts. Currently, 15 populations
of the frosted flatwoods salamander,
occurring on public land, are supported
by multiple breeding sites.

Habitat fragmentation of the longleaf
pine ecosystem resulting from habitat
conversion is primarily a historical
threat to the frosted flatwoods
salamander. Large tracts of intact
longleaf pine flatwoods habitat are
fragmented by pine plantations, roads,
and unsuitable habitat. Although the
threat of ongoing habitat fragmentation
has slowed, the effect of past habitat
loss is that many frosted flatwoods
salamander populations are widely
separated from each other by unsuitable
habitat. This has been verified through
recent reviews of aerial photography
and site visits to localities of historical
and current records for the species.
Studies have shown that the loss of
fragmented populations is common, and
recolonization is critical for their

regional survival (Fahrig and Merriam
1994, pp. 50-56; Burkey 1995, pp. 527—
540). Amphibian populations may be
unable to recolonize areas after local
extirpations due to their physiological
constraints, relatively low mobility, and
site fidelity (Blaustein et al. 1994, pp.
60, 67—68). In the case of the frosted
flatwoods salamander, 36 percent of
populations have only one breeding
pond. If the habitat at that site is
destroyed, recolonization would be
impossible (see further discussion of
metapopulation dynamics under Factor

E).

Roads have contributed to habitat
fragmentation by isolating blocks of
remaining contiguous habitat. Roads
disrupt migration routes and dispersal
of individuals to and from breeding
sites. Road construction can result in
changes in hydrology and destruction of
breeding ponds. Highway construction
and associated development resulted in
the destruction of a historic frosted
flatwoods salamander breeding pond in
Chatham County, Georgia (Seyle 1994,
pp- 3—4). In addition, vehicles may also
cause the death of frosted flatwoods
salamanders when they are attempting
to cross roads (Means 1996, p. 2).

Off-road vehicle (ORV) use within
frosted flatwoods salamander breeding
ponds and their margins severely
degrades the wetland habitat. In the
Southeast, ORV use impacts habitat
used by frosted flatwoods salamanders,
has the potential to cause direct
mortality of individual salamanders,
and is a threat on both public and
private land. On public lands, areas may
be designated as off-limits to ORV use
(U.S. Forest Service 2007, p. 19), but
these restrictions are difficult to enforce.
Even a single afternoon of individuals
riding their ORVs in a pond can
completely destroy the integrity of
breeding sites by damaging or killing the
herbaceous vegetation and rutting the
substrate (Ripley and Printiss 2005, pp.
11-12). There is also the potential for
direct injury or mortality of salamanders
by ORVs at breeding sites (Ripley and
Printiss 2005, p. 12).

In summary, the loss of habitat was a
significant historical threat to the
frosted flatwoods salamander. This
range-wide loss of both upland and
wetland habitat occurred primarily due
to conversion of flatwoods sites to
agriculture, residential development,
and intensively managed pine
plantations. This historic loss of habitat
is presently compounded by current
environmental conditions (drought),
proposed projects on private land that
do not require Corps permits under the
Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.),
and the nature of pond-breeding

salamanders to undergo periodic
reproductive failure. We consider this
threat to be primarily a past and future
threat of moderate magnitude because
most of the remaining occupied habitat
of this species occurs on public lands
that are managed to support the native
longleaf pine ecosystem. However, 12
percent of frosted flatwoods salamander
populations are on private land where
habitat continues to be degraded by fire
suppression and incompatible
management (defined above under
summary discussion for reticulated
flatwoods salamander). If the remaining
frosted flatwoods salamander habitat on
public land continues to be protected
from fire suppression and other
incompatible forest management
practices, road construction, and
additional habitat fragmentation, the
threat of habitat loss should be limited.
Localized threats on private lands
would include loss or alteration of
habitat from agriculture, residential
development, road construction,
incompatible forest management, ORVs,
fire suppression, and ditching or
draining wetland breeding sites. As a
result, we have determined that the
present or threatened destruction,
modification, or curtailment of frosted
flatwoods salamander habitat and range
represents a moderate but significant
threat to the species.

B. Overutilization for Commercial,
Recreational, Scientific, or Educational
Purposes

Overutilization does not appear to be
a threat to the frosted flatwoods
salamander at this time. There is no
evidence of a past or current problem
with collection of this species.
Consequently, we have determined that
the factor of overutilization for
commercial, recreational, scientific, or
educational purposes is not a threat to
the frosted flatwoods salamander at this
time.

C. Disease or Predation

Although disease has not been
specifically documented in the frosted
flatwoods salamander thus far, disease
outbreaks with mass mortality in other
species of salamanders indicate that
disease may be a threat for this species
as well (Daszak ef al. 1999, p. 736).
Whiles et al. (2004, p. 211) found a
parasitic nematode (Hedruris siredonis,
family Hedruridae) in larvae of the
frosted flatwoods salamander from
South Carolina and Florida. This
parasite has been found in other
ambystomatids and can cause
individuals to become undersized and
thin, thus reducing their fitness (Whiles
et al. 2004, p. 212). The infestations
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were not considered heavy and were
probably not having a negative impact
on the larvae studied; however,
environmental degradation may change
the dynamics between salamander
populations and normally innocuous
parasites (Whiles et al. 2004, p. 212).
Ranaviruses in the family Iridoviridae
and the amphibian chytrid fungus
(Batrachochytrium dendrobatidis) may
be other potential threats, although the
susceptibility of the frosted flatwoods
salamander to these diseases is
unknown. Ranaviruses have been
responsible for die-offs of tiger
salamanders throughout western North
America and spotted salamanders (A.
maculatum) in Maine (Daszak et al.
1999, p. 736). The amphibian chytrid
fungus has been discovered and
associated with mass mortality in tiger
salamanders in southern Arizona and
California, and the Santa Cruz long-toed
salamander (A. macrodactylum
croceum) (Vredenburg and Summers
2001, p. 151; Davidson et al. 2003,

p. 601; Padgett-Flohr and Longcore
2005, p. 50). This fungus has been found
at Fort Stewart Military Installation in
Georgia, a locality where the frosted
flatwoods salamander occurs (Mitchell
2002, p. 191-202). This disease has
negatively impacted populations of
other ambystomatid salamanders (A.
macrodactylum croceum) (Vredenburg
and Summers 2001, p. 151; Davidson et
al. 2003, p. 601; Padgett-Flohr and
Longcore 2005, p. 50), and it is likely to
negatively impact frosted flatwoods
salamander populations as well. This
discussion of disease in other species of
closely related salamanders indicates
the potential existence of similar threats
to frosted flatwoods salamander
populations.

Exposure to increased predation by
fish is a threat to the frosted flatwoods
salamander when isolated, seasonally
ponded wetland breeding sites are
changed to or connected to more
permanent wetlands inhabited by fish
species not typically found in temporary
ponds. Red imported fire ants
(Solenopsis invicta) are also potential
predators of flatwoods salamanders,
especially in disturbed areas. They have
been seen in areas disturbed by the
installation of drift fences at known
frosted flatwoods salamander breeding
sites (Palis 2008). Mortality of
amphibians trapped at drift fences has
occurred when fire ants were present
and traps were not monitored with
sufficient frequency (Palis et al. 2002,
p. 6). The severity and magnitude of
effects, as well as the long-term effect,
of fire ants on frosted flatwoods

salamander populations are currently
unknown.

In summary, diseases of amphibians
in the southeastern United States
remain largely unstudied. However,
given the incidence of disease in species
in the western United States that could
be considered surrogates for flatwoods
salamanders, the probability exists for
similar infections to occur in frosted
flatwoods salamander populations. We
consider this to be a potential threat of
moderate magnitude. Predation by fish
is a historic threat that continues to be
a localized problem when ditches,
firebreaks, or vehicle ruts provide
connections allowing the movement of
fish from permanent water bodies into
frosted flatwoods salamander breeding
sites. Fire ants also have the potential of
being a localized threat, particularly in
disturbed areas. We consider these
threats to be potential threats of
moderate magnitude because 88 percent
of frosted flatwoods salamander
populations occur primarily on public
lands where they are relatively
protected from habitat destruction.

D. The Inadequacy of Existing
Regulatory Mechanisms

Other than the National Forest
Management Act and the Sikes Act,
there are no existing regulatory
mechanisms for the protection of the
upland habitats where frosted flatwoods
salamanders spend most of their lives.
Refer to Factor D under “Summary of
Factors Affecting the Species
(Reticulated Flatwoods Salamander)”
for information on the threat of the
Inadequacy of Existing Regulatory
Mechanisms that also applies to frosted
flatwoods salamander.

Longleaf pine habitat management
plans that provide conservation benefits
to frosted flatwoods salamanders have
been written for most of these sites.
They include management plans for
State- and Federally-owned lands and
integrated natural resource management
plans (INRMPs) for Department of
Defense lands. Most of the plans contain
specific goals and objectives regarding
habitat management, including
prescribed burning, that would benefit
frosted flatwoods salamanders if
implemented. Multiple-use is the
guiding principle on most of these
public lands, however, and protection of
the frosted flatwoods salamander may
be just one of many management goals
including timber production and
military and recreational use.

At the State and local levels,
regulatory mechanisms are limited. The
flatwoods salamander is listed as a
threatened species in the State of
Georgia (Jensen 1999, pp. 92-93). This

designation protects the species by
preventing its sale, purchase, or
possession in Georgia and by
prohibiting actions that cause direct
mortality of the species or the
destruction of its habitat on lands
owned by the State of Georgia (Ozier
2008). However, there are no known
frosted flatwoods salamander
populations on lands owned by the
State of Georgia. In 2001, the Florida
Fish and Wildlife Conservation
Commission (FFWCC) listed the
flatwoods salamander (which includes
the frosted flatwoods salamander) as a
species of special concern (FFWCC
2007, p. 2) and prohibited direct take
except through permit. As part of the
listing process, a Statewide management
plan was developed for the salamander
in Florida (FFWCC 2001, p. 1-60);
however, Florida regulations offer no
protection against the most significant
threat to the frosted flatwoods
salamander—Iloss of habitat. In South
Carolina, the flatwoods salamander is
listed as endangered (South Carolina
Department of Natural Resources
2008a). Prohibitions extend only to the
direct take of the flatwoods salamander
(South Carolina Department of Natural
Resources 2008b). These regulations
offer no protection against the most
significant threat to the flatwoods
salamander, which is loss of its habitat.

In summary, although existing
regulatory mechanisms provide little
direct protection of frosted flatwoods
salamanders (beyond the protections
afforded by the Act), they do provide a
degree of protection for the remaining
occupied habitat, primarily on public
lands. The record of management on
public lands since the original listing of
the flatwoods salamander in 1999
indicates that public agencies are
actively pursuing longleaf pine
ecosystem management programs that
benefit the frosted flatwoods
salamander. Frosted flatwoods
salamander breeding sites on the three
private land sites may, in some cases,
come under the jurisdiction of the Corps
(Refer to Factor D under “Summary of
Factors Affecting the Species
(Reticulated Flatwoods Salamander)”
for discussion of section 404 of the
Clean Water Act and regulatory
wetlands), but most likely they are
provided little regulatory protection. We
have determined that the threat of
inadequate existing regulatory
mechanisms is primarily an ongoing
threat of moderate magnitude.

E. Other Natural or Manmade Factors
Affecting Its Continued Existence

Metapopulations are important to the
long-term survival of temporary pond
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breeding amphibians. Refer to Factor E
under “Summary of Factors Affecting
the Species (Reticulated Flatwoods
Salamander)” for additional information
on metapopulations. Of the 25 known
frosted flatwoods salamanders
populations, 16 (64 percent) are
supported by more than one breeding
pond and may be considered
metapopulations. However, 36 percent
(9 out of 25) of the known frosted
flatwoods salamander populations that
have only a single breeding pond, any
one of the many threats that may render
a breeding pond unsuitable could cause
the extirpation of the affected
population.

Invasive plant species, such as
cogongrass (Imperata cylindrica),
threaten to further degrade existing
flatwoods habitat. Refer to Factor E
under “Summary of Factors Affecting
the Species (Reticulated Flatwoods
Salamander)” for additional information
on invasive species and the threat they
represent, which also applies to the
frosted flatwoods salamander. Frosted
flatwoods salamander habitat
management plans will need to address
threats posed by cogongrass and other
invasive plant species and include
strategies to control them.

Pesticides (including herbicides) may
pose a threat to amphibians, such as the
frosted flatwoods salamander. Refer to
Factor E under “Summary of Factors
Affecting the Species (Reticulated
Flatwoods Salamander)” for additional
information on pesticides and the threat
they represent, which also applies to the
frosted flatwoods salamander. However,
herbicides may be a necessary tool to
reduce or eliminate woody vegetation or
invasive plants when the use of
prescribed fire is not possible or
effective (Jensen 2007, Wigley 2008).
Nevertheless, pesticides should never be
used in flatwoods salamander habitat
unless no other habitat management tool
is available; herbicide label directions
should be followed closely and aerial
spraying should not be used as an
application technique. Under these
conditions, we consider this threat to be
of moderate magnitude.

Studies of other ambystomatid species
have demonstrated a decline in larval
survival in the presence of predatory
fish, as mentioned above under Factor
C. One of the potential reasons for this
decline may be the negative effect
resulting from these fish competing with
salamander larvae for invertebrate prey.
The invertebrates found by Whiles et al.
(2004, p. 212) in a study of larval frosted
and reticulated flatwoods salamander
gut contents are typical of freshwater
habitats in the Southeast that do not
contain predatory fish on a regular

basis. The presence of predatory fish has
a marked effect on invertebrate
communities and alters prey availability
for larval salamanders with the potential
for negative effects on larval fitness and
survival (Semlitsch 1987, p. 481).
Wherever connections have been
created between permanent water and
frosted flatwoods salamander ponds,
such as through installation of
firebreaks or ditches, this threat from
predatory fish exists.

Studies of frosted flatwoods
salamander populations, since the
original species listing of flatwoods
salamander as threatened (64 FR 15691;
April 1, 1999), have been limited due to
drought. Data on the numbers of adults
within existing populations do not exist.
However, given the low number of
individuals encountered even when
breeding is verified, populations are
likely to be very small at any given
breeding site. Small populations are at
increased threat of extirpation from
natural processes (genetic isolation,
inbreeding depression, and drought), as
well as the manmade threats described
above.

In summary, a variety of natural or
manmade factors historically or
currently threaten, or have the potential
to threaten, the frosted flatwoods
salamander. The loss of metapopulation
structure in the distribution of frosted
flatwoods salamander populations was a
range-wide threat that caused historic
losses of this species. It continues to be
a current threat for 64 percent of the
remaining frosted flatwoods salamander
populations. Fire suppression and
inadequate habitat management
continue to cause the degradation of
occupied sites, primarily on private
land. Invasive plant species probably
did not have much of a historic impact
on salamander populations, but they are
a range-wide current threat, and they are
likely to become more widespread and
difficult to control. Range-wide, low
population densities have been a
historic threat and continue to be a
threat for most frosted flatwoods
salamander populations, particularly
due to past and current drought
conditions, habitat loss, population
fragmentation, and periodic
reproductive failures that occur
naturally in pond-breeding amphibians.
The impact that competing predators
may have on the salamanders’ prey
base, and the threat of pesticide and
herbicide use, are less clear as historic
threats but remain potential localized
threats for the species. Therefore, while
we have determined that other natural
and manmade factors, such as invasive
species, pesticides, and competition for
the species’ prey base, may threaten the

frosted flatwoods salamander, the
severity and magnitude of these threats
are not currently known. Acting in
combination with threats listed above
under Factors A through D, the threats
under Factor E could increase the
severity of the other threats.

Determination

We have carefully assessed the best
scientific and commercial information
available regarding the past, present,
and future threats to the frosted
flatwoods salamander. In summary, the
most significant historical threat to the
frosted flatwoods salamander, as listed
in Factor A (above), is loss of the
majority of its habitat. A variety of
localized threats (described under
Factors A, C, D, and E) have the
potential to impact the remaining
frosted flatwoods salamander
populations and habitat. These
include—alterations in the hydrology of
existing wetland breeding sites
(including “ditching” which results in
the introduction of predatory fish);
incompatible forest management; ORV
use; fire suppression; drought; and
disease. The severity and magnitude of
the threats under Factor E are not
currently known. Nevertheless, we have
determined that threats under this factor
will exacerbate the effects of threats due
to habitat loss and drought. As
described in Factor E above, small
populations are at increased threat of
extirpation from natural processes
(genetic isolation, inbreeding
depression, and drought), as well as the
manmade threats listed above. Finally,
there are potential localized threats from
fire ants, pesticides, and invasive plants
for which the extent of impact is yet
undeterminable, but that we believe are
legitimate threats due to both their
impact on surrogate species and their
prevalence in the types of habitats used
by this species.

Only 25 frosted flatwoods salamander
populations are known. Ten (40
percent) of these populations are
supported by only one breeding site. A
population with only one breeding site
has a tenuous future just given
randomly varying environmental factors
without considering the additional
threats of habitat destruction and
degradation that further threaten these
populations.

As noted previously, habitat with the
range of the frosted flatwoods
salamander is currently experiencing
drought conditions. Palis et al. (2006,
pp. 5-6) studied a frosted flatwoods
population in Florida during a drought
from 1999-2002. This study
documented 3 consecutive years of
reproductive failure and a steady
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decline in adult immigration to the site
for breeding as the drought progressed.

Catastrophic reproductive failure
occurs even in healthy populations of
pond-breeding amphibians. When it
does occur, the modeling efforts of
Taylor et al. (2005, p. 796) showed that
each year of reproductive failure raises
the threshold of survival required to
achieve persistence and imposes the
possibility of extirpation even under
otherwise favorable environmental
conditions. Taylor et al. (2005, p. 799)
reminds us that particularly with small
populations or low population growth
rates (as exists with the frosted
flatwoods salamander) effects of
reproductive failure are made worse by
demographic stochasticity. Even in
populations with multiple breeding
ponds, amphibian populations may be
unable to recolonize areas after local
extirpations due to their physiological
constraints, relatively low mobility, and
site fidelity (Blaustein et al. 1994, pp.
60, 67—68).

For frosted flatwoods salamander, 40
percent of populations have only one
breeding pond. If the habitat at that site
is destroyed, recolonization would be
impossible and the population
supported by that breeding pond would
be extirpated.

Habitat loss on private lands is an
imminent threat that is compounded by
a variety of other factors. Fire
suppression on private lands occupied
by the frosted flatwoods salamander
represents one of the biggest threats to
the species’ habitat and the continued
existence of the species on these sites.
However, 60 percent of frosted
flatwoods salamander populations have
an improved chance of surviving
demographic and environmental
stochasticity given that the distribution
of breeding sites occurs within an adult
salamander’s dispersal distance.

We believe that, when combining the
effects of historical, current, and
projected habitat loss and degradation,
historical and ongoing drought, and the
exacerbating effects of disease,
predation, small population size, and
isolation, the frosted flatwoods
salamander continues to be likely to
become an endangered species
throughout all of its range within the
foreseeable future. We believe these
threats, particularly the threats to
populations resulting from habitat
degradation and fragmentation, small
population size, and drought, are
current and are projected to continue
into the future. We have determined
that these threats are operating on the
species and its habitat with a moderate
degree of magnitude throughout most of

its range and with a moderate degree of
severity, as discussed above.

Based on the best available scientific
and commercial information, we have
determined that the preferred action is
for the frosted flatwoods salamander to
retain its status as a threatened species
under the Act. Without the protection of
the Act, significant management of
threats would likely occur on public
lands; however, there is still substantial
risk of loss of ponds to drought and
disease and, on private lands, a variety
of potential threats (for example,
introduction of fish, predation,
pesticides), and imminent threats (for
example, fire suppression, invasive
species, and development). As
discussed previously, declines resulting
from drought can occur within only a
few years. In the case of the frosted
flatwoods salamander, 40 percent of
populations have only one breeding
pond. If the habitat at that site is
destroyed, recolonization would be
impossible and the population
supported by that breeding pond would
be extirpated. This could occur within
a few years given recurring drought
conditions and existing threats. While
not in immediate danger of extinction,
the frosted flatwoods salamander is
likely to become an endangered species
in the foreseeable future throughout all
or a significant portion of its range if the
present trends that negatively affect the
species, and its limited and restricted
habitat, continue. Furthermore, because
these threats to the species are of
comparable magnitude and severity
across all of the species’ range, we have
determined that an analysis of whether
a specific portion of the range might
require a different listing status is not
warranted at this time.

Available Conservation Measures

Conservation measures provided to
species listed as endangered or
threatened under the Act include
recognition of the status, increased
priority for research and conservation
funding, recovery actions, requirements
for Federal protection, and prohibitions
against certain activities. Recognition
through listing results in public
awareness and conservation actions by
Federal, State, and local agencies;
private organizations; and individuals.
The Act provides for possible land
acquisition and cooperation with the
States, and for conservation actions to
be carried out for listed species.

Section 7(a) of the Act, as amended,
requires Federal agencies to evaluate
their actions with respect to any species
that is listed as endangered or
threatened and with respect to its
critical habitat, if any is being

designated. Regulations implementing
this interagency cooperation provision
of the Act are codified at 50 CFR part
402. Section 7(a)(2) of the Act requires
Federal agencies to ensure that activities
they authorize, fund, or carry out are not
likely to jeopardize the continued
existence of a listed species or result in
destruction or adverse modification of
critical habitat. If a Federal action may
affect a listed species or its critical
habitat, the responsible Federal agency
must consult with us under the
provisions of section 7(a)(2) of the Act.

Federal agency actions within the
species habitat that may require
consultation as described in the
preceding paragraph include
management and any other landscape
altering activities on Federal lands
administered by the Department of
Defense, Fish and Wildlife Service, and
U.S. Forest Service; issuance of section
404 Clean Water Act permits by the
Corps; construction and management of
gas pipeline and power line rights-of-
way by the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission; and construction and
maintenance of roads or highways by
the Federal Highway Administration.

The Act and its implementing
regulations set forth a series of general
prohibitions and exceptions that apply
to all endangered wildlife. The
prohibitions, codified at 50 CFR 17.21
for endangered wildlife, in part, make it
illegal for any person subject to the
jurisdiction of the United States to take
(includes harass, harm, pursue, hunt,
shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or
collect; or to attempt any of these),
import, export, ship in interstate
commerce in the course of commercial
activity, or sell or offer for sale in
interstate or foreign commerce any
listed species. It is also illegal to
possess, sell, deliver, carry, transport, or
ship any such wildlife that has been
taken illegally. Certain exceptions apply
to agents of the Service and State
conservation agencies.

We may issue permits to carry out
otherwise prohibited activities
involving threatened or endangered
wildlife species under certain
circumstances. Regulations governing
permits are codified at 50 CFR 17.22 for
endangered species. You may obtain
permits for scientific purposes, to
enhance the propagation or survival of
the species, and for incidental take in
connection with otherwise lawful
activities.

Critical Habitat

Previous Federal Actions

For information about previous
Federal actions regarding designation of
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critical habitat for flatwoods
salamanders, see our proposed rule (73
FR 47258) published on August 13,
2008. This notice included revisions to
the proposed designation of critical
habitat published in the Federal
Register on February 7, 2007 (72 FR
5856), and announced the availability of
our draft economic analysis of the
proposed critical habitat designation
(DEA). On September 18, 2008, we
published a notice in the Federal
Register (73 FR 54125) providing
supplemental information on the status
of the frosted flatwoods salamander. On
October 8, 2008, we published a notice
in the Federal Register which extended
the public comment period on the
proposed rule and provided the time,
date, and location of our public hearing
(73 FR 58922). We held a public hearing
on October 22, 2008. The extended
public comment period ended on
November 3, 2008.

Summary of Comments and
Recommendations

As stated above, since the proposed
rule addressed both listing and critical
habitat, comments received combined
these two issues. Therefore, we are
presenting the combined comments and
responses for these issues, below.

In the 2007 proposed rule, we
requested written comments from the
public on reasons why we should or
should not designate critical habitat for
the flatwoods salamander (72 FR 5856).
We contacted appropriate Federal, State,
and local agencies; scientific
organizations; and other interested
parties, and invited them to comment
on the proposed rule. We also issued
press releases and published legal
notices in the Jasper County Sun,
Pensacola News Journal, The DeFuniak
Springs Herald-Breeze, Savannah
Morning News, Tallahassee Democrat,
The Albany Herald, Miller County
Liberal, The Berkeley Independent, The
Florida Times-Union, The News Herald,
and The Post and Courier newspapers.
During the open public comment
period, we received a request to hold a
public hearing, however a public
hearing was not held at that time. Due
to new information that became
available on threats to the flatwoods
salamander and the reclassification in
the taxonomy of the species, we asked
for an extension of our court-ordered
deadline on the designation of critical
habitat for the flatwoods salamander to
include the new information.
Subsequently, a new proposed rule was
written and published in the Federal
Register on August 13, 2008 (73 FR
4725).

For the 2008 proposed rule, we
requested written comments from the
public on known or suspected threats to
the frosted flatwoods salamander and
the reticulated flatwoods salamander
and any information on the need to
change the status of either species;
reasons why we should or should not
designate critical habitat for the two
species; and on the DEA (73 FR 47258).
We contacted appropriate Federal, State,
and local agencies; scientific
organizations; and other interested
parties, and invited them to comment
on the proposed rule. We also issued
press releases and published legal
notices in the Jasper County Sun,
Northwest Florida Daily News,
Pensacola News Journal, Savannah
Morning News, Tallahassee Democrat,
The Albany Herald, The Berkeley
Independent, The Florida Times-Union,
The News Herald, and The Post and
Courier newspapers. Based on a request
received during the public comment
period, we held a public hearing and
information meeting on October 22,
2008, at Pensacola Junior College in
Pensacola, Florida.

During the comment period for the
first proposed rule that opened on
February 7, 2007, and closed on April
9, 2007, we received 23 comments
directly addressing the original
proposed critical habitat designation:
five from peer reviewers; three from
Federal agencies; three from State
agencies; and 12 from organizations or
individuals. During the comment period
for the second proposed rule that
opened on August 13, 2008, and closed
on November 3, 2008, we received 79
comments directly addressing the
reclassification in the listing of the
flatwoods salamander into two species;
the proposed designation of the
reticulated flatwoods salamander as
endangered; the maintenance of the
listing of the frosted flatwoods
salamander as threatened; the revised
proposed critical habitat designation for
the two species; and the DEA. Of these
latter comments, 44 comments were
received either in written form or
through the portal at: http://
www.regulations.gov; three of these
were from Federal agencies, none were
from State agencies, one was from a
local government, and 40 were from
organizations or individuals. Thirty-five
of the 79 comments were made during
the public hearing held on October 22,
2008; one of these was from a Federal
agency, one was from a State agency,
one was from a state senator, four were
from local governments, and 28 were
from organizations or individuals.

The following summary statistics are
provided on the 23 comments received

on the 2007 proposed rule. In total, 7
commenters supported the designation
of critical habitat for the flatwoods
salamander, 3 opposed the designation,
and 13 were neutral regarding the
designation. These following summary
statistics are provided on the 79
comments received on the 2008
proposed rule. Nine commenters sent
comments during the 2008 open
comment period and also commented at
the public hearing. An individual,
group, or agency responding multiple
times was only counted once as none of
these commenters’ opinions of the
proposed rule differed between
responses. In total, 33 commenters
supported the proposed rule, 34
opposed the proposed rule, and 3 were
neutral regarding the proposed rule.
Comments received were grouped into 7
general issues specifically relating to the
subjects in the 2008 proposed rule and
the DEA, and are addressed in the
following summary. We have
incorporated comments into this final
rule as appropriate.

Peer Review

In accordance with our policy
published on July 1, 1994 (59 FR
34270), and current Department of the
Interior guidance, we solicited expert
opinions for both the 2007 and 2008
proposed rules from five knowledgeable
individuals with scientific expertise that
included familiarity with the species,
the geographic region in which the
species occurs, and conservation
biology principles. We received
responses from all five of the peer
reviewers on the 2007 proposed rule
and from four of the five peer reviewers
on the 2008 proposed rule. We reviewed
all comments received from the peer
reviewers for substantive issues and
new information regarding flatwoods
salamander critical habitat. We
combined peer reviewer comments from
both years. The peer reviewers generally
concurred with our methods and
conclusions and provided additional
information, clarifications, and
suggestions to improve the final critical
habitat rule. Peer reviewer comments
are addressed in the following summary
and incorporated into the final rule as
appropriate.

Peer Review Comments

(1) Comment: Three of the peer
reviewers emphasized the importance of
the Eglin Air Force Base-Hurlburt Field
metapopulation to the survival of the
reticulated flatwoods salamander and
questioned whether adequate habitat
management, especially fire
management, could be conducted if the
highway proposed for the area was
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approved (see also Comment 15). They
discussed the inclusion or exclusion of
military lands which have approved
Integrated Natural Resource
Management Plans (INRMPs), including
these two sites as well as Navy Outlying
Landing Field (NOLF) Holley (see also
Comment 16). These peer reviewers
were concerned about the finite period
of the plans and the potential for
decreased conservation efforts if
INRMPs are revised when renewed. One
peer reviewer recommended that NOLF
Holley be included in critical habitat
because the Navy’s natural resources
manager and forester had informed him
that the Navy no longer had use for the
field and that Santa Rosa County was
interested in acquiring it. They
concurred with the 2008 proposed rule
(73 FR 47258) that included these
military lands in proposed critical
habitat.

Our Response: Eglin Air Force Base
(Eglin) has assured the Service that they
“will not allow negative impacts to the
salamander habitat” on the base (DoAF
2008a, p. 1). The Commander of Eglin
stated that, “Eglin will ensure that the
proposed Bypass road, and any actions
associated with it, will not prevent
implementation of the conservation
measures identified in the INRMP for
the flatwoods salamander” (DoAF
2008b, p. 1). The Service has reassessed
the Eglin INRMP and determined that,
with the Air Force’s recent assurances,
it will provide a conservation benefit for
the reticulated flatwoods salamander.
The Department of the Navy has assured
the Service that the Navy has no
intention of transferring ownership of
NOLF Holley and the INRMP will
continue to be implemented for this site
as written (Department of the Navy
2008, p. 2). We conduct annual reviews
of the INRMPs for all the military bases
with known flatwoods salamander
populations and reassess their
conservation benefits and
implementation. All the involved
military bases have assured the Service
of their future compliance with their
INRMPs (see citations above). As a
result of this analysis, Eglin, Hurlburt
Field, and NOLF Holley have been
removed from the final critical habitat
designation for the reticulated flatwoods
salamander.

(2) Comment: One peer reviewer
stated that the locality record used as
the basis for proposed critical habitat
unit RFS-5 is based on a poor quality
photograph of a single larva collected in
1998 and that the larva in the
photograph is likely a mole salamander
(Ambystoma talpoideum). The site of
the locality record and at least 100 other
wetlands in the area have been surveyed

since 2002 during suitable immigration
and emigration periods. Many mole
salamanders have been captured, but no
reticulated flatwoods salamanders. It is
the opinion of the peer reviewer that the
original identification of the collected
larva as a reticulated flatwoods
salamander was in error.

Our Response: We agree that there is
no verifiable evidence that flatwoods
salamanders occupy habitat represented
by Unit RFS-5, as originally proposed.
Therefore, this unit has been removed
and the final critical habitat designation
for the reticulated flatwoods salamander
has been revised based on this
comment.

(3) Comment: One peer reviewer
stated that habitat within proposed
critical habitat unit FFS-2, located on
Tate’s Hell State Forest, is no longer
suitable for the frosted flatwoods
salamander. Since an adult flatwoods
salamander was discovered there in
1998, hydrological restoration of the
likely breeding site has been conducted
and altered the site to a more
permanently flooded wetland.
Surveyors sampled the site in 2002,
2003, and 2004 but were unsuccessful
in documenting any flatwoods
salamander larvae within the wetland.
The peer reviewer believes the wetland
restoration project and the historically
poor upland management of the area
have resulted in the loss of flatwoods
salamander habitat at this site on Tate’s
Hell State Forest.

Our Response: Based on the peer
reviewer’s comment and the site visit
information, we believe Unit FFS—10, as
originally proposed, no longer contains
the PCEs essential to the conservation of
the flatwoods salamander. Therefore,
this unit has been removed from the
final critical habitat designation.

(4) Comment: One peer reviewer
stated that maps in the proposed rule
are not sufficient for delineating actual
boundaries of proposed critical habitat.
The peer reviewer suggested using road
or topographic maps and aerial
photography.

Our Response: The printing standards
of the Federal Register are not
compatible with using road or
topographic maps and aerial
photography. We constructed the
critical habitat units using a Geographic
Information System (GIS). The resulting
critical habitat GIS shapefiles are
available by request from the
Mississippi Field Office (see FOR
FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT). The
shapefiles can be laid over other layers
(aerial photography, roads) to get more
precise locality information.

(5) Comment: One peer reviewer
stated that reticulated flatwoods

salamander units in southwest Georgia
(unit names in 2008 proposed rule (73
FR 47258; August 13, 2008) are RFS-10,
subunits A and B, respectively) may
have agricultural land that does not
contain the primary constituent
elements and should be removed.

Our Response: The peer reviewer did
not have access to our GIS data when
we received this comment. When
constructing the units in question, we
used aerial photography to verify the
presence of the primary constituent
elements on the areas and that all
agricultural land was excluded from
RFS-10, subunits A and B.

Public Comments
General Biological Comments

(6) Comment: One commenter cited
studies which described flatwoods
salamander breeding sites as roadside
ditches and borrow pits, as well as
natural habitats. This commenter
believed that this shows the adaptability
of the species and the likelihood that
suitable breeding habitat could be
created for the salamanders. Several
commenters during the public hearing
thought that flatwoods salamander
habitat could be relocated or
constructed elsewhere as an alternative
to protecting the existing occupied sites
through critical habitat designation.
Other commenters at the public hearing
stated that this was not possible, as
flatwoods salamanders are tied to
specific soils and forest—wetland types
that need to be present in a landscape
context. These commenters expressed
support for protecting existing sites.

Our Response: Flatwoods
salamanders are known to breed in
wetlands that dry on a seasonal basis.
The Service is aware of records of
flatwoods salamander larvae occurring
in ditches and borrow pits. However,
whether larvae were successful in
developing into adult salamanders at
these sites is unknown. The ponded
breeding sites must hold water long
enough and have a sufficient food
source to allow salamander
development and metamorphosis. They
must also be free of predaceous fish and
toxic substances. In addition, there are
a number of biotic and abiotic factors
that are likely essential for flatwoods
salamanders at breeding sites that are
currently unknown. Experimental
relocations should be an action of last
resort for these species and may be
explored through the recovery process,
if deemed necessary.

Adequacy and Extent of Critical Habitat

(7) Comment: Two commenters stated
that critical habitat designation on any
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lands approved under the Sustainable
Forestry Initiative and Sustainable
Forestry Certification Program (SFI) is
unnecessary and redundant (not
warranted). These lands are already
recognized as habitat for listed species
under the certification program and
participants in the program are required
to safeguard and protect threatened and
endangered species. Participants are
expected to implement scientifically
based management practices and
adaptive management strategies as
appropriate. Provisions of this program
are not legally binding; however,
participants must comply to stay in the
program. Therefore, lands under SFI
programs should not require special
management considerations. The
commenters believed designation would
not significantly increase or contribute
to the likelihood of recovery of the
species because the vast majority of
lands are either in public ownership or
managed according to SFI standards.
Therefore, the commenters asserted that
critical habitat offers little or no
additional management protection and
no additional conservation benefit.

Our Response: The criteria for
designating sites as critical habitat are
whether the sites provide the features
essential for the conservation of the
species and whether those features may
require special management
consideration or protection. Under
section 4(b)(2) of the Act, the Secretary
may exclude an area from critical
habitat if the benefits of such exclusion
outweigh the benefits of specifying such
areas as part of critical habitat. We also
consider whether landowners having
proposed critical habitat on their lands
have developed any conservation plans
for the area, or whether there are
conservation partnerships that would be
encouraged by designation of, or
exclusion from, critical habitat.
Included in this analysis would be
whether or not conservation plans have
species-specific management
prescriptions, or other management
approaches, that are coupled with
assurances of implementation. The
commenter presented a general
statement about SFI programs. However,
the Service did not receive any
comments from specific private
landowners within proposed critical
habitat that identified themselves as
participants in SFI programs nor did we
receive any SFI conservation plans for
analysis. Therefore, there is no new
information indicating that removal of
lands under SFI from critical habitat is
warranted.

(8) Comment: Several commenters
stated that private land should be
excluded from critical habitat

designation. One commenter suggested
that the Service should offer incentives,
such as voluntary cooperative
agreements as a conservation policy for
private lands in lieu of critical habitat
designation. These commenters stated
that it would not be beneficial to
flatwoods salamanders to designate
critical habitat on private land since
designation would be a disincentive for
the landowners to continue
conservation efforts for this species,
would likely increase threats resulting
in a net loss of conservation benefit, and
eventually result in the extirpation of
flatwoods salamanders on private lands.

Our Response: Section 4 of the Act
requires the Service to use the best
available scientific data in designating
critical habitat. Private lands are not
exempted from this analysis. Flatwoods
salamanders have been listed since 1999
and protection from ‘“‘take” under
section 9 has been in effect since that
time. The Service knows of no situation
where a private landowner has
knowingly destroyed or mismanaged
flatwoods salamander habitat as a result
of this listing. Critical habitat only
applies to those lands where there is a
Federal nexus (a connection or link to
the Federal government). In some cases,
private lands may be affected if the
landowner is undertaking a project that
requires Federal funding or permit.
However, the Service believes most
application of the protection provided
by critical habitat will not affect private
lands. Programs are available to provide
funds to private landowners for
managing habitat for listed species, as
well as permits that can be obtained to
protect private landowners from the
take prohibition when such taking is
incidental to, and not the purpose of,
the carrying out of an otherwise lawful
activity. Private landowners may
contact their local Service field office to
obtain information about these programs
and permits.

(9) Comment: Several commenters
expressed concern about the potential
for being prosecuted for adverse
modification if private properties
designated as critical habitat are fire
suppressed. The commenter requested a
definition for fire suppression and an
explanation of practices related to fire
suppression that would be problematic.
The commenter requested that the
Service offer emergency exemptions
from adverse modification for human
life or property.

Our Response: At this time, the
Service is unaware of any Federal
actions that would leave a private
landowner vulnerable to prosecution for
adverse modification due to fire
suppression. Federal actions related to

fire suppression that might lead to
adverse modification would include
improper implementation of
management plans on Federal lands. If
suppression of a wildfire is necessary as
an emergency Federal action relating to
human health and safety within
occupied habitat of a listed species or
designated as critical habitat, an after-
the-fact consultation can be conducted.
Under the statutory provisions of the
Act, we determine destruction or
adverse modification on the basis of
whether, with implementation of the
proposed Federal action, the affected
critical habitat would remain functional
to serve its intended conservation role
for the species. However, when
considering fire suppression as a threat,
we refer to a Federal action which will
lead to elimination of fire as a
management tool and allow thick
underbrush and mid-story to shade out
the herbaceous ground cover. Fire
suppression, in this sense, leads to
deterioration of flatwoods salamander
habitat quality and potentially adverse
modification of critical habitat.

(10) Comment: One commenter
requested that the Service should
consider a buffer width less than 1,475
feet (ft) (450 meters (m)) around known
breeding ponds when defining and
designating critical habitat units and
stated that the designation of this
distance was arbitrary because it was
based on a different salamander species.
The commenter suggested a 534 [sic] ft
(164 m) buffer width as calculated by
Semlitsch (1998, p. 1113). This
commenter also references Palis et al.
(2002, pp. 1-20) that is provided as
support for a smaller buffer width
around known flatwoods salamander
breeding ponds. Another commenter
disputed the scientific basis for
rounding up the buffer radius to 1,500
ft (457 m) from 1,476 ft (450 m) when
constructing critical habitat units.
Several commenters requested that the
buffer width used in calculating critical
habitat units be increased to 5,576 ft
(1,700 m), since this is the maximum
distance flatwoods salamanders have
been reported to disperse and this
would create connectivity between
known occurrences.

Our Response: Semlitsch (1998, p.
1113) combined movement data in five
States for six species of ambystomatid
salamanders, which had been collected
over a period of several decades. Using
these data, we generated a 538-ft (164-
m) buffer width from a wetland’s edge
into the terrestrial habitat, which would
create an area that he stated would
encompass 95 percent of a population of
one of these species. However,
Semlitsch (1998, p. 1117) pointed out
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that the values used in this calculation
probably underestimate the actual buffer
needed for some species of salamanders.
In addition, he specifically mentioned
the flatwoods salamander as one of the
species that may require more habitat
than the area created by using the 538-
ft (164-m) buffer width (Semlitsch 1998,
p.- 1117). The Service selected a buffer
width of 1,475 ft (450 m) from the
Semlitsch (1998, p. 1115) paper to use
for the flatwoods salamander
calculation. This is the maximum value
used in his calculations for the marbled
salamander. We chose this species
because it was recommended by
researchers as a model for the flatwoods
salamander due to its similar life history
(Taylor et al. 2005, pp. 792) and because
it uses habitat in a similar way.
Although adult marbled salamanders
occupy hardwood forests rather than
pine forests, they breed underground
and in temporary ponds. The 1,475 ft
(450 m) value corresponded well with
data collected over 20 years by Means

et al. (1996, p. 435) which described
estimated movements of flatwoods
salamanders of 984 ft (300 m) to 1,640

ft (500 m) between upland habitat and
breeding ponds in relatively
homogeneous habitat.

The Service used the value of 1,476 ft
(450 m) to estimate the size of activity
areas used by flatwoods salamanders in
the original listing rule. This value also
was used originally in draft
management guidelines for flatwoods
salamanders that the Service wrote in
conjunction with the flatwoods
salamander recovery team. During
review of these draft guidelines, several
members of the recovery team (mainly
foresters) felt that use of this value was
unrealistic. They believed that it was
unlikely that a forester in the field
would measure such an uneven number.
For ease of application, they believed an
even number would be easier to work
with in the field and recommended
rounding the value up to 1,500 ft (457
m). The Service did not use the 5,576
ft (1,700 m) movement distance
described in Ashton and Ashton (2005,
p. 65) to define the activity area for
flatwoods salamanders because we
consider this distance to represent the
limit of the species dispersal. Therefore,
the Service considered breeding sites
within twice this distance (rounded to
2 mi (3.2 km)) to be considered part of
the same metapopulation. Dr. Semlitsch
was a peer reviewer of this proposed
rule. In his review of the proposed rule,
he stated that the distance the Service
used to delineate the activity area
around the breeding ponds is well-
supported biologically in the literature

and based on numerous studies of
species in the same genus. Further, he
also stated that connecting breeding
sites within two miles of each other to
protect dispersal habitat is also well-
justified in the literature. He stated that
neither value used in our calculations is
too conservative or excessive, but rather
an appropriate balance between the
economics of land use and habitat
protection. Palis et al. (2002, pp. 1-20)
provides information on a declining
flatwoods salamander population
during a drought. A drift fence was set
up enclosing the breeding site for this
population and three partial drift fences
were set into the uplands at 164, 328,
and 656 ft (50, 100, and 200 m) from the
pond-upland edge. Only one individual
provided one travel movement of 328 ft
(100 m) from the uplands into the pond,
during this 3-year study. Although this
paper provides this movement datum of
one individual during a drought, the
Service does not believe it is conclusive
enough to use in defining the activity
area of flatwoods salamanders around
breeding ponds.

(11) Comment: One commenter
questioned whether, when proposing
critical habitat, we had taken into
account wide-scale global climate
change and the possibility of inbreeding
or natural extinction in the many small,
isolated populations of flatwoods
salamanders.

Our Response: Extinction is a natural
process. Normally, new species develop
through a process known as speciation
at about the same rate that other species
become extinct. However, because of air
and water pollution, extensive
deforestation, the loss of wetlands, and
other human-induced impacts,
extinctions are now occurring at a rate
far exceeding the speciation rate. The
purpose of the Act is to conserve
endangered and threatened species and
the ecosystems on which they depend.
The Service has presented information
on threats to the two species of
flatwoods salamander elsewhere in this
rule. We have no data supporting global
climate change as a specific threat;
however, flatwoods salamanders have
been negatively affected by a recent
long-term drought. The many threats
that face these species, including the
possibility of inbreeding or natural
extinction, highlight the importance of
metapopulations. These threats were
considered and we designated critical
habitat for areas occupied by
metapopulations whenever possible by
providing habitat to connect occupied
sites.

(12) Comment: One commenter asked
if we had population estimates for those
populations whose habitat had been

used to designate critical habitat. He
questioned the use of presence-absence
surveys as a basis for designating critical
habitat, especially those areas where
only one individual flatwoods
salamander had been captured. Without
population estimates, he did not believe
we had sufficient population data to use
as a basis for designating critical habitat.

Our Response: Obtaining population
estimates from wild populations of
animals is frequently a difficult task.
The two species of flatwoods
salamander are widely distributed
across the southeastern United States.
Only a few of the populations have been
studied in detail. Even in these
populations, estimates of the number of
salamanders at a site have not been
possible. For a pond-breeding
amphibian that lives underground for
most of its life, the typical method used
to monitor a population is to put a fence
around a breeding site that captures the
adult salamanders that come in to breed
and the metamorphic salamanders and
adults that leave the pond after the
breeding event. At minimum, obtaining
a population estimate using this
technique needs to be repeated often
enough to get values for the number of
females breeding in the population,
their annual survival and reproductive
rates, survival of juvenile salamanders
(especially the first year cohort) and the
age at first reproduction for females.
These values are not known for any
flatwoods salamander population. It was
impossible, due to constraints of time,
money, and fluctuations in weather, to
determine the number of individuals in
extant populations for use in this rule.
The capture of one larva at a particular
location does not always indicate low
numbers. In many cases, surveyors will
simply stop surveying once an
individual is documented in order to
cover as many different locations as
possible within a limited survey time
period. The Act requires determinations
of critical habitat to be based on the best
scientific data available. In this case,
data from presence-absence surveys
represent the best scientific data
available and the Service used these
data as a basis for designating critical
habitat.

(13) Comment: One commenter
suggested that flatwoods salamanders
may have adapted their lifestyle
requirements to a different habitat than
that which was designated as critical
habitat. He stated that flatwoods
salamanders may occur in other
breeding habitats than ephemeral ponds
and that these habitats have yet to be
surveyed.

Our Response: Researchers have been
studying flatwoods salamanders for over
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20 years and surveys have been
conducted on the Apalachicola National
Forest in Florida for more than 30 years.
Herpetologists have also been studying
other species of amphibians in the
numerous wetland habitats of the
southeast since at least the 1930s. No
flatwoods salamander has ever been
found outside of historical longleaf pine
flatwoods or in wetland areas that do
not dry on a cyclic basis.

(14) Comment: One commenter asked
about how we knew that breeding
habitats were ephemeral ponds and not
seasonally connected to other wetlands
if we do not have long-term hydrologic
data.

Our Response: The Service used data
from known flatwoods salamander
localities to determine occupied areas.
The locality data included descriptions
of the habitat. The vegetation of
ephemeral ponds is distinctive and
researchers use it to distinguish between
wetland habitat types. In addition, we
used aerial photography to look at each
area proposed for critical habitat and
verify wetland type. Long-term
hydrologic data are needed to determine
a wetland’s hydroperiod but are not
necessary to discriminate an ephemeral
pond. Under high water conditions,
such as those resulting from a hurricane,
ephemeral wetlands may become
connected to other wetlands. However,
under normal weather conditions, they
are isolated from other water bodies.

(15) Comment: Many commenters
requested that habitat within Eglin Air
Force Base and Hurlburt Field be
removed from critical habitat, mainly
due to a perception that designation of
critical habitat would stop the
construction of the Bypass Road
proposed by the Northwest Florida
Transportation Corridor on the southern
property boundary of Eglin Air Force
Base. Other commenters simply wrote
in support of the Bypass Road
construction without taking any
position on any of the actions proposed
in the rule. The Department of the Air
Force’s Eglin Air Force Base requested
removal of the Base from critical habitat
because they stated that their existing
Integrated Natural Resource
Management Plan (INRMP) is adequate,
and they provided assurance that the
proposed Bypass Road would not
prevent them from implementing the
INRMP. Many other commenters
supported retaining Eglin and Hurlburt
Field within critical habitat because of
the vital importance of this area to the
long-term survival of the reticulated
flatwoods salamander. These
commenters were concerned that habitat
management of these areas proposed as
critical habitat would not be possible if

a road was constructed in the proposed
location.

Our Response: In 2007, the Service
published a proposed rule designating
critical habitat for the flatwoods
salamander (72 FR 5856). Within this
rule, Eglin was exempted from critical
habitat because the Service considered
the INRMP for the base to be adequate.
After this rule was published, a threat
became known to the Service which we
considered to be serious enough to
question the adequacy of Eglin’s
INRMP. This new threat was
represented by a letter of conceptual
approval provided by Eglin to the
Northwest Florida Transportation
Corridor Authority in October of 2007
for alignment of a road along the
southern boundary of the base. The
proposed alignment was adjacent or
through most of the occupied
reticulated flatwoods salamander
habitat on Eglin and Hurlburt Field. Due
to the threat posed by this road and
Eglin’s conceptual approval of it, the
Service did not believe that Eglin’s
INRMP was adequate and habitat on
Eglin and Hurlburt Field was included
in the revised proposed critical habitat
designation published in 2008.
However, in comments received by the
Service during the open comment
period for this proposed rule, the
Commander of Eglin stated, “Eglin will
ensure the proposed Bypass road, and
any actions associated with it, will not
prevent implementation of the
conservation measures identified in the
INRMP for the flatwoods salamander”
(DoAF 2008b, p. 1, see also response to
Comment 1). As a result, Eglin and
Hurlburt Field have been removed from
the final critical habitat designation for
the species.

(16) Comment: The Department of the
Navy has requested that Navy Outlying
Landing Field (NOLF) Holley be
removed from critical habitat
designation. Reasons for removal
included that: The INRMP covering
NOLF Holley provides a conservation
benefit to the reticulated flatwoods
salamander, thereby making critical
habitat designation unnecessary; the
Navy currently has no plans to transfer
ownership of NOLF Holley and intends
to continue its stewardship of the
salamander and its habitat; and NOLF
Holley is required to meet current and
future military mission needs and as
such is considered necessary for
national security. One commenter has
requested that the Service retain NOLF
Holley within the critical habitat
designation due to its importance as the
only habitat remaining in the area for
the reticulated flatwoods salamander
and the potential for transfer of

ownership from the Department of the
Navy to local developers.

Our Response: In 2007, the Service
published a proposed rule designating
critical habitat for the flatwoods
salamander (72 FR 5856). Within this
rule, NOLF Holley was exempted from
proposed critical habitat because the
Service considered its INRMP to be
adequate. After the proposed rule was
published, the Service received
information that the Navy was no longer
using this field for military operations
and discussions had been initiated with
Santa Rosa County to transfer
ownership of this property to the
county. For this reason, NOLF Holley
was included in the 2008 revised
proposed rule (73 FR 47258). During the
open comment period for the revised
proposed rule, the Department of the
Navy assured the Service “that the Navy
currently has no plans to transfer
ownership of NOLF Holley (DoN 2008,
P. 2, see also response to Comment 1).
Further, it is the Navy’s intent to
continue its stewardship of the
salamander and its habitat.” Based on
these comments, the Service has
reassessed the benefit of their INRMP
and concluded that it will continue to
be implemented. Therefore, NOLF
Holley has been exempted from the final
critical habitat designation.

(17) Comment: One commenter was
concerned with the benefits of INRMPs
for the DOD lands in Georgia, Fort
Stewart Military Installation and
Townsend Bombing Range. This
commenter questioned whether the
existing INRMPs would meet the
standard of “conservation,” which
would entail using all methods and
procedures which would benefit the
survival and recovery of the frosted
flatwoods salamander. The commenter
acknowledged that the Service has
concluded that these two INRMPs have
met this standard, but questions
whether funding is sufficient to ensure
conservation measures are
implemented. The commenter stated
that, at the very least, the Service should
continue to review the INRMPs
annually to ensure no projects, land use
changes, or funding cuts are proposed
that will threatened continued
protection of the flatwoods salamander
or its habitat.

Our Response: The Service will
continue to review all INRMPs for
habitat occupied by both species of
flatwoods salamander on an annual
basis to ensure that there is certainty
they will be implemented and that no
projects or land use changes are
proposed that are likely to jeopardize
the continued existence of the frosted
and reticulated flatwoods salamanders
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or result in the destruction or adverse
modification of their habitats. The
Service has determined that
conservation efforts identified in the
existing INRMPs for the DOD lands in
Georgia, Fort Stewart Military
Installation and Townsend Bombing
Range, will provide benefits to the
frosted flatwoods salamander and the
features essential to the species’
conservation on these lands.

(18) Comment: One commenter
identified unoccupied habitat in the
general area in the Apalachicola
National Forest (ANF) that he believed
has the primary constituent elements for
the frosted flatwoods salamander but
had not been proposed for critical
habitat designation. In addition, the
commenter stated that designating
unoccupied habitat is an essential part
of critical habitat for a species and
needs to be included in the final critical
habitat designation for the flatwoods
salamander. The Service received
comments from the ANF District Ranger
supporting the proposed designation of
critical habitat for both species of
flatwoods salamander, including that
portion of the designation within the
boundaries of ANF and Osceola
National Forest. In addition, the District
Ranger has proposed to create
““salamander conservation areas” as a
part of amending the forest’s land
management plan. These areas would
encompass proposed critical habitat and
additional areas not known to be
occupied by salamanders but appearing
to have potential as flatwoods
salamander habitat. These salamander
conservation areas will expand to the
existing compartment boundaries and
provide more buffer area around known
ponds, as well as unoccupied potential
habitat referred to by the first
commenter. This strategy will be
implemented on the Osceola National
Forest as well as ANF. Expanding
conservation areas to the compartment
boundaries will ensure that
management of unoccupied areas will
be conducted in the same manner as,
and in conjunction with, those areas
currently occupied and proposed for
critical habitat.

Our Response: We recognize the value
of designating unoccupied habitat as
critical habitat in certain situations.
Based on the available information, we
do not believe that designating
unoccupied habitat for frosted and
reticulated flatwoods salamanders
provides conservation benefit to these
species if it is separated from occupied
habitat by an area of unsuitable habitat
beyond the dispersal distance of the
salamanders for two reasons: The
likelihood of natural recolonization of

these sites is nearly impossible (see also
comment 23), and we have determined
that this unoccupied habitat and other
areas not occupied at the time of listing
not already included within this rule are
not essential to the conservation of the
species. The particular area referenced
by the commenters has been combined
with those designated as critical habitat
into compartments that will be managed
in their totality by ANF for conservation
of the frosted flatwoods salamander. We
will continue to work with the Forest
staff to ensure conservation of the
species and encourage management for
‘“‘salamander conservation areas” as
outlined by the ANF.

(19) Comment: One commenter stated
that critical habitat, as proposed, will
result in a fragmented landscape, with
salamander occurrences existing as
isolated islands cut off from other
salamanders and from the ecosystem
process that maintains habitat
suitability. In addition, the commenter
stated the purpose of critical habitat
designation is to aid in the recovery of
listed species, not simply to protect
isolated individuals or occurrences
within a fragmented and disturbed
landscape. Several commenters from
2007 provided a general statement that
they did not believe we were protecting
enough acreage in critical habitat. One
commenter asked for the inclusion of
areas within Bay and Gulf Counties, in
the critical habitat designation.

Our Response: The longleaf pine
ecosystem currently exists in the
context of a fragmented landscape. The
Service has connected occupied
flatwoods salamander sites whenever it
was possible, according to the method
described above in Comment 10. In
most cases, however, flatwoods
salamander populations are separated
from each other by large distances and
unsuitable habitat that lacks the PCEs
for the species. Surveys totaling
hundreds of person-hours have been
conducted to search for flatwoods
salamanders and potential, unoccupied
habitat across the range of both species.
The degradation of the existing longleaf
pine flatwoods has been extensive.
Although new flatwoods salamander
localities have been found over the past
15 years, most of these new sites were
in the vicinity of known records on the
larger public land bases. We believe the
recovery of flatwoods salamanders is
tied to management on these public
lands, where the possibility exists of
mimicking natural ecosystem processes
through the use of prescribed fire.
Outside of these public lands, landscape
ecosystem processes have broken down
and the potential for linking occupied
flatwoods salamander sites by re-

establishing longleaf flatwoods habitat
on degraded sites is virtually non-
existent. There is one historical record
for flatwoods salamanders in Gulf
County and no historical record for Bay
County. There are no known flatwoods
salamander populations in either
county, no known occupied habitat, and
no appropriate unoccupied habitat
within an appropriate dispersal distance
to allow for natural recolonization.
Therefore, we designated no critical
habitat in either Bay or Gulf Counties.

(20) Comment: One commenter
quoted the statement in the original
listing rule analysis (64 FR 15691) that
any potential benefit from a critical
habitat designation would be offset by
an increased level of vulnerability to
collecting. The commenter inquired
about whether the designation of critical
habitat for the reticulated and frosted
flatwoods salamanders was based on
science or pressure from a lawsuit.

Our Response: It is true that we
reassessed the need for critical habitat
based on a mediated settlement
agreement (see ‘“Previous Federal
Actions”’). We reviewed the available
data on collecting amphibians for the
pet trade and on prosecutions for
collecting endangered species, and
could find no evidence of collecting as
a threat to flatwoods salamanders. We
reevaluated our original prudency
determination and concluded it is
prudent to designate critical habitat for
the frosted and reticulated flatwoods
salamanders. Based on the best
scientific information, we are
completing this designation under the
requirements of the Act and in the best
interest of the species, using the best
scientific information available.

(21) Comment: One commenter
quoted a 2003 Government Accounting
Office (GAO) report that recommended
delaying critical habitat designations
until recovery plans are developed. The
commenter suggested that this
recommendation should be followed
and designation of critical habitat
should be postponed.

Our Response: The GAO report
quoted by the commenter included
recommendations to improve the
process of designating critical habitat.
The report provides recommendations.
There have been no regulations
promulgated requiring the completion
of a recovery plan prior to designation
of critical habitat for a listed species. In
fact, the Act states that, to the maximum
extent prudent and determinable,
designation of critical habitat shall be
made concurrently with a species’
listing determination.

(22) Comment: One commenter was
under the impression that critical
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habitat was based on ““potential, not
exact situations.”

Our Response: The Service assumes
that the commenter is referring to
flatwoods salamander occurrence data
in this comment. All the localities used
as the basis for designating critical
habitat were occupied by either the
frosted or reticulated flatwoods
salamander at the time of listing or are
currently occupied.

(23) Comment: One commenter
questioned why more critical habitat
was not designated on Francis Marion
National Forest (FMNF) and other
public lands. The commenter urged the
Service to work with the Forest Service
to expand the critical habitat
designation on FMNF.

Our Response: The Service is
designating all areas containing the
primary constituent elements and
occupied by flatwoods salamanders, on
the FMNF and other public lands, as
critical habitat. As we said in our
response to Comment 18, we do not
believe that designating unoccupied
habitat for frosted and reticulated
flatwoods salamanders provides
conservation benefit to these species if
it is separated from occupied habitat by
an area of unsuitable habitat beyond the
dispersal distance of the salamanders,
because the likelihood of natural
recolonization of these sites is nearly
impossible.

Reclassifying the Listing of the
Flatwoods Salamander Into Two
Distinct Species

(24) Comment: One commenter asked
if the study that reported the split of the
flatwoods salamander into two species
had a thorough peer review and
requested that the publication be
presented to the public.

Our Response: Pauly et al. (2007,

p. 415) recognized two species of
flatwoods salamanders in their
publication in Molecular Ecology, a
peer-reviewed journal; therefore, it did
undergo a thorough peer-review, as did
the proposed rule. If a member of the
public would like a copy of any of the
literature cited, contact the Mississippi
Field Office (see FOR FURTHER
INFORMATION CONTACT above).

Listing Status of Reticulated Flatwoods
Salamander

(25) Comment: One commenter asked
if the Service used population estimates
to determine that the reticulated
flatwoods salamander was endangered.
The commenter did ‘not believe that
population decline can be derived
solely from habitat decline due to both
the adaptability and unpredictability of
any species will to survive.” In general,

this commenter and several others
believed that the Service does not have
sufficient data to warrant listing this
species as endangered. Many other
commenters wrote in support of listing
the reticulated flatwoods salamander as
endangered.

Our Response: There are no data
available on numbers of individual
salamanders within any flatwoods
salamander population. However, we
did not rely solely on declines of
suitable habitat to determine the status
of the reticulated flatwoods salamander.
As required by the Act, we used the best
scientific data available to verify
existence of historical reticulated
flatwoods salamander populations, new
populations, and threats to populations.
For example, of the 26 historical
localities for the reticulated flatwoods
salamander, only 5 (19 percent) were
still occupied, primarily due to habitat
loss and degradation. These data were
collected during presence-absence
surveys and during other field research
unrelated to obtaining population
estimates. New data received have been
incorporated into this final rule where
appropriate. There is no scientific basis
for the assertion that flatwoods
salamanders may have evolved different
habitat and life history requirements
from those currently described for the
species.

(26) Comment: Several commenters
stated that the Service had made a
determination that the Bypass road on
Eglin Air Force Base and Hurlburt Field
would threaten the reticulated
flatwoods salamander and that the
proposed designation of the reticulated
flatwoods salamander as endangered
was done to stop the road. Other
commenters stated that if we changed
the designation of the reticulated
flatwoods salamander to endangered
status this would mean we had in effect
said “no” to the Bypass road.

Our Response: The determination to
uplist the reticulated flatwoods
salamander to endangered was based on
the best available scientific data on its
status and the existing and potential
threats to the species. One of the threats
we considered was the proposed Bypass
road. The flatwoods salamander was
originally listed as threatened under the
Act in 1999 (64 FR 15691). The Bypass
road, as currently envisioned, would be
constructed across military lands that
are Federal property. The authorization
and permitting of this road represents a
Federal action which would trigger
consultation under section 7 of the Act
since the flatwoods salamander is
already listed. In addition, the proposed
Bypass road crosses jurisdictional
wetlands and this action will likely

require a section 404 permit(s) per the
Clean Water Act. Thus, since the road
crosses Federal property and there are
Federal permit issues, the effects on the
salamander would need to be
considered regardless of a change in
listing status. In fact, the Service is in
the very preliminary stages of an
informal consultation on the Bypass
road and, therefore, no final
determination on the impacts of the
Bypass to the flatwoods salamander has
been made. In addition, in the event of
an adverse modification or jeopardy
determination, we would also explore
measures to minimize the impacts of a
proposed action.

(27) Comment: One commenter
inquired about whether the uplisting of
the reticulated flatwoods salamander
was based on science or pressure from
a lawsuit.

Our Response: The Service
determined to uplist the reticulated
flatwoods salamander based on the best
scientific data available and not as a
result of a lawsuit. For more
information, refer above to “Summary of
Factors Affecting the Species
(Reticulated Flatwoods Salamander).”

Listing Status of Frosted Flatwoods
Salamander

(28) Comment: One commenter
supported uplisting the frosted
flatwoods salamander to endangered
since there are only 26 [sic] known
populations of this species, these
populations occur in isolated clumps
that could be extirpated by a localized
drought, and none of the populations
are grouped closely enough to be a
metapopulation.

Our Response: Most land occupied by
the frosted flatwoods salamander (88
percent) is owned and managed by State
and Federal agencies. The Service has
worked closely with these agencies to
ensure their management actions
provide conservation benefits for the
species. Drought is a problem; however,
64 percent of frosted flatwoods
salamander populations are supported
by more than one breeding pond and do
function as metapopulations. Due to the
active flatwoods salamander
management on public lands and the
existing metapopulation structure
within the species’ populations, we
believe the frosted flatwoods
salamander does not meet the criteria
for listing as an endangered species.
Further analysis is presented above
under the section “Summary of Factors
Affecting the Species (Frosted
Flatwoods Salamander).”
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Procedural and Legal Considerations

(29) Comment: Many commenters
requested that a second public hearing
on the proposed rule be held in
Okaloosa County, Florida, because this
county is within the area where the
proposed Eglin Bypass of the Northwest
Florida Transportation Corridor is to be
constructed. One commenter quoted a
Northwest Florida Daily News article as
saying a Service spokesperson stated
that the decision to hold the public
hearing in Pensacola was based on its
being a central location of the
salamander’s range. Several commenters
stated they did not receive sufficient
notice of when and where the public
hearing would be held. Several other
commenters stated that the notice
announcing the public hearing in the
Federal Register was posted 14 days
prior to the public hearing rather than
15 days prior to the hearing as required
by Service guidance. One commenter
stated that the process of providing
information regarding the proposed rule
and public hearing needs improvement.

Our Response: A request was
submitted to the Service by the
Northwest Florida Transportation
Corridor Authority on September 24,
2008, for a public hearing with the
suggestion that the hearing be held in
Fort Walton Beach, Florida. A public
hearing was held on October 22, 2008,
in Pensacola, Florida. It was announced
in a press release that was submitted to
over 200 newspapers in Florida,
Georgia, and South Carolina on October
8, 2008. The press release was also sent
to television stations and radio stations.
The hearing announcement published
in the Federal Register on October 8,
2008 (73 FR 58922). Announcement of
the public hearing was mailed to
Federal and State representatives in
Florida, Georgia, and South Carolina;
County Commissioners of occupied
counties in these three States; other
Federal and State agencies; conservation
organizations and other non-
governmental organizations; special
interest groups; and other interested
parties. The Service also purchased
legal notices in the following
newspapers: Albany Herald, Northwest
Florida Daily News, Jasper County Sun,
The News Herald, The Post and Courler,
Pensacola News Journal, Savannah
Morning News, Tallahassee Democrat,
and The Florida Times-Union. The
Service placed the notice for the public
hearing on public review in the Federal
Register the day before it was
published. As a result, the notice was
available to the public for 15 days before
the hearing.

The Service is not required to hold a
requested public hearing in the exact
location provided by the requestor. The
Service selected Pensacola as the
location for the public hearing because
of its central location near major
highways and an airport, to give the
largest number of people the
opportunity to attend. The location and
schedule for the public hearing were
selected to accommodate the general
public, as well as the requestor of the
public hearing, as much as possible.
Pensacola is not central to the flatwoods
salamander’s range nor was this
statement made in the Northwest
Florida Daily News article.

Section 4({;)(5) of the Endangered
Species Act states, “[w]ith respect to
any regulation proposed by the
Secretary to implement a determination,
designation, or revision referred to in
subsection (a)(1) or (3) [proposed or
final rule to list a species as endangered
or threatened, or proposed or final rule
to designate any habitat of such species
to be critical habitat], the Secretary shall
* * * promptly hold one public hearing
on the proposed regulation if any person
files a request for such a hearing within
45 days after the date of publication of
general notice.” We have met the
regulatory requirement.

(30) Comment: One commenter stated
that the notice in the Federal Register
announcing the public hearing did not
provide information on how to obtain
reasonable accommodations and this is
a violation of American Disabilities Act
(ADA) requirements.

Our Response: The notice in the
Federal Register announcing the public
hearing provided information on how to
contact the Service for further
information including the name,
address, telephone number, and fax
number of the Field Supervisor of the
Mississippi Field Office; and the
number of the Federal Information
Relay Service to call if a
telecommunications device for the deaf
was required. We did not receive any
requests for additional information
regarding how to obtain reasonable
accommodations for the public hearing.

(31) Comment: One commenter stated
that the notice in the Federal Register
announcing the public hearing was not
published in Okaloosa County’s local
newspaper, the Northwest Florida Daily
News.

Our Response: The public hearing
notice was published in the Northwest
Florida Daily News on October 10, 2008.

(32) Comment: Several commenters
suggested there may be members of the
public that were denied their right to
submit public comments because the
online portal for submitting public

comments at www.regulations.gov was
inaccessible for approximately a week
beginning on October 14, 2008.

Our Response: The public comment
submission portion of the online portal
for this proposed rule was inaccessible
during the time period from October 14,
2008, through October 22, 2008, due to
an administrative error. This occurred
because, although the comment period
was extended to a date 2 weeks after the
public hearing, this information did not
immediately reach the portal controller.
However, the problem was corrected as
soon as the Service knew of it and the
portal was operational until the end of
the extended comment period on
November 3, 2008. Comments could
still be received by mail and this option
was provided in the proposed rule and
the supplemental information (73 FR
54125; September 18, 2008). In addition,
because this online system is new, we
still accepted comments provided by e-
mail, fax, or mail at our Washington
office location or received at either the
Mississippi or Panama City field offices
until November 3, 2008. All comments
we received were considered in the
preparation of this final rule. The
comment period for the proposed rule
was open for a total of 83 days, from
August 13, 2008, to November 3, 2008.
We believe this provided ample
opportunity for the public to comment
on the proposed rule.

Best Scientific Information

(33) Comment: One commenter stated
that the proper application of herbicides
most commonly used in modern
silviculture is unlikely to pose a risk to
flatwoods salamanders or cause adverse
modification of critical habitat. A peer
reviewer from 2007 stated that habitat
management to benefit flatwoods
salamanders may require herbicide use
in dry wetlands or at timber harvest or
replanting to improve habitat
conditions.

Our Response: Herbicide use in dry
wetlands or at timber harvest or re-
planting may be compatible with habitat
management to benefit flatwoods
salamanders. When a property owner
has developed management plans that
include the use of herbicides at a site
known to be occupied by flatwoods
salamanders, we recommend
coordination with the local Service field
office covering the area. We still
consider the use of herbicides as a threat
due to the potential that improper
application will result in toxicity to
salamanders.

(34) Comment: One commenter
encouraged the Service to not overstate
the role of modern forest management in
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the historical loss and degradation of
flatwoods salamander habitat.

Our Response: We described many
threats to flatwoods salamander habitat,
both past and present. We agree with
the commenter that clear-cutting at the
turn of the century was not done to
standards of modern forestry and that
many sites in plantation forestry have
been converted from agricultural land
rather than forested land. We do not
believe conversion of native longleaf
pine flatwoods to plantation forests is a
significant threat to flatwoods
salamanders at this time. Nevertheless,
some aspects of modern forestry, such
as use of site preparation techniques
that remove stumps and alter or destroy
below-ground soil structure (such as old
root channels), continue to present a
threat to flatwoods salamanders. We
present further analysis above under
“Summary of Factors Affecting the
Reticulated Flatwoods Salamander.”

Economic Impacts and Economic
Analysis (EA)

(35) Comment: Several commenters
stated that the Service should consider
the positive economic impacts of critical
habitat designation. Designation of
critical habitat provides support for
maintaining healthy ecosystems which
are the foundation of healthy
economies.

Response: As indicated in Section
1.3.3 of the EA: “Rather than rely on
economic measures, the Service believes
that the direct benefits of the proposed
rule are best expressed in biological
terms that can be weighed against the
expected cost impacts of the
rulemaking.”

(36) Comment: Several commenters
stated that the draft EA failed to assess
the potential economic impacts that
could occur if the Bypass Road
proposed by the Northwest Florida
Transportation Corridor Authority is
affected by the presence of critical
habitat on Eglin Air Force Base (Unit
RFS—4, Subunit C in the proposed rule).
These comments generally argued that,
by not considering the potential impacts
to the proposed Bypass Road project,
the EA understates the potential costs of
designation. These commenters argued
that the Bypass Road would: (1) Reduce
congestion, (2) provide additional
hurricane evacuation alternatives, (3)
reduce highway traffic accidents, (4)
increase homeland security, (5) improve
energy distribution, (6) benefit small
businesses, (7) allow access to the
international airport opening in Bay
County, and (8) substantially increase
regional jobs and tax revenue. Lastly,
several commenters express concerns
that the Northwest Florida

Transportation Corridor Authority
(NWFTCA) was not a primary source of
information for the EA.

Response: In this final rule, areas
within Eglin Air Force Base and
Hurlburt Field have been removed from
the critical habitat designation. Thus,
this designation will not impact the
proposed Bypass Road project.
NWFTCA could not be reached to
discuss these impacts prior to the public
comment period, and thus was not
included as a source in the draft EA (see
Section 4.2.1.2). However, to provide
greater context for this issue, the final
EA describes the benefits that could
result from construction of the Bypass
Road. The final EA also presents the
results of a technical memorandum by
HDR/Decision Economics, Inc. (HDR),
developed for the NWFTCA, that
documents the potential costs of not
constructing the Bypass Road.

(37) Comment: Several commenters
stated that the Service did not consider
public lands in the EA of critical habitat
designation.

Response: The draft and final EAs do
consider potential impacts to publicly
owned lands. Specifically, Section 2
describes potential impacts to publicly
owned timberlands, and Section 4
describes potential impacts to fire
management and species management
activities on these lands.

(38) Comment: One commenter asked
about the cost to taxpayers of elevating
the reticulated flatwoods salamander to
endangered status.

Response: The purpose of the EA is to
describe the potential economic and
other impacts that could result from
critical habitat designation (see Section
1). The EA is not intended to address
the economic impact of a change in the
status of a species. In addition, under
the Endangered Species Act, the Service
does not take into account the economic
impacts of listing decisions, only the
impact of critical habitat designation.
Therefore, an EA of the effects of listing
the reticulated flatwoods salamander as
endangered has not been conducted.

(39) Comment: One commenter stated
that excluding Holley Outlying Landing
Field could result in additional
development in the area, which would
be potentially damaging to the local
economy. The commenter indicated that
negative effects could include a flooded
housing market, decreased housing
values, or increased insurance rates
from building in a hurricane prominent
area.

Response: As described in Section
3.2.1 of the final EA, the development
analysis evaluates potential impacts to
undeveloped land that is currently
zoned for future rural, residential,

industrial, or privately owned
commercial development. Because
Holley Outlying Landing Field is not
currently zoned for development, the
analysis assumes it will not be
developed in the future without zoning
changes. Absent available information
on when or where such zoning changes
may occur in future years, the analysis
does not quantify either positive or
negative impacts of any resulting
development. The Final Rule exempts
this area from the critical habitat
designation.

(40) Comment: One commenter stated
that Section 3.2.2 of the EA
unreasonably assumes that impacts to
development activities occur only on
parcels that contain wetlands within
proposed critical habitat. This
commenter stated that future
consultations may lead to critical
habitat considerations of parcels not
containing wetlands. The commenter
stated that the EA undervalues the
potential for development to be
precluded on uplands based on critical
habitat designation.

Response: Section 3 of the final EA
provided estimates of impacts to any
developable parcels that intersect
wetlands. Historically, consultations
have not occurred in areas without
wetlands due to the lack of a Federal
nexus (see Section 3.2). Note that the
analysis does consider the potential
impacts to development activities on the
entire parcel, not just that portion that
is wetland.

(41) Comment: One commenter stated
that input-output models should be
used to estimate impacts on Federal
lands to properly consider impacts to
small businesses. This commenter
stated that, absent such modeling, the
report focuses only on private property
values.

Response: Section 1.2.2.2 of the EA
indicates that input-output models may
provide useful information about the
scale and scope of localized economic
impacts. For changes in activities on
Federal lands designated as critical
habitat, the Service does not anticipate
regional economic impacts. Note that,
although this final rule exempts Eglin
Air Force Base from the designation, the
final EA presents the results of HDR’s
regional EA of the proposed Bypass
Road, developed for NWFTCA.

(42) Comment: One commenter stated
that the EA makes the invalid
assumption that incremental impacts
occur only in the migratory corridor
areas, and that this assumption ignores
the added review and protection
afforded to lands designated as critical
habitat that are not located in the
migratory corridors. The commenter
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also stated that there are other reasons
for Federal consultation besides Corps
permitting that have been ignored.

Response: As noted in Section 3 of the
final EA the only Federal nexus that
could be identified within the proposed
critical habitat areas is through Section
404 of the Clean Water Act, which
directs the Corps to permit dredge and
fill activities in wetlands. Aside from
additional administrative costs of
section 7 consultations, the EA was
unable to identify any added costs
specifically related to the designation of
critical habitat outside of the migratory
corridors.

(43) Comment: One commenter stated
that Section 2.7 of the EA forecasts no
section 7 consultations related to
development activities.

Response: Section 3 of the final EA
estimates impacts to developable lands
that intersect wetlands. However,
available information does not allow
forecasting of either the timing or
frequency of development-related
consultations in future years. Thus,
while addressing the potential for a
reduction in the option value of
developable lands, the final EA does not
estimate the cost of consultations
associated with these activities.

(44) Comment: One commenter stated
that the EA does not estimate the
impacts of possible future land-use
changes and re-zonings that would
accommodate greater levels of
development.

Response: As discussed in Section
3.2.1 of the final EA, available
information does not allow forecasting
of when and where any such re-zonings
may take place in future years.

(45) Comment: One commenter stated
that Section 3.2.1 of the EA makes the
unreasonable assumption that existing
residential, commercial, and industrial
developments are unaffected by
salamander conservation and are,
therefore, removed from the analysis.
The commenter also indicated that
redevelopment in these areas may affect
salamander habitat conservation efforts,
particularly areas with extensive open
space.

Response: As stated in Section 3.2.1
of the draft EA, “[blecause the threat to
the salamander of development involves
disturbance of soil structure and the
removal of trees, existing residential,
commercial, and industrial
developments are assumed to be
unaffected by salamander conservation
and are therefore removed from the
analysis according to available aerial
photography.” Based on this aerial
photography, existing residential,
commercial and industrial
developments were excluded from the

analysis; however, all currently open
spaces were included in the analysis of
developable acreage that may be
affected by salamander conservation
efforts.

(46) Comment: One commenter stated
that the EA undervalues the potential
for development to be precluded on
uplands based on critical habitat
designation.

Response: The EA identifies no
Federal nexus that would cause the
private owners of these acres to modify
their behavior, as indicated in the
introduction to Section 3 of the EA.

(47) Comment: One commenter stated
that Section 3.2.3 of the EA utilizes
unreasonably low mitigation ratios,
which do not accurately reflect current
regulatory requirements or costs.

Response: Section 3.2 of the EA
quantifies the potential economic
impacts to development activities under
two scenarios. The low-end scenario
uses a mitigation ratio based on past
salamander consultations on
development projects. The high-end
scenario assumes development is
entirely precluded. Therefore, we
believe we have captured the entire
possible range of economic impacts to
development activities.

(48) Comment: One commenter noted
that Apalachicola National Forest has
proposed an amendment to their Forest
Plan which would provide a higher
level of protection to the species.
Particular changes include: (1) Creating
‘“‘salamander conservation areas” that
encompass proposed critical habitat and
other areas offering high potential as
flatwoods salamander habitat; (2) no
conducting of extensive mechanical site
preparation or other actions that cause
significant soil disturbance within the
primary and secondary zones; and (3)
conducting harvests in such a manner
that will minimize rutting and not alter
hydrology within the primary and
secondary zones.

Response: This comment has been
noted in the final EA, and costs related
to developing the amendment have been
incorporated into Section 2 of the
analysis. Based on written
communication with National Forests in
Florida on December 5, 2008, it is
unlikely that the amendment will
impose additional timber management
costs in future years.

Comments From States

Section 4(i) of the Act states, “the
Secretary shall submit to the State
agency a written justification for his
failure to adopt a regulation consistent
with the agency’s comments or
petition.” We received no comments on
the 2008 proposed rule from State

agencies. We did receive comments
from two State agency biologists, one
employed by Florida Fish and Wildlife
Conservation Commission and the other
by Georgia Department of Natural
Resources; however, they were peer
reviewers and their comments are
addressed under that section. Comments
were received on the 2007 proposed
rule from the office of the governor, the
State of Florida; the Florida Department
of Transportation; and the South
Carolina Department of Natural
Resources.

Comments From States on 2007
Proposed Rule

(49) Comment: The office of the
governor, the State of Florida, provided
the comment from the Office of Citizen
Services that the information on
designation of critical habitat was
passed on to the Executive Director for
the Florida Fish and Wildlife
Conservation Commission.

Our Response: We have noted these
comments.

(50) Comment: The Central
Environmental Management Office
provided comments on behalf of the
Florida Department of Transportation
(FDOT). The commenter stated that a
flatwoods salamander habitat evaluation
model is used by FDOT to assess
potential impacts to flatwoods
salamander habitat as a result of
construction activities on a project by
project basis. So far, FDOT believed that
this method had been successful as a
means of coordination with the Service
and developing approved avoidance and
minimization measures. FDOT believed
designation of critical habitat could
affect future projects; however, they will
continue to coordinate with the Service
to avoid and minimize impacts to
flatwoods salamander

Our Response: We have noted these
comments.

(51) Comment: In comments on the
2007 proposed rule, the South Carolina
Department of Natural Resources
(SCDNR) requested that the Service
remove the Santee Coastal Reserve
(SCR), Charleston County, South
Carolina, from critical habitat
designation. They provided a SCDNR
Board approved management plan,
dated September 13, 2002, which
provided information on the flatwoods
salamander and management
recommendations derived from the final
listing package for the species.

Our Response: In 2007, SCDNR
provided the Service with general
information and management
recommendations reworded from the
“no take” guidelines presented in the
original flatwoods salamander listing
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rule from 1999. They did not provide a
species-specific management plan for
the flatwoods salamander, nor evidence
that management actions have been
implemented to benefit the species in
the past, nor assurances that they will
be conducted in the future. Prescribed
fire is mentioned as an important
component of habitat management for
the flatwoods salamander; however, no
specifics regarding the use of prescribed
fire as a management tool are
mentioned. The Service considers this a
deficiency in the plan. The Service
received no comments from SCDNR on
the 2008 proposed rule. The Service
does not believe the plan provided by
SCDNR in 2007 provides benefits of
excluding the SCR from critical habitat
designation that outweigh the benefits
of inclusion. Therefore, the Service is
including SCR in the final critical
habitat designation.

Summary of Changes From Proposed
Rule

In preparing this final listing rule and
critical habitat designation for the
frosted flatwoods salamander and the
reticulated flatwoods salamander, we
reviewed and considered comments
from the public on the proposed
designation of critical habitat for the
flatwoods salamander published on
February 7, 2007 (72 FR 5856), and on
the proposed determination of
endangered status for the reticulated
flatwoods salamander, proposed
designation of critical habitat for the
frosted flatwoods salamander and
reticulated flatwoods salamander, and
our announcement of the availability of
the DEA published on August 13, 2008
(73 FR 47258). We likewise reviewed
and considered comments from our
notice providing supplemental
information on the status of the frosted
flatwoods salamander published on
September 18, 2008 (73 FR 54125), and
from the public hearing held on October
22, 2008. As a result of public
comments and peer review, we made
changes to our proposed designation of
critical habitat for the frosted flatwoods
salamander and reticulated flatwoods
salamander resulting in a reduction of
3,205 acres (977 hectares). These
changes are as follows:

(1) We removed the unit containing
occupied reticulated flatwoods
salamander habitat on Navy Outlying
Landing Field Holley, Santa Rosa
County, Florida, because this area meets
our criteria for exclusion (see Comment
16 and “Application of Section 4(a)(3)
of the Act” for more information).

(2) We removed the units containing
occupied reticulated flatwoods
salamander habitat on Eglin Air Force

Base and Hurlburt Field, Okaloosa and
Santa Rosa Counties, Florida, because
these areas meet our criteria for
exclusion (see Comment 15 and
“Application of Section 4(a)(3) of the
Act” for more information).

(3) We removed the unit containing
portions of Point Washington State
Forest, Walton County, Florida, because
the data on which the occupancy
determination was based are considered
to be in error (see Comment 2 for more
information).

(4) We removed the unit containing
portions of Tate’s Hell State Forest,
Franklin County, Florida, because the
habitat within this unit no longer
contains the PCEs (see Comment 3 for
more information).

Critical Habitat

Critical habitat is defined in section 3
of the Act as:

(i) The specific areas within the
geographical area occupied by a species,
at the time it is listed in accordance
with the Act, on which are found those
physical or biological features

(a) Essential to the conservation of the
species and

(b) That may require special
management considerations or
protection; and

(ii) Specific areas outside the
geographical area occupied by a species
at the time it is listed, upon a
determination that such areas are
essential for the conservation of the
species.

Conservation, as defined under
section 3 of the Act, means the use of
all methods and procedures that are
necessary to bring any endangered
species or threatened species to the
point at which the measures provided
under the Act are no longer necessary.
Such methods and procedures include,
but are not limited to, all activities
associated with scientific resources
management such as research, census,
law enforcement, habitat acquisition
and maintenance, propagation, live
trapping, and transplantation, and, in
the extraordinary case where population
pressures within a given ecosystem
cannot otherwise be relieved, may
include regulated taking.

Critical habitat receives protection
under section 7 of the Act through the
prohibition against Federal agencies
carrying out, funding, or authorizing the
destruction or adverse modification of
critical habitat. Section 7 of the Act
requires consultation on Federal actions
that may affect critical habitat. The
designation of critical habitat does not
affect land ownership or establish a
refuge, wilderness, reserve, preserve, or
other conservation area. Such

designation does not allow government
or public access to private lands. Such
designation does not require
implementation of restoration, recovery,
or enhancement measures by the private
landowner. Where a landowner seeks or
requests Federal agency funding or
authorization that may affect a listed
species or critical habitat, the
consultation requirements of Section
7(a)(2) of the Act would apply.

For inclusion in a critical habitat
designation, the habitat within the
geographic area occupied by the species
at the time of listing must contain the
physical and biological features that are
essential to the conservation of the
species, and be included only if those
features may require special
management consideration or
protection. Critical habitat designations
identify, to the extent known using the
best scientific data available, habitat
areas that provide essential life cycle
needs of the species (i.e., areas on which
are found those physical and biological
features essential to the conservation of
the species). Under the Act, we can
designate critical habitat in areas
outside of the geographical area
occupied by the species at the time it is
listed only when we determine that
those areas are essential for the
conservation of the species.

Section 4 of the Act requires that we
designate critical habitat on the basis of
the best scientific and commercial data
available. Further, our Policy on
Information Standards Under the Act,
published in the Federal Register on
July 1, 1994 (59 FR 34271), and Section
515 of the Treasury and General
Government Appropriations Act for
Fiscal Year 2001 (Pub. L. 106-554; H.R.
5658) and our associated Information
Quality Guidelines provide criteria,
establish procedures, and provide
guidance to ensure that our decisions
represent the best scientific data
available. They require our biologists, to
the extent consistent with the Act and
with the use of the best scientific data
available, to use primary and original
sources of information as the basis for
recommendations to designate critical
habitat.

When determining which areas
should be designated as critical habitat,
our primary source of information is
generally the listing package for the
species. Additional information sources
may include the recovery plan for the
species, articles in peer-reviewed
journals, conservation plans developed
by States and counties, scientific status
surveys and studies, biological
assessments, or other unpublished
materials and expert opinion or
personal knowledge.
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Section 4 of the Act requires that we
designate critical habitat on the basis of
the best scientific data available. Habitat
is often dynamic, and species may move
from one area to another over time.
Furthermore, we recognize that
designation of critical habitat may not
include all of the habitat areas that may
eventually be determined to be
necessary for the recovery of the
species. For these reasons, critical
habitat designations do not signal that
habitat outside the designation is
unimportant or may not be required for
recovery.

Areas that support populations, but
are outside the critical habitat
designation, will continue to be subject
to conservation actions implemented
under section 7(a)(1) of the Act and to
the regulatory protections afforded by
the section 7(a)(2) jeopardy standard, as
determined on the basis of the best
available information at the time of the
action. Federally funded or permitted
projects affecting listed species outside
their designated critical habitat areas
may still result in jeopardy findings in
some cases. Similarly, critical habitat
designations made on the basis of the
best available information at the time of
designation will not control the
direction and substance of future
recovery plans, habitat conservation
plans, or other species conservation
planning efforts if new information
available to these planning efforts calls
for a different outcome.

Methods

As required by section 4(b) of the Act,
we used the best scientific data
available in determining areas that
contain the features that are essential to
the conservation of the frosted
flatwoods salamander and the
reticulated flatwoods salamander. This
includes information from the proposed
listing rule for the flatwoods salamander
(62 FR 65787; December 16, 1997), final
listing rule for the flatwoods salamander
(64 FR 15691; April 1, 1999), the
previous proposed rule for designation
of critical habitat for the flatwoods
salamander (72 FR 5856; February 7,
2007), site visits, soil and species map
coverages, data compiled in the Florida,
Georgia, and South Carolina Natural
Heritage databases and individual State
databases, and data supplied by Eglin
Air Force Base, Fort Stewart Military
Installation, Hurlburt Field, Townsend
Bombing Range, Apalachicola National
Forest, Francis Marion National Forest,
and St. Marks National Wildlife Refuge.

We also reviewed the available
information pertaining to historical and
current distribution, ecology, life
history, and habitat requirements of the

frosted flatwoods salamander and
reticulated flatwoods salamander. This
material included data in reports
submitted by biologists holding section
10(a)(1)(A) recovery permits; research
published in peer-reviewed scientific
publications; museum records; technical
reports and unpublished field
observations by Service, State, and other
experienced biologists; additional notes
and communications with qualified
biologists or experts; and regional
Geographic Information System (GIS)
coverages.

All frosted and reticulated flatwoods
salamander occurrence records for sites
occupied at the time of listing and
subsequently occupied sites (typically
breeding ponds) were plotted on maps
using ArcMap (Environmental Systems
Research Institute, Inc.), a computer GIS
program, as the initial step in generating
critical habitat units. For purposes of
determining occupancy at the time of
listing, we have used the original data
of listing of the combined species.
Polygons were then computer-generated
by overlaying these occurrence locations
with circles of a 1,500-ft (457-m) radius
as a method to estimate the activity area
around a breeding pond (see 72 FR 5861
(February 7, 2007) for a further
discussion of the rationale for choosing
this distance for the activity area). The
area circumscribed by a circle of this
radius would be 162 ac (66 ha). These
polygons were used as a starting point
to delineate the amount of wetland and
upland habitat occupied by salamanders
at each occurrence.

Since we have determined that
breeding sites within 2 miles (3.2 km) of
each other could be considered part of
the same metapopulation (see
discussion above under section entitled
Space for Individual and Population
Growth and Normal Behavior), polygons
within this distance of each other were
combined to create areas containing
multiple ponds connected by upland
habitat corridors. Research on
ambystomatid salamanders indicates
that they need high terrestrial survival
or immigration to persist (Taylor et al.
2005, p. 799). Thus, a flatwoods
salamander population requires a
sufficient amount of terrestrial habitat to
ensure survival of adults in upland
habitat, or, if needed, immigration of
juveniles to the population from nearby
breeding ponds. Combining polygons in
the above manner provides a greater
probability that habitat within a unit or
subunit will support the needs of both
species of flatwoods salamander long-
term.

After the polygons were constructed,
they were overlaid on aerial
photography. The aerial photography

was analyzed to verify the occurrence of
PCEs and their distribution within the
polygons. In some cases, site visits were
made to determine presence of PCEs.
Some polygons were discarded as they
lacked the PCEs. In other polygons, we
adjusted individual unit boundaries
based on the presence or absence of the
PCEs. Units constructed by merging
polygons were also re-assessed to be
sure the connecting habitat contained
the PCEs.

Primary Constituent Elements

In accordance with Section 3(5)(A) of
the Act and regulations at 40 CFR
424.12, in determining which areas
occupied at the time of listing to
designate as critical habitat, we consider
those physical and biological features
that are essential to the conservation of
the species to be the primary constituent
elements laid out in appropriate
quantity and spatial arrangement for
conservation of the species, and that
may require special management
considerations or protection.

These include, but are not limited to:

(1) Space for individual and
population growth and for normal
behavior;

(2) Food, water, air, light, minerals, or
other nutritional or physiological
requirements;

(3) Cover or shelter;

(4) Sites for breeding, reproduction, or
rearing (or development) of offspring;
and

(5) Habitats that are protected from
disturbance or are representative of the
historical, geographical, and ecological
distributions of a species.

We derived the specific primary
constituent elements required for the
frosted flatwoods salamander and the
reticulated flatwoods salamander based
on their biological needs.

Space for Individual and Population
Growth and Normal Behavior

The frosted and reticulated flatwoods
salamanders are terrestrial species of the
longleaf pine ecosystem. Flatwoods
salamanders spend most of their lives
underground and occur in forested
habitat consisting of fire-maintained,
open-canopied, flatwoods and savannas
dominated by longleaf pine (Pinus
palustris), with naturally occurring
slash pine (P. elliotti) in wetter areas.
Historically, fire-tolerant longleaf pine
dominated the uplands, whereas slash
pine, being less fire-tolerant, was
confined principally to wetlands,
wetland edges, and the wetter portions
of pine flatwoods. Means et al. (1996,
pPp- 434—435) summarized the natural
distribution of slash pine in reference to
the flatwoods salamander and
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concluded that natural slash pine
habitats constituted only a minor
fraction of the species’ upland habitat.
Much of the original flatwoods habitat
has been converted to pine (often slash
pine) plantations and become a closed-
canopy forest unsuitable as habitat for
the flatwoods salamander. Nevertheless,
flatwoods salamanders do occur on
some slash and loblolly pine (P. taeda)
plantation sites. The extent of habitat
degradation has been variable among
pine plantations. On some plantations,
the original hydrology, ground cover,
and soil structure have been less
severely altered, and these are the areas
where remnant frosted and reticulated
flatwoods salamander populations still
occur.

Pine flatwoods and savannas are
typically characterized by low, flat
topography, and relatively poorly
drained, acidic, sandy soil that becomes
seasonally saturated. In the past, this
ecosystem was characterized by open
pine woodlands maintained by frequent
fires. Naturally ignited by lightning
during spring and early summer, these
flatwoods historically burned at
intervals ranging from 1 to 4 years
(Clewell 1989, p. 226). In some areas,
such as southwest Georgia, the
topography of pine flatwoods can vary
from nearly flat to gently rolling hills.
The ground cover of the pine flatwoods-
savanna ecosystem is typically
dominated by wiregrass in the Gulf
Coastal Plain, which is often joined or
replaced by dropseed in the Atlantic
Coastal Plain. Many other herbaceous
plants are found in the ground cover
and plant diversity is usually very high.

During the breeding season, adult
frosted and reticulated flatwoods
salamanders leave their subterranean
retreats and migrate to breeding sites
during rains associated with passing
cold fronts. Throughout their range, the
salamanders breed at ephemeral
(seasonally flooded) isolated ponds (not
connected to other water bodies)
embedded within the mesic (moderate
moisture) to intermediate-mesic
flatwoods—savanna communities
occupied by post-larval and adult
salamanders (Palis and Means 2005, pp.
608—609). There are some variations in
vegetation, geology, and soils among
geographic areas within the range of the
salamander (most notably, differences
between the Gulf Coast and Atlantic
Coastal Plain communities); however,
basic characteristics are fairly similar
throughout. Both forested uplands and
isolated wetlands (see further
discussion of isolated wetlands in
section ““Sites for breeding,
reproduction, and rearing of offspring,”
below) are needed to provide space for

individual and population growth and
normal behavior.

The distance between the wetland
breeding and upland terrestrial habitats
of post-larval and adult salamanders can
vary considerably. In the final listing
rule the Service used an estimate of
1,476 ft (450 m) as the radius of a
flatwoods salamander’s principal
activity area around a breeding pond
based on research summarized in
Semlitsch (1998, pp. 1115-1117) on this
species and other species in its genus
(U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1999, p.
15697). However, according to Ashton
and Ashton (2005, p. 65), flatwoods
salamanders have been documented up
to 5,576 ft (1,700 m) from breeding
ponds. We used this distance (rounding
to 1 mile (1.6 km)) as the maximum
dispersal distance for flatwoods
salamanders. Therefore, breeding sites
within twice this distance (2 miles (3.2
km)) could be considered in close
enough proximity to be considered part
of the same metapopulation (Palis 1997,
p- 62).

Food, Water, Air, Light, or Other
Nutritional or Physiological
Requirements

Post-larval frosted and reticulated
flatwoods salamanders eat small
invertebrates that share their
underground habit. Records exist of
earthworms that have been found in the
stomachs of dissected adult salamanders
(Goin 1950, p. 314). Larval flatwoods
salamanders most likely prey on a
variety of aquatic invertebrates and
perhaps small vertebrates such as other
amphibian larvae (Palis and Means
2005, p. 608). Data from a recent study
of larval food habits found that
freshwater crustaceans dominated
stomach contents of preserved, wild-
caught individuals from Florida and
South Carolina (Whiles et al. 2004, p.
208). This indicates a preference for
freshwater crustaceans or perhaps is an
indication that these invertebrates are
the most abundant or most easily
captured prey in breeding ponds.

Within the pine uplands, a diverse
and abundant herbaceous layer
consisting of native species is important
to maintain the prey base for adult
frosted and reticulated flatwoods
salamanders. Wetland water quality is
important to maintain the aquatic
invertebrate fauna eaten by larval
salamanders. An unpolluted wetland
with water free of predaceous fish,
sediment, pesticides, and the chemicals
associated with road runoff, is
important to maintain the aquatic
invertebrate fauna eaten by larval
salamanders.

Cover or Shelter

At wetland sites, developing larval
frosted and reticulated flatwoods
salamanders hide in submerged
herbaceous vegetation during the day
(Palis and Means 2005, p. 608) as
protection from predators. Thus, an
abundant herbaceous community in
these ponds is important for cover.

Generally, flatwoods salamander
breeding pond and upland habitats are
separated by an ecotone (area of
transitional habitat) through which
salamanders must move during pre- and
post-breeding events (Palis 1997, p. 58).
The graminaceous (grass-like) ecotone
represents a distinct habitat type and is
important for maintaining connectivity
between aquatic and terrestrial habitats.
When the ecotone provides cover and
appropriate microclimatic conditions,
survival of migratory salamanders is
enhanced. Studies of migratory success
in post-metamorphic salamanders have
demonstrated the importance of high
levels of survival of these individuals to
population maintenance and persistence
(Rothermel 2004, pp. 1544—1545).

Post-larval and adult frosted and
reticulated flatwoods salamanders
occupy upland flatwoods sites where
they live underground in crayfish
burrows, root channels, or burrows of
their own making (Goin 1950, p. 311;
Neill 1951, p. 765; Mount 1975, pp. 98—
99; Ashton and Ashton 2005, pp. 63, 65,
68—71). The occurrence of these below-
ground habitats is dependent upon
protection of the soil structure within
flatwoods salamander terrestrial sites.

Sites for Breeding, Reproduction, and
Rearing of Offspring

Adult frosted and reticulated
flatwoods salamanders move from the
uplands to breed in ponds that are
typically acidic, tannin-stained,
isolated, ephemeral wetlands (marsh-
like depressions) (Palis 1997, pp. 53, 58;
Safer 2001, pp. 5, 12). Breeding occurs
from late September to December when
ponds flood due to rainy weather
associated with cold fronts. If rainfall is
insufficient to result in adequate pond
flooding, breeding may not occur or, if
larvae do develop, they may die before
metamorphosis. Egg development from
deposition to hatching occurs in
approximately 2 weeks, but eggs do not
hatch until they are inundated (Palis
1995, pp. 352, 353). Larval salamanders
usually metamorphose in March or
April after an 11-to-18-week larval
period (Palis 1995, p. 352). Ponds dry
shortly thereafter. A cycle of filling and
drying is essential for maintaining the
appropriate habitat conditions of these
wetlands.
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The overstory within breeding ponds
is typically dominated by pond-cypress
(Taxodium ascendens [=T. distichum
var. imbricarium; Lickey and Walker
2002, p. 131)], blackgum (Nyssa
sylvatica var. biflora), and slash pine
(Palis 1997, pp. 58, 59). An open
midstory is often present as well, and
dominant species include the myrtle-
leaved holly (Illex myrtifolia) and other
shrubs and small trees (Palis 1997, pp.
58, 59). When they are dry, breeding
ponds burn naturally due to periodic
wildfires, especially during late spring
and summer. Depending on canopy
closure and midstory, the herbaceous
ground cover of breeding sites can vary
considerably (Palis 1997, pp. 58, 59).
However, flatwoods salamander larvae
are typically found in those portions of
breeding sites containing abundant
herbaceous vegetation. The ground
cover is dominated by graminaceous
species. The floor of breeding sites
generally consists of relatively firm mud
with little or no peat. Burrows of
crayfish (primarily genus Procambarus)
are a common feature of flatwoods
salamander breeding sites. Breeding
sites are typically encircled by a
bunchgrass-dominated (wiregrass or
dropseed) graminaceous ecotone (see
discussion of ecotone above). Small fish,
such as pygmy sunfishes (Elassoma
spp-), mosquitofish (Gambusia
holbrookii), and banded sunfish
(Enneacanthus obesus) may be present,
but large predaceous species are absent
(Palis 1997, pp. 58, 60).

Primary Constituent Elements for the
Frosted Flatwoods Salamander and the
Reticulated Flatwoods Salamander

Within the geographical area we know
to be occupied by the frosted flatwoods
salamander and the reticulated
flatwoods salamander, we must identify
the PCEs that may require special
management considerations or
protections.

Based on the needs of the species, as
described above, and our current
knowledge of the life history, biology,
and ecology of the species, we have
determined that the frosted flatwoods
salamander and reticulated flatwoods
salamander PCEs are:

1. Breeding habitat. Small (generally
less than 1 to 10 acres (ac) (less than 0.4
to 4.0 hectares (ha)), acidic,
depressional standing bodies of fresh
water (wetlands) that:

(a) Are seasonally flooded by rainfall
in late fall or early winter and dry in late
spring or early summer;

(b) Are geographically isolated from
other water bodies;

(c) Occur within pine flatwoods-
savanna communities;

(d) Are dominated by grasses and
grass-like species in the ground layer
and overstories of pond-cypress,
blackgum, and slash pine;

(e) Have a relatively open canopy,
necessary to maintain the herbaceous
component that serves as cover for
flatwoods salamander larvae and their
aquatic invertebrate prey; and

(f) Typically have a burrowing
crayfish fauna, but, due to periodic
drying, the breeding ponds typically
lack large, predatory fish (for example,
Lepomis (sunfish), Micropterus (bass),
Amia calva (bowfin)).

2. Non-breeding habitat. Upland pine
flatwoods-savanna habitat that is open,
mesic woodland maintained by frequent
fires and that:

(a) Is within 1,500 ft (457 m) of
adjacent and accessible breeding ponds;

(b) Contains crayfish burrows or other
underground habitat that the flatwoods
salamander depends upon for food,
shelter, and protection from the
elements and predation;

(c) Has an organic hardpan in the soil
profile, which inhibits subsurface water
penetration and typically results in
moist soils with water often at or near
the surface under normal conditions;
and

(d) Often have wiregrasses as the
dominant grasses in abundant
herbaceous ground cover, which
supports the herbivorous invertebrates
that serve as a food source for the
flatwoods salamander.

3. Dispersal habitat. Upland habitat
areas between non-breeding and
breeding habitat that allow for
salamander movement between such
sites and that is characterized by:

(a) A mix of vegetation types
representing a transition between
wetland and upland vegetation
(ecotone);

(b) An open canopy and abundant
native herbaceous species;

(c) Moist soils as described in PCE 2;
and

(d) Subsurface structure, such as that
created by deep litter cover or burrows,
which provides shelter for salamanders
during seasonal movements.

This designation is designed for the
conservation of the physical and
biological features essential to the
conservation of the species, which
support the life-history functions of the
species, through the identification of the
appropriate quantity and spatial
arrangement of areas containing the
PCEs. Even though per the Act, each
unit must contain at least one or more
PCEs, in this designation all units
designated as critical habitat contain all
of these PCEs and support multiple life
processes.

Special Management Considerations or
Protections

When designating critical habitat, we
assess whether the occupied areas
contain the physical or biological
features essential to the conservation of
the species, and whether these features
may require special management
considerations or protection. It is
recognized that numerous activities in
and adjacent to the unit designated as
critical habitat, as described in this final
rule, may affect one or more of the PCEs
found in that unit. These activities
include, but are not limited to, those
listed in the Application of the
“Adverse Modification” Standard
(AMS) section as activities that may
destroy or adversely modify critical
habitat. Special management of the
PCEs for the frosted flatwoods
salamander and the reticulated
flatwoods salamander and their habitat
may be required for the following
threats: Direct and indirect impacts of
land use conversions, primarily urban
development and conversion to
agriculture and pine plantations; stump
removal and other soil-disturbing
activities which destroy the below-
ground structure within forest soils; fire
suppression and low fire frequencies;
wetland destruction and degradation;
and random effects of drought or floods.
Specific details regarding these threats
can be found in the proposed listing
rule (62 FR 65787), the final listing rule
(64 FR 15691), and above in the section
entitled, “Summary of Factors Affecting
the Species.” Due to one or more of the
threats described above, and as
discussed in more detail in the
individual unit descriptions below, we
find that all areas occupied at the time
of listing that we are designating as
critical habitat contain PCEs that may
require special management
considerations or protections to ensure
the conservation of the frosted
flatwoods salamander and the
reticulated flatwoods salamander.

Criteria Used To Identify Critical
Habitat

We began our analysis by evaluating
both species of flatwoods salamander in
the context of their distribution within
their historic range, to determine what
portion of their range must be included
to ensure conservation of both species.
We assessed the critical life-history
components of flatwoods salamanders,
as they relate to habitat. Flatwoods
salamanders require small, acidic,
depressional standing bodies of
freshwater for breeding, upland pine
flatwoods-savanna habitat that is open,
mesic and maintained by fire for non-
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breeding habitat, and ecotonal habitat
areas between non-breeding and
breeding habitat that allow for
salamander movement. Therefore, all
areas meeting these requirements were
considered for inclusion.

To determine which areas should be
designated as critical habitat, we then
evaluated where the necessary physical
and biological features of flatwoods
salamander habitat occur within areas
occupied at the time of listing and for
areas unoccupied at listing, whether
these areas were essential to the
conservation of the species. Detailed
data on specific locations are included
in the unit description in the Critical
Habitat Designation section of this final
rule. We considered the following
criteria in the selection of areas that
contain the essential features for the
frosted and reticulated flatwoods
salamanders and focused on designating
units: (1) Throughout the current
geographic and ecological distribution
of the species; (2) that retain or provide
for connectivity between breeding sites
that allows for the continued existence
of viable and essential metapopulations
(populations at individual ponds that
interbreed over time), despite
fluctuations in the status of
subpopulations; (3) that possess large
continuous blocks of occupied habitat,
representing source populations or
unique ecological characteristics; and
(4) that contain sufficient upland habitat
around each breeding location to allow
for sufficient survival and recruitment
to maintain a breeding population over
the long term.

We selected areas for the frosted
flatwoods salamander and the
reticulated salamander that were
occupied at the time of listing, based on
the best scientific data available, which
possess those physical and biological
features essential to the conservation of
the species that may require special
management considerations or
protection. In addition, we included two
areas subsequently identified as
occupied by the frosted flatwoods
salamander and essential to the
conservation of the species. We found
that the two newer (post-listing)
occurrence records were in close
proximity to areas already known to
support the frosted flatwoods
salamander. We identified critical
habitat units that were occupied at the
time of listing based on: (1) Presence of
the defined PCEs; (2) density of
flatwoods salamander occurrences; and
(3) kind, amount, and quality of habitat
associated with those occurrences. We
identified critical habitat units that were
not occupied at the time of listing based
on: (1) Density of flatwoods salamander

occurrences; (2) kind, amount, and
quality of habitat associated with those
occurrences; and (3) a determination
that these areas are essential to the
conservation of the species.

The currently occupied habitat of the
frosted flatwoods salamander and the
reticulated flatwoods salamander is
highly localized and fragmented. Due to
several drought events, post-listing
observations of salamanders have been
made at breeding ponds in only a small
portion of their occupied range and no
population estimates are currently
available. As with many rare species,
especially pond-breeding amphibians
with underground adult life stages,
detection probabilities are low even in
“normal”’ weather years (Bailey et al.
2004, pp. 2463-2464). Flatwoods
salamanders are particularly susceptible
to drought, as breeding cannot occur if
breeding ponds do not receive adequate
rainfall. We know that isolated
populations, including those of the
frosted and reticulated flatwoods
salamanders, are highly susceptible to
random events. Protection of a single,
isolated, minimally viable population
risks the extirpation or extinction of a
species as a result of harsh
environmental conditions, catastrophic
events, or genetic deterioration over
several generations (Kautz and Cox
2001, p. 59). To reduce the risk of
extinction through these processes, it is
important to establish multiple
protected subpopulations across the
landscape (Soulé and Simberloff 1986,
pp. 25-35; Wiens 1996, pp. 73-74). We
have determined that all but four of the
areas occupied at the time of listing
contain the features essential to the
conservation of the species; as a result,
these four areas were not part of the
designation. The two units occupied
since the time of listing are essential
areas for the conservation of the species
and were therefore included in the
designation.

We are designating critical habitat on
lands that we have determined were
occupied at the time of listing and that
contain sufficient PCEs to support life-
history functions essential for the
conservation of the species. In addition,
we are designating two areas that we
have not been able to determine were
occupied at the time of listing (they
occur within the same geographical area
but were discovered after 1999), and we
believe to be essential to the
conservation of the species.

The lands designated as critical
habitat collectively contain small, and
in some cases, isolated, populations of
the species. These small populations are
at a high risk of extinction due to
random events and human-induced

threats, such as urban-agricultural
development and habitat degradation
due to fire suppression and hydrological
alterations. Thus, we believe all lands
within the critical habitat designation
are essential for the persistence and
conservation of the frosted flatwoods
salamander and the reticulated
flatwoods salamander, and meet the
criteria as set forth above. We believe
that with proper protection and
management, the critical habitat within
this designation, and those areas
exempted due to the Sikes Act, are
sufficient to provide for the
conservation of the species. We are not
designating any areas outside the
geographical area presently occupied by
these species because we are unaware of
any other suitable habitat for these
species outside their currently occupied
range.

When determining critical habitat
boundaries within this final rule, we
made every effort to avoid including
developed areas such as buildings,
paved areas, and other structures that
lack PCEs for frosted flatwoods
salamander and the reticulated
flatwoods salamander. The scale of the
maps we prepared under the parameters
for publication within the Code of
Federal Regulations may not reflect the
exclusion of such developed areas. Any
such structures, and the land under
them, inadvertently left inside critical
habitat boundaries shown on the maps
of this rule have been excluded by text
in this final rule and are not designated
as critical habitat. Therefore, Federal
actions involving these areas would not
trigger section 7 consultation with
respect to critical habitat and the
requirement of no adverse modification
unless the specific action would affect
the primary constituent elements in the
adjacent critical habitat.

Critical Habitat Designation

For the reticulated flatwoods
salamander, we are designating 8 units,
some of which are divided into subunits
(for a total of 16 units and subunits), as
critical habitat. For the frosted
flatwoods salamander, we are
designating 6 units, some of which are
divided into subunits (for a total of 19
units and subunits), as critical habitat.
The critical habitat areas we describe
below constitute our current best
assessment of areas that meet the
definition of critical habitat for the
reticulated flatwoods salamander and
the frosted flatwoods salamander. We
are presenting the data geographically
from west to east and thus the critical
habitat for the reticulated flatwoods
salamander is described first below.
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Table 1 shows the occupied units for the
reticulated flatwoods salamander.

TABLE 1—OCCUPANCY OF RETICULATED FLATWOODS SALAMANDER (RFS) BY CRITICAL HABITAT UNIT

Unit

Occupied at
time of listing

Currently
occupied
(but not
occupied at
time of listing)

Size of unit in acres (ac)
(hectares (ha))

Florida Units

TS e SO P PR RPRPPPTOT X 687 ac (278 ha).
RFS-2, Subunit A X 162 ac (66 ha).
RFS-2, Subunit B X 162 ac (66 ha).
RFS-3, Subunit A X 148 ac (60 ha).
RFS-3, Subunit B X 57 ac (28 ha).
RFS-6, Subunit A X 213 ac (86 ha).
RFS-6, Subunit B X 162 ac (66 ha).
RFS-7, Subunit A X 162 ac (66 ha).
RFS-7, Subunit B X 165 ac (67 ha).
RFS-8, Subunit A X 110 ac (45 ha).
RFS-8, Subunit B X | e 358 ac (145 ha).
RFS—8, SUDUNIt C .. X | e 244 ac (99 ha).
RFS-9, Subunit A X 162 ac (66 ha).
RFS-9, Subunit B X 877 ac (355 ha).
RFS—10, SUDUNIE A ..ottt X | 162 ac (66 ha).
RFS—10, SUBUNIt B ..ot e e e e e e e s e e eens X e 622 ac (252 ha).

TABLE 2—AREAS DETERMINED TO MEET THE DEFINITION OF CRITICAL HABITAT FOR THE RETICULATED FLATWOODS
SALAMANDER BUT WERE EXEMPTED FROM FINAL CRITICAL HABITAT DESIGNATION
[Totals may not sum due to rounding]

Geographic area E;?;]:—iggi?hneacl;t::g:f Area eé%r;gtne;igr? m fina! Reason
acres (hectares)
NOLF HOIEY ...ttt e 289 (117) o 289 (117) oo INRMP.
Eglin Air FOrce Base ........ccooooiiiiiiniieieceee e 1,880 ac (761 ha) .....ccoceeeveeenen 1,880 ac (761 ha) .....ccoceeeveeennn INRMP.
HUrlburt Field ........ooiiiieiece e 712 ac (288 ha) ....cccevvveeeennnn. 712 ac (288 ha) .....cccevveeveeennen. INRMP.
Total (Okaloosa and Santa Rosa counties, Florida) .......... 2,881 ac (1,166 ha) ................. 2,881 ac (1,166 ha).

Table 3 provides the approximate area
encompassed within each critical
habitat unit determined to meet the
definition of critical habitat for the

reticulated flatwoods salamander. Acre
and hectare values were individually
computer-generated using GIS software,
rounded to nearest whole number, and

then summed. Table 4 shows the
occupied units for the frosted flatwoods

salamander.

TABLE 3—CRITICAL HABITAT UNITS FOR THE RETICULATED FLATWOODS SALAMANDER (RFS)
[Totals may not match due to rounding]

Subunit Federal State Local Private Total
ac (ha) ac (ha) ac (ha) ac (ha) ac (ha)
Florida Units
RFS—1 e 221 ac (89 ha) ........... 687 ac (275 ha).

RFS-2, Subunit A ....
RFS-2, Subunit B ....
RFS-3, Subunit A ....
RFS-3, Subunit B ....
RFS-6, Subunit A ....
RFS-6, Subunit B ....
RFS-7, Subunit A ....
RFS-7, Subunit B ....
RFS-8, Subunit A ....
RFS-8, Subunit B ....

162 ac (66 ha) ...
148 ac (60 ha) ...
32 ac (13 ha)
213 ac (86 ha) ...
162 ac (66 ha) ...
165 ac (67 ha) ...
110 ac (45 ha) ...
358 ac (145 ha)

162 ac (66 ha).
162 ac (66 ha).
148 ac (60 ha).
57 ac (23 ha).

213 ac (86 ha).
162 ac (66 ha).
162 ac (66 ha).
165 ac (67 ha).
110 ac (45 ha).

.. | 358 ac (145 ha).
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TABLE 3—CRITICAL HABITAT UNITS FOR THE RETICULATED FLATWOODS SALAMANDER (RFS)—Continued
[Totals may not match due to rounding]

Subunit

State
ac (ha)

Local
ac (ha)

Private
ac (ha)

Total
ac (ha)

RFS-8, Subunit C ....
RFS-9, Subunit A ....
RFS-9, Subunit B ....

244 ac (99 ha)
162 ac (66 ha) ...
877 ac (355 ha)

.. | 244 ac (99 ha).

162 ac (66 ha).

.| 877 ac (355 ha).

RFS-10, Subunit A ..
RFS-10, Subunit B ..

.| 162 ac (66 ha).
. | 622 ac (252 ha).

3,476 ac (1,396 ha) ...

4,453 ac (1,803 ha).

TABLE 4—OCCUPANCY OF FROSTED FLATWOODS SALAMANDER (FFS) BY CRITICAL HABITAT UNIT

Currer)tlgj/
; occupie : o
Seoupedt | outnor | Size g ut i gores
occupied at
time of listing)
Florida Units
FFS-1, Subunit A X 2,285 ac (925 ha).
FFS—1, Subunit B X 733 ac (296 ha).
FFS-1, Subunit C X 972 ac (393 ha).
FFS—1, Subunit D X 568 ac (230 ha).
FFS-1, Subunit E X 3,679 ac (1,489 ha).
FFS—1, Subunit F X 162 ac (66 ha).
FES—1, SUDUNIt G ...ttt X | e 5,373 ac (2,175 ha).
FES—1, SUDUNIt H oot ennes | eestesseesesaeeeeneens X 887 ac (359 ha).
FES—1, SUDUNIE | <.ttt st nneesne | eabeesneesaeeseeenanes X 162 ac (66 ha).
FFS—1, Subunit J ... X | e 593 ac (240 ha).
FFS-3, Subunit A X | 3,078 ac (1,245 ha).
FFS-3, Subunit B X 1,804 ac (730 ha).
FFS-3, Subunit C X 163 ac (66 ha).
FFS—-4, Subunit A X 550 ac (223 ha).
FFS—4, Subunit B X 162 ac (66 ha).
FFES=5, SUDUNIt A ....oiiiii s X 154 ac (63 ha).
FFS-5, Subunit B ... X 183 ac (74 ha).
FFS—6 oo X 1,300 ac (526 ha).
R S 7 s X 162 ac (66 ha).

TABLE 5—AREAS DETERMINED TO MEET THE DEFINITION OF CRITICAL HABITAT FOR THE FROSTED FLATWOODS
SALAMANDER BUT WERE EXEMPTED FROM FINAL CRITICAL HABITAT DESIGNATION
[Totals may not sum due to rounding]

Area exempted
Definitional areas from final
Geographic area acres designation Reason
(hectares) acres

(hectares)
Fort Stewart Military Installation 5,121 (2,072) 5,121 (2,072) | INRMP.
Townsend Bombing Range ........... 162 (66) 162 (66) | INRMP.

o) 2= I (CT=Yo ] (o F- ) TSP PP TS USPRPI 5,283 (2,137) 5,283 (2,137)

Table 6 provides the approximate area definition of critical habitat for the
frosted flatwoods salamander. Acre and

encompassed within each critical
habitat unit determined to meet the

hectare values were individually

computer-generated using GIS software,
rounded to nearest whole number, and

then summed.
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TABLE 6—CRITICAL HABITAT UNITS FOR THE FROSTED FLATWOODS SALAMANDER (FFS)
[Totals may not match due to rounding]
: Federal State Local Private Total
Subunit ac (ha) ac (ha) ac (ha) ac (ha) ac (ha)

Florida Units

FFS—1, Subunit A ....
FFS-1, Subunit B ....
FFS—1, Subunit C ....
FFS-1, Subunit D ....
FFS—1, Subunit E ....
FFS—-1, Subunit F .....
FFS—1, Subunit G ....
FFS—1, Subunit H ....
FFS—1, Subunit |
FFS-1, Subunit J
FFS-3, Subunit A ....
FFS-3, Subunit B ....
FFS-3, Subunit C ....
FFS—4, Subunit A ....
FFS—4, Subunit B ....

1,976 ac (800 ha)
695 ac (281 ha)
972 ac (393 ha)
568 ac (230 ha)
3,473 ac (1,406 ha) ...
162 ac (66 ha)
5,277 ac (2,136 ha) ...
861 ac (348 ha)
162 ac (66 ha)

593 ac (240 ha)
1,456 ac (589 ha)
593 ac (240 ha)

309 ac (125 ha)
38 ac (15 ha)

96 ac (39 ha) ..
4 ac (2 ha)

1,622 ac (656 ha)
1,211 ac (490 ha)
78 ac (32 ha)

2,285 ac (925 ha).
733 ac (296 ha).
972 ac (393 ha).
568 ac (230 ha).
3,679 ac (1,489 ha).
162 ac (66 ha).
5,373 ac (2,175 ha).
887 ac (359 ha).
162 ac (66 ha).

593 ac (240 ha).
3,078 ac (1,245 ha).
1,804 ac (730 ha).
163 ac (66 ha).

550 ac (223 ha).
162 ac (66 ha).

FFS-5, Subunit A ....
FFS—5 Subunit B

154 ac (62 ha)
183 ac (74 ha) ...

154 ac (62 ha).
183 ac (74 ha).

FFS—6 .o 1,176 ac (476 ha) ...... 124 ac (50 ha) ........... 1,300 ac (526 ha).
L S N S 162 aC (66 Na) ..ooveeeeer | eeeeeeeeeee e e 0.32 ac (0.13 ha) ....... 162 ac (66 ha).
Total ..oocevveennee. 18,514 ac (7,494 ha) | 269 ac (109 ha) ......... 0ac (0 ha) ..ccooeveveeennnn 4,187 ac (1,694 ha) ... | 22,970 ac (9,297 ha).

We present brief descriptions of all
units, and reasons why they meet the
definition of critical habitat for the
reticulated flatwoods salamander and
the frosted flatwoods salamander below.
Unit descriptions are presented
separately by species. All threats apply
equally to all PCEs in each unit
description.

Reticulated Flatwoods Salamander
(RFS)

Unit RFS-1

Unit RFS-1 encompasses 687 ac (278
ha) in Santa Rosa County, Florida.
Within this unit, 466 ac (189 ha) consist
of State land in the Garcon Point Water
Management Area managed by the
Northwest Florida Water Management
District (NWFLWMD) and in the Yellow
River Marsh State Buffer Preserve
(YRMSBP); 221 ac (89 ha) are in private
ownership. Unit RFS-1 is bisected by
Hwy. 191 and occurs within an
extensive wet prairie. Since the majority
of this unit, which was occupied at the
time of listing, is owned by NWFLWMD
and YRMSBP, it is likely protected from
most agricultural and urban
development. Threats to reticulated
flatwoods salamander habitat that may
require special management of the PCEs
include potential fire suppression and
potential hydrologic changes resulting
from the adjacent highway that could
alter the ecological functioning of the

breeding pond and surrounding
terrestrial habitat. Ditches associated
with highways can drain water from a
site and result in ponds with shorter
hydroperiods and drier terrestrial
habitat. Alternatively, ditches can
connect isolated wetlands with
permanent water sites that increase the
hydroperiod of ponds and facilitate the
introduction of predaceous fish into
breeding ponds. In addition, run-off
from highways can introduce toxic
chemicals into breeding sites. All lands
designated as critical habitat contain all
PCEs and support multiple reticulated
flatwoods salamander life processes.

Unit RFS-2

Unit RFS-2 is comprised of two
subunits encompassing 324 ac (131 ha)
in Santa Rosa County, Florida. Within
this unit, which was occupied at the
time of listing, there are 162 ac (66 ha)
on State land managed by NWFLWMD
and Blackwater River State Forest
(BRSF); and 162 ac (66 ha) are in private
ownership.

Subunit A

Unit RFS-2, Subunit A encompasses
162 ac (66 ha) on private land in Santa
Rosa County, Florida. This subunit is
located northeast of Milton, Florida.
Threats to the reticulated flatwoods
salamander and its habitat that may
require special management of the PCEs
include agricultural and urban

development, potential detrimental
alterations in forestry practices that
could destroy the below-ground soil
structure, potential hydrological
alterations to the habitat, and the
potential for fire suppression. All lands
designated as critical habitat contain all
PCEs and support multiple reticulated
flatwoods salamander life processes.

Subunit B

Unit RFS-2, Subunit B encompasses
162 ac (66 ha) in Santa Rosa County,
Florida. Within this unit, there are 32 ac
(13 ha) on State land managed by
NWFLWMD and 130 ac (53 ha) on State
land managed by BRSF. This subunit is
located south of Interstate 10 and near
the Santa Rosa-Okaloosa County border.
A small county road bisects the unit and
a power line crosses the eastern edge of
the breeding pond. Threats to the
reticulated flatwoods salamander and its
habitat that may require special
management of the PCEs include the
potential for fire suppression, potential
detrimental alterations in forestry
practices that could destroy the below-
ground soil structure, and potential
hydrologic changes resulting from the
road and power line that could alter the
ecology of the breeding pond and
surrounding terrestrial habitat. In
addition, run-off from highways can
introduce toxic chemicals into breeding
sites. All lands designated as critical
habitat contain all PCEs and support
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multiple reticulated flatwoods
salamander life processes.

Unit RFS-3

Unit RFS-3 is comprised of two
subunits encompassing 205 ac (83 ha) in
Santa Rosa County, Florida. Within this
unit, which was occupied at the time of
listing, 180 ac (73 ha) are on private
land and 25 ac (10 ha) are on property
owned by the Santa Rosa County School
Board.

Subunit A

Unit RFS-3, Subunit A encompasses
148 ac (60 ha) on private land in Santa
Rosa County, Florida. This subunit is
located near a rapidly developing
section of Federal Hwy. 98 between
Navarre and Gulf Breeze, Florida.
Threats to the reticulated flatwoods
salamander and its habitat that may
require special management of the PCEs
include the potential for fire
suppression, potential detrimental
alterations in forestry practices that
could destroy the below-ground soils
structure, potential hydrologic changes
resulting from the highway that could
alter the ecology of the breeding pond
and surrounding terrestrial habitat, and
potential habitat destruction due to
urban and commercial development
nearby. All lands designated as critical
habitat contain all PCEs and support
multiple reticulated flatwoods
salamander life processes.

Subunit B

Unit RFS-3, Subunit B encompasses
57 ac (23 ha) in Santa Rosa County,
Florida. This subunit is located near a
rapidly developing section of U.S. Hwy.
98 between Navarre and Gulf Breeze,
Florida. Within this subunit, 32 ac (13
ha) are on private land and 25 ac (10 ha)
are on property owned by the Santa
Rosa County School Board. Threats to
the reticulated flatwoods salamander
habitat that may require special
management of the existing PCEs
include the potential for fire
suppression, potential detrimental
alterations in forestry practices that
could destroy the below-ground soils
structure, potential hydrologic changes
resulting from adjacent roads that could
alter the ecology of the breeding pond
and surrounding terrestrial habitat, and
future habitat destruction due to urban
and commercial development. All lands
designated as critical habitat contain all
PCEs and support multiple reticulated
flatwoods salamander life processes.

Unit RFS-6

Unit RFS-6 is composed of two
subunits encompassing 375 ac (152 ha)
in Walton and Washington Counties,

Florida. Within this unit (which was
occupied at the time of listing), 213 ac
(86 ha) are on private land in Walton
County, Florida, and 162 ac (66 ha) are
located on Pine Log State Forest
(managed by the State of Florida’s
Division of Forestry) in Washington
County, Florida.

Subunit A

Unit RFS-6, Subunit A encompasses
213 ac (86 ha) on private land in Walton
County, Florida. This subunit is
bisected by State Hwy. 81 near Bruce,
Florida. Threats to the reticulated
flatwoods salamander and its habitat
that may require special management of
the PCEs include the potential for fire
suppression, potential detrimental
alterations in forestry practices that
could destroy the below-ground soil
structure, potential hydrologic changes
resulting from adjacent roads that could
alter the ecology of the breeding pond
and surrounding terrestrial habitat, and
future habitat destruction due to urban
and commercial development. In
addition, run-off from highways can
introduce toxic chemicals into breeding
sites. All lands designated as critical
habitat contain all PCEs and support
multiple reticulated flatwoods
salamander life processes.

Subunit B

Unit RFS-6, Subunit B encompasses
162 ac (66 ha) on Pine Log State Forest
(managed by the State of Florida’s
Division of Forestry) in Washington
County, Florida. Since the lands located
within this subunit are owned by the
State of Florida, they are likely
protected from direct agricultural and
urban development; however, threats
remain to the reticulated flatwoods
salamander and its habitat that may
require special management of the PCEs.
They include the potential for fire
suppression and potential detrimental
alterations in forestry practices that
could destroy the below-ground soil
structure. All lands designated as
critical habitat contain all PCEs and
support multiple reticulated flatwoods
salamander life processes.

Unit RFS-7

Unit RFS-7, which was occupied at
the time of listing, is comprised of two
subunits encompassing 327 ac (132 ha)
on private land in Holmes and
Washington Counties, Florida.

Subunit A

Unit RFS-7, Subunit A encompasses
162 ac (66 ha) on private land in Holmes
County, Florida. This subunit is located
approximately 2 mi (3.2 km) east of
State Hwy. 79 and approximately 5.5 mi

(8.8 km) north of Bonifay, Florida.
Threats to the reticulated flatwoods
salamander and its habitat that may
require special management of the PCEs
include the potential for fire
suppression, potential expansion of
agriculture into the unit, potential
detrimental alterations in forestry
practices that could destroy the below-
ground soil structure, and potential
hydrologic changes resulting from
adjacent roads that could alter the
ecology of the breeding pond and
surrounding terrestrial habitat. All lands
designated as critical habitat contain all
PCEs and support multiple reticulated
flatwoods salamander life processes.

Subunit B

Unit RFS-7, Subunit B encompasses
165 ac (67 ha) on private land in
Washington County, Florida. This
subunit is located less than a mile (1.6
km) northwest of State Hwy. 79 and
approximately 4 mi (6.4 km) west of
Vernon, Florida. Threats to the
reticulated flatwoods salamander and its
habitat that may require special
management of the PCEs include the
potential for fire suppression, potential
expansion of agriculture into the unit,
potential detrimental alterations in
forestry practices that could destroy the
below-ground soil structure, and
potential hydrologic changes resulting
from adjacent roads that could alter the
ecology of the breeding pond and
surrounding terrestrial habitat. All lands
designated as critical habitat contain all
PCEs and support multiple reticulated
flatwoods salamander life processes.

Unit RFS-8

Unit RFS-8, which was occupied at
the time of listing, is composed of three
subunits encompassing 712 ac (288 ha)
on private land in Jackson County,
Florida.

Subunit A

Unit RFS-8, Subunit A encompasses
110 ac (45 ha) on private land in
western Jackson County, Florida near
the Jackson-Washington County line.
This subunit is located just south of U.S.
Hwy. 90 and west of State Hwy. 231
approximately 10 mi (16 km) west of
Marianna, Florida. Threats to the
reticulated flatwoods salamander and its
habitat that may require special
management of the PCEs include the
potential for fire suppression, potential
expansion of agriculture and residential
development into the unit, potential
detrimental alterations in forestry
practices that could destroy the below-
ground soil structure, and potential
hydrologic changes resulting from
adjacent roads that could alter the
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ecology of the breeding pond and
surrounding terrestrial habitat. In
addition, run-off from highways can
introduce toxic chemicals into breeding
sites. All lands designated as critical
habitat contain all PCEs and support
multiple reticulated flatwoods
salamander life processes.

Subunit B

Unit RFS-8, Subunit B encompasses
358 ac (145 ha) on private land in
Jackson County, Florida. This subunit is
located just east of State Hwy. 71 and
south of U.S. Hwy. 90, between Old
Spanish Trail and the CSX railroad.
This locality is approximately 4 mi (6.4
km) southeast of Marianna, Florida.
Threats to the reticulated flatwoods
salamander and its habitat that may
require special management of the PCEs
include the potential for fire
suppression, potential expansion of
agriculture and residential development
into the unit, potential detrimental
alterations in forestry practices that
could destroy the below-ground soil
structure, and potential hydrologic
changes resulting from adjacent roads
that could alter the ecology of the
breeding pond and surrounding
terrestrial habitat. In addition, run-off
from highways can introduce toxic
chemicals into breeding sites. All lands
designated as critical habitat contain all
PCEs and support multiple reticulated
flatwoods salamander life processes.

Subunit C

Unit RFS-8, Subunit C encompasses
244 ac (99 ha) on private land in Jackson
County, Florida. This currently
occupied subunit is bisected by State
Hwy. 275 south of Interstate 10 near
Wolf Slough. Threats to the reticulated
flatwoods salamander and its habitat
that may require special management of
the PCEs include the potential for fire
suppression, potential expansion of
agriculture and residential development
into the unit, potential detrimental
alterations in forestry practices that
could destroy the below-ground soil
structure, and potential hydrologic
changes resulting from adjacent roads
that could alter the ecology of the
breeding pond and surrounding
terrestrial habitat. In addition, run-off
from highways can introduce toxic
chemicals into breeding sites. All lands
designated as critical habitat contain all
PCEs and support multiple reticulated
flatwoods salamander life processes.

Unit RFS-9

Unit RFS-9, which was occupied at
the time of listing, is comprised of two
subunits encompassing 1,039 ac (421

ha) on private land in Calhoun County,
Florida.

Subunit A

Unit RFS-9, Subunit A encompasses
162 ac (66 ha) on private land in
Calhoun County, Florida. This subunit
is bisected by an unnamed road near
Broad Branch, is approximately 2.5 mi
(4 km) west of State Hwy. 73, and is
approximately 4 mi (6.4 km) west of
Kinard, Florida. Threats to the
reticulated flatwoods salamander and its
habitat that may require special
management of the PCEs include the
potential for fire suppression, potential
expansion of agriculture and residential
development into the unit, potential
detrimental alterations in forestry
practices that could destroy the below-
ground soil structure, and potential
hydrologic changes resulting from
adjacent roads that could alter the
ecology of the breeding pond and
surrounding terrestrial habitat. In
addition, run-off from highways can
introduce toxic chemicals into breeding
sites. All lands designated as critical
habitat contain all PCEs and support
multiple reticulated flatwoods
salamander life processes.

Subunit B

Unit RFS-9, Subunit B encompasses
877 ac (355 ha) on private land in
Calhoun County, Florida. This subunit
is bisected by an unnamed road running
east of and parallel to State Hwy. 71,
and is located approximately 13 mi
(20.8 km) south of Scotts Ferry, Florida.
Threats to the reticulated flatwoods
salamander and its habitat that may
require special management of the PCEs
include the potential for fire
suppression, potential expansion of
agriculture and residential development
into the unit, potential detrimental
alterations in forestry practices that
could destroy the below-ground soil
structure, and potential hydrologic
changes resulting from adjacent roads
that could alter the ecology of the
breeding pond and surrounding
terrestrial habitat. In addition, run-off
from highways can introduce toxic
chemicals into breeding sites. All lands
designated as critical habitat contain all
PCEs and support multiple reticulated
flatwoods salamander life processes.

Unit RFS-10

Unit RFS-10, which was occupied at
the time of listing, is comprised of two
subunits encompassing 784 ac (317 ha)
in Baker and Miller counties, Georgia.
Within RFS—10, 162 ac (66 ha) are
located on Mayhaw Wildlife
Management Area (managed by the
State of Georgia) in Miller County,

Georgia, and 622 ac (252 ha) are located
on private land adjacent to, and running
south of, State Highway 200 in
southwestern Baker County, Georgia.

Subunit A

Unit RFS-10, Subunit A encompasses
162 ac (66 ha) on Mayhaw Wildlife
Management Area (managed by the
State of Georgia) in Miller County,
Georgia. Since this subunit is owned by
the State of Georgia, it is likely
protected from most agricultural and
urban development (Ozier 2008).
Threats to the reticulated flatwoods
salamander and its habitat that may
require special management of the PCEs
include the potential for fire
suppression, potential detrimental
alterations in forestry practices that
could destroy the below-ground soil
structure, and potential hydrologic
changes resulting from adjacent
highways and roads that could alter the
ecology of the breeding pond and
surrounding terrestrial habitat. All lands
designated as critical habitat contain all
PCEs and support multiple reticulated
flatwoods salamander life processes.

Subunit B

Unit RFS-10, Subunit B encompasses
622 ac (252 ha) on private land adjacent
to, and south of, State Highway 200 in
southwestern Baker County, Georgia.
Threats to the reticulated flatwoods
salamander and its habitat that may
require special management of the PCEs
include the potential for fire
suppression, potential detrimental
alterations in forestry practices that
could destroy the below-ground soil
structure, and potential hydrologic
changes resulting from adjacent
highways and roads that could alter the
ecology of the breeding pond and
surrounding terrestrial habitat. In
addition, run-off from highways can
introduce toxic chemicals into breeding
sites. All lands designated as critical
habitat contain all PCEs and support
multiple reticulated flatwoods
salamander life processes.

Frosted Flatwoods Salamander (FFS)
Unit FFS—1

Unit FFS-1 is comprised of 10
subunits in Liberty and Franklin
Counties, Florida. These subunits are
comprised primarily of U.S. Forest
Service land lying within the
Apalachicola National Forest. The
combined acreage of these subunits is
15,414 ac (6,238 ha). Of these acres,
14,614 ac (5,914 ha) are on the
Apalachicola National Forest, 22 ac (9
ha) are under State management, and
778 ac (315 ha) are in private
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ownership. Subunits A through G and
subunit J (14,365 ac (5,813 ha)) were
occupied at the time of listing and are
currently occupied; subunits H and I
(1,049 ac (425 ha)) were not occupied at
the time of listing, but are currently
occupied.

Subunit A

Unit FFS—1, Subunit A encompasses
2,285 ac (925 ha) in Liberty County,
Florida. Within this subunit, 1,976 ac
(800 ha) are in the Apalachicola
National Forest and 309 ac (125 ha) are
in private ownership. Lands within this
subunit owned by the U.S. Forest
Service are likely protected from direct
agricultural and urban development;
however, threats remain to the frosted
flatwoods salamander and its habitat
that may require special management of
the PCEs. This subunit requires special
management to address threats
including the potential for fire
suppression, potential detrimental
alterations in forestry practices that
could destroy the below-ground soil
structure, and potential hydrologic
changes resulting from adjacent
highways and roads that could alter the
ecology of the breeding pond and
surrounding terrestrial habitat. All lands
designated as critical habitat contain all
PCEs and support multiple frosted
flatwoods salamander life processes.

Subunit B

Unit FFS—1, Subunit B encompasses
733 ac (296 ha) in Liberty County,
Florida. Within this subunit, 695 ac (281
ha) are in the Apalachicola National
Forest and 38 ac (15 ha) are in private
ownership. Lands within this subunit
owned by the U.S. Forest Service are
protected from direct agricultural and
urban development (Griep 2008);
however, threats remain to the frosted
flatwoods salamander and its habitat
that may require special management of
the PCEs. This subunit requires special
management to address threats
including the potential for fire
suppression, potential detrimental
alterations in forestry practices that
could destroy the below-ground soil
structure, and potential hydrologic
changes resulting from adjacent
highways and roads that could alter the
ecology of the breeding pond and
surrounding terrestrial habitat. All lands
designated as critical habitat contain all
PCEs and support multiple frosted
flatwoods salamander life processes.

Subunit C

Unit FFS—1, Subunit C encompasses
972 ac (393 ha) in Liberty County,
Florida. All of this subunit is within the
Apalachicola National Forest. Lands

within this subunit are owned by the
U.S. Forest Service and are likely
protected from direct agricultural and
urban development; however, threats
remain to the frosted flatwoods
salamander and its habitat that may
require special management of the PCEs.
This subunit requires special
management to address threats
including the potential for fire
suppression, potential detrimental
alterations in forestry practices that
could destroy the below-ground soil
structure, and potential hydrologic
changes resulting from adjacent
highways and roads that could alter the
ecology of the breeding pond and
surrounding terrestrial habitat. All lands
designated as critical habitat contain all
PCEs and support multiple frosted
flatwoods salamander life processes.

Subunit D

Unit FFS—1, Subunit D encompasses
568 ac (230 ha) in Liberty County,
Florida. All of this subunit is within the
Apalachicola National Forest. Lands
within this subunit are owned by the
U.S. Forest Service and are likely
protected from direct agricultural and
urban development; however, threats
remain to the frosted flatwoods
salamander and its habitat that may
require special management of the PCEs.
This subunit requires special
management to address threats
including the potential for fire
suppression, potential detrimental
alterations in forestry practices that
could destroy the below-ground soil
structure, and potential hydrologic
changes resulting from adjacent
highways and roads that could alter the
ecology of the breeding pond and
surrounding terrestrial habitat. All lands
designated as critical habitat contain all
PCEs and support multiple frosted
flatwoods salamander life processes.

Subunit E

Unit FFS—1, Subunit E encompasses
3,679 ac (1,489 ha) in Liberty County,
Florida. Within this subunit, 3,473 ac
(1,406 ha) are in the Apalachicola
National Forest and 206 ac (83 ha) are
in private ownership. Lands within this
subunit owned by the U.S. Forest
Service are likely protected from direct
agricultural and urban development;
however, threats remain to the frosted
flatwoods salamander and its habitat
that may require special management of
the PCEs. This subunit requires special
management to address threats
including the potential for fire
suppression, potential detrimental
alterations in forestry practices that
could destroy the below-ground soil
structure, potential hydrologic changes

resulting from adjacent highways and
roads that could alter the ecology of the
breeding pond and surrounding
terrestrial habitat, as well as agricultural
and urban development. All lands
designated as critical habitat contain all
PCEs and support multiple frosted
flatwoods salamander life processes.

Subunit F

Unit FFS—1, Subunit F encompasses
162 ac (66 ha) in Liberty County,
Florida. All of this subunit is within the
Apalachicola National Forest. Lands
within this subunit are owned by the
U.S. Forest Service and are likely
protected from direct agricultural and
urban development; however, threats
remain to the frosted flatwoods
salamander and its habitat that may
require special management of the PCEs.
This subunit requires special
management to address threats
including the potential for fire
suppression, potential detrimental
alterations in forestry practices that
could destroy the below-ground soil
structure, and potential hydrologic
changes resulting from adjacent
highways and roads that could alter the
ecology of the breeding pond and
surrounding terrestrial habitat. All lands
designated as critical habitat contain all
PCEs and support multiple frosted
flatwoods salamander life processes.

Subunit G

Unit FFS—1, Subunit G encompasses
5,373 ac (2,175 ha) in Liberty County,
Florida. Within this subunit, 5,277 ac
(2,136 ha) are in the Apalachicola
National Forest and 96 ac (39 ha) are in
private ownership. Lands within this
subunit owned by the U.S. Forest
Service are likely protected from direct
agricultural and urban development;
however, threats remain to the frosted
flatwoods salamander and its habitat
that may require special management of
the PCEs. This subunit requires special
management to address threats
including the potential for fire
suppression, potential detrimental
alterations in forestry practices that
could destroy the below-ground soil
structure, potential hydrologic changes
resulting from adjacent highways and
roads that could alter the ecology of the
breeding pond and surrounding
terrestrial habitat, as well as agricultural
and urban development. All lands
designated as critical habitat contain all
PCEs and support multiple frosted
flatwoods salamander life processes.

Subunit H

Unit FFS—1, Subunit H encompasses
887 ac (359 ha) in Liberty County,
Florida. Within this subunit, 861 ac (348
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ha) are in the Apalachicola National
Forest, 22 ac (9 ha) are under State
management, and 4 ac (2 ha) are in
private ownership. This subunit was not
occupied at the time of listing, but is
currently occupied. The currently
occupied habitat of the flatwoods
salamander is highly localized and
fragmented. Flatwoods salamanders are
particularly susceptible to drought, as
breeding cannot occur if breeding ponds
do not receive adequate rainfall. These
small populations are at a high risk of
extinction due to random events such as
drought, and human-induced threats
such as urban-agricultural development
and habitat degradation due to fire
suppression and hydrological
alterations. Thus, to ensure the
persistence and conservation of this
species throughout its current
geographic and ecological distribution
despite fluctuations in the status of
subpopulations, we have determined
that this subunit, although not occupied
at the time of listing, is essential for the
conservation of the species. Lands
within this subunit owned by the U.S.
Forest Service are likely protected from
direct agricultural and urban
development. All lands designated as
critical habitat contain all PCEs and
support multiple frosted flatwoods
salamander life processes.

Subunit I

Unit FFS—1, Subunit I encompasses
162 ac (66 ha) within the Apalachicola
National Forest in Liberty County,
Florida. This subunit was not occupied
at the time of listing, but is currently
occupied. The currently occupied
habitat of the flatwoods salamander is
highly localized and fragmented.
Flatwoods salamanders are particularly
susceptible to drought, as breeding
cannot occur if breeding ponds do not
receive adequate rainfall. These small
populations are at a high risk of
extinction due to random events such as
drought, and human-induced threats
such as urban-agricultural development
and habitat degradation due to fire
suppression and hydrological
alterations. Thus, to ensure the
persistence and conservation of this
species throughout its current
geographic and ecological distribution
despite fluctuations in the status of
subpopulations, we have determined
that this subunit is essential for the
conservation of the species. Lands
within this subunit are owned by the
U.S. Forest Service and are likely
protected from direct agricultural and
urban development. All lands
designated as critical habitat contain all
PCEs and support multiple frosted
flatwoods salamander life processes.

Subunit J

Unit FFS—1, Subunit ] encompasses
593 ac (240 ha) in Franklin County,
Florida. All of this subunit is within the
Apalachicola National Forest. Lands
within this subunit are owned by the
U.S. Forest Service and are likely
protected from direct agricultural and
urban development; however, threats
remain to the frosted flatwoods
salamander and its habitat that may
require special management of the PCEs.
This subunit requires special
management to address threats
including the potential for fire
suppression, potential detrimental
alterations in forestry practices that
could destroy the below-ground soil
structure, and potential hydrologic
changes resulting from adjacent
highways and roads that could alter the
ecology of the breeding pond and
surrounding terrestrial habitat. All lands
designated as critical habitat contain all
PCEs and support multiple frosted
flatwoods salamander life processes.

Unit FFS-3

Unit FFS-3, which was occupied at
the time of listing, is comprised of three
subunits encompassing 5,045 ac (2,042
ha) in Jefferson and Wakulla Counties,
Florida. Within this unit, 2,049 ac (829
ha) are on St. Marks National Wildlife
Refuge (NWR) (managed by the Service),
85 ac (34 ha) are in the Aucilla Wildlife
Management Area managed by the State
of Florida, and 2,911 ac (1,178 ha) are
in private ownership.

Subunit A

Unit FFS-3, Subunit A encompasses
3,078 ac (1,245 ha) on Federal and

private land in Wakulla County, Florida.

This subunit is located south of U.S.
Hwy. 98 and southeast of the town of
Newport, Florida. Within this subunit,
1,456 ac (589 ha) are in the St. Marks
NWR and 1,622 ac (656 ha) are in
private ownership. Portions of this
subunit that are within Federal
ownership are likely protected from
direct agricultural and urban
development; however, threats remain
to the frosted flatwoods salamander and
its habitat that may require special
management of the PCEs. This subunit
requires special management to address
threats including the potential for fire
suppression, potential detrimental
alterations in forestry practices that
could destroy the below-ground soil
structure, and potential hydrologic
changes resulting from adjacent
highways and roads that could alter the
ecology of the breeding pond and
surrounding terrestrial habitat. In
addition, run-off from highways can

introduce toxic chemicals into breeding
sites. Special management is needed to
address the threats of agricultural and
urban development on portions of the
unit within private ownership. All lands
designated as critical habitat contain all
PCEs and support multiple frosted
flatwoods salamander life processes.

Subunit B

Unit FFS-3, Subunit B encompasses
1,804 ac (730 ha) on Federal and private
land. This subunit is located south of
U.S. Hwy. 98 in southeastern Wakulla
and southwestern Jefferson counties.
Within this subunit, 593 ac (240 ha) are
in the St. Marks NWR and 1,211 ac (490
ha) are in private ownership. Portions of
this subunit that are within Federal
ownership are likely protected from
direct agricultural and urban
development; however, threats remain
to the frosted flatwoods salamander and
its habitat that may require special
management of the PCEs. This subunit
requires special management to address
threats including the potential for fire
suppression, potential detrimental
alterations in forestry practices that
could destroy the below-ground soil
structure, and potential hydrologic
changes resulting from adjacent
highways and roads that could alter the
ecology of the breeding pond and
surrounding terrestrial habitat. In
addition, run-off from highways can
introduce toxic chemicals into breeding
sites. Special management is needed to
address the threats of agricultural and
urban development on portions of the
unit within private ownership. All lands
designated as critical habitat contain all
PCEs and support multiple frosted
flatwoods salamander life processes.

Subunit C

Unit FFS-3, Subunit C encompasses
163 ac (66 ha) in Jefferson County,
Florida. Within this subunit, 85 ac (34
ha) are in the Aucilla Wildlife
Management Area managed by the State
of Florida and 78 ac (32 ha) are in
private ownership. This subunit is
bisected by State Hwy. 59, 5.3 mi (8.4
km) north of U.S. Hwy. 98, and
approximately 2 mi (3.2 km) east of the
Jefferson-Wakulla County line. Portions
of this subunit that are within State
ownership are likely protected from
direct agricultural and urban
development; however, threats remain
to the frosted flatwoods salamander and
its habitat that may require special
management of the PCEs. This subunit
requires special management to address
threats including the potential for fire
suppression, potential detrimental
alterations in forestry practices that
could destroy the below-ground soil
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structure, and potential hydrologic
changes resulting from adjacent
highways and roads that could alter the
ecology of the breeding pond and
surrounding terrestrial habitat. In
addition, run-off from highways can
introduce toxic chemicals into breeding
sites. Special management is needed to
address the threats of agricultural and
urban development on portions of the
unit within private ownership. All lands
designated as critical habitat contain all
PCEs and support multiple frosted
flatwoods salamander life processes.

Unit FFS—4

Unit FFS—4 is comprised of two
subunits encompassing 712 ac (288 ha)
in Baker County, Florida. Within this
unit, which was occupied at the time of
listing, 550 ac (223 ha) are on Osceola
NF and 162 ac (66 ha) are in private
ownership.

Subunit A

Unit FFS—4, Subunit A encompasses
550 ac (223 ha) on the Osceola National
Forest in Baker County, Florida. This
subunit is located adjacent and south of
Interstate 10 in the southwestern corner
of Baker County between State
Highways 250 and 229. Portions of this
subunit within Federal ownership are
likely protected from direct agricultural
and urban development; however,
threats remain to the frosted flatwoods
salamander and its habitat that may
require special management of the PCEs.
This subunit requires special
management to address threats
including the potential for fire
suppression, potential detrimental
alterations in forestry practices that
could destroy the below-ground soil
structure, and potential hydrologic
changes resulting from adjacent
highways and roads that could alter the
ecology of the breeding pond and
surrounding terrestrial habitat. In
addition, run-off from highways can
introduce toxic chemicals into breeding
sites. All lands designated as critical
habitat contain all PCEs and support
multiple frosted flatwoods salamander
life processes.

Subunit B

Unit FFS—4, Subunit B encompasses
162 ac (66 ha) on private land in Baker
County, Florida. This subunit occurs
approximately 2 mi (3.2 km) south of
State Hwy. 229 and 3.5 mi (5.6 km)
north of Interstate 10. This subunit
requires special management to address
threats including the potential for fire
suppression, potential detrimental
alterations in forestry practices that
could destroy the below-ground soil
structure, and potential hydrologic

changes resulting from adjacent
highways and roads that could alter the
ecology of the breeding pond and
surrounding terrestrial habitat, as well
as agricultural and urban development.
In addition, run-off from highways can
introduce toxic chemicals into breeding
sites. All lands designated as critical
habitat contain all PCEs and support
multiple frosted flatwoods salamander
life processes.

Unit FFS-5

Unit FFS-5 is comprised of two
subunits encompassing 337 ac (136 ha)
on privately owned land in Jasper
County, South Carolina. Both subunits
were occupied at the time of listing and
are currently occupied.

Subunit A

Unit FFS-5, Subunit A encompasses
154 ac (62 ha) on private land in Jasper
County, South Carolina. This subunit is
bisected by State Hwy. 46 and occurs
near a rapidly developing area of Jasper
County. Within this subunit, threats to
the frosted flatwoods salamander and its
habitat that may require special
management of the PCEs include the
potential for fire suppression, potential
expansion of agriculture and residential
development into the unit, potential
detrimental alterations in forestry
practices that could destroy the below-
ground soils structure, potential
hydrologic changes resulting from
adjacent roads that could alter the
ecology of the breeding pond and
surrounding terrestrial habitat, and
future habitat destruction due to urban
and commercial development. In
addition, run-off from highways can
introduce toxic chemicals into breeding
sites. All lands designated as critical
habitat contain all PCEs and support
multiple frosted flatwoods salamander
life processes.

Subunit B

Unit FFS-5, Subunit B encompasses
183 ac (74 ha) on private land in Jasper
County, South Carolina. This subunit is
bisected by a county road,
approximately 1 mi (1.6 km) west of
U.S. Hwy. 321, northwest of
Hardeeville, South Carolina. Within this
subunit, threats to the frosted flatwoods
salamander and its habitat that may
require special management of the PCEs
include the potential for fire
suppression, potential expansion of
agriculture and residential development
into the unit, potential detrimental
alterations in forestry practices that
could destroy the below-ground soils
structure, potential hydrologic changes
resulting from adjacent roads that could
alter the ecology of the breeding pond

and surrounding terrestrial habitat, and
future habitat destruction due to urban
and commercial development. In
addition, run-off from highways can
introduce toxic chemicals into breeding
sites. All lands designated as critical
habitat contain all PCEs and support
multiple frosted flatwoods salamander
life processes.

Unit FFS-6

Unit FFS-6, occupied at the time of
listing, encompasses 1,300 ac (526 ha)
on Federal and private land in Berkeley
County, South Carolina. This unit is
bisected by State Highway 41
approximately 10 mi (16 km) south of
the town of Huger. Within this unit,
1,176 ac (476 ha) are in the Francis
Marion National Forest and 124 ac (50
ha) are on private land. Land within this
subunit owned by the U.S. Forest
Service is protected from agricultural
and urban development; however,
threats remain to frosted flatwoods
salamander habitat that may require
special management of the PCEs. These
threats include the potential for fire
suppression, potential detrimental
alterations in forestry practices that
could destroy the below-ground soil
structure, and potential hydrologic
changes resulting from adjacent
highways and roads that could alter the
ecological functioning of the breeding
pond and surrounding terrestrial
habitat. Special management of the
PCEs may also be required for the
threats posed by agricultural and urban
development on the lands in private
ownership. All lands designated as
critical habitat contain all PCEs and
support multiple frosted flatwoods
salamander life processes.

Unit FFS-7

Unit FFS-7 encompasses 162 ac (66
ha) on the Santee Coastal Reserve
(managed by the State of South
Carolina) in Charleston County, South
Carolina. Approximately 0.32 ac (0.13
ha) on private land are also included
within this unit. Since most of this unit,
which was occupied at the time of
listing, is owned by the State of South
Carolina, it is likely protected from
direct agricultural and urban
development; however, threats remain
to the frosted flatwoods salamander and
its habitat that may require special
management of the PCEs. Threats
include the potential for fire
suppression, potential detrimental
alterations in forestry practices that
could destroy the below-ground soil
structure, and potential hydrologic
changes resulting from adjacent
highways and roads that could alter the
ecology of the breeding pond and
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surrounding terrestrial habitat. All lands
designated as critical habitat contain all
PCEs and support multiple frosted
flatwoods salamander life processes.

Effects of Critical Habitat Designation

Section 7 Consultation

Section 7 of the Act requires Federal
agencies to ensure that actions they
fund, authorize, or carry out are not
likely to jeopardize the continued
existence of a listed species or destroy
or adversely modify designated critical
habitat. Decisions by the 5th and 9th
Circuit Courts of Appeals have
invalidated our definition of
“destruction or adverse modification”
(50 CFR 402.02) (see Gifford Pinchot
Task Force v. U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, 378 F. 3d 1059 (9th Cir 2004)
and Sierra Club v. U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, et al., 245 F.3d 434,
442F (5th Cir 2001)), and we do not rely
on this regulatory definition when
analyzing whether an action is likely to
destroy or adversely modify critical
habitat. Under the statutory provisions
of the Act, we determine destruction or
adverse modification on the basis of
whether, with implementation of the
proposed Federal action, the affected
critical habitat would remain functional
(or retain the current ability for the PCEs
to be functionally established) to serve
its intended conservation role for the
species.

Under section 7(a)(2) of the Act, if a
Federal action may affect a listed
species or its critical habitat, the
responsible Federal agency (action
agency) must enter into consultation
with us. As a result of this consultation,
we document compliance with the
requirements of section 7(a)(2) through
our issuance of:

(1) A concurrence letter for Federal
actions that may affect, but are not
likely to adversely affect, listed species
or critical habitat; or

(2) A biological opinion for Federal
actions that are likely to adversely affect
listed species or critical habitat.

When we issue a biological opinion
concluding that a project is likely to
jeopardize the continued existence of a
listed species or destroy or adversely
modify critical habitat, we also provide
reasonable and prudent alternatives to
the project, if any are identifiable. We
define ‘“Reasonable and prudent
alternatives” at 50 CFR 402.02 as
alternative actions identified during
consultation that:

e Can be implemented in a manner
consistent with the intended purpose of
the action,

e Can be implemented consistent
with the scope of the Federal agency’s
legal authority and jurisdiction,

e Are economically and
technologically feasible, and

e Would, in the Director’s opinion,
avoid jeopardizing the continued
existence of the listed species or
destroying or adversely modifying
critical habitat.

Reasonable and prudent alternatives can
vary from slight project modifications to
extensive redesign or relocation of the
project. Costs associated with
implementing a reasonable and prudent
alternative are similarly variable.

Regulations at 50 CFR 402.16 require
Federal agencies to reinitiate
consultation on previously reviewed
actions in instances where we have
listed a new species or subsequently
designated critical habitat that may be
affected and the Federal agency has
retained discretionary involvement or
control over the action (or the agency’s
discretionary involvement or control is
authorized by law). Consequently,
Federal agencies may sometimes need to
request reinitiation of consultation with
us on actions for which formal
consultation has been completed, if
those actions with discretionary
involvement or control may affect
subsequently listed species or
designated critical habitat.

Federal activities that may affect the
frosted flatwoods or reticulated
flatwoods salamanders or their
designated critical habitat will require
section 7(a)(2) consultation under the
Act. Activities on State, tribal, local, or
private lands requiring a Federal permit
(such as a permit from the Corps under
section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33
U.S.C. 1251 et seq.) or a permit from us
under section 10(a)(1)(B) of the Act) or
involving some other Federal action
(such as funding from the Federal
Highway Administration, Federal
Aviation Administration, or the Federal
Emergency Management Agency) are
examples of agency actions that may be
subject to the section 7(a)(2)
consultation process. Federal actions
not affecting listed species or critical
habitat, and actions on State, Tribal,
local or private lands that are not
federally funded, authorized, or
permitted, do not require section 7(a)(2)
consultations.

Application of the “Adverse
Modification” Standard

The key factor related to the adverse
modification determination is whether,
with implementation of the proposed
Federal action, the affected critical
habitat would continue to serve its
intended conservation role for the

species, or would retain its current
ability for the primary constituent
elements to be functionally established.
Activities that may destroy or adversely
modify critical habitat are those that
alter the physical and biological features
to an extent that appreciably reduces the
conservation value of critical habitat for
the reticulated flatwoods salamander
and the frosted flatwoods salamander.
Generally, the conservation role of
reticulated flatwoods salamander and
frosted flatwoods salamander critical
habitat units is to support viable core
areas for the species.

Section 4(b)(8) of the Act requires us
to briefly evaluate and describe, in any
final regulation that designates critical
habitat, activities involving a Federal
action that may destroy or adversely
modify such habitat, or that may be
affected by such designation.

Activities that, when carried out,
funded, or authorized by a Federal
agency, may affect critical habitat and
therefore should result in consultation
for the reticulated flatwoods salamander
and the frosted flatwoods salamander
include, but are not limited to:

(1) Actions that would significantly
alter water chemistry in reticulated
flatwoods salamander or frosted
flatwoods salamander breeding ponds.
Such activities could include, but are
not limited to, the release of chemicals,
biological pollutants, or sedimentation
into the surface water or connected
groundwater at a point source or by
dispersed release (non-point source) via
road construction, urban and
agricultural development, ditching,
timber harvest, off-road vehicle use, and
other watershed disturbances. These
activities could alter the condition of
the water beyond the tolerances of the
reticulated flatwoods salamander and
frosted flatwoods salamander and their
respective food bases, resulting in direct
or cumulative adverse effects to
individuals and their life cycles.

(2) Actions that would significantly
alter the hydroperiod and vegetation of
a reticulated flatwoods salamander or a
frosted flatwoods salamander breeding
pond. Such activities could include, but
are not limited to, road construction;
urban and agricultural development;
dredging, ditching, or filling ponds; fire
suppression; and timber harvesting and
replanting. These activities could alter
the hydrologic timing, duration, or
water flows of a pond basin, as well as
alter the constituent vegetation. They
could also increase the connectivity of
breeding ponds to more permanent
waters, which would allow the invasion
of predatory fish. As a result, the habitat
necessary for reticulated flatwoods
salamander or frosted flatwoods
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salamander reproduction and the
growth and development of eggs and
juvenile salamanders would be reduced
or eliminated.

(3) Actions that would significantly
alter the terrestrial forested habitat of
the reticulated flatwoods salamander or
the frosted flatwoods salamander. Such
activities could include, but are not
limited to, road construction, urban and
agricultural development, dredging,
ditching, fire suppression, and timber
harvesting and replanting. These
activities may lead to changes in soil
moisture, soil below-ground structure,
soil temperatures, and vegetation that
would degrade or eliminate the
terrestrial habitat of the reticulated
flatwoods salamander or frosted
flatwoods salamander.

Please see “Special Management
Considerations or Protection” section
for a more detailed discussion on the
impacts of these actions to the listed
species.

Exemptions and Exclusions
Application of Section 4(a)(3) of the Act

The Sikes Act Improvement Act of
1997 (Sikes Act) (16 U.S.C. 670a)
required each military installation that
includes land and water suitable for the
conservation and management of
natural resources to complete an
integrated natural resource management
plan (INRMP) by November 17, 2001.
An INRMP integrates implementation of
the military mission of the installation
with stewardship of the natural
resources found on the base. Each
INRMP includes:

¢ An assessment of the ecological
needs on the installation, including the
need to provide for the conservation of
listed species;

¢ A statement of goals and priorities;

e A detailed description of
management actions to be implemented
to provide for these ecological needs;
and

¢ A monitoring and adaptive
management plan.

Among other things, each INRMP must,
to the extent appropriate and applicable,
provide for fish and wildlife
management; fish and wildlife habitat
enhancement or modification; wetland
protection, enhancement, and
restoration where necessary to support
fish and wildlife; and enforcement of
applicable natural resource laws.

The National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 2004 (Pub. L. 108—
136) amended the Act to limit areas
eligible for designation as critical
habitat. Specifically, section 4(a)(3)(B)(i)
of the Act (16 U.S.C. 1533(a)(3)(B)(i))
now provides: “The Secretary shall not

designate as critical habitat any lands or
other geographical areas owned or
controlled by the Department of
Defense, or designated for its use, that
are subject to an integrated natural
resources management plan prepared
under section 101 of the Sikes Act (16
U.S.C. 670a), if the Secretary determines
in writing that such plan provides a
benefit to the species for which critical
habitat is proposed for designation.”

We consult with the military on the
development and implementation of
INRMPs for installations with listed
species. The Service reviewed each of
the INRMPs described below prior to
their finalization and has provided
input into strategies for monitoring and
management of endangered species
including the reticulated flatwoods
salamander and frosted flatwoods
salamander. Each military facility has
been conducting surveys and habitat
management to benefit the reticulated
flatwoods salamander or the frosted
flatwoods salamander and reporting the
results of their efforts to the Service.
Cooperation between the military
facilities and the Service on specific
conservation measures continues.
INRMPs developed by military
installations located within the range of
the critical habitat designation for the
reticulated flatwoods salamander and
the frosted flatwoods salamander were
analyzed for exemption under the
authority of 4(a)(3) of the Act.

Approved INRMPs

Navy Outlying Landing Field Holley
(NOLF Holley)

NOLF Holley is located in Santa Rosa
County, Florida, and has approximately
289 ac (117 ha) of habitat with features
essential to the conservation of the
reticulated flatwoods salamander. In
2006, the U.S. Department of the Navy
(DoN) drafted a revision of its 2001
INRMP for Naval Air Station Whiting
Field Complex, of which NOLF Holley
is a part (DoN 2006, pp. 5—68, 570, 5—
73, 5-76, 5-77, 6-22, 6-23, A—16). The
revised INRMP outlines management for
5 years (2007—2011). We have examined
this document and determined that it
does provide conservation measures for
the reticulated flatwoods salamander, as
well as for the management of important
wetland and upland habitats at NOLF
Holley. The area of NOLF Holley where
reticulated flatwoods salamander
habitat is located has been designated as
a Protected Area. The INRMP outlines a
Special Management Initiative for the
reticulated flatwoods salamander,
which includes a prescribed burning
program, strategies to identify
salamander distribution and habitat,

control of invasive species, enforcement
of restrictions on off-road vehicle use,
and forest management consistent with
recommendations in the final listing
rule (64 FR 15691; April 1, 1999).
Although we had received information
in 2007 that the Navy was considering
selling NOLF Holley and as a result
were concerned about implementation
of the INRMP, the Navy has assured us
that it has no plans to transfer
ownership of the site and it intends to
continue stewardship of the salamander
and its habitat (DoN 2008, p. 2).

Based on the above considerations,
and consistent with the direction
provided in section 4(a)(3)B)(i) of the
Act, we have determined that
conservation efforts identified in the
INRMP will provide benefits to the
reticulated flatwoods salamander and
the features essential to the species’
conservation occurring on NOLF Holley.
In our analyses, we have taken into
consideration that the INRMP does not
protect the habitat from future
destruction or modification associated
with development, however, we know
of no such potential threat at this time.
Therefore, this installation is exempt
from critical habitat designation under
section 4(a)(3) of the Act. We are not
including approximately 289 ac (117 ha)
of habitat in the final critical habitat
designation for the reticulated flatwoods
salamander because of this exemption.

Hurlburt Field

Hurlburt Field is located in Okaloosa
County, Florida, and has approximately
712 ac (288 ha) of habitat with features
essential to the conservation of the
reticulated flatwoods salamander. The
U.S. Department of Defense-Air Force
finalized a revision to the INRMP for
Hurlburt Field in 2008 (DoD 2008, pp.
1-152). The INRMP will continue to be
reviewed annually to monitor the
effectiveness of the plan, and be
reviewed every five years to develop
revisions and updates as necessary. We
have examined this document and
determined that it does outline
conservation measures for the
reticulated flatwoods salamander, as
well as management plans for important
wetland and upland habitats at Hurlburt
Field. The INRMP outlines goals and
objectives for the reticulated flatwoods
salamander and its habitat that include
a prescribed burning program, strategies
to identify and monitor salamander
distribution and habitat, control of
invasive species, and forest management
consistent with recommendations in the
final listing rule (DoD 2008, pp. 61, 79,
133-151).

Based on the above considerations,
and consistent with the direction
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provided in section 4(a)(3)(B)(i) of the
Act, we have determined that
conservation efforts identified in the
INRMP will provide a benefit to the
reticulated flatwoods salamander and
the features essential to the species’
conservation occurring in habitats
within Hurlburt Field. Therefore, this
installation is exempt from critical
habitat designation under section 4(a)(3)
of the Act. We are not including
approximately 712 ac (288 ha) of habitat
in this final designation of critical
habitat because of this exemption.

Eglin Air Force Base (Eglin)

Eglin is located in Okaloosa and Santa
Rosa counties, Florida, and has
approximately 1,880 ac (761 ha) of
habitat with features essential to the
conservation of the reticulated
flatwoods salamander. The Department
of Defense completed the update of its
INRMP for Eglin in 2007 (DoD 2007, pp.
124-126, 181). This INRMP covers a
period of 5 years from 2007 through
2011. A separate threatened and
endangered species component plan has
been written and contains specific
monitoring and management actions for
the reticulated flatwoods salamander
(DoD 20064, pp. 53—64, 240—242). The
INRMP and component plan outline a
management direction for the
reticulated flatwoods salamander that
includes a prescribed burning program,
strategies to identify and monitor
salamander distribution and habitat,
control of invasive species, and forest
management consistent with
recommendations in the final listing
rule (64 FR 15691; April 1, 1999). In
2007, it came to our attention (Arnold
2007) that a road had been proposed
which could cross Eglin within the
habitat with features essential to the
conservation of the reticulated
flatwoods salamander. However, during
the open comment period Eglin assured
us that it will not allow negative
impacts to the salamander’s habitat and
that it will continue to ensure the
conservation of the reticulated
flatwoods salamander.

Based on the above considerations,
and consistent with the direction
provided in section 4(a)(3)(B)(i) of the
Act, we have determined that the
INRMP will provide a benefit to the
reticulated flatwoods salamander and
the features essential to the species’
conservation occurring on Eglin.
Therefore, approximately 1,880 ac (761
ha) of habitat on Eglin with features
essential to the conservation of the
reticulated flatwoods salamander are
exempt from this final critical habitat
designation under section 4(a)(3) of the
Act.

Fort Stewart Military Installation (Fort
Stewart)

Fort Stewart, U.S. Army installation,
is located in Bryan, Evans, Liberty,
Long, and Tattnall Counties, Georgia
and has approximately 5,121 ac (2,072
ha) of habitat with features essential to
the conservation of the frosted
flatwoods salamander. The first INRMP
(INRMP ) for Fort Stewart was
completed in 2001 and updated in 2005
(DoD 2005, pp. 1, 22, 34, 76—77). Each
INRMP covers a period of 5 years with
a subsequent review and update every 5
years. Additionally, an annual review of
management implementation is
conducted and, if necessary, the INRMP
is adapted to address needed
improvements. The management
direction from INRMP I is being
continued in the review. We have
examined this document and
determined that it does provide
conservation measures for the frosted
flatwoods salamander, as well as for the
management of important wetland and
upland habitats at Fort Stewart. The
INRMP outlines management activities
to be conducted for the frosted
flatwoods salamander (DoD 2005, p. 22).
These include a prescribed burning
program, strategies to identify and
monitor frosted flatwoods salamander
distribution and habitat, control of
invasive species, and forest management
consistent with recommendations in the
final listing rule (64 FR 15691; April 1,
1999). At this time, we know of no
proposed projects outside the scope of
the INRMP which would threaten the
frosted flatwoods salamander or its
habitat.

Based on the above considerations,
and consistent with the direction
provided in section 4(a)(3)(B)(i) of the
Act, we have determined that
conservation identified in the INRMP
will provide benefits to the frosted
flatwoods salamander and the features
essential to the species’ conservation
occurring on Fort Stewart Military
Installation. In our analyses, we have
taken into consideration that the INRMP
does not protect the habitat from future
destruction or modification associated
with development, however, we know
of no such potential threat at this time.
Therefore, approximately 5,121 ac
(2,072 ha) of habitat with features
essential to the conservation of the
frosted flatwoods salamander within
Fort Stewart Military Installation are
exempt from this final designation of
critical habitat for the frosted flatwoods
salamander under section 4(a)(3) of the
Act.

Townsend Bombing Range (Townsend)

Townsend is located in McIntosh
County, Georgia, and contains
approximately 162 ac (66 ha) of habitat
with features essential to the
conservation of the frosted flatwoods
salamander. The property is owned by
the U.S. Department of the Navy and the
land is managed by Marine Corps Air
Station, Beaufort, South Carolina
(MCAS Beaufort). The original INRMP
written in 2001 for Townsend has been
renewed to cover the period November
2006 through October 2011 (DoD 2006b,
pp. ES-1, ES-2, 1-3, 1-8, 1-9, 1-10, 3—
15, 44, 4-8, 4-9, 4-10, 4-11, 4-19, 4—
20, 4-22,4-23, 4-27, 4-28, 4—29). We
have examined this document and
determined that it does provide
conservation measures for the frosted
flatwoods salamander, as well as for the
management of important wetland and
upland habitats at Townsend. The
INRMP includes activities to maintain
or increase the salamander’s population
on Townsend through improvement of
terrestrial habitat through use of
prescribed fire and improvement of
water quality and hydrologic regime of
the breeding ponds. The INRMP
provides biological goals and objectives,
measures of success, provisions for
annual monitoring and adaptive
management, and provisions for
reporting. The INRMP outlines projects
that would benefit the frosted flatwoods
salamander including a prescribed
burning program, strategies to identify
and monitor salamander distribution
and habitat, control of invasive species,
and forest management consistent with
recommendations in the final listing
rule (64 FR 15691; April 1, 1999).

Based on the above considerations,
and in accordance with section
4(a)(3)(B)(i) of the Act, we have
determined that conservation efforts
identified in the INRMP will provide
benefits to the frosted flatwoods
salamander and the features essential to
the species’ conservation occurring in
habitats within or adjacent to the
Townsend Bombing Range. In our
analyses, we have taken into
consideration that the INRMP does not
protect the habitat from future
destruction or modification associated
with development, however, we know
of no such potential threat at this time.
Therefore, approximately 162 ac (66 ha)
of habitat with features essential to the
conservation of the frosted flatwoods
salamander on Townsend are exempt
from final critical habitat designation
under section 4(a)(3) of the Act.
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Application of Exclusions Under
Section 4(b)(2) of the Act

Section 4(b)(2) of the Act states that
the Secretary must designate and revise
critical habitat on the basis of the best
available scientific data after taking into
consideration the economic impact,
national security impact, and any other
relevant impact of specifying any
particular area as critical habitat. The
Secretary may exclude an area from
critical habitat if he determines that the
benefits of such exclusion outweigh the
benefits of specifying such area as part
of the critical habitat, unless he
determines, based on the best scientific
data available, that the failure to
designate such area as critical habitat
will result in the extinction of the
species. In making that determination,
the statute as well as the legislative
history are clear that the Secretary has
broad discretion regarding which
factor(s) to use and how much weight to
give to any factor.

Under section 4(b)(2) of the Act, in
considering whether to exclude a
particular area from the designation, we
must identify the benefits of including
the area in the designation, identify the
benefits of excluding the area from the
designation, and determine whether the
benefits of exclusion outweigh the
benefits of inclusion. If based on this
analysis we determine that the benefits
of exclusion would outweigh the
benefits of inclusion of an area, then we
can exclude the area only if such
exclusions would not result in the
extinction of the species.

Under section 4(b)(2) of the Act, we
must consider all relevant impacts,
including economic impacts. We
consider a number of factors in a section
4(b)(2) analysis. For example, we
consider whether there are lands owned
or managed by the Department of
Defense where a national security
impact might exist. We also consider
whether landowners having proposed
critical habitat on their lands have
developed any conservation plans for
the area, or whether there are
conservation partnerships that would be
encouraged by designation of, or
exclusion from, critical habitat. In
addition, we look at any Tribal issues,
and consider the government-to-
government relationship of the United
States with Tribal entities. We also
consider any social or other impacts that
might occur because of the designation.

In the proposed rule, we requested
comments regarding information
supporting or opposing possible
exclusion of units within National
Forests from critical habitat in the final
designation. In this instance, we have

examined all comments submitted and
evaluated the Forest Management Plans
for Francis Marion, Osceola, and
Apalachicola National Forests with
respect to providing adequate protection
and management for the flatwoods
salamander. None of these Plans
provide sufficient protection and
management to satisfy the criteria
necessary for exclusion from final
critical habitat.

On the other hand, we have
determined that the lands designated as
critical habitat for the frosted and
reticulated flatwoods salamanders are
not currently included in habitat
conservation plans (HCPs) for these
species and that the designation does
not include any Tribal lands or trust
resources. We anticipate no impact to
national security, Tribal lands,
partnerships, or HCPs from this critical
habitat designation.

Economic Analysis (EA)

Section 4(b)(2) of the Act requires that
we designate or revise critical habitat
based upon the best scientific data
available, after taking into consideration
the economic impact, impact on
national security, or any other relevant
impact of specifying any particular area
as critical habitat. In compliance with
section 4(b)(2) of the Act, we have
prepared an EA of this final designation
of critical habitat for the frosted and
reticulated flatwoods salamanders.

The final EA (Industrial Economics
2008b) considers the potential economic
effects of actions relating to the
conservation of the frosted and
reticulated flatwoods salamanders,
including costs associated with sections
4, 7, and 10 of the Act, and including
those attributable to designating critical
habitat. It further considers the
economic effects of protective measures
taken as a result of other Federal, State,
and local laws that aid habitat
conservation for the frosted and
reticulated flatwoods salamanders in
essential habitat areas. The EA
considers both economic efficiency and
distributional effects. In the case of
habitat conservation, efficiency effects
generally reflect the “opportunity costs”
associated with the commitment of
resources to comply with habitat
protection measures (for example, lost
economic opportunities associated with
restrictions on land use).

The EA also addresses how potential
economic impacts are likely to be
distributed, including an assessment of
any local or regional impacts of habitat
conservation and the potential effects of
conservation activities on small entities
and the energy industry. This
information can be used by decision-

makers to assess whether the effects of
the designation might unduly burden a
particular group or economic sector.
Finally, the EA considers those costs
that may occur in the 20 years following
a designation of critical habitat.

Pre-critical-habitat designation (or
pre-designation) (1999-2008) costs
associated with species conservation
activities are estimated at $2.08 million
discounted at 7 percent (Industrial
Economics 2008b, p. B—4). Potential
post-critical-habitat designation (or
post-designation) (2009-2028) costs are
estimated to range between $3.88 and
$6.40 million at a 3 percent discount
rate and between $2.49 and $4.38
million at a 7 percent discount rate
(Industrial Economics 2008b, p. B-5). In
annualized terms, potential post-
designation costs are expected to range
from $261,000 to $430,000 annualized
at 3 percent and $235,000 to $413,000
annualized at 7 percent (Industrial
Economics 2008b, p. B-5).

Because our EA did not identify any
disproportionate costs that are likely to
result from the designation, we did not
consider excluding any areas from this
designation of critical habitat for the
frosted or reticulated flatwoods
salamanders based on economic
impacts.

A copy of the final EA with
supporting documents is included in
our administrative record and may be
obtained by contacting U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, Branch of Endangered
Species (see FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
CONTACT) or by downloading from the
Internet at www.regulations.gov/.

Therefore, there are no areas excluded
from this final critical habitat
designation under section 4(b)(2).

Required Determinations

Regulatory Planning and Review
(Executive Order 12866)

The Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) has determined that this rule is
not significant under Executive Order
12866 (E.O. 12866). OMB bases its
determination upon the following four
criteria:

(a) Whether the rule will have an
annual effect of $100 million or more on
the economy or adversely affect an
economic sector, productivity, jobs, the
environment, or other units of the
government.

(b) Whether the rule will create
inconsistencies with other Federal
agencies’ actions.

(c) Whether the rule will materially
affect entitlements, grants, user fees,
loan programs, or the rights and
obligations of their recipients.

(d) Whether the rule raises novel legal
or policy issues.
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Regulatory Flexibility Act

Under the Regulatory Flexibility Act
(RFA; 5 U.S.C. 601 et seq., as amended
by the Small Business Regulatory
Enforcement Fairness Act (SBREFA) of
1996), whenever an agency must
publish a notice of rulemaking for any
proposed or final rule, it must prepare
and make available for public comment
a regulatory flexibility analysis that
describes the effects of the rule on small
entities (small businesses, small
organizations, and small government
jurisdictions). However, no regulatory
flexibility analysis is required if the
head of the agency certifies the rule will
not have a significant economic impact
on a substantial number of small
entities. SBREFA amended RFA to
require Federal agencies to provide a
statement of the factual basis for
certifying that the rule will not have a
significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities. In
this final rule, we are certifying that the
critical habitat designation for the
frosted and reticulated flatwoods
salamanders will not have a significant
economic impact on a substantial
number of small entities. The following
discussion explains our rationale.

According to the Small Business
Administration (SBA), small entities
include small organizations, such as
independent nonprofit organizations;
small governmental jurisdictions,
including school boards and city and
town governments that serve fewer than
50,000 residents; as well as small
businesses (13 CFR 121.201). Small
businesses include manufacturing and
mining concerns with fewer than 500
employees, wholesale trade entities
with fewer than 100 employees, retail
and service businesses with less than $5
million in annual sales, general and
heavy construction businesses with less
than $27.5 million in annual business,
special trade contractors doing less than
$11.5 million in annual business, and
agricultural businesses with annual
sales less than $750,000. To determine
if potential economic impacts to these
small entities are significant, we
consider the types of activities that
might trigger regulatory impacts under
this rule, as well as the types of project
modifications that may result. In
general, the term “‘significant economic
impact” is meant to apply to a typical
small business firm’s business
operations.

To determine if the final designation
of critical habitat for the frosted and
reticulated flatwoods salamanders could
significantly affect a substantial number
of small entities, we considered the
number of small entities affected within

particular types of economic activities
(for example, housing development,
grazing, oil and gas production, timber
harvesting). We considered each
industry or category individually to
determine if certification is appropriate.
In estimating the numbers of small
entities potentially affected, we also
considered whether their activities have
any Federal involvement; some kinds of
activities are unlikely to have any
Federal involvement and so will not be
affected by the designation of critical
habitat. Designation of critical habitat
only affects activities conducted,
funded, permitted, or authorized by
Federal agencies; non-Federal activities
are not affected by the designation.
Typically, when final critical habitat
designations are made final, Federal
agencies must consult with us if their
activities may affect that designated
critical habitat. Consultations to avoid
the destruction or adverse modification
of critical habitat would be incorporated
into the existing consultation process.

The EA for the frosted and reticulated
flatwoods salamanders evaluated the
potential for economic impacts related
to several categories, including (1)
timber management; (2) development;
(3) other activities, including road
construction, species management, fire
management and recreation (Industrial
Economics 2008b, p. A-2). Based on our
analysis, only small business entities
that rely on land development are
expected to be affected by conservation
efforts for the frosted and reticulated
flatwoods salamanders. Therefore, the
screening analysis focused on
incremental impacts to development
activities. Six small businesses may be
affected with an average high-end
potential per business impact of $46,100
(Industrial Economics 2008b, p. A-6) for
both species. Potential high-end
incremental impacts per landowner
range from $6,770 in FFS—1 to $102,000
in RFS-3. Potentially affected
developable acres in the final critical
habitat designation are small relative to
the total number of developable acres in
these counties. Regional businesses that
support or are supported by
development (such as construction
companies, hardware suppliers, or
lumberyards) in these counties are not
expected to be measurably affected by
salamander conservation (Industrial
Economics 2008b, p. A-6). In addition,
“downstream”” impacts are not
measurable due to the small proportion
of all developable lands that are
projected to be impacted by salamander
conservation measures (as measured at
the county level) (Industrial Economics
2008b, p. A-3).

In summary, we have considered
whether this final designation of critical
habitat would result in a significant
economic effect on a substantial number
of small entities. We have determined,
for the above reasons and based on
currently available information, that it is
not likely to affect a substantial number
of small entities. Therefore, we certify
that this final regulation will not result
in a significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small business
entities. Please refer to our EA of this
designation for a more detailed
discussion of potential economic
impacts.

Unfunded Mandates Reform Act

In accordance with the Unfunded
Mandates Reform Act (2 U.S.C. 1501 et
seq.), we make the following findings:

(a) This rule will not produce a
Federal mandate. In general, a Federal
mandate is a provision in legislation,
statute, or regulation that would impose
an enforceable duty upon State, local, or
Tribal governments, or the private
sector, and includes both “Federal
intergovernmental mandates” and
“Federal private sector mandates.”
These terms are defined in 2 U.S.C.
658(5)—(7). “Federal intergovernmental
mandate” includes a regulation that
“would impose an enforceable duty
upon State, local, or Tribal
governments” with two exceptions. It
excludes ““a condition of Federal
assistance.” It also excludes “a duty
arising from participation in a voluntary
Federal program,” unless the regulation
“relates to a then-existing Federal
program under which $500,000,000 or
more is provided annually to State,
local, and Tribal governments under
entitlement authority,” if the provision
would “increase the stringency of
conditions of assistance’” or “place caps
upon, or otherwise decrease, the Federal
Government’s responsibility to provide
funding,” and the State, local, or Tribal
governments “‘lack authority’ to adjust
accordingly. At the time of enactment,
these entitlement programs were:
Medicaid; AFDC work programs; Child
Nutrition; Food Stamps; Social Services
Block Grants; Vocational Rehabilitation
State Grants; Foster Care, Adoption
Assistance, and Independent Living;
Family Support Welfare Services; and
Child Support Enforcement. ‘“Federal
private sector mandate” includes a
regulation that “would impose an
enforceable duty upon the private
sector, except (i) a condition of Federal
assistance or (ii) a duty arising from
participation in a voluntary Federal
program.”

The designation of critical habitat
does not impose a legally binding duty
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on non-Federal Government entities or
private parties. Under the Act, the only
regulatory effect is that Federal agencies
must ensure that their actions do not
destroy or adversely modify critical
habitat under section 7. While non-
Federal entities that receive Federal
funding, assistance, or permits, or that
otherwise require approval or
authorization from a Federal agency for
an action, may be indirectly impacted
by the designation of critical habitat, the
legally binding duty to avoid
destruction or adverse modification of
critical habitat rests squarely on the
Federal agency. Furthermore, to the
extent that non-Federal entities are
indirectly impacted because they
receive Federal assistance or participate
in a voluntary Federal aid program, the
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act would
not apply, nor would critical habitat
shift the costs of the large entitlement
programs listed above onto State
governments.

(b) We do not believe that this rule
will significantly or uniquely affect
small governments because it is not
likely to produce a Federal mandate of
$100 million or greater in any year, that
is, it is not a “significant regulatory
action”” under the Unfunded Mandates
Reform Act. Most lands being
designated as critical habitat are Federal
or State properties. In addition, the
designation of critical habitat imposes
no obligations on State or local
governments. Therefore, a Small
Government Agency Plan is not
required.

Takings

In accordance with E.O. 12630
(Government Actions and Interference
with Constitutionally Protected Private
Property Rights), we have analyzed the
potential takings implications of
designating critical habitat for the
reticulated flatwoods salamander and
the frosted flatwoods salamander in a
takings implications assessment. The
takings implications assessment
concludes that this designation of
critical habitat for the reticulated
flatwoods salamander and the frosted
flatwoods salamander does not pose
significant takings implications for
lands within or affected by the
designation.

Federalism

In accordance with E.O. 13132
(Federalism), this final rule does not
have significant Federalism effects. A
Federalism assessment is not required.
In keeping with Department of the
Interior and Department of Commerce
policy, we requested information from,
and coordinated development of, this

final critical habitat designation with
appropriate State resource agencies in
Florida, Georgia, and South Carolina.
The designation of critical habitat in
areas currently occupied by the
reticulated flatwoods salamander and
the frosted flatwoods salamander
imposes no additional restrictions to
those currently in place and, therefore,
has little incremental impact on State
and local governments and their
activities. The designation may have
some benefit to these governments
because the areas that contain the
physical and biological features
essential to the conservation of the
species are more clearly defined, and
the PCEs necessary to support the life
processes of the species are specifically
identified. This information does not
alter where and what federally
sponsored activities may occur.
However, it may assist local
governments in long-range planning
(rather than having them wait for case-
by-case section 7 consultations to
occur).

Civil Justice Reform

In accordance with E.O. 12988 (Civil
Justice Reform), the Office of the
Solicitor has determined that the rule
does not unduly burden the judicial
system and that it meets the
requirements of sections 3(a) and 3(b)(2)
of the Order. We have designated
critical habitat in accordance with the
provisions of the Act. This final rule
uses standard property descriptions and
identifies physical and biological
features essential to the conservation of
the species within the designated areas
to assist the public in understanding the
habitat needs of the reticulated
flatwoods salamander and the frosted
flatwoods salamander.

Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995

This rule does not contain any new
collections of information that require
approval by OMB under the Paperwork
Reduction Act of 1995 (44 U.S.C. 3501
et seq.). This rule will not impose
recordkeeping or reporting requirements
on State or local governments,
individuals, businesses, or
organizations. An agency may not
conduct or sponsor, and a person is not
required to respond to, a collection of
information unless it displays a
currently valid OMB control number.

National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA)

It is our position that, outside the
jurisdiction of the United States Court of
Appeals for the Tenth Circuit, we do not
need to prepare environmental analyses
as defined by NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et

seq.) in connection with designating
critical habitat under the Act. We
published a notice outlining our reasons
for this determination in the Federal
Register on October 25, 1983 (48 FR
49244). This assertion was upheld by
the United States Court of Appeals for
the Ninth Circuit (Douglas County v.
Babbitt, 48 F.3d 1495 (9th Cir. 1995),
cert. denied 516 U.S. 1042 (1996)).

Government-to-Government
Relationship With Tribes

In accordance with the President’s
memorandum of April 29, 1994,
Government-to-Government Relations
with Native American Tribal
Governments (59 FR 22951), E.O. 13175,
and the Department of the Interior’s
manual at 512 DM 2, we readily
acknowledge our responsibility to
communicate meaningfully with
recognized Federal tribes on a
government-to-government basis. In
accordance with Secretarial Order 3206
of June 5, 1997 (American Indian Tribal
Rights, Federal-Tribal Trust
Responsibilities, and the Endangered
Species Act), we readily acknowledge
our responsibilities to work directly
with tribes in developing programs for
healthy ecosystems, to acknowledge that
tribal lands are not subject to the same
controls as Federal public lands, to
remain sensitive to Indian culture, and
to make information available to tribes.
We have determined that there are no
tribal lands occupied at the time of
listing that contain the features essential
for the conservation, and no tribal lands
that are essential for the conservation, of
the reticulated flatwoods salamander
and the frosted flatwoods salamander.
Therefore, we have no final critical
habitat for the reticulated flatwoods
salamander and the frosted flatwoods
salamander on tribal lands.

Energy Supply, Distribution, or Use

On May 18, 2001, the President issued
an Executive Order (E.O. 13211; Actions
Concerning Regulations That
Significantly Affect Energy Supply,
Distribution, or Use) on regulations that
significantly affect energy supply,
distribution, and use. E.O. 13211
requires agencies to prepare Statements
of Energy Effects when undertaking
certain actions. While this final rule to
designate critical habitat for the
reticulated flatwoods salamander and
frosted flatwoods salamander is a
significant regulatory action under E.O.
12866 in that it may raise novel legal
and policy issues, we do not expect it
to significantly affect energy supplies,
distribution, or use. Based on our draft
EA (Industrial Economics Inc. 2008a, p.
A-8), none of the nine outcomes that
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may constitute “a significant adverse
effect” exist for this final rule.
Therefore, this action is not a significant
energy action, and no Statement of
Energy Effects is required.
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Aycock, Mississippi Fish and Wildlife
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List of Subjects in 50 CFR Part 17

Endangered and threatened species,
Exports, Imports, Reporting and
recordkeeping requirements,
Transportation.

Regulation Promulgation

m Accordingly, we amend part 17,
subchapter B of chapter I, title 50 of the
Code of Federal Regulations, as set forth
below:

PART 17—[AMENDED]

Authority: 16 U.S.C. 1361-1407; 16 U.S.C.
1531-1544; 16 U.S.C. 4201—-4245; Public Law
99-625, 100 Stat. 3500; unless otherwise
noted.

m 2.In §17.11(h) remove the entry for
“Salamander, flatwoods”’, and add
entries for ‘“Salamander, frosted
flatwoods” and ‘‘Salamander,
reticulated flatwoods” in alphabetical
order under “AMPHIBIANS,” to the List
of Threatened and Endangered Wildlife,
to read as follows:

§17.11
wildlife.

Endangered and threatened

is the Staff of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife —m 1. The authority citation for part 17 * * * *
Service, Mississippi Fish and Wildlife continues to read as follows: (h) * * *
Species Vertebrate popu- o ;
Historic range lation where endan-  Status YI\Q:Q E;'tt)'ﬁ:tl Slfiﬁg'sal
Common name Scientific name gered or threatened
AMPHIBIANS

Salamander, frosted  Ambystoma U.S.A. (FL, GA, SC) Entire ....ccccecevreeenen. T 658 17.95(d) NA
flatwoods. cingulatum.

Salamander, reticu-  Ambystoma bishopi  U.S.A. (FL, GA) ...... Entire ..oocooiiieeee E 17.95(d) NA
lated flatwoods.

3.In §17.95, amend paragraph (d) by
adding entries for “Frosted flatwoods
salamander (Ambystoma cingulatum)”
and ‘“‘Reticulated flatwoods salamander
(Ambystoma bishopi)” in the same
alphabetical order that these species
appear in the table at §17.11(h), to read
as follows:

§17.95 Critical habitat—fish and wildlife.

* * * * *
(d) Amphibians.
* * * * *

Frosted Flatwoods Salamander
(Ambystoma cingulatum)

(1) Critical habitat units are depicted
for Baker, Franklin, Jefferson, Liberty,
and Wakulla Counties in Florida; and
Berkeley, Charleston, and Jasper
Counties in South Carolina on the maps
below.

(2) The primary constituent elements
of critical habitat for the frosted
flatwoods salamander are:

(i) Breeding habitat. Small (generally
less than 1 to 10 ac (less than 0.4 to 4.0
ha)), acidic, depressional standing
bodies of freshwater (wetlands) that:

(A) Are seasonally flooded by rainfall
in late fall or early winter and dry in late
spring or early summer;

(B) Are geographically isolated from
other water bodies;

(C) Occur within pine flatwoods-
savanna comimunities;

(D) Are dominated by grasses and
grass-like species in the ground layer
and overstories of pond-cypress,
blackgum, and slash pine;

(E) Have a relatively open canopy,
necessary to maintain the herbaceous
component that serves as cover for
flatwoods salamander larvae and their
aquatic invertebrate prey; and

(F) Typically have a burrowing
crayfish fauna, but, due to periodic
drying, the breeding ponds typically
lack large, predatory fish (for example,
Lepomis (sunfish), Micropterus (bass),
Amia calva (bowfin)).

(ii) Non-breeding habitat. Upland
pine flatwoods-savanna habitat that is
open, mesic woodland maintained by
frequent fires and that:

(A) Is within 1,500 ft (457 m) of
adjacent and accessible breeding ponds;

(B) Contains crayfish burrows or other
underground habitat that the flatwoods
salamander depends upon for food,
shelter, and protection from the
elements and predation;

(C) Has an organic hardpan in the soil
profile, which inhibits subsurface water

penetration and typically results in
moist soils with water often at or near
the surface under normal conditions;
and

(D) Often has wiregrasses as the
dominant grasses in the abundant
herbaceous ground cover, which
supports the rich herbivorous
invertebrates that serve as a food source
for the frosted flatwoods salamander.

(iii) Dispersal habitat. Upland habitat
areas between nonbreeding and
breeding habitat that allows for
salamander movement between such
sites and that is characterized by:

(A) A mix of vegetation types
representing a transition between
wetland and upland vegetation
(ecotone);

(B) An open canopy and abundant
native herbaceous species;

(C) Moist soils as described in
paragraph (2)(ii); and

(D) Subsurface structure, such as that
provided by deep litter cover or
burrows, that provides shelter for
salamanders during seasonal
movements.

(3) Critical habitat does not include
manmade structures (such as buildings,
aqueducts, runways, roads, and other
paved areas) and the land on which they
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are located existing within the legal
boundaries on the effective date of this
rule.

(4) Critical habitat map units. Data
layers defining map units were created

on a base of USGS 7.5” quadrangles, and (5) Note: Index map of critical habitat
critical habitat units were then mapped  for the frosted flatwoods salamander
using Universal Transverse Mercator follows:

(UTM) coordinates. BILLING CODE 4310-55-P
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(6) Frosted flatwood salamander—
Baker, Franklin, Jefferson, Liberty, and
Wakulla Counties, Florida.

(i) Unit FFS—1, Subunit A—Liberty
County, Florida. From USGS 1:24,000
scale quadrangle maps Estiffanulga and
Woods, Florida.

(A) Land bounded by the following
UTM Zone 16N NAD83 coordinates, (E,
N): 691617.99, 3350707.71; 693095.71,
3348233.03; 692983.53, 3348209.57;
692897.48, 3348210.76; 692828.41,
3348229.52; 692759.43, 3348248.25;
692691.40, 3348292.76; 692639.72,
3348326.57; 690393.30, 3350136.47;
690313.39, 3350218.63; 690268.29,
3350291.92; 690230.96, 3350400.29;
690221.36, 3350485.81; 690241.25,
3350627.47; 690274.03, 3350707.04;
690333.43, 3350797.24; 690401.06,
3350865.47; 690279.29, 3350935.03;
690182.82, 3351040.66; 690111.95,
3351227.14; 690119.70, 3351398.31;
690131.84, 3352855.50; 690169.32,
3352993.56; 690267.58, 3353133.94;
690384.46, 3353216.42; 690549.65,
3353261.95; 690664.14, 3353256.77;
690773.74, 3353223.27; 690871.58,
3353163.57; 690968.05, 3353057.95;
692565.25, 3351422.56; 692602.62,
3351378.97; 692634.23, 3351331.03;
692669.80, 3351252.67; 692690.04,
3351169.02; 693379.09, 3348814.26;
693399.33, 3348730.61; 693403.55,
3348644.66; 693391.58, 3348559.43;
693363.86, 3348477.96; 693321.37,
3348403.12; 693265.60, 3348337.58;
693174.08, 3348268.59; 693095.71,
3348233.03.

(B) Note: Map depicting Unit FFS-1,
Subunit A is provided at paragraph
(6)(x)(B) of this entry.

(ii) Unit FFS—1, Subunit B—Liberty
County, Florida. From USGS 1:24,000
scale quadrangle map Orange, Florida.

(A) Land bounded by the following
UTM Zone 16N NAD83 coordinates, (E,
N): 689802.94, 3340960.90; 689428.14,
3339447.54; 689123.11, 3339393.72;
688873.13, 3339525.49; 688743.74,
3339836.26; 688831.13, 3340169.91;
689917.07, 3342147.02; 690004.49,
3342326.33; 690240.38, 3342481.91;
690522.67, 3342469.12; 690726.97,
3342316.32; 690843.40, 3342033.33;
690847.40, 3341805.94; 690741.36,
3341604.76; 689705.63, 3339902.63;
689617.94, 3339656.89; 689428.14,
3339447.54.

(B) Note: Map depicting Unit FFS-1,
Subunit B is provided at paragraph
(6)(x)(B) of this entry.

(iii) Unit FFS—1, Subunit C—Liberty
County, Florida. From USGS 1:24,000
scale quadrangle map Wilma, Florida.

(A) Land bounded by the following
UTM Zone 16N NAD83 coordinates, (E,
N): 695595.00, 3340429.07; 695320.75,
3338608.68; 695308.16, 3338582.86;

695293.97, 3338557.88; 695278.24,
3338533.84; 695261.04, 3338510.84;
695242.42, 3338488.97; 695222.47,
3338468.30; 695201.27, 3338448.93;
695178.88, 3338430.93; 695155.41,
3338414.37; 695130.95, 3338399.31;
695105.59, 3338385.83; 695079.43,
3338373.95; 695052.58, 3338363.76;
695025.14, 3338355.26; 694997.23,
3338348.50; 694968.94, 3338343.51;
694940.40, 3338340.31; 694911.71,
3338338.90; 694882.99, 3338339.30;
694854.35, 3338341.50; 694825.90,
3338345.50; 694797.76, 3338351.27;
694770.05, 3338358.80; 694742.85,
3338368.06; 694709.40, 3338382.20;
694683.58, 3338394.79; 694658.61,
3338408.98; 694634.57, 3338424.71;
694611.57, 3338441.91; 694589.69,
3338460.52; 694569.03, 3338480.47;
694549.66, 3338501.69; 694531.66,
3338524.07; 694515.10, 3338547.54;
694500.05, 3338572.01; 694486.56,
3338597.37;694474.69, 3338623.53;
694464.49, 3338650.38; 694455.99,
3338677.82; 694449.24, 3338705.74;
694444.25, 3338734.03; 694441.05,
3338762.57; 694439.64, 3338791.26;
694440.04, 3338819.98; 694442.24,
3338848.63; 694446.23, 3338877.07;
694452.01, 3338905.21; 694459.53,
3338932.93; 694468.79, 3338960.12;
694479.73, 3338986.68; 695846.37,
3342195.36; 695866.57, 3342249.11;
695909.07, 3342323.95; 695944.89,
3342368.83; 696008.43, 3342426.87;
696081.72, 3342471.97; 696134.73,
3342494.04; 696218.37, 3342514.28;
696304.32, 3342518.50; 696399.96,
3342505.83; 696481.43, 3342478.10;
696532.23, 3342451.33; 696601.14,
3342399.78; 696659.17, 3342336.24;
696716.14, 3342236.78; 696741.60,
3342154.57;696751.20, 3342069.05;
696748.60, 3342011.68; 696738.84,
3341955.10; 696711.11, 3341873.63;
695320.75, 3338608.68.

(B) Note: Map depicting Unit FFS—1,
Subunit C is provided at paragraph
(6)(x)(B) of this entry.

(iv) Unit FFS—1, Subunit D—Liberty
County, Florida. From USGS 1:24,000
scale quadrangle map Wilma, Florida.

(A) Land bounded by the following
UTM Zone 16N NAD83 coordinates, (E,
N): 698315.71, 3338507.25; 697480.52,
3338897.39; 697508.44, 3338904.15;
699107.25, 3339112.64; 699249.88,
3339101.68; 699357.17, 3339061.36;
699491.10, 3338954.46; 699566.06,
3338832.62; 699600.72, 3338636.16;
699571.97, 3338496.02; 699501.32,
3338371.62; 699419.16, 3338291.70;
699319.85, 3338227.75; 699161.66,
3338161.88; 697647.47, 3337884.31;
697505.31, 3337868.36; 697338.62,
3337908.06; 697240.79, 3337967.76;
697160.88, 3338049.93; 697093.71,
3338176.24; 697068.86, 3338317.12;

697081.23, 3338431.07; 697135.72,
3338563.34; 697197.51, 3338669.79;
697283.19, 3338784.36; 697400.08,
3338866.83; 697480.52, 3338897.39.

(B) Note: Map depicting Unit FFS-1,
Subunit D is provided at paragraph
(6)(x)(B) of this entry.

(v) Unit FFS—1, Subunit E—Liberty
County, Florida. From USGS 1:24,000
scale quadrangle maps Orange and
Kennedy Creek, Florida.

(A) Land bounded by the following
UTM Zone 16N NAD83 coordinates, (E,
N): 686367.53, 3332295.84; 686431.12,
3334276.72; 686521.73, 3334038.23;
686486.41, 3333905.93; 686456.16,
3333792.66; 686384.37, 3333673.40;
686529.54, 3333545.42; 686684.99,
3333670.42; 686821.64, 3333712.74;
686964.68, 3333710.75; 689322.67,
3333980.79; 689576.20, 3334009.24;
689736.59, 3333948.97; 689863.53,
3333833.87; 689945.95, 3333652.21;
689948.95, 3333480.88; 689888.68,
3333320.48; 689773.58, 3333193.53;
688133.75, 3332060.68; 687963.85,
3331956.15; 687770.73, 3331922.03;
687750.83, 3331780.36; 687652.31,
3331606.91; 687435.02, 3331473.21;
686480.70, 3331191.98; 686369.22,
3331102.34; 685860.73, 3329667.19;
685722.17, 3329523.69; 685535.70,
3329452.84; 685421.11, 3329450.84;
685283.06, 3329488.34; 685142.70,
3329586.62; 685038.17, 3329756.51;
684075.02, 3330678.79; 683908.10,
3330788.01; 683825.64, 3330904.90;
683780.13, 3331070.10; 683798.63,
3331240.45; 683861.33, 3331369.02;
685068.99, 3333929.17; 685144.99,
3334113.61; 685267.82, 3334233.07;
685426.00, 3334298.93; 685697.77,
3334272.20; 685864.11, 3334411.77;
686057.99, 3334458.69; 686253.39,
3334418.58; 686431.12, 3334276.72.

(B) Note: Map depicting Unit FFS-1,
Subunit E is provided at paragraph
(6)(x)(B) of this entry.

(vi) Unit FFS-1, Subunit F—Liberty
County, Florida. From USGS 1:24,000
scale quadrangle map Kennedy Creek,
Florida.

(A) Land bounded by the following
UTM Zone 16N NAD83 coordinates, (E,
N): 686994.66, 3327715.03; 687031.71,
3327259.31; 687003.02, 3327257.90;
686974.30, 3327258.30; 686945.66,
3327260.51; 686917.22, 3327264.50;
686889.08, 3327270.28; 686861.36,
3327277.81; 686834.17, 3327287.06;
686781.80, 3327310.60; 686756.83,
3327324.79; 686718.31, 3327349.17;
686687.92, 3327376.34; 686647.89,
3327417.50; 686629.89, 3327439.88;
686598.28, 3327487.82; 686584.79,
3327513.18; 686562.73, 3327566.19;
686547.48, 3327621.55; 686539.29,
3327678.38; 686538.28, 3327735.79;
686544.48, 3327792.87; 686557.79,
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3327848.73; 686577.99, 3327902.48;
686604.76, 3327953.27; 686627.73,
3327993.87; 686676.26, 3328042.84;
686697.47, 3328062.21; 686719.85,
3328080.21; 686767.79, 3328111.82;
686819.30, 3328137.17; 686873.59,
3328155.87; 686929.80, 3328167.62;
686987.03, 3328172.22; 687072.83,
3328165.62; 687128.68, 3328152.32;
687182.43, 3328132.12; 687233.22,
3328105.34; 687280.26, 3328072.41;
687342.16, 3328012.63; 687391.77,
3327942.31; 687417.12, 3327890.79;
687435.81, 3327836.50; 687447.56,
3327780.29; 687450.76, 3327751.75;
687451.76, 3327694.34; 687445.57,
3327637.25; 687432.26, 3327581.40;
687423.01, 3327554.21; 687385.28,
3327476.86; 687352.35, 3327429.82;
687292.58, 3327367.91; 687222.26,
3327318.30; 687143.89, 3327282.75;
687116.45, 3327274.26; 687088.54,
3327267.50; 687060.25, 3327262.51;
687031.71, 3327259.31.

(B) Note: Map depicting Unit FFS-1,

Subunit F is provided at paragraph
(6)(x)(B) of this entry.

(vii) Unit FFS—1, Subunit G—Liberty
County, Florida. From USGS 1:24,000
scale quadrangle maps Kennedy Creek

and Sumatra, Florida.

(A) Land bounded by the following
UTM Zone 16N NAD83 coordinates, (E,
N): 692743.43, 3325970.41; 690511.49,

3328333.04; 690352.62, 3327300.27;
690398.82, 3327359.05; 690435.78,
3327418.40; 690476.94, 3327458.44;
690522.80, 3327492.99; 690572.10,
3327512.25; 690653.06, 3327552.10;
690737.82, 3327567.04; 690852.31,
3327561.85; 690961.91, 3327528.34;
691036.74, 3327485.83; 691102.27,
3327430.06; 691139.64, 3327386.47;
691184.74, 3327313.17; 691206.80,
3327260.16; 691226.10, 3327181.87;
691285.53, 3327253.00; 691352.60,
3327306.93; 691428.57, 3327347.33;
691510.78, 3327372.78; 691596.30,
3327382.38; 691653.66, 3327379.78;
691709.33, 3327370.19; 691748.27,
3327399.19; 691798.09, 3327427.72;
691851.10, 3327449.80; 691906.46,
3327465.04; 691963.28, 3327473.24;
691991.97, 3327474.64; 692049.33,
3327472.04; 692105.91, 3327462.27;
692160.82, 3327445.48; 692197.42,
3327442.46; 692254.00, 3327432.70;
692315.34, 3327416.01; 692284.77,
3327496.45; 692273.03, 3327552.66;
692268.42, 3327609.90; 692271.03,
3327667.26; 692288.33, 3327751.56;
692308.53, 3327805.31; 692351.03,
3327880.14; 692388.83, 3327927.78;
692448.61, 3327989.69; 692518.93,
3328039.30; 692570.45, 3328064.66;
692624.74, 3328083.35; 692709.48,
3328098.30; 692766.90, 3328099.31;
692823.98, 3328093.10; 694135.90,
3328069.14; 694193.26, 3328066.53;

694249.84, 3328056.76; 694304.75,
3328039.98; 694357.13, 3328016.44;
694406.14, 3327986.52; 694451.01,
3327950.70; 694491.04, 3327909.54;
694525.60, 3327863.68; 694554.14,
3327813.85; 694576.20, 3327760.84;
694591.45, 3327705.48; 694596.44,
3327677.19; 694601.05, 3327619.96;
694598.45, 3327562.59; 694588.68,
3327506.01; 694571.89, 3327451.10;
694548.36, 3327398.72; 694518.44,
3327349.71; 693770.98, 3326221.08;
693868.81, 3326161.37; 693948.72,
3326079.20; 694005.68, 3325979.75;
694036.11, 3325869.25; 694038.12,
3325754.65; 695152.74, 3325675.90;
695209.97, 3325680.51; 695267.33,
3325677.91; 695323.91, 3325668.13;
695378.82, 3325651.35; 695431.20,
3325627.81; 695480.21, 3325597.89;
695525.08, 3325562.07; 695565.11,
3325520.90; 695581.45, 3325500.59;
695608.30, 3325493.29; 695629.02,
3325486.24; 695635.41, 3325556.71;
695657.97, 3325639.76; 695695.70,
3325717.11; 695728.63, 3325764.15;
695767.20, 3325806.69; 695810.79,
3325844.06; 695864.85, 3325870.66;
695911.78, 3325893.76; 695964.54,
3325919.72; 696020.74, 3325931.47;
696077.98, 3325936.07; 696135.33,
3325933.47; 696219.63, 3325916.16;
696273.38, 3325895.96; 696324.17,
3325869.18; 696371.21, 3325836.25;
696413.74, 3325797.68; 696467.67,
3325730.61; 697336.67, 3324321.07;
697362.02, 3324269.54; 697380.72,
3324215.25; 697392.46, 3324159.04;
697397.07, 3324101.80; 697394.46,
3324044.44; 697384.69, 3323987.86;
697367.90, 3323932.94; 697344.37,
3323880.57; 697314.45, 3323831.55;
697258.68, 3323766.01; 697215.08,
3323728.64; 697167.14, 3323697.03;
697115.63, 3323671.68; 697061.33,
3323652.99; 697005.13, 3323641.24;
696947.90, 3323636.64; 696890.54,
3323639.24; 696806.24, 3323656.54;
696752.49, 3323676.75; 696677.66,
3323719.26; 695425.27, 3324601.45;
694686.48, 3324259.64; 694636.66,
3324231.10; 694583.65, 3324209.03;
694528.29, 3324193.78; 694471.46,
3324185.59; 694414.05, 3324184.59;
694356.97, 3324190.79; 694304.17,
3324203.26; 694297.65, 3324123.23;
694284.34, 3324067.37; 694264.14,
3324013.62; 694237.37, 3323962.82;
694185.82, 3323893.91; 694144.65,
3323853.88; 694084.93, 3323810.79;
694067.06, 3323750.57; 694043.52,
3323698.19; 694010.56, 3323625.86;
693968.05, 3323551.04; 693932.23,
3323506.16; 693868.68, 3323448.13;
693820.75, 3323416.52; 693769.23,
3323391.17; 693714.94, 3323372.47;
693658.74, 3323360.73; 693601.51,
3323356.12; 693544.15, 3323358.72;

693487.56, 3323368.50; 693432.65,
3323385.28; 693380.29, 3323408.82;
693331.27, 3323438.74; 693286.40,
3323474.56; 693246.37, 3323515.72;
693224.54, 3323543.55; 693210.13,
3323497.41; 693186.60, 3323445.03;
693156.69, 3323396.02; 693120.86,
3323351.14; 693079.70, 3323311.11;
693033.84, 3323276.55; 692984.02,
3323248.02; 692931.01, 3323225.95;
692875.65, 3323210.70; 692818.82,
3323202.51; 692761.42, 3323201.50;
692704.33, 3323207.71; 692648.47,
3323221.01; 692608.55, 3323235.51;
692570.41, 3323187.10; 692529.25,
3323147.06; 692458.93, 3323097.45;
692407.41, 3323072.10; 692325.20,
3323046.65; 692268.37, 3323038.46;
692210.96, 3323037.46; 692125.74,
3323049.44; 692070.83, 3323066.22;
692011.40, 3323093.76; 691923.51,
3323089.22; 691866.43, 3323095.42;
691810.57, 3323108.73; 691731.01,
3323141.52; 691682.00, 3323171.44;
691637.13, 3323207.26; 691597.10,
3323248.43; 691562.54, 3323294.28;
691534.00, 3323344.11; 691503.44,
3323424.56; 691491.70, 3323480.77;
691487.09, 3323538.00; 691489.70,
3323595.37; 691507.00, 3323679.67;
691539.79, 3323759.24; 692318.77,
3325166.83; 692288.21, 3325247.29;
692273.27, 3325332.04; 692269.31,
3326096.13; 692212.73, 3326105.90;
692165.53, 3326127.24; 692126.83,
3326144.74; 692092.01, 3326160.48;
692049.42, 3326179.73; 692011.56,
3326211.96; 691971.53, 3326253.13;
691936.98, 3326298.98; 691908.44,
3326348.81; 691872.05, 3326393.76;
691837.49, 3326439.61; 691816.22,
3326475.77;,691767.03, 3326455.43;
691711.68, 3326440.18; 691654.84,
3326431.99; 691626.16, 3326430.59;
691568.79, 3326433.19; 691512.21,
3326442.96; 691457.31, 3326459.75;
691390.25, 3326491.62; 691353.93,
3326429.48; 691298.16, 3326363.94;
691231.09, 3326310.01; 691155.11,
3326269.60; 691072.90, 3326244.15;
689760.49, 3325296.16; 689712.55,
3325264.55; 689661.04, 3325239.20;
689606.75, 3325220.50; 689550.54,
3325208.76; 689493.31, 3325204.15;
689407.51, 3325210.75; 689324.46,
3325233.31; 689247.12, 3325271.04;
689157.55, 3325342.54; 689103.62,
3325409.61; 689063.22, 3325485.59;
689044.52, 3325539.88; 689032.78,
3325596.09; 689028.17, 3325653.33;
689034.77, 3325739.13; 689233.31,
3327105.96; 689637.00, 3328600.37;
689861.46, 3329635.49; 689894.25,
3329715.06; 689924.16, 3329764.07;
689959.98, 3329808.95; 690001.15,
3329848.98; 690047.00, 3329883.54;
690096.82, 3329912.08; 690149.83,
3329934.15; 690205.19, 3329949.40;
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690262.02, 3329957.59; 690319.43,
3329958.59; 690404.65, 3329946.62;
690457.17, 3329926.88; 690511.93,
3329906.30; 690560.94, 3329876.39;
690626.48, 3329820.61; 690663.84,
3329777.02; 690695.45, 3329729.08;
690720.81, 3329677.56; 690739.50,
3329623.27; 690751.25, 3329567.06;
690755.85, 3329509.83; 690749.26,
3329424.02; 690735.95, 3329368.16;
690529.29, 3328448.39; 690524.80,
3328388.90; 690511.49, 3328333.04.

(B) Note: Map depicting Unit FFS-1,
Subunit G is provided at paragraph
(6)(x)(B) of this entry.

(viii) Unit FFS—1, Subunit H—Liberty
County, Florida. From USGS 1:24,000
scale quadrangle maps Sumatra and
Owens Bridge, Florida.

(A) Land bounded by the following
UTM Zone 16N NAD83 coordinates, (E,
N): 705290.30, 3325041.96; 706646.10,
3324321.38; 706503.21, 3324314.39;
704109.35, 3324557.65; 703953.05,
3324627.90; 703833.59, 3324750.75;
703782.98, 3324853.59; 703758.14,
3324994.48; 703787.30, 3325163.35;
703857.96, 3325287.74; 703940.13,
3325367.66; 704025.87, 3325418.40;
704016.83, 3325569.76; 704034.13,
3325654.07; 704096.85, 3325782.66;
704196.22, 3325885.57; 704322.53,
3325952.74; 704463.41, 3325977.58;
704605.08, 3325957.68; 706601.96,
3325223.59; 706713.46, 3325197.03;
706859.72, 3325107.75; 706949.37,
3324996.25; 707005.16, 3324834.22;
707007.16, 3324719.61; 706989.86,
3324635.31; 706942.88, 3324530.75;
706871.37, 3324441.17; 706796.16,
3324398.25; 706728.31, 3324346.84;
706646.10, 3324321.38.

(B) Note: Map depicting Unit FFS-1,
Subunit H is provided at paragraph
(6)(x)(B) of this entry.

(ix) Unit FFS—1, Subunit I—Liberty
County, Florida. From USGS 1:24,000
scale quadrangle map Owens Bridge,
Florida.

(A) Land bounded by the following
UTM Zone 16N NAD83 coordinates, (E,
N): 712262.72, 3326181.63; 712356.33,
3325733.94; 712270.80, 3325724.34;
712213.44, 3325726.95; 712129.13,
3325744.25; 712101.94, 3325753.51;
712024.58, 3325791.24; 711977.54,
3325824.17; 711955.67, 3325842.79;
711915.63, 3325883.96; 711881.07,
3325929.82; 711852.53, 3325979.66;
711830.47, 3326032.67; 711815.21,
3326088.04; 711807.02, 3326144.87;
711805.62, 3326173.57; 711808.22,
3326230.94; 711817.99, 3326287.52;
711834.78, 3326342.44; 711858.32,
3326394.82; 711888.24, 3326443.84;
711905.44, 3326466.84; 711944.01,
3326509.39; 711965.23, 3326528.76;
711987.61, 3326546.76; 712011.09,
3326563.32; 712060.92, 3326591.86;
712087.08, 3326603.73; 712113.93,
3326613.93; 712169.29, 3326629.18;
712226.13, 3326637.37; 712254.82,
3326638.78; 712312.18, 3326636.17;
712368.77, 3326626.40; 712423.68,
3326609.61; 712476.06, 3326586.07;
712525.08, 3326556.15; 712590.62,
3326500.37; 712644.55, 3326433.30;
712684.96, 3326357.30; 712703.65,
3326303.01; 712715.40, 3326246.79;
712720.00, 3326189.55; 712717.40,
3326132.18; 712707.63, 3326075.60;
712700.10, 3326047.87; 712674.07,
3325977.60; 712653.11, 3325943.32;
712601.56, 3325874.40; 712560.39,

3325834.36; 712538.01, 3325816.36;
712514.54, 3325799.80; 712464.71,
3325771.26; 712411.69, 3325749.19;
712356.33, 3325733.94.

(B) Note: Map depicting Unit FFS-1,
Subunit I is provided at paragraph
(6)(x)(B) of this entry.

(x) Unit FFS—1, Subunit J—Franklin
County, Florida. From USGS 1:24,000
scale quadrangle map Fort Gadsen,
Florida.

(A) Land bounded by the following
UTM Zone 16N NAD83 coordinates, (E,
N): 696448.29, 3312586.05; 697417.53,
3311729.38; 697304.09, 3311713.04;
697218.29, 3311719.64; 697135.24,
3311742.21; 697057.90, 3311779.94;
695449.24, 3312550.89; 695396.87,
3312574.43; 695324.87, 3312621.56;
695282.33, 3312660.13; 695228.41,
3312727.20; 695188.01, 3312803.20;
695162.57, 3312885.41; 695152.98,
3312970.93; 695159.58, 3313056.74;
695182.15, 3313139.79; 695219.88,
3313217.14; 695271.43, 3313286.05;
695335.05, 3313350.76; 695405.38,
3313400.37; 695456.90, 3313425.72;
695511.18, 3313444.41; 695595.94,
3313459.35; 695710.43, 3313454.14;
695820.03, 3313420.63; 697427.52,
3312615.68; 697509.40, 3312574.69;
697581.41, 3312527.56; 697643.31,
3312467.77; 697706.40, 3312372.08;
697743.71, 3312263.71; 697752.89,
3312149.46; 697733.38, 3312036.51;
697686.39, 3311931.97; 697653.45,
3311884.93; 697593.67, 3311823.03;
697523.35, 3311773.42; 697417.53,
3311729.38.

(B) Note: Map of Unit FFS—1 follows:
BILLING CODE 4310-55-P
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(xi) Unit FFS-3, Subunit A—Wakulla
County, Florida. From USGS 1:24,000
scale quadrangle maps St. Marks and St.

Marks NE, Florida.

(A) Land bounded by the following
UTM Zone 16N, NAD83 coordinates (E,
N): 775789.22, 3340665.92; 778066.61,

3340484.87; 777670.88, 3338778.31;
777533.15, 3338184.41; 777525.56,
3338156.70; 777516.42, 3338129.40;
777505.42, 3338102.83; 777492.86,
3338076.99; 777478.74, 3338052.00;
777471.13, 3338040.27; 777482.70,
3338036.35; 777509.30, 3338025.48;
777535.17, 3338012.93; 777560.12,
3337998.80; 777584.24, 3337982.99;
777607.24, 3337965.82; 777629.12,
3337947.29; 777649.88, 3337927.29;
777669.21, 3337906.14; 777687.24,
3337883.74; 777703.84, 3337860.31;
777714.90, 3337842.39; 777724.48,
3337852.29; 777745.69, 3337871.69;
777768.09, 3337889.78; 777791.49,
3337906.35; 777815.99, 3337921.39;
777841.30, 3337934.91; 777867.51,
3337946.89; 777894.35, 3337957.11;
777921.81, 3337965.57; 777949.70,
3337972.38; 777978.02, 3337977.42;
777990.29, 3337977.52; 778007.58,
3337977.78; 778035.40, 3337978.19;
778064.31, 3337978.62; 778092.26,
3337979.03; 778121.08, 3337975.61;
778149.29, 3337969.88; 778177.06,
3337962.38; 778204.20, 3337953.08;
778230.80, 3337942.21; 778256.67,
3337929.67; 778281.62, 3337915.43;
778305.74, 3337899.73; 778328.75,
3337882.56; 778350.72, 3337863.93;
778371.38, 3337844.03; 778390.82,
3337822.89; 778408.84, 3337800.49;
778425.45, 3337776.95; 778440.53,
3337752.59; 778454.00, 3337727.19;
778465.95, 3337700.97; 778476.17,
3337674.16; 778484.68, 3337646.75;
778491.46, 3337618.85; 778496.52,
3337590.46; 778499.75, 3337561.92;
778501.16, 3337533.22; 778500.82,
3337504.47; 778498.66, 3337475.90;
778494.65, 3337447.40; 778488.90,
3337419.29; 778481.41, 3337391.48;
778472.17, 3337364.28; 778461.27,
3337337.71, 778448.71, 3337311.87;
778434.49, 3337286.88; 778418.81,
3337262.74; 778401.64, 3337239.78;
778383.01, 3337217.89; 778363.09,
3337197.19; 778341.88, 3337177.80;
778319.48, 3337159.70; 778296.08,
3337143.13; 778271.58, 3337128.08;
778246.27, 3337114.46; 778220.05,
3337102.59; 778193.21, 3337092.37;
778165.75, 3337083.80; 778137.85,
3337077.10; 778109.53, 3337072.05;
778080.97, 3337068.78; 778052.27,
3337067.39; 778023.61, 3337067.77;
777994.91, 3337069.93; 777966.46,
3337073.87; 777938.25, 3337079.59;
777910.58, 3337087.10; 777883.34,
3337096.29; 777856.73, 3337107.26;

777830.96, 3337119.82; 777805.91,
3337133.94; 777781.88, 3337149.75;
777758.79, 3337166.92; 777736.91,
3337185.45; 777716.25, 3337205.45;
777696.81, 3337226.60; 777678.79,
3337249.00; 777662.19, 3337272.43;
777651.12, 3337290.35; 777641.54,
3337280.46; 777620.33, 3337261.06;
777598.03, 3337242.96; 777574.53,
3337226.39; 777550.03, 3337211.35;
777524.72, 3337197.84; 777498.59,
3337185.86; 777471.75, 3337175.64;
777444.29, 3337167.07; 777416.30,
3337160.37; 777410.25, 3337159.33;
777411.85, 3337145.51; 777413.25,
3337116.80; 777412.92, 3337088.06;
777410.75, 3337059.38; 777406.74,
3337030.88; 777400.99, 3337002.77;
777393.49, 3336975.07; 777384.25,
3336947.76; 777373.35, 3336921.19;
777360.79, 3336895.35; 777346.57,
3336870.36; 777330.87, 3336846.33;
777313.71, 3336823.27; 777295.07,
3336801.38; 777275.15, 3336780.69;
777253.94, 3336761.29; 777231.63,
3336743.20; 777208.13, 3336726.63;
777183.73, 3336711.59; 777158.32,
3336698.08; 777132.19, 3336686.10;
777105.35, 3336675.88; 777077.88,
3336667.42; 777049.99, 3336660.62;
777021.67, 3336655.58; 776993.11,
3336652.30; 776964.40, 3336650.92;
776935.65, 3336651.30; 776907.05,
3336653.46; 776878.50, 3336657.40;
776850.38, 3336663.13; 776822.61,
3336670.64; 776795.47, 3336679.83;
776768.87, 3336690.81; 776742.99,
3336703.36; 776718.05, 3336717.49;
776693.93, 3336733.19; 776670.93,
3336750.37; 776648.95, 3336769.01;
776628.29, 3336788.90; 776608.85,
3336810.16; 776590.83, 3336832.56;
776574.23, 3336856.00; 776570.11,
3336862.66; 776553.01, 3336856.13;
776525.55, 3336847.67; 776497.65,
3336840.87; 776469.33, 3336835.83;
776440.77, 3336832.56; 776412.07,
3336831.17; 776383.32, 3336831.56;
776354.72, 3336833.72; 776326.26,
3336837.66; 776298.05, 3336843.39;
776270.38, 3336850.90; 776243.14,
3336860.09; 776216.54, 3336871.08;
776190.67, 3336883.63; 776165.72,
3336897.76; 776141.60, 3336913.46;
776118.60, 3336930.63; 776096.72,
3336949.28; 776075.97, 3336969.17;
776056.63, 3336990.43; 776038.52,
3337012.83; 776021.92, 3337036.27;
776006.84, 3337060.74; 775993.38,
3337086.03; 775981.43, 3337112.25;
775971.21, 3337139.07; 775962.71,
3337166.48; 775955.93, 3337194.49;
775950.88, 3337222.77; 775947.66,
3337251.31; 775946.17, 3337280.01;
775946.60, 3337308.76; 775948.78,
3337337.32; 775952.69, 3337365.83;
775958.44, 3337394.04; 775965.94,
3337421.74; 775975.19, 3337448.94;

775986.10, 3337475.51; 775998.66,
3337501.34; 776012.79, 3337526.33;
776028.58, 3337550.47; 776045.74,
3337573.53; 776064.28, 3337595.41;
776084.30, 3337616.11; 776105.42,
3337635.50; 776127.82, 3337653.48;
776151.32, 3337670.16; 776175.72,
3337685.20; 776201.13, 3337698.71;
776227.26, 3337710.57; 776244.06,
3337717.09; 776242.57, 3337718.94;
776232.10, 3337713.35; 776205.89,
3337701.38; 776179.04, 3337691.16;
776151.58, 3337682.70; 776123.69,
3337675.90; 776095.37, 3337670.86;
776066.81, 3337667.59; 776038.11,
3337666.20; 776009.36, 3337666.59;
775980.76, 3337668.76; 775952.31,
3337672.70; 775924.10, 3337678.43;
775896.43, 3337685.94; 775869.20,
3337695.13; 775842.60, 3337706.12;
775816.73, 3337718.67; 775791.78,
3337732.80; 775767.66, 3337748.50;
775744.67, 3337765.68; 775722.70,
3337784.32; 775702.04, 3337804.22;
775682.61, 3337825.48; 775664.59,
3337847.77; 775648.00, 3337871.32;
775632.92, 3337895.68; 775619.36,
3337921.08; 775607.52, 3337947.30;
775597.30, 3337974.11; 775588.70,
3338001.52; 775581.93, 3338029.42;
775576.97, 3338057.81; 775573.65,
3338086.36; 775572.26, 3338115.06;
775572.59, 3338143.80; 775574.77,
3338172.37; 775578.78, 3338200.87;
775584.54, 3338228.98; 775592.03,
3338256.79; 775601.19, 3338283.98;
775612.19, 3338310.55; 775624.75,
3338336.39; 775638.88, 3338361.37;
775654.57, 3338385.51; 775671.73,
3338408.46; 775690.37, 3338430.46;
775710.29, 3338451.15; 775731.50,
3338470.54; 775753.90, 3338488.52;
775777.31, 3338505.09; 775801.80,
3338520.24; 775827.21, 3338533.75;
775853.33, 3338545.61; 775880.17,
3338555.94; 775907.63, 3338564.39;
775935.52, 3338571.20; 775963.84,
3338576.23; 775992.39, 3338579.50;
776021.09, 3338580.89; 776049.84,
3338580.50; 776078.53, 3338578.34;
776106.98, 3338574.40; 776135.09,
3338568.67; 776162.85, 3338561.16;
776190.08, 3338551.97; 776216.69,
3338540.99; 776242.46, 3338528.43;
776267.50, 3338514.30; 776291.52,
3338498.60; 776314.61, 3338481.43;
776336.49, 3338462.78; 776357.24,
3338442.89; 776376.58, 3338421.63;
776392.70, 3338401.62; 776403.17,
3338407.21; 776429.29, 3338419.08;
776456.13, 3338429.40; 776483.59,
3338437.86; 776511.57, 3338444.67;
776539.80, 3338449.71; 776568.35,
3338452.98; 776597.05, 3338454.37;
776625.80, 3338453.98; 776654.49,
3338451.82; 776660.01, 3338451.07;
776670.54, 3338476.85; 776827.26,
3339164.36; 777053.70, 3340157.85;
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775510.45, 3340235.09; 775168.35,
3339961.10; 775144.54, 3339940.36;
775091.43, 3339897.57; 774949.30,
3339783.09; 774965.89, 3339759.65;
774980.97, 3339735.17; 774994.43,
3339709.77, 775006.36, 3339683.66;
775016.58, 3339656.74; 775025.08,
3339629.33; 775031.95, 3339601.43;
775036.90, 3339573.15; 775039.60,
3339549.86; 775040.22, 3339544.61;
775041.61, 3339515.91; 775041.27,
3339487.16; 775041.13, 3339484.94;
775057.54, 3339480.47; 775084.67,
3339471.27; 775111.27, 3339460.29;
775137.13, 3339447.74; 775162.17,
3339433.61; 775186.18, 3339417.90;
775209.27, 3339400.73; 775231.15,
3339382.08; 775251.80, 3339362.18;
775271.23, 3339340.93; 775289.24,
3339318.63; 775305.83, 3339295.08;
775321.00, 3339270.72; 775334.47,
3339245.32; 775346.40, 3339219.21;
775356.62, 3339192.29; 775365.12,
3339164.87; 775371.89, 3339136.97;
775376.94, 3339108.70; 775380.17,
3339080.04; 775381.66, 3339051.34;
775381.32, 3339022.71; 775379.14,
3338994.03; 775375.13, 3338965.53;
775369.38, 3338937.42; 775361.88,
3338909.61; 775352.63, 3338882.42;
775341.73, 3338855.85; 775329.16,
3338830.02; 775315.04, 3338805.03;
775299.35, 3338780.89; 775282.09,
3338757.94; 775263.54, 3338735.95;
775243.62, 3338715.26; 775222.41,
3338695.86; 775200.01, 3338677.88;
775176.51, 3338661.32; 775152.11,
3338646.17; 775126.70, 3338632.67;
775100.58, 3338620.80; 775073.74,
3338610.48; 775046.28, 3338602.03;
775018.39, 3338595.22; 774990.07,
3338590.19; 774961.52, 3338586.92;
774932.82, 3338585.54; 774904.08,
3338585.82; 774875.38, 3338588.09;
774846.93, 3338592.04; 774818.83,
3338597.77, 774791.06, 3338605.29;
774763.83, 3338614.48; 774737.24,
3338625.35; 774711.37, 3338638.02;
774686.43, 3338652.15; 774662.31,
3338667.86; 774639.71, 3338684.71;
774638.37, 3338684.57; 774609.67,
3338683.18; 774582.28, 3338683.50;
774581.67, 3338680.60; 774574.17,
3338652.89; 774564.92, 3338625.59;
774554.01, 3338599.02; 774541.45,
3338573.19; 774527.32, 3338548.21;
774511.63, 3338524.18; 774494.37,
3338501.12; 774475.82, 3338479.24;
774455.89, 3338458.55; 774434.69,
3338439.05; 774412.28, 3338421.07;
774388.88, 3338404.51; 774364.38,
3338389.36; 774338.97, 3338375.86;
774312.85, 3338364.00; 774286.01,
3338353.68; 774258.55, 3338345.22;
774230.66, 3338338.43; 774202.34,
3338333.39; 774173.78, 3338330.13;
774145.08, 3338328.74; 774116.34,
3338329.03; 774087.74, 3338331.20;

774059.19, 3338335.25; 774031.09,
3338340.99; 774003.32, 3338348.51;
773976.09, 3338357.70; 773949.59,
3338368.58; 773923.73, 3338381.14;
773898.69, 3338395.38; 773874.67,
3338411.09; 773851.58, 3338428.26;
773829.72, 3338446.80; 773808.97,
3338466.81; 773789.64, 3338487.96;
773771.53, 3338510.37; 773754.94,
3338533.81; 773739.86, 3338558.28;
773726.41, 3338583.58; 773714.47,
3338609.79; 773704.26, 3338636.61;
773695.67, 3338664.02; 773688.90,
3338692.03; 773683.85, 3338720.31;
773680.63, 3338748.86; 773679.24,
3338777.56; 773679.59, 3338806.30;
773681.77, 3338834.98; 773685.69,
3338863.37; 773691.44, 3338891.58;
773698.95, 3338919.28; 773708.20,
3338946.47; 773719.11, 3338973.04;
773731.67, 3338998.98; 773745.80,
3339023.97; 773761.50, 3339047.99;
773778.76, 3339071.05; 773797.31,
3339092.93; 773817.23, 3339113.62;
773838.44, 3339133.01; 773860.84,
3339151.10; 773884.34, 3339167.66;
773908.74, 3339182.80; 773934.15,
3339196.31; 773960.27, 3339208.16;
773987.11, 3339218.38; 774014.57,
3339226.94; 774042.46, 3339233.74;
774070.77, 3339238.77; 774099.33,
3339242.04; 774128.03, 3339243.42;
774155.42, 3339242.99; 774156.02,
3339246.00; 774163.52, 3339273.71;
774172.77, 3339301.01; 774174.22,
3339304.59; 774174.02, 3339304.92;
774162.19, 3339331.03; 774151.88,
3339357.85; 774143.38, 3339385.37;
774136.61, 3339413.27; 774131.56,
3339441.55; 774128.34, 3339470.09;
774126.85, 3339498.79; 774127.29,
3339527.54; 774129.37, 3339556.21;
774133.39, 3339584.61; 774139.14,
3339612.82; 774146.65, 3339640.52;
774150.33, 3339651.49; 774130.27,
3339662.97; 774106.16, 3339678.68;
774083.17, 3339695.85; 774061.21,
3339714.39; 774040.56, 3339734.40;
774021.14, 3339755.55; 774003.13,
3339777.95; 773986.54, 3339801.39;
773971.46, 3339825.87; 773957.91,
3339851.27; 773945.98, 3339877.38;
773935.76, 3339904.19; 773927.27,
3339931.72; 773926.18, 3339936.26;
773926.14, 3339936.25; 773920.50,
3339959.62; 773915.45, 3339987.90;
773912.23, 3340016.44; 773910.75,
3340045.14; 773910.93, 3340060.90;
773909.63, 3340058.87; 773892.47,
3340035.81; 773873.92, 3340013.93;
773853.91, 3339993.24; 773832.70,
3339973.85; 773810.39, 3339955.76;
773786.90, 3339939.20; 773777.78,
3339933.61; 773777.91, 3339933.62;
773762.40, 3339924.06; 773737.09,
3339910.55; 773710.97, 3339898.70;
773684.04, 3339888.48; 773656.68,
3339879.92; 773628.70, 3339873.12;

773600.38, 3339868.09; 773571.83,
3339864.83; 773543.13, 3339863.45;
773514.39, 3339863.73; 773485.80,
3339865.90; 773476.45, 3339867.03;
773476.45, 3339867.18; 773457.35,
3339869.96; 773429.15, 3339875.70;
773401.39, 3339883.21; 773374.17,
3339892.41; 773347.58, 3339903.29;
773321.81, 3339915.85; 773296.78,
3339930.09; 773272.67, 3339945.80;
773249.68, 3339962.98; 773227.82,
3339981.52; 773207.07, 3340001.53;
773187.65, 3340022.68; 773169.64,
3340045.08; 773153.05, 3340068.52;
773137.98, 3340093.00; 773124.43,
3340118.29; 773112.50, 3340144.51;
773102.29, 3340171.33; 773093.80,
3340198.74; 773086.93, 3340226.64;
773081.99, 3340255.03; 773078.67,
3340283.58; 773077.28, 3340312.28;
773077.63, 3340341.02; 773079.81,
3340369.59; 773083.82, 3340398.09;
773089.48, 3340426.30; 773096.99,
3340454.00; 773106.24, 3340481.19;
773117.15, 3340507.76; 773129.71,
3340533.59; 773143.94, 3340558.68;
773159.63, 3340582.71; 773176.80,
3340605.77; 773195.44, 3340627.64;
773215.36, 3340648.33; 773236.57,
3340667.72; 773240.54, 3340670.93;
774190.69, 3341600.54; 774207.73,
3341623.69; 774226.19, 3341645.71;
774245.99, 3341666.54; 774267.06,
3341686.08; 774289.32, 3341704.26;
774312.67, 3341721.00; 774337.03,
3341736.25; 774362.30, 3341749.94;
774388.38, 3341762.01; 774415.16,
3341772.42; 774442.55, 3341781.13;
774470.43, 3341788.10; 774498.69,
3341793.31; 774527.22, 3341796.73;
774555.91, 3341798.36; 774584.65,
3341798.18; 774613.32, 3341796.20;
774641.80, 3341792.42; 774670.00,
3341786.86; 774697.79, 3341779.54;
774725.06, 3341770.48; 774751.71,
3341759.74; 774777.64, 3341747.34;
774802.74, 3341733.34; 774826.90,
3341717.79; 774850.05, 3341700.75;
774872.07, 3341682.30; 774892.90,
3341662.49; 774912.44, 3341641.42;
775378.58, 3341173.26; 775544.57,
3341006.80; 777609.30, 3341044.76;
777638.03, 3341044.58; 777666.70,
3341042.60; 777680.70, 3341040.35;
777695.19, 3341038.82; 777723.39,
3341033.26; 777751.18, 3341025.93;
777778.45, 3341016.88; 777805.10,
3341006.14; 777831.03, 3340993.74;
777856.13, 3340979.74; 777880.29,
3340964.19; 777903.44, 3340947.15;
777925.47, 3340928.69; 777946.29,
3340908.89; 777965.83, 3340887.82;
777984.01, 3340865.56; 778000.76,
3340842.21; 778016.00, 3340817.85;
778029.69, 3340792.58; 778041.76,
3340766.50; 778052.18, 3340739.71;
778060.89, 3340712.33; 778067.86,
3340684.45; 778073.07, 3340656.19;
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778076.49, 3340627.65; 778078.11,
3340598.96; 778077.93, 3340570.22;
778075.95, 3340541.55; 778072.17,
3340513.07; 778066.61, 3340484.87.

(B) Note: Map depicting Unit FFS-3,
Subunit A is provided at paragraph
(6)(xiii)(B) of this entry.

(xii) Unit FFS-3, Subunit B—Wakulla
and Jefferson Counties, Florida. From

USGS 1:24,000 scale quadrangle map St.

Marks NE, Florida.

(A) Land bounded by the following
UTM Zone 16N, NAD83 coordinates (E,
N): 781813.02, 3338564.97; 780854.75,
3336748.56; 780826.19, 3336745.28;
780797.49, 3336743.88; 780768.74,
3336744.25; 780751.83, 3336745.48;
780740.73, 3336730.55; 780722.10,
3336708.66; 780702.18, 3336687.96;
780680.97, 3336668.56; 780658.57,
3336650.57; 780635.18, 3336633.88;
780610.68, 3336618.83; 780585.37,
3336605.31; 780559.15, 3336593.44;
780532.31, 3336583.21; 780504.85,
3336574.63; 780476.95, 3336567.82;
780448.63, 3336562.88; 780420.07,
3336559.60; 780391.36, 3336558.20;
780362.71, 3336558.58; 780334.01,
3336560.73; 780305.55, 3336564.66;
780277.43, 3336570.38; 780249.66,
3336577.88; 780222.42, 3336587.17;
780195.81, 3336598.03; 780170.02,
3336610.69; 780144.97, 3336624.81;
780120.94, 3336640.51; 780097.94,
3336657.67; 780075.95, 3336676.31;
780055.29, 3336696.20; 780035.94,
3336717.45; 780017.82, 3336739.85;
780001.31, 3336763.28; 779986.22,
3336787.75; 779972.64, 3336813.14;
779960.79, 3336839.25; 779950.56,
3336866.06; 779941.95, 3336893.58;
779935.16, 3336921.48; 779930.20,
3336949.76; 779926.96, 3336978.30;
779925.49, 3337005.78; 779913.72,
3337013.47; 779890.72, 3337030.63;
779868.74, 3337049.27; 779848.07,
3337069.16; 779828.63, 3337090.41;
779810.60, 3337112.81; 779794.09,
3337136.24; 779779.00, 3337160.71;
779765.43, 3337186.11; 779753.58,
3337212.21; 779743.35, 3337239.02;
779734.74, 3337266.54; 779727.96,
3337294.44; 779722.99, 3337322.72;
779719.76, 3337351.26; 779718.26,
3337379.96; 779718.68, 3337408.71;
779720.84, 3337437.39; 779724.75,
3337465.89; 779730.49, 3337494.00;
779738.08, 3337521.71; 779747.22,
3337548.90; 779758.21, 3337575.59;
779770.77, 3337601.43; 779784.89,
3337626.42; 779800.67, 3337650.46;
779817.83, 3337673.53; 779836.46,
3337695.42; 779856.38, 3337716.12;
779877.58, 3337735.52; 779899.88,
3337753.51; 779923.38, 3337770.08;
779947.87, 3337785.24; 779973.18,
3337798.76; 779999.40, 3337810.63;
780026.23, 3337820.86; 780046.61,
3337827.26; 780031.54, 3337835.75;

780007.52, 3337851.45; 779984.42,
3337868.61; 779962.53, 3337887.25;
779941.87, 3337907.14; 779922.43,
3337928.39; 779904.40, 3337950.79;
779887.80, 3337974.22; 779872.71,
3337998.69; 779859.23, 3338024.09;
779859.02, 3338024.55; 779847.29,
3338050.19; 779837.06, 3338077.00;
779828.54, 3338104.52; 779821.76,
3338132.42; 779816.70, 3338160.70;
779813.46, 3338189.24; 779812.06,
3338217.94; 779812.38, 3338246.69;
779814.55, 3338275.37; 779818.54,
3338303.87; 779824.29, 3338331.98;
779831.78, 3338359.69; 779841.02,
3338386.88; 779851.91, 3338413.57;
779864.56, 3338439.41; 779878.68,
3338464.40; 779894.36, 3338488.43;
779911.61, 3338511.51; 779930.15,
3338533.40; 779950.16, 3338554.10;
779971.36, 3338573.50; 779993.66,
3338591.49; 780017.15, 3338608.07;
780041.65, 3338623.23; 780066.95,
3338636.74; 780093.17, 3338648.62;
780120.00, 3338658.84; 780147.46,
3338667.42; 780175.35, 3338674.13;
780203.67, 3338679.18; 780232.22,
3338682.46; 780260.92, 3338683.85;
780289.67, 3338683.48; 780318.27,
3338681.32; 781659.28, 3338623.11;
783371.06, 3341075.49; 783388.08,
3341098.65; 783406.52, 3341120.69;
783426.31, 3341141.53; 783447.37,
3341161.09; 783469.61, 3341179.28;
783492.96, 3341196.05; 783517.31,
3341211.31; 783542.57, 3341225.02;
783568.64, 3341237.11; 783595.42,
3341247.54; 783622.80, 3341256.27;
783650.68, 3341263.26; 783678.94,
3341268.49; 783707.47, 3341271.93;
783736.16, 3341273.58; 783764.90,
3341273.42; 783793.57, 3341271.45;
783822.06, 3341267.69; 783850.26,
3341262.15; 783878.06, 3341254.85;
783905.34, 3341245.82; 783932.00,
3341235.09; 783957.94, 3341222.71;
783983.05, 3341208.72; 784007.23,
3341193.19; 784030.38, 3341176.17;
784052.42, 3341157.73; 784073.27,
3341137.94; 784092.82, 3341116.88;
784111.02, 3341094.63; 784127.78,
3341071.29; 784143.04, 3341046.94;
784156.75, 3341021.68; 784168.84,
3340995.61; 784179.27, 3340968.83;
784188.00, 3340941.45; 784194.99,
3340913.57; 784200.22, 3340885.31;
784203.67, 3340856.78; 784205.31,
3340828.09; 784205.15, 3340799.35;
784203.19, 3340770.67; 784199.43,
3340742.18; 784193.88, 3340713.98;
784186.58, 3340686.19; 784177.55,
3340658.90; 784166.82, 3340632.24;
784154.44, 3340606.31; 784140.46,
3340581.20; 784124.92, 3340557.02;
782277.60, 3337914.11; 782294.12,
3337890.57; 782309.21, 3337866.10;
782322.78, 3337840.82; 782334.64,
3337814.60; 782344.88, 3337787.79;

782353.40, 3337760.27; 782360.19,
3337732.38; 782365.26, 3337704.10;
782368.50, 3337675.56; 782369.91,
3337646.86; 782369.59, 3337618.11;
782367.34, 3337589.43; 782363.44,
3337561.03; 782357.70, 3337532.81;
782350.22, 3337505.10; 782340.98,
3337477.90; 782330.00, 3337451.33;
782317.45, 3337425.48; 782303.24,
3337400.49; 782287.56, 3337376.34;
782270.41, 3337353.37; 782251.78,
3337331.48; 782231.86, 3337310.77;
782210.66, 3337291.37; 782188.27,
3337273.26; 782164.78, 3337256.68;
782140.38, 3337241.63; 782114.97,
3337228.11; 781683.92, 3337059.84;
780938.43, 3336768.89; 780910.97,
3336760.31; 780883.08, 3336753.50;
780854.75, 3336748.56.

(B) Note: Map depicting Unit FFS-3,
Subunit B is located at paragraph
(6)(xiii)(B) of this entry.

(xiii) Unit FFS-3, Subunit C—
Jefferson County, Florida. From USGS
1:24,000 scale quadrangle map Cody,
Florida.

(A) Land bounded by the following
UTM Zone 16N, NAD83 coordinates (E,
N): 784571.80, 3351736.64; 784608.07,
3351280.60; 784579.36, 3351279.22;
784554.83, 3351279.59; 784550.62,
3351279.65; 784521.97, 3351281.88;
784493.51, 3351285.91; 784465.37,
3351291.71; 784437.64, 3351299.27;
784410.44, 3351308.56; 784383.88,
3351319.54; 784358.06, 3351332.16;
784333.09, 3351346.38; 784309.05,
3351362.14; 784286.06, 3351379.37;
784264.19, 3351398.02; 784243.53,
3351418.00; 784224.17, 3351439.25;
784206.19, 3351461.66; 784189.64,
3351485.16; 784174.61, 3351509.65;
784161.14, 3351535.04; 784149.29,
3351561.22; 784139.11, 3351588.10;
784130.64, 3351615.56; 784123.90,
3351643.50; 784118.94, 3351671.81;
784115.76, 3351700.37; 784114.38,
3351729.08; 784114.81, 3351757.81;
784117.04, 3351786.47; 784121.07,
3351814.92; 784126.87, 3351843.07;
784134.43, 3351870.80; 784143.72,
3351897.99; 784154.70, 3351924.55;
784167.32, 3351950.37; 784181.54,
3351975.35; 784197.30, 3351999.38;
784214.53, 3352022.38; 784233.18,
3352044.25; 784253.16, 3352064.90;
784274.40, 3352084.26; 784296.82,
3352102.25; 784320.32, 3352118.79;
784344.81, 3352133.83; 784370.20,
3352147.30; 784396.38, 3352159.15;
784423.26, 3352169.33; 784450.72,
3352177.80; 784478.66, 3352184.53;
784506.97, 3352189.50; 784535.53,
3352192.68; 784558.55, 3352193.78;
784564.24, 3352194.05; 784592.97,
3352193.63; 784621.63, 3352191.40;
784650.08, 3352187.37; 784678.23,
3352181.56; 784705.96, 3352174.00;
784733.15, 3352164.72; 784759.71,
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3352153.74; 784785.53, 3352141.12;
784810.51, 3352126.90; 784834.54,
3352111.14; 784857.54, 3352093.90;
784879.41, 3352075.26; 784900.06,
3352055.27; 784919.42, 3352034.03;
784937.41, 3352011.62; 784953.96,
3351988.12; 784968.99, 3351963.63;
784982.46, 3351938.24; 784994.31,
3351912.06; 785004.49, 3351885.18;
785012.96, 3351857.72; 785019.70,
3351829.78; 785024.66, 3351801.47;

785027.84, 3351772.91; 785029.21,
3351744.20; 785028.79, 3351715.46;
785026.56, 3351686.81; 785022.53,
3351658.36; 785016.72, 3351630.21;
785009.16, 3351602.48; 784999.88,
3351575.28; 784988.90, 3351548.72;
784976.28, 3351522.90; 784962.06,
3351497.93; 784946.30, 3351473.89;
784929.06, 3351450.90; 784910.42,
3351429.03; 784890.43, 3351408.37;
784869.19, 3351389.01; 784846.78,

3351371.03; 784823.28, 3351354.48;
784798.79, 3351339.44; 784773.40,
3351325.98; 784747.21, 3351314.13;
784720.34, 3351303.95; 784692.88,
3351295.47; 784664.94, 3351288.74;
784636.63, 3351283.78; 784608.07,
3351280.60.

(B) Note: Map of Unit FFS-3 follows:
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(xiv) Unit FFS—4, Subunit A—Baker
County, Florida. From USGS 1:24,000
scale quadrangle maps Big Gum Swamp
and Sanderson North, Florida.

(A) Land bounded by the following
UTM Zone 17N NAD83 coordinates, (E,
N): 367084.38, 3347273.00; 367857.36,
3347865.13; 367885.57, 3347850.05;
367910.67, 3347848.97; 367939.21,
3347845.97; 367967.54, 3347841.08;
367995.46, 3347834.54; 368022.88,
3347826.11; 368076.03, 3347804.41;
368126.01, 3347776.10; 368149.58,
3347759.63; 368172.08, 3347741.85;
368213.36, 3347702.00; 368249.49,
3347657.34; 368279.60, 3347608.54;
368303.41, 3347556.26; 368320.55,
3347501.41; 368326.47, 3347473.30;
368330.56, 3347444.98; 368333.52,
3347387.64; 368329.18, 3347330.38;
368324.31, 3347302.07; 368309.40,
3347246.60; 368287.59, 3347193.55;
368274.29, 3347168.10; 368242.92,
3347120.04; 368205.82, 3347076.15;
368163.49, 3347037.42; 368116.61,
3347004.29; 368066.05, 3346977.19;
368012.39, 3346956.67; 367956.61,
3346943.15; 366301.34, 3346652.76;
366243.94, 3346653.45; 366187.08,
3346661.34; 366131.66, 3346676.29;
366078.54, 3346698.07; 366028.58,
3346726.33; 365982.55, 3346760.63;
365941.18, 3346800.43; 365889.28,
3346869.05; 365862.23, 3346919.69;
365841.75, 3346973.32; 365828.15,
3347029.09; 365821.64, 3347086.12;
365822.34, 3347143.52; 365830.23,
3347200.39; 365845.18, 3347255.81;
365866.95, 3347308.92; 365895.22,
3347358.89; 365948.77, 3347426.23;
365991.09, 3347465.01; 366037.94,
3347498.19; 366088.58, 3347525.23;

366142.20, 3347545.72; 367577.52,
3347903.88; 367634.57, 3347910.39;
367692.00, 3347909.70; 367748.88,
3347901.80; 367804.22, 3347886.84;
367857.36, 3347865.13.

(B) Note: Map depicting Unit FFS-3,
Subunit A is provided at paragraph
(6)(xv)(B) of this entry.

(xv) Unit FFS—4, Subunit B: Baker
County, Florida. From USGS 1:24,000
scale quadrangle map Sanderson North,
Florida.

(A) Land bounded by the following
UTM Zone 17N NADS83 coordinates, (E,
N): 372674.15, 3352411.84; 372686.30,
3351954.90; 372657.58, 3351955.03;
372628.93, 3351956.98; 372600.46,
3351960.71; 372572.28, 3351966.23;
372544.50, 3351973.51; 372517.23,
3351982.51; 372490.58, 3351993.21;
372464.66, 3352005.56; 372439.56,
3352019.52; 372415.39, 3352035.02;
372392.24, 3352052.02; 372370.20,
3352070.43; 372349.36, 3352090.19;
372329.81, 3352111.21; 372311.61,
3352133.43; 372294.84, 3352156.74;
372279.57, 3352181.06; 372265.86,
3352206.29; 372253.76, 3352232.34;
372243.32, 3352259.09; 372234.58,
3352286.44; 372227.57, 3352314.29;
372222.33, 3352342.52; 372218.86,
3352371.03; 372217.20, 3352399.70;
372217.34, 3352428.41; 372219.28,
3352457.06; 372223.02, 3352485.54;
372228.54, 3352513.72; 372235.81,
3352541.50; 372244.82, 3352568.77;
372255.52, 3352595.41; 372267.87,
3352621.34; 372281.83, 3352646.43;
372297.33, 3352670.61; 372314.32,
3352693.76; 372332.73, 3352715.79;
372352.49, 3352736.63; 372373.52,
3352756.19; 372395.74, 3352774.38;

372419.05, 3352791.15; 372443.37,
3352806.42; 372468.60, 3352820.13;
372494.64, 3352832.23; 372521.39,
3352842.68; 372548.75, 3352851.42;
372576.60, 3352858.42; 372604.83,
3352863.67; 372633.34, 3352867.13;
372662.00, 3352868.79; 372690.72,
3352868.66; 372719.37, 3352866.71;
372747.84, 3352862.98; 372776.02,
3352857.46; 372803.80, 3352850.18;
372831.07, 3352841.18; 372857.72,
3352830.48; 372883.64, 3352818.12;
372908.74, 3352804.17; 372932.91,
3352788.66; 372956.06, 3352771.67;
372978.10, 3352753.26; 372998.94,
3352733.50; 373018.49, 3352712.47;
373036.69, 3352690.26; 373053.46,
3352666.95; 373068.73, 3352642.63;
373082.44, 3352617.40; 373094.54,
3352591.35; 373104.98, 3352564.60;
373113.72, 3352537.25; 373120.73,
3352509.40; 373125.97, 3352481.17;
373129.43, 3352452.66; 373131.10,
3352423.99; 373130.96, 3352395.28;
373129.02, 3352366.63; 373125.28,
3352338.15; 373119.76, 3352309.97;
373112.49, 3352282.19; 373103.48,
3352254.92; 373092.78, 3352228.28;
373080.43, 3352202.35; 373066.47,
3352177.26; 373050.97, 3352153.08;
373033.98, 3352129.93; 373015.57,
3352107.90; 372995.81, 3352087.06;
372974.78, 3352067.50; 372952.56,
3352049.31; 372929.25, 3352032.54;
372904.93, 3352017.27; 372879.70,
3352003.56; 372853.66, 3351991.46;
372826.91, 3351981.01; 372799.55,
3351972.27; 372771.70, 3351965.27;
372743.47, 3351960.02; 372714.96,
3351956.56; 372686.30, 3351954.90.
(B) Note: Map of Unit FFS—4 follows:
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(7) Frosted flatwood salamander—
Berkeley, Charleston, and Jasper
Counties, South Carolina.

(i) Unit FFS-5, Subunit A—Jasper
County, South Carolina. From USGS
1:24,000 scale quadrangle map
Limehouse, South Carolina.

(A) Land bounded by the following
UTM Zone 17N, NAD83 coordinates (E,
N): 497847.74, 3566350.32; 498446.09,
3566295.60; 498439.16, 3566219.48;
498471.15, 3566178.02; 498514.08,
3566169.34; 498465.77, 3566061.18;
498347.55, 3566000.50; 498335.98,
3566046.55; 498253.70, 3566211.29;
498242.87, 3566287.84; 498145.31,
3566241.91; 498093.47, 3566197.40;
497998.76, 3566059.86; 497934.00,
3565901.25; 497898.67, 3565909.74;
497750.14, 3565959.14; 497684.01,
3565953.12; 497606.99, 3565916.86;
497442.74, 3566050.55; 497406.11,
3566214.18; 497415.01, 3566475.87;
497493.26, 3566667.21; 497540.65,
3566737.25; 497620.82, 3566798.86;
497732.91, 3566816.47; 497862.02,
3566803.14; 497974.49, 3566781.53;
497979.42, 3566780.58; 497992.64,
3566773.81; 497990.36, 3566773.41;
497991.28, 3566768.03; 497987.84,
3566757.91; 497989.91, 3566748.69;
497989.47, 3566747.94; 497988.60,
3566711.90; 497989.72, 3566675.82;
498042.65, 3566632.46; 498093.51,
3566608.11; 498098.16, 3566599.05;

498150.81, 3566572.33; 498174.50,
3566503.10; 498224.43, 3566468.83;
498297.24, 3566436.54; 498367.33,
3566396.68; 498406.68, 3566344.87;
498446.09, 3566295.60.

(B) Note: Map depicting Unit FFS-5,
Subunit A is provided at paragraph
(7)(ii)(B) of this entry.

(ii) Unit FFS-5, Subunit B—Jasper
County, South Carolina. From USGS
1:24,000 scale quadrangle map
Hardeeville, South Carolina.

(A) Land bounded by the following
UTM Zone 17N, NAD83 coordinates (E,
N): 489561.94, 3573503.59; 489722.85,
3573967.97; 489813.22, 3573903.16;
489904.81, 3573840.10; 489926.27,
3573824.52; 489946.02, 3573806.80;
489963.82, 3573787.14; 489979.50,
3573765.74; 489992.88, 3573742.83;
490003.82, 3573718.67; 490012.20,
3573693.50; 490017.94, 3573667.60;
490016.20, 3573652.66; 490013.19,
3573637.92; 490015.98, 3573632.12;
490025.87, 3573604.58; 490032.87,
3573576.16; 490036.91, 3573547.18;
490037.03, 3573543.60; 490041.81,
3573520.55; 490043.92, 3573497.11;
490043.41, 3573474.57;, 490040.43,
3573452.23; 490035.01, 3573430.36;
490027.22, 3573409.21; 490026.77,
3573385.43; 490023.98, 3573361.81;
490018.89, 3573338.58; 490011.54,
3573315.96; 490002.00, 3573294.17;
489990.37, 3573273.42; 489980.99,

3573259.55; 489970.67, 3573246.37;
489959.67, 3573227.66; 489937.65,
3573195.84; 489913.35, 3573165.71;
489886.91, 3573137.45; 489858.47,
3573111.20; 489828.18, 3573087.11;
489796.21, 3573065.31; 489762.72,
3573045.91; 489727.90, 3573029.02;
489644.36, 3573024.70; 489560.73,
3573022.61; 489477.08, 3573022.74;
489393.46, 3573025.10; 489359.85,
3573040.41; 489327.69, 3573058.58;
489297.23, 3573079.47; 489268.70,
3573102.92; 489242.31, 3573128.77;
489218.27, 3573156.80; 489196.75,
3573186.82; 489177.92, 3573218.59;
489161.92, 3573251.88; 489148.87,
3573286.44; 489138.87, 3573321.99;
489085.29, 3573601.84; 489092.79,
3573641.38; 489103.20, 3573680.27;
489116.45, 3573718.27; 489132.48,
3573755.19; 489151.20, 3573790.83;
489172.50, 3573824.98; 489196.26,
3573857.47; 489214.53, 3573880.49;
489235.17, 3573901.42; 489257.94,
3573920.01; 489282.57, 3573936.04;
489308.78, 3573949.34; 489336.26,
3573959.75; 489364.71, 3573967.15;
489393.78, 3573971.44; 489423.15,
3573972.59; 489452.47, 3573970.58;
489453.58, 3573970.39; 489507.35,
3573975.17; 489561.29, 3573977.32;
489615.28, 3573976.84; 489669.17,
3573973.72; 489722.85, 3573967.97.
(B) Note: Map of Unit FFS-5 follows:
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(iii) Unit FFS—6—Berkeley County,
South Carolina. From USGS 1:24,000

scale quadrangle map Cainhoy, South

Carolina.

(A) Land bounded by the following
UTM Zone 17N NAD83 coordinates, (E,
N): 611278.81, 3648848.98; 613513.07,

3649951.18; 613527.98, 3649895.75;
613535.82, 3649838.89; 613536.47,
3649781.49; 613529.62, 3649718.85;
613516.29, 3649668.71; 613495.76,
3649615.10; 613468.68, 3649564.49;
613435.47, 3649517.67; 613416.73,
3649495.91; 613396.66, 3649475.38;
613352.85, 3649438.29; 613304.74,
3649406.98; 613265.68, 3649387.26;
613198.69, 3649363.59; 613142.44,
3649352.20; 613087.44, 3649348.04;
613094.83, 3649293.89; 613095.48,
3649236.49; 613088.93, 3649179.46;
613075.29, 3649123.71; 613054.77,
3649070.10; 613042.02, 3649044.36;
613027.69, 3649019.49; 612994.47,
3648972.67; 612955.66, 3648930.38;
612911.85, 3648893.29; 612888.28,
3648876.88; 612863.74, 3648861.98;
612812.08, 3648836.95; 609500.97,
3647503.91; 609474.07, 3647493.88;
609446.58, 3647485.56; 609418.63,
3647478.99; 609390.32, 3647474.18;
609361.76, 3647471.16; 609333.08,
3647469.94; 609304.37, 3647470.53;
609275.75, 3647472.91; 609247.34,
3647477.09; 609219.25, 3647483.04;
609191.59, 3647490.74; 609164.46,
3647500.17; 609137.99, 3647511.28;
609112.26, 3647524.03; 609087.38,
3647538.37; 609063.45, 3647554.25;
609040.57, 3647571.59; 609018.82,
3647590.34; 608998.29, 3647610.42;
608979.07, 3647631.75; 608961.22,
3647654.24; 608944.81, 3647677.81;
608929.92, 3647702.36; 608916.60,
3647727.80; 608904.91, 3647754.02;
608894.88, 3647780.93; 608886.56,
3647808.42; 608879.99, 3647836.37;
608875.18, 3647864.68; 608872.16,
3647893.23; 608870.94, 3647921.92;
608871.52, 3647950.63; 608873.91,
3647979.25; 608878.08, 3648007.66;
608884.04, 3648035.75; 608891.74,
3648063.41; 608901.17, 3648090.53;
608912.28, 3648117.01; 608925.03,
3648142.74; 608939.37, 3648167.62;

608955.25, 3648191.54; 608972.59,
3648214.43; 608991.34, 3648236.18;
609011.42, 3648256.70; 609032.74,
3648275.93; 609055.24, 3648293.78;
609078.81, 3648310.18; 609103.36,
3648325.08; 612197.25, 3649979.02;
612248.91, 3650004.05; 612275.81,
3650014.08; 612331.23, 3650028.99;
612359.55, 3650033.80; 612416.80,
3650038.06; 612474.12, 3650035.11;
612502.53, 3650030.94; 612558.29,
3650017.30; 612611.90, 3649996.77;
612655.36, 3649973.81; 612691.29,
3650045.52; 612724.50, 3650092.34;
612743.24, 3650114.09; 612784.64,
3650153.86; 612830.69, 3650188.12;
612855.24, 3650203.02; 612906.90,
3650228.05; 612961.29, 3650246.41;
613025.74, 3650257.06; 613074.79,
3650262.06; 613103.50, 3650261.49;
613160.52, 3650254.94; 613216.28,
3650241.30; 613269.89, 3650220.78;
613295.63, 3650208.03; 613320.51,
3650193.70; 613367.33, 3650160.49;
613409.62, 3650121.67; 613428.85,
3650100.35; 613463.11, 3650054.30;
613491.34, 3650004.31; 613513.07,
3649951.18.

(B) Note: Map depicting Unit FFS—6 is
provided at paragraph (7)(iv)(B) of this

entry.

(iv) Unit FFS—-7—Charleston County,

South Carolina. From USGS 1:24,000
scale quadrangle map, Santee, South
Carolina.

(A) Land bounded by the following
UTM Zone 17N NAD83 coordinates, (E,
N): 648576.17, 3668543.24; 648579.86,

3668086.10; 648551.15, 3668086.77;
648522.54, 3668089.24; 648494.14,
3668093.50; 648466.06, 3668099.54;
648438.42, 3668107.33; 648411.32,
3668116.84; 648384.87, 3668128.03;
648359.18, 3668140.86; 648334.34,
3668155.28; 648310.46, 3668171.23;
648287.62, 3668188.65; 648265.93,
3668207.47; 648245.46, 3668227.61;
648226.29, 3668249.00; 648208.50,
3668271.55; 648192.17, 3668295.17;
648177.35, 3668319.77; 648164.11,
3668345.25; 648152.49, 3668371.52;
648142.54, 3668398.46; 648134.31,
3668425.97; 648127.82, 3668453.95;
648123.09, 3668482.28; 648120.16,

3668510.84; 648119.03, 3668539.54;
648119.70, 3668568.25; 648122.17,
3668596.86; 648126.43, 3668625.26;
648132.47, 3668653.34; 648140.26,
3668680.98; 648149.77, 3668708.08;
648160.96, 3668734.53; 648173.79,
3668760.22; 648188.21, 3668785.06;
648204.16, 3668808.94; 648221.58,
3668831.78; 648240.40, 3668853.47;
648260.54, 3668873.94; 648281.93,
3668893.11; 648304.48, 3668910.89;
648328.10, 3668927.23; 648352.70,
3668942.05; 648378.18, 3668955.29;
648404.45, 3668966.91; 648431.39,
3668976.86; 648458.90, 3668985.09;
648486.88, 3668991.58; 648515.21,
3668996.30; 648543.77, 3668999.24;
648572.47, 3669000.37; 648601.18,
3668999.70; 648629.80, 3668997.23;
648658.20, 3668992.97; 648686.27,
3668986.93; 648713.92, 3668979.14;
648741.02, 3668969.63; 648767.46,
3668958.44; 648793.16, 3668945.61;
648818.00, 3668931.19; 648841.88,
3668915.24; 648864.71, 3668897.82;
648886.41, 3668879.00; 648906.88,
3668858.86; 648926.04, 3668837.47;
648943.83, 3668814.92; 648960.16,
3668791.30; 648974.98, 3668766.70;
648988.23, 3668741.22; 648999.85,
3668714.96; 649009.79, 3668688.01;
649018.03, 3668660.50; 649024.52,
3668632.53; 649029.24, 3668604.20;
649032.17, 3668575.63; 649033.31,
3668546.93; 649032.64, 3668518.22;
649030.17, 3668489.61; 649025.90,
3668461.21; 649019.86, 3668433.13;
649012.08, 3668405.49; 649002.57,
3668378.39; 648991.37, 3668351.94;
648978.54, 3668326.25; 648964.12,
3668301.41; 648948.17, 3668277.53;
648930.76, 3668254.69; 648911.94,
3668233.00; 648891.79, 3668212.53;
648870.41, 3668193.36; 648847.86,
3668175.58; 648824.23, 3668159.24;
648799.63, 3668144.42; 648774.15,
3668131.18; 648747.89, 3668119.56;
648720.94, 3668109.62; 648693.43,
3668101.38; 648665.46, 3668094.89;
648637.13, 3668090.17; 648608.56,
3668087.23; 648579.86, 3668086.10.
(B) Note: Map of Units FFS—6 and
FFS-7 follows:
BILLING CODE 4310-55-P
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Units FFS-6 and FFS-7
Frosted Flatwoods Salamander Critical Habitat
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Reticulated Flatwoods Salamander
(Ambystoma bishopi)

(1) Critical habitat units are depicted
for Calhoun, Holmes, Jackson, Santa
Rosa, Walton, and Washington Counties
in Florida; and Baker and Miller
Counties in Georgia on the maps below.

(2) The primary constituent elements
of critical habitat for the reticulated
flatwoods salamander are the habitat
components that provide:

(i) Breeding habitat. Small (generally
less than 1 to 10 ac (less than 0.4 to 4.0
ha)), acidic, depressional standing
bodies of freshwater (wetlands) that:

(A) Are seasonally flooded by rainfall
in late fall or early winter and dry in late
spring or early summer;

(B) Are geographically isolated from
other water bodies;

(C) Occur within pine flatwoods-
savanna communities;

(D) Are dominated by grasses and
grass-like species in the ground layer
and overstories of pond-cypress,
blackgum, and slash pine;

(E) Have a relatively open canopy,
necessary to maintain the herbaceous
component that serves as cover for
flatwoods salamander larvae and their
aquatic invertebrate prey; and

(F) Typically have a burrowing
crayfish fauna, but, due to periodic

drying, the breeding ponds typically
lack large, predatory fish (for example,
Lepomis (sunfish), Micropterus (bass),
Amia calva (bowfin)).

(ii) Non-breeding habitat. Upland
pine flatwoods-savanna habitat that is
open, mesic woodland maintained by
frequent fires and that:

(A) Is within 1,500 ft (457 m) of
adjacent and accessible breeding ponds;

(B) Contains crayfish burrows or other
underground habitat that the flatwoods
salamander depends upon for food,
shelter, and protection from the
elements and predation;

(C) Has an organic hardpan in the soil
profile, which inhibits subsurface water
penetration and typically results in
moist soils with water often at or near
the surface under normal conditions;
and

(D) Often has wiregrasses as the
dominant grasses in the abundant
herbaceous ground cover, which
supports the rich herbivorous
invertebrates that serve as a food source
for the reticulated flatwoods
salamander.

(iii) Dispersal habitat. Upland habitat
areas between nonbreeding and
breeding habitat that allows for

salamander movement between such
sites and that is characterized by:

(A) A mix of vegetation types
representing a transition between
wetland and upland vegetation
(ecotone);

(B) An open canopy and abundant
native herbaceous species;

(C) Moist soils as described in
paragraph (2)(ii); and

(D) Subsurface structure, such as deep
litter cover or burrows that provide
shelter for salamanders during seasonal
movements.

(3) Critical habitat does not include
manmade structures (such as buildings,
aqueducts, runways, roads, and other
paved areas) and the land on which they
are located existing within the legal
boundaries on the effective date of this
rule.

(4) Critical habitat map units. Data
layers defining map units were created
on a base of USGS 7.5” quadrangles, and
critical habitat units were then mapped
using Universal Transverse Mercator
(UTM) coordinates.

(5) Note: Index map of critical habitat
for the reticulated flatwoods salamander
follows:

BILLING CODE 4310-55-P
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(6) Reticulated flatwood salamander—
Calhoun, Holmes, Jackson, Santa Rosa,
Walton and Washington Counties,
Florida.

(i) Unit RFS—1—Santa Rosa County,
Florida. From USGS 1:24,000 scale
quadrangle map Garcon Point, Florida.

(A) Land bounded by the following
UTM Zone 16N, North American Datum
of 1983 (NAD83) coordinates, (E, N):
492983.94, 3372029.94; 493099.21,
3373387.45; 493154.87, 3373453.03;
493198.40, 3373490.44; 493271.61,
3373535.60; 493351.98, 3373566.25;
493436.67, 3373581.30; 493522.69,
3373580.20; 493551.12, 3373576.25;
493606.97, 3373563.02; 493686.54,
3373530.34; 493735.56, 3373500.50;
493801.14, 3373444.83; 493838.55,
3373401.30; 493870.20, 3373353.43;
493905.84, 3373275.14; 493921.15,
3373219.82; 493930.85, 3373134.35;
493928.32, 3373077.01; 493918.62,
3373020.45; 493901.91, 3372965.54;
492974.90, 3370886.40; 492965.68,
3370859.21; 492954.77, 3370832.65;
492942.22, 3370806.83; 492928.07,
3370781.84; 492912.38, 3370757.80;
492895.22, 3370734.79; 492876.64,
3370712.90; 492856.72, 3370692.22;
492835.54, 3370672.83; 492813.19,
3370654.81; 492789.75, 3370638.23;
492765.32, 3370623.16; 492739.98,
3370609.64; 492713.85, 3370597.75;
492687.03, 3370587.52; 492659.61,
3370578.99; 492631.71, 3370572.21;
492603.45, 3370567.18; 492574.92,
3370563.95; 492546.24, 3370562.51;
492517.54, 3370562.87; 492488.91,
3370565.04; 492460.47, 3370568.99;
492432.34, 3370574.73; 492404.62,
3370582.22; 492377.43, 3370591.44;
492350.87, 3370602.35; 492320.06,
3370618.11; 492291.54, 3370614.88;
492262.86, 3370613.44; 492234.15,
3370613.80; 492205.52, 3370615.97;
492177.09, 3370619.93; 492148.96,
3370625.66; 492121.24, 3370633.16;
492094.05, 3370642.37; 492067.49,
3370653.28; 492041.67, 3370665.83;
492016.69, 3370679.98; 491992.64,
3370695.67; 491969.63, 3370712.84;
491947.74, 3370731.42; 491927.07,
3370751.34; 491907.68, 3370772.52;
491889.66, 3370794.87; 491873.08,
3370818.31; 491858.01, 3370842.75;
491850.37, 3370857.07; 491865.61,
3370901.72; 491918.43, 3370965.16;
491965.55, 3371021.75; 492011.53,
3371083.74; 492053.38, 3371140.16;
492103.93, 3371212.08; 492141.72,
3371264.53; 492176.37, 3371309.64;
492207.14, 3371351.35; 492243.74,
3371397.83; 492283.27, 3371453.23;
492331.51, 3371520.83; 493069.37,
3373338.43; 493099.21, 3373387.45.

(B) Note: Map depicting Unit RFS-1
is provided at paragraph (6)(v)(B) of this
entry.

(ii) Unit RFS—2, Subunit A—Santa
Rosa County, Florida. From USGS
1:24,000 scale quadrangle map Harold,
Florida.

(A) Land bounded by the following
UTM Zone 16N, North American Datum
of 1983 (NAD83) coordinates, (E, N):
501542.20, 3392876.13; 501578.50,
3392420.55; 501549.82, 3392419.17;
501521.11, 3392419.59; 501492.49,
3392421.82; 501464.06, 3392425.84;
501435.94, 392431.63; 501408.24,
3392439.18; 501381.07, 3392448.45;
501354.53, 3392459.42; 501328.74,
3392472.02; 501303.78, 3392486.22;
501279.77, 3392501.96; 501256.80,
392519.18; 501234.95, 3392537.80;
501214.31, 3392557.76; 501194.97,
3392578.98; 501176.99, 3392601.37;
501160.46, 3392624.84; 501145.44,
3392649.31; 501131.98, 392674.67;
501120.14, 3392700.83; 501109.96,
3392727.67; 501101.49, 3392755.11;
501094.76, 3392783.02; 501089.80,
3392811.30; 501086.62, 3392839.83;
501085.24, 392868.51; 501085.25,
3392868.93; 501085.66, 3392897.21;
501086.27, 3392904.98; 501087.89,
3392925.84; 501091.91, 3392954.27;
501097.70, 3392982.39; 501105.25,
393010.09; 501114.52, 3393037.26;
501125.49, 3393063.80; 501138.09,
3393089.59; 501152.29, 3393114.54;
501168.03, 3393138.56; 501185.25,
3393161.53; 501203.87, 393183.38;
501223.83, 3393204.02; 501245.05,
3393223.36; 501267.44, 3393241.33;
501290.91, 3393257.87; 501315.38,
3393272.89; 501340.74, 3393286.35;
501366.90, 393298.19; 501393.74,
3393308.36; 501421.18, 3393316.83;
501449.09, 3393323.56; 501477.37,
3393328.53; 501505.90, 3393331.70;
501534.58, 3393333.08; 501563.29,
393332.66; 501584.95, 3393330.98;
501591.91, 3393330.44; 501613.98,
3393327.32; 501620.34, 3393326.42;
501648.46, 3393320.62; 501676.16,
3393313.07; 501703.33, 393303.80;
501729.87, 3393292.84; 501755.66,
3393280.23; 501780.61, 3393266.03;
501804.63, 3393250.29; 501827.60,
3393233.08; 501849.45, 3393214.45;
501870.09, 393194.49; 501889.43,
3393173.27; 501907.41, 3393150.89;
501923.94, 3393127.41; 501938.96,
3393102.95; 501952.42, 3393077.59;
501964.26, 3393051.43; 501974.44,
393024.58; 501982.91, 3392997.15;
501989.64, 3392969.24; 501994.60,
3392940.96; 501997.78, 3392912.43;
501999.16, 3392883.75; 501998.73,
3392855.04; 501996.51, 392826.42;
501992.49, 3392797.99; 501986.70,
3392769.87; 501979.15, 3392742.17;
501969.87, 3392715.00; 501958.91,
3392688.46; 501946.31, 3392662.66;
501932.11, 392637.71; 501916.37,

3392613.70; 501899.15, 3392590.72;
501880.52, 3392568.87; 501860.56,
3392548.24; 501839.35, 3392528.89;
501816.96, 3392510.92; 501793.48,
392494.39; 501769.02, 3392479.36;
501743.66, 3392465.90; 501717.50,
3392454.06; 501690.66, 3392443.89;
501663.22, 3392435.42; 501635.31,
3392428.69; 501607.03, 3392423.73;
501578.50, 3392420.55.

(B) Note: Map depicting Unit RFS-2,
Subunit A is provided at paragraph
(6)(v)(B) of this entry.

(ii1) Unit RFS-2, Subunit B—Santa
Rosa County, Florida. From USGS
1:24,000 scale quadrangle map
Floridale, Florida.

(A) Land bounded by the following
UTM Zone 16N NAD83 coordinates, (E,
N): 518978.93, 3390847.46; 519015.23,
3390391.88; 518986.55, 3390390.50;
518957.84, 3390390.92; 518929.22,
3390393.14; 518900.79, 3390397.16;
518872.67, 390402.96; 518844.97,
3390410.51; 518817.80, 3390419.78;
518791.26, 3390430.74; 518765.46,
3390443.35; 518740.51, 3390457.55;
518716.50, 3390473.29; 518693.52,
3390490.50; 518671.67, 3390509.13;
518651.04, 3390529.09; 518631.69,
3390550.31; 518613.72, 3390572.70;
518597.19, 3390596.17; 518582.16,
3390620.64; 518568.70, 3390646.00;
518556.86, 3390672.15; 518546.69,
3390699.00; 518538.22, 3390726.43;
518531.49, 3390754.34; 518526.53,
3390782.62; 518523.35, 3390811.16;
518521.97, 3390839.83; 518522.39,
3390868.54; 518524.62, 3390897.17;
518528.63, 3390925.59; 518534.43,
3390953.71; 518541.98, 3390981.41;
518551.25, 3391008.59; 518562.21,
3391035.12; 518574.82, 3391060.92;
518589.02, 3391085.87; 518604.76,
3391109.88; 518621.98, 3391132.86;
518640.60, 3391154.71; 518660.56,
3391175.35; 518681.78, 3391194.69;
518704.17, 3391212.66; 518727.64,
3391229.19; 518752.11, 3391244.22;
518777.47, 3391257.68; 518803.62,
3391269.52; 518830.47, 3391279.69;
518857.91, 3391288.16; 518885.82,
3391294.89; 518914.10, 3391299.86;
518942.63, 3391303.03; 518971.31,
3391304.41; 519000.02, 3391303.99;
519028.64, 3391301.77; 519057.07,
3391297.75; 519085.19, 3391291.95;
519112.89, 3391284.40; 519140.06,
3391275.13; 519166.60, 3391264.17;
519192.39, 3391251.56; 519217.35,
3391237.36; 519241.36, 3391221.62;
519264.33, 3391204.41; 519286.18,
3391185.78; 519306.82, 3391165.82;
519326.16, 3391144.60; 519344.14,
3391122.21; 519360.67, 3391098.74;
519375.69, 3391074.28; 519389.16,
3391048.92; 519401.00, 3391022.77;
519410.33, 3390998.13; 519411.17,
3390995.92; 519419.64, 3390968.48;
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519426.37, 3390940.57; 519431.34,
3390912.29; 519434.51, 3390883.76;
519435.89, 3390855.08; 519435.47,
3390826.37; 519433.25, 3390797.7493;
519429.2274, 3390769.3210;
519423.4325, 3390741.2012;
519415.8831, 3390713.50; 519406.61,
3390686.33; 519395.65, 3390659.79;
519383.04, 3390634.00; 519368.84,
3390609.04; 519353.10, 3390585.03;
519335.89, 3390562.06; 519317.26,
3390540.21; 519297.30, 3390519.57;
519276.08, 3390500.23; 519253.69,
3390482.25; 519230.22, 3390465.72;
519205.75, 3390450.70; 519180.39,
3390437.24; 519154.24, 3390425.40;
519127.39, 3390415.22; 519099.96,
3390406.75; 519072.05, 3390400.02;
519043.77, 3390395.06; 519025.17,
3390392.99; 519015.23, 3390391.88.

(B) Note: Map depicting Unit RFS-2,
Subunit B is provided at paragraph
(6)(v)(B) of this entry.

(iv) Unit RFS-3, Subunit A—Santa
Rosa County, Florida. From USGS
1:24,000 scale quadrangle map Holley,
Florida.

(A) Land bounded by the following
UTM Zone 16N NAD83 coordinates, (E,
N): 503177.78, 3363967.21; 503665.03,
3364056.93; 503673.05, 3364029.36;
503679.32, 3364001.35; 503683.82,
3363972.99; 503686.53, 3363944.41;
503687.44, 3363915.71; 503694.98,
3363896.36; 503703.23, 3363884.01;
503713.36, 3363875.67; 503720.87,
3363866.60; 503726.39, 3363857.48;
503733.34, 3363843.78; 503741.25,
3363818.20; 503752.72, 3363782.15;
503757.95, 3363757.83; 503766.30,
3363741.51; 503653.07, 3363742.06;
503644.01, 3363721.11; 503630.98,
3363695.52; 503615.44, 3363669.75;
503614.55, 3363724.18; 503603.43,
3363777.35; 503601.27, 3363799.83;
503594.64, 3363834.69; 503563.00,
3363831.09; 503563.97, 3363824.67;
503558.81, 3363820.93; 503559.46,

3363811.37; 503555.68, 3363800.73;
503543.49, 3363787.96; 503527.75,
3363771.89; 503514.02, 3363772.76;
503464.40, 3363773.57; 503448.85,
3363749.85; 503448.44, 3363558.27;
503320.62, 3363559.79; 503273.43,
3363560.71; 503273.49, 3363572.75;
503279.14, 3363573.95; 503279.03,
3363592.72; 503284.42, 3363598.55;
503277.70, 3363622.86; 503272.12,
3363658.96; 503257.00, 3363659.53;
503220.26, 3363657.70; 503211.46,
3363656.94; 503211.34, 3363632.86;
503198.99, 3363600.69; 503189.65,
3363605.42; 503175.37, 3363661.31;
503174.55, 3363690.00; 503175.30,
3363735.30; 503170.12, 3363757.64;
503161.91, 3363768.67; 503127.37,
3363773.12; 503100.70, 3363791.93;
503033.44, 3363790.29; 502978.97,
3363827.84; 502954.55, 3363827.72;
502938.01, 3363827.31; 502928.95,
3363818.51; 502929.56, 3363685.06;
502929.74, 3363569.45; 502821.80,
3363570.13; 502821.27, 3363591.92;
502814.36, 3363603.64; 502789.75,
3363608.33; 502751.22, 3363613.34;
502704.61, 3363624.01; 502670.48,
3363639.13; 502640.35, 3363788.37;
502630.38, 3363844.28; 502624.76,
3363884.45; 502620.15, 3363937.85;
502612.79, 3363995.15; 502605.87,
3364010.90; 502632.10, 3364030.43;
502667.63, 3364049.11; 502682.24,
3364047.48; 502713.23, 3364052.86;
502771.52, 3364051.63; 502794.68,
3364052.20; 502805.45, 3364083.69;
502816.85, 3364110.04; 502829.87,
3364135.63; 502844.48, 3364160.34;
502860.61, 3364184.09; 502878.20,
3364206.79; 502897.18, 3364228.33;
502917.48, 3364248.63; 502939.01,
3364267.63; 502961.69, 3364285.23;
502985.43, 3364301.38; 503010.14,
3364316.00; 503035.71, 3364329.04;
503062.06, 3364340.45; 503089.07,
3364350.18; 503116.64, 3364358.20;
503144.65, 3364364.47; 503173.01,

3364368.97; 503201.59, 3364371.69;
503230.29, 3364372.60; 503258.99,
3364371.70; 503287.57, 3364369.01;
503315.93, 3364364.53; 503343.95,
3364358.27; 503371.52, 3364350.27;
503398.54, 3364340.55; 503424.89,
3364329.16; 503450.47, 3364316.13;
503475.19, 3364301.52; 503498.94,
3364285.39; 503521.63, 3364267.80;
503543.18, 3364248.82; 503563.48,
3364228.53; 503582.48, 3364207.00;
503600.08, 3364184.32; 503616.23,
3364160.57; 503630.85, 3364135.87;
503643.89, 3364110.29; 503655.30,
3364083.94; 503665.03, 3364056.93.

(B) Note: Map depicting Unit RFS-3,
Subunit A is provided at paragraph
(6)(v)(B) of this entry.

(v) Unit RFS-3, Subunit B—Santa
Rosa County, Florida. From USGS
1:24,000 scale quadrangle map Holley,
Florida.

(A) Land bounded by the following
UTM Zone 16N NAD83 coordinates, (E,
N): 507814.78, 3364090.74; 508038.93,
3364260.63; 508159.63, 3364258.28;
508158.08, 3364132.67; 508156.37,
3364018.27; 508155.42, 3363957.25;
508106.06, 3363958.06; 508068.35,
3363958.68; 508035.07, 3363959.24;
507887.21, 3363961.45; 507885.38,
3363855.42; 507685.15, 3363855.35;
507684.90, 3363837.37; 507612.21,
3363836.12; 507612.77, 3363907.73;
507612.90, 3363927.61; 507638.84,
3363928.05; 507638.99, 3363940.21;
507583.59, 3364018.73; 507491.86,
3364016.60; 507493.27, 3364096.55;
507471.91, 3364096.05; 507455.12,
3364095.65; 507457.47, 3364243.92;
507529.64, 3364243.19; 507566.34,
3364270.07; 507830.20, 3364271.25;
507890.35, 3364271.37; 507890.09,
3364262.80; 507967.94, 3364261.67;
508038.93, 3364260.63.

(B) Note: Map of Units RFS—1, RFS—
2, and RFS-3 follows:

BILLING CODE 4310-55-P
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(vi) Unit RFS—6, Subunit A—Walton
County, Florida. From USGS 1:24,000
scale quadrangle map Bruce, Florida.

(A) Land bounded by the following
UTM Zone 16N, NAD83 coordinates (E,
N): 601647.75, 3373576.77; 601493.33,
3374109.03; 601522.04, 3374108.60;
601550.67, 3374106.38; 601579.10,
3374102.36; 601607.23, 3374096.56;
601634.93, 3374089.01; 601662.11,
3374079.74; 601688.65, 3374068.77;
601714.44, 3374056.17; 601739.40,
3374041.96; 601763.41, 3374026.22;
601786.39, 3374009.00; 601808.25,
3373990.37; 601828.89, 3373970.41;
601848.23, 3373949.19; 601866.21,
3373926.80; 601882.74, 3373903.32;
601897.76, 3373878.85; 601911.23,
3373853.49; 601923.07, 3373827.33;
601933.24, 3373800.48; 601941.71,
3373773.04; 601948.44, 3373745.13;
601953.40, 3373716.84; 601956.58,
3373688.31; 601957.96, 3373659.62;
601957.54, 3373630.91; 601955.31,
3373602.29; 601951.29, 3373573.85;
601945.50, 3373545.73; 601937.95,
3373518.03; 601932.81, 3373498.30;
602077.97, 3373412.75; 602148.71,
3373370.38; 602189.04, 3373346.29;
602226.02, 3373324.08; 602242.81,
3373314.59; 602251.57, 3373308.87;
602249.73, 3373302.87; 602248.52,
3373298.22; 602244.07, 3373290.84;
602232.30, 3373285.25; 602226.49,
3373279.16; 602219.36, 3373273.03;
602212.40, 3373260.30; 602203.50,
3373245.54; 602189.89, 3373207.54;
602185.07, 3373188.25; 602182.00,
3373178.92; 602174.92, 3373170.82;
602167.16, 3373163.35; 602161.52,
3373150.66; 602159.44, 3373128.14;
602152.20, 3373073.77; 602147.72,
3373041.28; 602068.26, 3373014.83;
602046.87, 3372996.45; 602018.93,
3372975.27; 601977.95, 3372972.42;
601920.70, 3372984.20; 601893.12,
3373001.35; 601867.36, 3373025.15;
601844.26, 3373048.36; 601816.50,
3373072.78; 601799.99, 3373071.04;
601789.68, 3373059.55; 601764.95,
3373042.41; 601751.13, 3373012.99;
601725.10, 3372994.49; 601700.34,
3373005.10; 601680.55, 3373028.40;
601659.92, 3373058.94; 601630.17,
3373083.30; 601595.72, 3373083.76;
601568.63, 3373081.76; 601562.85,
3373153.48; 601546.32, 3373152.40;
601512.87, 3373139.67; 601482.57,
3373133.62; 601457.54, 3373128.37;
601443.06, 3373124.70; 601441.20,
3373198.67; 601422.79, 3373201.67;
601394.66, 3373207.46; 601366.96,
3373215.01; 601339.78, 3373224.29;
601313.25, 3373235.25; 601287.45,
3373247.86; 601262.49, 3373262.06;
601238.48, 3373277.81; 601215.50,
3373295.02; 601193.65, 3373313.65;
601173.01, 3373333.62; 601153.66,

3373354.84; 601135.69, 3373377.23;
601119.15, 3373400.70; 601104.13,
3373425.17, 601090.67, 3373450.54;
601078.83, 3373476.70; 601068.65,
3373503.55; 601060.18, 3373530.98;
601053.45, 3373558.90; 601048.49,
3373587.18; 601045.31, 3373615.72;
601043.93, 3373644.40; 601044.35,
3373673.11; 601046.58, 3373701.74;
601050.60, 3373730.17; 601056.39,
3373758.30; 601063.95, 3373786.00;
601073.22, 3373813.17; 601084.18,
3373839.71; 601096.79, 3373865.51;
601111.00, 3373890.47; 601126.74,
3373914.48; 601143.96, 3373937.46;
601162.58, 3373959.31; 601182.55,
3373979.95; 601203.77, 3373999.30;
601226.16, 3374017.27; 601249.64,
3374033.81; 601274.11, 3374048.83;
601299.47, 3374062.29; 601325.63,
3374074.13; 601352.48, 3374084.31;
601379.92, 3374092.78; 601407.83,
3374099.51; 601436.11, 3374104.47;
601464.65, 3374107.65; 601493.33,
3374109.03.

(B) Note: Map depicting Unit RFS-6,
Subunit A is provided at paragraph
(6)(ix)(B) of this entry.

(vii) Unit RFS-6, Subunit B—
Washington County, Florida. From
USGS 1:24,000 scale quadrangle map
Bruce, Florida.

(A) Land bounded by the following
UTM Zone 16N, NAD83 coordinates (E,
N): 607444.16, 3365585.74; 607435.59,
3366042.75; 607464.30, 3366042.38;
607492.93, 3366040.22; 607521.37,
3366036.26; 607549.51, 3366030.52;
607577.23, 3366023.03; 607604.42,
3366013.81; 607630.98, 3366002.90;
607656.81, 3365990.35; 607681.79,
3365976.20; 607705.84, 3365960.50;
607728.86, 3365943.33; 607750.75,
3365924.75; 607771.43, 3365904.83;
607790.82, 3365883.65; 607808.84,
3365861.30; 607825.42, 3365837.85;
607840.50, 3365813.42; 607854.02,
3365788.08; 607865.91, 3365761.94;
607876.14, 3365735.11; 607884.67,
3365707.70; 607891.46, 3365679.79;
607896.48, 3365651.52; 607899.72,
3365622.99; 607901.16, 3365594.31;
607900.79, 3365565.60; 607898.63,
3365536.97; 607894.67, 3365508.53;
607888.93, 3365480.39; 607881.44,
3365452.67; 607872.22, 3365425.48;
607861.31, 3365398.91; 607848.76,
3365373.09; 607834.61, 3365348.10;
607818.91, 3365324.06; 607801.74,
3365301.04; 607783.16, 3365279.15;
607763.24, 3365258.47; 607742.06,
3365239.08; 607719.71, 3365221.06;
607696.26, 3365204.48; 607671.83,
3365189.40; 607646.49, 3365175.88;
607620.36, 3365163.99; 607593.53,
3365153.76; 607566.11, 3365145.23;
607538.21, 3365138.44; 607509.93,
3365133.42; 607481.40, 3365130.18;
607452.72, 3365128.74; 607424.01,

3365129.11; 607395.38, 3365131.27;
607366.94, 3365135.23; 607338.80,
3365140.97; 607311.08, 3365148.46;
607283.89, 3365157.68; 607257.33,
3365168.59; 607231.50, 3365181.14;
607206.52, 3365195.29; 607182.47,
3365210.99; 607159.45, 3365228.16;
607137.56, 3365246.74; 607116.88,
3365266.66; 607097.49, 3365287.84;
607079.47, 3365310.19; 607062.89,
3365333.64; 607047.81, 3365358.07;
607034.30, 3365383.41; 607022.40,
3365409.54; 607012.17, 3365436.37;
607003.64, 3365463.79; 606996.85,
3365491.69; 606991.83, 3365519.97;
606988.59, 3365548.50; 606987.15,
3365577.18; 606987.52, 3365605.89;
606989.68, 3365634.52; 606993.64,
3365662.96; 606999.38, 3365691.10;
607006.87, 3365718.82; 607016.09,
3365746.01; 607027.00, 3365772.57;
607039.55, 3365798.40; 607053.70,
3365823.38; 607069.40, 3365847.43;
607086.57, 3365870.45; 607105.15,
3365892.34; 607125.07, 3365913.02;
607146.25, 3365932.41; 607168.60,
3365950.43; 607192.05, 3365967.01;
607216.48, 3365982.09; 607241.82,
3365995.60; 607267.95, 3366007.50;
607294.78, 3366017.73; 607322.20,
3366026.26; 607350.10, 3366033.05;
607378.38, 3366038.07; 607406.91,
3366041.31; 607435.59, 3366042.75.

(B) Note: Map depicting Unit RFS-6,
Subunit B is provided at paragraph
(6)(ix)(B) of this entry.

(viii) Unit RFS—7, Subunit A—Holmes
County, Florida. From USGS 1:24,000
scale quadrangle map Bonifay, Florida.

(A) Land bounded by the following
UTM Zone 16N, NAD83 coordinates (E,
N): 630429.91, 3415116.39; 630422.24,
3415573.43; 630450.95, 3415573.01;
630479.58, 3415570.79; 630508.01,
3415566.77; 630536.14, 3415560.98;
630563.84, 3415553.43; 630591.02,
3415544.16; 630617.56, 3415533.20;
630643.36, 3415520.59; 630668.32,
3415506.39; 630692.34, 3415490.65;
630715.32, 3415473.44; 630737.18,
3415454.81; 630757.82, 3415434.85;
630777.17, 3415413.63; 630795.15,
3415391.24; 630811.68, 3415367.76;
630826.71, 3415343.29; 630840.18,
3415317.93; 630852.02, 3415291.77;
630862.20, 3415264.92; 630870.67,
3415237.48; 630877.41, 3415209.57;
630882.38, 3415181.28; 630885.56,
3415152.74; 630886.94, 3415124.06;
630886.52, 3415095.35; 630884.30,
3415066.72; 630880.28, 3415038.28;
630874.49, 3415010.16; 630866.94,
3414982.45; 630857.67, 3414955.27;
630846.71, 3414928.73; 630834.11,
3414902.93; 630819.91, 3414877.97;
630804.17, 3414853.95; 630786.95,
3414830.97; 630768.32, 3414809.11;
630748.36, 3414788.47; 630727.15,
3414769.12; 630704.75, 3414751.14;
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630681.28, 3414734.60; 630656.81,
3414719.57; 630631.45, 3414706.11;
630605.29, 3414694.26; 630578.44,
3414684.08; 630551.00, 3414675.61;
630523.09, 3414668.88; 630494.81,
3414663.91; 630466.27, 3414660.73;
630437.59, 3414659.34; 630408.87,
3414659.76; 630380.24, 3414661.99;
630351.81, 3414666.00; 630323.69,
3414671.79; 630295.98, 3414679.34;
630268.80, 3414688.61; 630242.26,
3414699.58; 630216.46, 3414712.18;
630191.50, 3414726.38; 630167.49,
3414742.12; 630144.51, 3414759.34;
630122.65, 3414777.97, 630102.01,
3414797.93; 630082.66, 3414819.15;
630064.68, 3414841.54; 630048.14,
3414865.01; 630033.11, 3414889.48;
630019.65, 3414914.85; 630007.80,
3414941.01; 629997.63, 3414967.86;
629989.15, 3414995.29; 629982.42,
3415023.21; 629977.45, 3415051.49;
629974.27, 3415080.03; 629972.89,
3415108.72; 629973.31, 3415137.43;
629975.53, 3415166.06; 629979.54,
3415194.49; 629985.34, 3415222.62;
629992.88, 3415250.32; 630002.16,
3415277.50; 630013.12, 3415304.04;
630025.72, 3415329.85; 630039.92,
3415354.81; 630055.66, 3415378.82;
630072.88, 3415401.81; 630091.50,
3415423.66; 630111.46, 3415444.31;
630132.68, 3415463.65; 630155.07,
3415481.63; 630178.55, 3415498.17;
630203.02, 3415513.20; 630228.38,
3415526.67; 630254.54, 3415538.51;
630281.39, 3415548.69; 630308.82,
3415557.16; 630336.74, 3415563.90;
630365.02, 3415568.87; 630393.56,
3415572.05; 630422.24, 3415573.43.

(B) Note: Map depicting Unit RFS-7,

Subunit A is provided at paragraph
(6)(ix)(B) of this entry.

(ix) Unit RFS—7, Subunit B—
Washington County, Florida. From

USGS 1:24,000 quadrangle map Millers

Ferry, Florida.
(A) Land bounded by the following

UTM Zone 16N, NAD83 coordinates (E,
N): 618603.41, 3387429.45; 618699.68,

3387966.18; 618708.26, 3387969.49;
618723.71, 3387970.50; 618726.33,
3387965.00; 618725.78, 3387937.80;
618728.76, 3387918.09; 618732.40,
3387896.55; 618738.22, 3387886.81;
618755.97, 3387870.57; 618776.73,
3387857.50; 618803.06, 3387844.57;
618839.32, 3387830.66; 618872.53,
3387815.43; 618904.43, 3387802.63;
618918.85, 3387795.58; 618926.43,
3387789.59; 618930.96, 3387781.67;
618931.79, 3387748.94; 618930.13,
3387716.76; 618932.43, 3387674.79;
618932.53, 3387646.37; 618934.03,
3387611.79; 618948.87, 3387588.07;
618962.97, 3387569.26; 618980.28,
3387545.60; 618995.92, 3387515.09;
619007.01, 3387492.50; 619018.24,
3387464.98; 619025.65, 3387441.06;
619035.64, 3387413.50; 619042.95,
3387393.91; 619052.14, 3387373.13;
619059.11, 3387348.17; 619055.09,
3387319.74; 619049.30, 3387291.61;
619041.75, 3387263.91; 619032.48,
3387236.73; 619021.51, 3387210.19;
619008.91, 3387184.39; 618994.70,
3387159.43; 618978.96, 3387135.42;
618961.74, 3387112.44; 618943.12,
3387090.58; 618923.15, 3387069.94;
618901.93, 3387050.59; 618879.54,
3387032.62; 618856.06, 3387016.08;
618831.60, 3387001.05; 618806.23,
3386987.59; 618780.07, 3386975.75;
618753.22, 3386965.57; 618725.78,
3386957.10; 618697.87, 3386950.37;
618669.59, 3386945.41; 618641.05,

3386942.23; 618612.37, 3386940.85;
618583.65, 3386941.27; 618555.02,
3386943.49; 618526.59, 3386947.51;
618498.47, 3386953.31; 618470.76,
3386960.86; 618443.59, 3386970.13;
618417.05, 3386981.10; 618391.25,
3386993.70; 618366.29, 3387007.91;
618342.28, 3387023.65; 618319.30,
3387040.87; 618297.44, 3387059.49;
618276.80, 3387079.46; 618257.46,
3387100.68; 618239.48, 3387123.07;
618222.95, 3387146.55; 618207.92,
3387171.02; 618194.46, 3387196.38;
618182.61, 3387222.54; 618172.44,
3387249.39; 618163.97, 3387276.83;
618157.24, 3387304.75; 618152.27,
3387333.03; 618149.09, 3387361.57;
618147.71, 3387390.25; 618148.13,
3387418.97; 618150.36, 3387447.59;
618154.38, 3387476.03; 618160.17,
3387504.15; 618167.72, 3387531.86;
618177.00, 3387559.03; 618187.96,
3387585.58; 618200.57, 3387611.37;
618214.77, 3387636.33; 618230.51,
3387660.35; 618247.73, 3387683.33;
618266.36, 3387705.18; 618286.32,
3387725.82; 618307.54, 3387745.17;
618329.93, 3387763.15; 618353.41,
3387779.68; 618377.88, 3387794.71;
618403.24, 3387808.17; 618429.40,
3387820.02; 618456.25, 3387830.19;
618483.69, 3387838.66; 618511.60,
3387845.39; 618552.33, 3387867.90;
618598.24, 3387912.94; 618635.11,
3387948.48; 618647.90, 3387956.84;
618666.90, 3387964.74; 618689.14,
3387966.53; 618699.68, 3387966.18.

(B) Note: Map of Units RFS—6 and
RFS-7 follows:
BILLING CODE 4310-55-P
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(x) Unit RFS—8, Subunit A—Jackson
County, Florida. From USGS 1:24,000
quadrangle map Cottondale West,
Florida.

(A) Land bounded by the following
UTM Zone 16N, NAD83 coordinates (E,
N): 652825.49, 3407068.83; 652825.48,
3407068.83; 653303.68, 3406605.29;
653038.02, 3406583.61; 653039.18,
3406691.92; 653028.57, 3406721.18;
653006.55, 3406734.40; 652986.39,
3406751.60; 652981.54, 3406786.91;
652980.43, 3406830.19; 652979.67,
3406859.70; 652965.63, 3406869.19;
652941.78, 3406876.45; 652916.11,
3406877.76; 652884.59, 3406876.95;
652859.18, 3406868.42; 652831.89,
3406855.91; 652800.52, 3406849.20;
652767.02, 3406848.34; 652747.17,
3406853.74; 652732.87, 3406873.06;
652724.33, 3406898.44; 652743.83,
3406906.81; 652763.39, 3406913.22;
652758.74, 3406940.66; 652753.99,
3406972.04; 652760.86, 3407011.59;
652764.09, 3407039.23; 652761.57,
3407060.82; 652749.49, 3407070.36;
652725.65, 3407077.62; 652709.68,
3407085.09; 652701.20, 3407108.49;
652698.57, 3407134.02; 652696.09,
3407153.64; 652674.12, 3407164.89;
652656.23, 3407170.34; 652642.04,
3407185.72; 652620.14, 3407175.05;
652594.55, 3407165.80; 652583.46,
3407159.57; 652578.33, 3407152.82;
652573.28, 3407143.44; 652569.58,
3407132.77; 652565.24, 3407121.42;
652555.67, 3407107.29; 652545.45,
3407092.48; 652535.85, 3407079.68;
652526.16, 3407070.17; 652517.58,
3407069.29; 652507.43, 3407077.62;
652495.88, 3407089.23; 652486.90,
3407103.54; 652483.22, 3407117.99;
652480.80, 3407135.12; 652478.24,
3407157.53; 652480.37, 3407177.42;
652480.51, 3407197.92; 652475.78,
3407201.76; 652465.72, 3407206.79;
652458.25, 3407213.87; 652449.33,
3407226.21; 652438.05, 3407227.24;
652428.85, 3407224.36; 652417.75,
3407218.12; 652411.37, 3407208.70;
652407.64, 3407199.35; 652404.20,
3407178.77; 652402.01, 3407160.86;
652397.94, 3407138.94; 652395.00,
3407124.32; 652386.76, 3407110.23;
652373.71, 3407102.62; 652360.44,
3407103.60; 652343.53, 3407117.72;
652333.43, 3407124.07; 652322.15,
3407125.10; 652314.14, 3407127.54;
652305.95, 3407137.25; 652296.58,
3407140.97; 652287.20, 3407145.36;
652274.56, 3407147.68; 652268.06,
3407142.89; 652261.53, 3407139.41;
652255.03, 3407134.62; 652248.60,
3407127.18; 652243.50, 3407119.78;
652238.44, 3407110.39; 652237.44,
3407097.81; 652241.12, 3407083.36;
652242.82, 3407068.86; 652245.24,
3407051.73; 652244.24, 3407039.14;

652236.01, 3407024.39; 652221.05,
3407014.09; 652203.25, 3407010.99;
652190.56, 3407015.29; 652182.47,
3407021.03; 652175.50, 3407034.74;
652172.53, 3407047.22; 652173.53,
3407059.81; 652170.75, 3407065.03;
652164.64, 3407070.82; 652155.26,
3407075.21; 652145.32, 3407075.61;
652133.44, 3407073.99; 652119.02,
3407068.33; 652106.60, 3407062.06;
652100.97, 3407049.36; 652097.32,
3407036.70; 652077.38, 3407039.50;
652052.56, 3407052.08; 652042.52,
3407056.45; 652034.12, 3407074.09;
652048.98, 3407088.35; 652061.11,
3407105.85; 652085.32, 3407117.05;
652106.16, 3407130.80; 652105.19,
3407142.68; 652106.02, 3407161.87;
652112.91, 3407177.25; 652135.31,
3407181.79; 652182.83, 3407187.64;
652215.86, 3407190.47; 652257.41,
3407196.82; 652295.04, 3407201.09;
652314.35, 3407205.65; 652308.49,
3407218.63; 652292.89, 3407233.43;
652266.52, 3407254.57; 652238.70,
3407280.96; 652220.19, 3407305.61;
652212.44, 3407323.92; 652210.01,
3407341.05; 652209.77, 3407350.30;
652210.11, 3407362.87; 652213.26,
3407375.54; 652299.80, 3407383.66;
652374.80, 3407395.52; 652472.45,
3407408.60; 652594.12, 3407426.43;
652663.66, 3407439.95; 652719.80,
3407445.35; 652756.73, 3407450.93;
652822.76, 3407457.91; 652861.06,
3407462.20; 652917.52, 3407467.64;
652905.20, 3407362.30; 652901.54,
3407298.74; 652968.31, 3407276.65;
653003.40, 3407251.11; 653001.57,
3407219.33; 652994.98, 3407166.27;
653006.18, 3407142.76; 653022.74,
3407116.74; 653023.96, 3407069.17;
653009.23, 3407023.84; 653002.04,
3406994.56; 653028.78, 3406984.67;
653046.56, 3407014.22; 653069.77,
3407038.61; 653101.19, 3407052.64;
653145.98, 3407061.72; 653188.39,
3407060.16; 653209.09, 3407079.20;
653227.21, 3407095.54; 653233.05,
3407074.53; 653231.22, 3407042.75;
653237.12, 3407019.10; 653258.77,
3407001.15; 653290.87, 3406988.75;
653294.33, 3406957.10; 653292.43,
3406927.97; 653290.39, 3406904.11;
653290.87, 3406885.61; 653306.88,
3406880.74; 653330.43, 3406891.92;
653353.91, 3406905.74; 653377.80,
3406903.71; 653389.13, 3406874.91;
653395.38, 3406838.05; 653396.39,
3406798.41; 653397.07, 3406771.98;
653400.40, 3406745.62; 653413.97,
3406732.75; 653440.50, 3406730.79;
653454.01, 3406720.56; 653454.42,
3406704.70; 653438.67, 3406699.01;
653411.87, 3406711.54; 653393.20,
3406716.35; 653374.68, 3406715.88;
653358.93, 3406710.18; 653341.08,
3406683.28; 653331.11, 3406659.23;

653321.06, 3406637.81; 653308.37,
3406616.33; 653303.68, 3406605.29.

(B) Note: Map depicting Unit RFS-8,
Subunit A is provided at paragraph
(6)(xiv)(B) of this entry.

(xi) Unit RFS—8, Subunit B—Jackson
County, Florida. From USGS 1:24,000
scale quadrangle map Oakdale, Florida.

(A) Land bounded by the following
UTM Zone 16N, NAD83 coordinates (E,
N): 674995.60, 3401690.28; 673875.85,
3402158.93; 674341.17, 3402164.28;
674675.84, 3402154.41; 674910.48,
3402162.13; 675034.90, 3402087.99;
675083.93, 3402061.49; 675233.86,
3401974.12; 675401.89, 3401877.97;
675485.18, 3401832.51; 675531.62,
3401803.30; 675583.62, 3401764.31;
675781.28, 3401546.61; 675851.43,
3401471.73; 675878.14, 3401437.38;
675932.68, 3401376.64; 675959.66,
3401349.36; 675970.87, 3401333.99;
675981.97, 3401314.44; 676115.36,
3401200.87; 676086.59, 3401161.12;
676052.69, 3401114.62; 676041.90,
3401096.49; 676016.12, 3401069.38;
675998.03, 3401051.73; 675964.86,
3401028.39; 675934.93, 3401007.79;
675918.10, 3400992.81; 675908.38,
3400984.62; 675897.49, 3400970.46;
675889.97, 3400953.73; 675879.31,
3400879.41; 675844.53, 3400893.06;
675327.40, 3401121.69; 674861.39,
3401328.81; 674684.03, 3401401.59;
674391.31, 3401530.89; 673876.29,
3401753.54; 673877.85, 3402081.41;
673875.85, 3402158.93.

(B) Note: Map depicting Unit RFS-8,
Subunit B is provided at paragraph
(6)(xiv)(B) of this entry.

(xii) Unit RFS—-8, Subunit C—Jackson
County, Florida. From USGS 1:24,000
scale quadrangle map Cypress, Florida.

(A) Land bounded by the following
UTM Zone 16N, NAD83 coordinates (E,
N): 683829.73, 3393074.70; 684023.32,
3393574.80; 684052.04, 3393574.38;
684080.68, 3393572.16; 684109.12,
3393568.14; 684137.25, 3393562.34;
684164.96, 3393554.79; 684192.15,
3393545.52; 684218.69, 3393534.55;
684244.50, 3393521.94; 684269.46,
3393507.74; 684293.49, 3393491.99;
684316.47, 3393474.77; 684338.33,
3393456.14; 684358.98, 3393436.17;
684378.33, 3393414.95; 684396.32,
3393392.55; 684412.86, 3393369.07;
684427.89, 3393344.60; 684441.36,
3393319.23; 684453.20, 3393293.06;
684463.38, 3393266.20; 684471.86,
3393238.76; 684478.59, 3393210.84;
684483.56, 3393182.55; 684486.74,
3393154.00; 684488.12, 3393125.31;
684487.70, 3393096.59; 684485.48,
3393067.96; 684481.46, 3393039.52;
684475.66, 3393011.38; 684468.11,
3392983.67; 684458.84, 3392956.49;
684447.87, 3392929.94; 684435.27,
3392904.13; 684421.06, 3392879.17;
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684405.32, 3392855.15; 684388.09,
3392832.16; 684369.46, 3392810.30;
684349.50, 3392789.65; 684328.27,
3392770.30; 684305.87, 3392752.32;
684282.39, 3392735.78; 684257.92,
3392720.75; 684232.55, 3392707.28;
684206.38, 3392695.43; 684179.52,
3392685.25; 684152.08, 3392676.78;
684124.16, 3392670.04; 684095.87,
3392665.08; 684067.32, 3392661.89;
684038.63, 3392660.51; 684009.91,
3392660.93; 683981.28, 3392663.16;
683966.02, 3392656.75; 683947.05,
3392647.66; 683923.43, 3392639.12;
683903.85, 3392628.04; 683886.86,
3392619.00; 683867.12, 3392613.87;
683843.82, 3392618.55; 683819.20,
3392623.21; 683789.11, 3392634.33;
683770.46, 3392638.47; 683744.30,
3392651.02; 683720.12, 3392664.28;
683706.10, 3392668.55; 683685.47,
3392672.64; 683658.43, 3392667.97;
683632.03, 3392664.65; 683606.95,
3392661.36; 683585.89, 3392656.18;
683542.11, 3392633.24; 683512.11,
3392615.27; 683479.46, 3392597.24;
683450.00, 3392583.92; 683423.91,
3392568.70; 683385.42, 3392545.89;
683371.14, 3392534.94; 683348.35,
3392519.81; 683332.69, 3392510.81;
683315.62, 3392505.08; 683294.59,
3392498.59; 683272.28, 3392490.74;
683253.15, 3392487.60; 683203.24,
3392496.89; 683207.64, 3392582.95;
683209.99, 3392696.72; 683212.45,
3392729.84; 683218.34, 3392783.54;
683218.66, 3392796.77; 683214.15,
3392817.81; 683194.50, 3392886.06;
683182.83, 3392927.40; 683174.68,
3392960.91; 683171.34, 3392987.93;
683171.38, 3393011.73; 683174.93,
3393028.35; 683181.19, 3393042.39;
683179.64, 3393050.95; 683179.13,
3393070.77, 683177.70, 3393100.48;
683176.50, 3393146.73; 683179.16,
3393171.92; 683183.14, 3393197.15;
683188.54, 3393219.10; 683190.03,
3393238.31; 683189.67, 3393252.19;
683214.05, 3393256.78; 683227.92,
3393258.46; 683266.03, 3393270.03;
683309.50, 3393279.08; 683347.79,
3393284.04; 683367.66, 3393283.89;
683389.34, 3393286.52; 683469.22,
3393300.40; 683524.08, 3393304.46;
683580.93, 3393308.57; 683593.71,
3393300.97; 683608.59, 3393292.07;
683614.08, 3393305.37; 683626.69,
3393331.18; 683640.90, 3393356.14;
683656.64, 3393380.17; 683673.86,
3393403.15; 683692.49, 3393425.01;
683712.46, 3393445.66; 683733.68,
3393465.01; 683756.08, 3393482.99;
683779.56, 3393499.53; 683804.04,
3393514.57; 683829.41, 3393528.03;
683855.57, 3393539.88; 683882.43,
3393550.06; 683909.88, 3393558.54;
683937.80, 3393565.27; 683966.09,

3393570.24; 683994.63, 3393573.42;
684023.32, 3393574.80.

(B) Note: Map depicting Unit RFS-8,
Subunit C is provided at paragraph
(6)(xiv)(B) of this entry.

(xiii) Unit RFS—9, Subunit A—
Calhoun County, Florida. From USGS
1:24,000 scale quadrangle map Broad
Branch, Florida.

(A) Land bounded by the following
UTM Zone 16N, NAD83 coordinates (E,
N): 664818.75, 3351879.40; 664810.75,
3352336.50; 664839.47, 3352336.10;
664868.11, 3352333.90; 664896.55,
3352329.90; 664924.68, 3352324.13;
664952.40, 3352316.60; 664979.59,
3352307.34; 665006.14, 3352296.40;
665031.95, 3352283.81; 665056.93,
3352269.63; 665080.96, 3352253.90;
665103.96, 3352236.70; 665125.83,
3352218.08; 665146.49, 3352198.13;
665165.86, 3352176.93; 665183.85,
3352154.54; 665200.41, 3352131.08;
665215.46, 3352106.61; 665228.94,
3352081.26; 665240.81, 3352055.10;
665251.01, 3352028.25; 665259.50,
3352000.82; 665266.26, 3351972.90;
665271.25, 3351944.62; 665274.45,
3351916.08; 665275.85, 3351887.39;
665275.45, 3351858.67; 665273.25,
3351830.04; 665269.26, 3351801.60;
665263.48, 3351773.46; 665255.95,
3351745.75; 665246.70, 3351718.56;
665235.75, 3351692.00; 665223.16,
3351666.19; 665208.98, 3351641.22;
665193.25, 3351617.18; 665176.05,
3351594.19; 665157.44, 3351572.31;
665137.49, 3351551.65; 665116.28,
3351532.29; 665093.90, 3351514.29;
665070.43, 3351497.73; 665045.97,
3351482.68; 665020.61, 3351469.20;
664994.45, 3351457.33; 664967.61,
3351447.13; 664940.17, 3351438.64;
664912.26, 3351431.89; 664883.97,
3351426.90; 664855.43, 3351423.70;
664826.74, 3351422.29; 664798.03,
3351422.69; 664769.39, 3351424.89;
664740.95, 3351428.89; 664712.82,
3351434.66; 664685.10, 3351442.19;
664657.91, 3351451.45; 664631.36,
3351462.39; 664605.54, 3351474.98;
664580.57, 3351489.17; 664556.54,
3351504.89; 664533.54, 3351522.09;
664511.67, 3351540.71; 664491.01,
3351560.66; 664471.64, 3351581.87;
664453.64, 3351604.25; 664437.09,
3351627.72; 664422.04, 3351652.18;
664408.55, 3351677.53; 664396.69,
3351703.69; 664386.49, 3351730.54;
664377.99, 3351757.97; 664371.24,
3351785.89; 664366.25, 3351814.17;
664363.05, 3351842.71; 664361.65,
3351871.40; 664362.05, 3351900.12;
664364.25, 3351928.75; 664368.24,
3351957.19; 664374.02, 3351985.33;
664381.55, 3352013.04; 664390.80,
3352040.23; 664401.74, 3352066.79;
664414.33, 3352092.60; 664428.52,
3352117.57; 664444.24, 3352141.60;

664461.45, 3352164.60; 664480.06,
3352186.47; 664500.01, 3352207.14;
664521.22, 3352226.50; 664543.60,
3352244.50; 664567.07, 3352261.06;
664591.53, 3352276.11; 664616.89,
3352289.59; 664643.04, 3352301.46;
664669.89, 3352311.66; 664697.33,
3352320.15; 664725.24, 3352326.90;
664753.53, 3352331.89; 664782.07,
3352335.09; 664810.75, 3352336.50.

(B) Note: Map depicting Unit RFS-9,
Subunit A is provided at paragraph
(6)(xiv)(B) of this entry.

(xiv) Unit RFS—9, Subunit B—
Calhoun County, Florida. From USGS
1:24,000 scale quadrangle map Dead
Lake, Florida.

(A) Land bounded by the following
UTM Zone 16N, NAD83 coordinates (E,
N): 677786.48, 3346665.69; 676322.21,
3345710.86; 676293.52, 3345709.49;
676264.80, 3345709.91; 676236.17,
3345712.14; 676207.73, 3345716.17;
676179.60, 3345721.97; 676151.89,
3345729.52; 676124.71, 3345738.80;
676098.16, 3345749.77; 676072.36,
3345762.39; 676047.40, 3345776.60;
676023.38, 3345792.34; 676000.40,
3345809.57; 675978.54, 3345828.20;
675957.90, 3345848.17; 675938.55,
3345869.40; 675920.57, 3345891.80;
675904.04, 3345915.28; 675889.01,
3345939.76; 675875.55, 3345965.13;
675863.71, 3345991.30; 675853.53,
3346018.16; 675845.07, 3346045.60;
675838.34, 3346073.52; 675833.38,
3346101.81; 675830.20, 3346130.36;
675828.82, 3346159.05; 675829.25,
3346187.76; 675831.48, 3346216.40;
675835.50, 3346244.84; 675841.31,
3346272.97; 675848.86, 3346300.67;
675858.14, 3346327.85; 675869.11,
3346354.40; 675881.73, 3346380.20;
675895.94, 3346405.16; 675911.69,
3346429.18; 675928.91, 3346452.16;
675947.55, 3346474.02; 675967.52,
3346494.66; 675988.75, 3346514.01;
676011.15, 3346531.98; 676034.63,
3346548.52; 676059.11, 3346563.55;
676084.48, 3346577.01; 676110.65,
3346588.85; 676137.51, 3346599.02;
679138.53, 3347597.18; 679165.98,
3347605.65; 679193.90, 3347612.37;
679222.19, 3347617.34; 679250.74,
3347620.51; 679279.43, 3347621.89;
679308.15, 3347621.46; 679336.78,
3347619.23; 679365.22, 3347615.21;
679393.35, 3347609.41; 679421.06,
3347601.85; 679448.25, 3347592.57;
679474.79, 3347581.60; 679500.60,
3347568.99; 679525.56, 3347554.78;
679549.58, 3347539.03; 679572.56,
3347521.81; 679594.42, 3347503.17;
679615.06, 3347483.20; 679634.41,
3347461.97; 679652.39, 3347439.57;
679668.92, 3347416.09; 679683.95,
3347391.61; 679697.41, 3347366.24;
679709.25, 3347340.07; 679719.43,
3347313.22;679727.89, 3347285.77;
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679734.62, 3347257.85; 679739.58,
3347229.56; 679742.76, 3347201.01;
679744.14, 3347172.32; 679743.71,
3347143.61; 679741.48, 3347114.97;
679737.46, 3347086.53; 679731.66,
3347058.40; 679724.10, 3347030.69;
679714.82, 3347003.51; 679703.85,
3346976.97; 679691.23, 3346951.16;

679677.02, 3346926.20; 679661.27,
3346902.19; 679644.05, 3346879.20;
679625.41, 3346857.35; 679605.44,
3346836.70; 679584.21, 3346817.36;
679561.81, 3346799.38; 679538.33,
3346782.84; 679513.85, 3346767.82;
679488.47, 3346754.36; 679462.31,
3346742.52; 679435.45, 3346732.34;

676434.42, 3345734.20; 676406.97,
3345725.73; 676379.05, 3345719.00;
676350.76, 3345714.04; 676322.21,
3345710.86.

(B) Note: Map of Units RFS—8 and
RFS-9 follows:
BILLING CODE 4310-55-P
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Units RFS-8 and RFS-9
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(7) Reticulated flatwood salamander—
Baker and Miller Counties, Georgia.

(i) Unit RFS—10, Subunit A—Miller
County, Georgia. From USGS 1:24,000
scale quadrangle map Donalsonville NE,
Georgia.

(A) Land bounded by the following
UTM Zone 16N, NAD83 coordinates (E,
N): 709773.06, 3456290.97; 709801.78,
3456290.64; 709830.43, 3456288.51;
709858.89, 3456284.58; 709887.04,
3456278.87; 709914.78, 3456271.41;
709942.00, 3456262.22; 709968.58,
3456251.34; 709994.43, 3456238.81;
710019.45, 3456224.68; 710043.52,
3456209.01; 710066.57, 3456191.86;
710088.49, 3456173.30; 710109.20,
3456153.39; 710128.62, 3456132.23;
710146.68, 3456109.89; 710163.30,
3456086.45; 710178.41, 3456062.02;
710191.96, 3456036.69; 710203.89,
3456010.56; 710214.16, 3455983.73;
710222.72, 3455956.31; 710229.54,
3455928.41; 710234.60, 3455900.13;
710237.88, 3455871.59; 710239.35,
3455842.91; 710239.02, 3455814.18;
710236.89, 3455785.53; 710232.96,
3455757.08; 710227.25, 3455728.92;
710219.79, 3455701.18; 710210.60,
3455673.97; 710199.72, 3455647.38;
710187.19, 3455621.53; 710173.06,
3455596.52; 710157.39, 3455572.44;
710140.24, 3455549.40; 710121.68,
3455527.48; 710101.77, 3455506.76;
710080.61, 3455487.34; 710058.27,
3455469.29; 710034.83, 3455452.67;
710010.40, 3455437.56; 709985.07,
3455424.01; 709958.94, 3455412.08;
709932.11, 3455401.81; 709904.69,
3455393.25; 709876.79, 3455386.42;

709848.51, 3455381.36; 709819.97,
3455378.09; 709791.29, 3455376.62;
709762.56, 3455376.95; 709733.91,
3455379.08; 709705.46, 3455383.01;
709677.30, 3455388.71; 709649.56,
3455396.18; 709622.35, 3455405.37;
709595.76, 3455416.25; 709569.91,
3455428.78; 709544.90, 3455442.90;
709520.82, 3455458.57; 709497.78,
3455475.73; 709475.86, 3455494.29;
709455.15, 3455514.19; 709435.72,
3455535.36; 709417.67, 3455557.70;
709401.05, 3455581.13; 709385.94,
3455605.56; 709372.39, 3455630.89;
709360.46, 3455657.02; 709350.19,
3455683.85; 709341.63, 3455711.27;
709334.80, 3455739.18; 709329.75,
3455767.45; 709326.47, 3455795.99;
709325.00, 3455824.68; 709325.33,
3455853.40; 709327.46, 3455882.05;
709331.39, 3455910.51; 709337.10,
3455938.66; 709344.56, 3455966.40;
709353.75, 3455993.62; 709364.63,
3456020.20; 709377.16, 3456046.05;
709391.29, 3456071.07; 709406.96,
3456095.14; 709424.11, 3456118.19;
709442.67, 3456140.11; 709462.57,
3456160.82; 709483.74, 3456180.24;
709506.08, 3456198.30; 709529.51,
3456214.92; 709553.94, 3456230.03;
709579.27, 3456243.58; 709605.40,
3456255.51; 709632.23, 3456265.78;
709659.65, 3456274.34; 709687.56,
3456281.16; 709715.83, 3456286.22;
709744.37, 3456289.49; 709773.06,
3456290.97.

(B) Note: Map depicting Unit RFS-10,
Subunit A is provided at paragraph
(7)(ii)(B) of this entry.

(ii) Unit RFS—10, Subunit B—Baker
County, Georgia. From USGS 1:24,000
scale quadrangle map Bethany, Georgia.

(A) Land bounded by the following
UTM Zone 16N, NAD83 coordinates (E,
N): 734799.11, 3462120.86; 735025.60,
3462958.51; 735075.16, 3462764.67;
735444.38, 3461469.20; 735412.19,
3461400.33; 735420.28, 3461310.28;
735420.28, 3461223.05; 735430.58,
3461136.30; 735479.60, 3461141.39;
735578.13, 3461132.68; 735613.43,
3461091.58; 735650.82, 3461010.58;
735669.51, 3460923.35; 735703.92,
3460811.06; 735756.74, 3460736.42;
735800.35, 3460649.19; 735744.28,
3460624.27; 735432.74, 3460624.27;
735021.51, 3460618.04; 735040.20,
3460767.58; 734952.97, 3460823.66;
734840.82, 3460861.04; 734812.02,
3460938.41; 734541.74, 3461658.58;
734504.36, 3461783.19; 734301.81,
3462565.34; 734165.92, 3462612.37;
734048.55, 3462652.99; 733925.73,
3462646.35; 733818.44, 3462640.54;
733818.98, 3462680.42; 733831.44,
3462724.03; 733831.91, 3462789.15;
733887.18, 3462970.92; 733929.82,
3463111.13; 733981.10, 3463244.98;
734029.39, 3463371.05; 734111.12,
3463466.09; 734161.67, 3463534.03;
734214.05, 3463602.19; 734302.98,
3463595.69; 734405.69, 3463535.78;
734460.75, 3463434.34; 734585.36,
3463428.11; 734697.51, 3463384.49;
734766.02, 3463372.96; 734844.43,
3463268.82; 734936.26, 3463146.86;
735025.60, 3462958.51.

(B) Note: Map of Unit RFS-10 follows:
BILLING CODE 4310-55-P
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Dated: January 29, 2009.
Jane Lyder,

Assistant Deputy Secretary, Department of
the Interior.

[FR Doc. E9—2403 Filed 2-9-09; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310-55-C
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From:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Attachments:

Alden, David

Brock, Greg

Ingram, Catherine; Birdsong. Robin; Cochran, Gary
RE: Blackwater Heritage trail designation of critical habitat for salamander
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 12:44:45 PM
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Black Water Heritage Trail crit hab 2.jpg

Gregg:

| was wondering that myself. | believe there was a recent taxonomic change to these species that
may be contributing to the confusion. However, the most up-to-date USFWS GIS data lists critical
habitat for bother species on the site identified in our attached map. USFWS Critical Habitat Final

Rule (February 2009) for both species attached (Summary below).

SUMMARY: We, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (Service), finalize the
listing under the Endangered Species
Act of 1973, as amended (Act), of the
currently threatened flatwoods
salamander (Ambystoma cingulatum)
into two distinct species: Frosted
flatwoods salamander (Ambystoma
cingulatum) and reticulated flatwoods
salamander (Ambystoma bishopi) due to
a recognized taxonomic reclassification;
determine endangered status for the
reticulated flatwoods salamander; retain
threatened status for the frosted
flatwoods salamander; and designate
critical habitat for the frosted flatwoods
salamander and the reticulated
flatwoods salamander. In total,
approximately 27,423 acres (ac) (11,100
hectares (ha)) in 35 units or subunits fall
within the boundaries of the critical
habitat designation; 22,970 ac (9,297 ha)
of critical habitat is designated for the
frosted flatwoods salamander and 4,453
ac (1,803 ha) for the reticulated
flatwoods salamander. This area is a
reduction of 3,205 ac (977 ha) from the
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proposed designation; 162 ac (66 ha)
less for the frosted flatwoods
salamander and 3,043 ac (928 ha) less
for the reticulated flatwoods
salamander. The critical habitat is
located in Baker, Calhoun, Franklin,
Holmes, Jackson, Jefferson, Liberty,
Santa Rosa, Wakulla, Walton, and
Washington Counties in Florida; Baker
and Miller Counties in Georgia; and
Berkeley, Charleston, and Jasper
Counties in South Carolina.

DATES: This rule becomes effective on
March 12, 2009.

Of interest is the Reticulated and Frosted Flatwoods Salamander Critical Habitat maps on page
6748 and 6764 (below) both located in the western panhandle.
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http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=D042
http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=D013

However, the USFWS range maps don’t concur with this designation:
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APPENDIX F

Citizen Support Organization (CSO)
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CITIZEN SUPPORT ORGANIZATION AGREEMENT

THIS AGREEMENT is made the ‘B\f‘j day olf "\ Snon s 200;(‘, between
the State of Florida Department of Environmental Protection
(“DEP”), Office of Greenways and Trails, hereinafter called OGT,
and the Blackwater Heritage Trail, Inc., a Florida nonprofit
corporation, hereinafter called the CSO.

WITNESSETH

WHEREAS, OGT is vested with jurisdiction over and control of
the Blackwater Heritage State Trail (the “Trail”) and is
responéible for the operation anhd maintenaﬁce of such facilities
and for providing visitor services on the Trail under its
jurisdiction as may be necessary, desirable or convenient for the
use of the public for enjoyment and healthful recreation; and

WHEREAS, the CSO desires to provide certain services as a
citizen support organization for the Trail located in Santa Rosa
County Florida, and OGT desires to enter into this agreement with
the €S0 for the provision of said services.

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the premises and the
mutual covenants and conditions herein contained, it is agreed by
the parties hereto as follows:

1. OGT hereby grants to the CSO and the CSO hereby accepts
from OGT, the exclusive right to'serve as the citizen suppért
organization for the Trail, in conformance with thehpurpogehgg

Section 20.2551, Florida Statutes, for the period stated

3, ,!“'\" ’4;."’
L

i
Herein and

R

Page 1 of 9

Appendix F-1



subject to all terms and conditions set forth in this agreement and
the purposes set forth in the articles of incorporation of the CSO0,
attached hereto as Exhibit "A" to this agreement.

a. This agreement supersedes all previous agreements, if any,
and shall take effect upon execution and shall continue
indefinitely or until terminated pursuant to the provisions.

b. The CSO is hereby authorized to conduct the following
activities, projects and events which include but are not limited
to: fund raising, official meetings of the CSO membership,
volunteer activities and projects, public educational and
interpretative activities or events, or any other activities
outlined in the purposes of the organization as set forth in the
articles of incorporation of the CSO.

2. All notices and orders given to the CSO may be
served by mail at the following address: <c¢/0 J. Paul Fitzgerald,
6839 Caroline Street, Milton, FL 32570. All notices given to OGT
may be served by mail at the following address: 3900 Commonwealth
Blvd., Mail Station 7925, Tallahassee, FL 32399-3000.

3. The Trail manager is hereby designated as OGT's agreement
manager. The Trail manager, the primary contact for the CS0, shall:
communicate OGT policy and proper procedures to the CSQO; advise the
CSO with regard to whether programming and projects are consistent
with the needs and goals of the Trail; ensure that the CSO 'complies
with this agreement; ensure the CSO is using sound governance in

accordance with its bylaws and articles of incorporation, this

Page 2 of 9
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agreement, énd state and federal laws; and ensure that the CSO is
efféctive and capable of meeting nonprofit corporation management
standards, as well as the C30’s mission.

4, OGT may permit, without charge, appropriate use of
the Trail property, staff and facilities by the CSO for the
purpoées stated in this agreement. Such use must be directly in
keeping with the approved purposes of the CSO and may not be made
at times or places that would unreasonably interfere with
opportunities for the general public to use the Trail for
established recreational purposes. In ordef to use property or
facilities of the Trail, including the uses authorized in paragraph
1.b. above, thé CS0 must: ”

| a. comply with the all current DEP policies, rules and

regulations; and | |

b. develop and submit to the Trail manager for
'_review and prior written approval on an annual basis, a program or
schedule of all projects, activities and events the CSO plans.to
carry out on the Trail, including the designation of a specific
location and time for sﬁch uses, with the understanding that the
program and schedule may.be‘modified periodically as needed;

c. be responsible.for maintaining the Trail property and
facilities in a c¢lean and orderly state; and

d. obtain advance approval in writing from the Trail
manager for any activities not covered specificaily in this

agreement.

Page 3 of 9
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5. The Trail manager shall educate the CS0 about Section
20.2551, Florida Statutes, and the contents of the Citizen Support
Organization Handbook, on an ongoing basis to ensure that the CSO
follows appropriate agency guidelines and review procedures before
a decision to proceed on a CSO activity is made including:

a. OGT Director must approve any single fund
raising project that exceeds $25,000 per year.

b. The CSC is not authorized to pursue fixed capital
outlay development (construction type} projects, including fund
raising for such projects, unless the projects appear in the
Trail’s land management plan and they are approved by the Director
of OGT. Prior to approval of such projects, the Trail manager
shall consult with regional trail manager to ensure coordination
with these entities. The regional trail manager will obtain
approval for the proposed CSO project, in writing, from OGT
Director, prior to the CSO initiating fund raising for the project.

6. The CSO agrees that all funds generated by the CSO
through use of Trail property or facilities or the Trail’s name or
identity will be used for the direct or indirect benefit of the
Trail or in support of the CSO's purposés stated in the articles of
incorporation of the CSO which are attached as Exhibit "A"™ to this
agreement. The C80's fiscal year begins July 1 and ends June 30.

7. The CS0C agrees to provide an annual financial statement,
based on the cash, modified cash or accrual basis of accounting,

and one of the following shall apply:

Page 4 of 9
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a. For a cash or modified cash method of accounﬁing the
financial statements shall be in the following format: the
Statement of Assets & Liabilities Resulting from Cash Transactions;
the Statement of Cash Receipts, Expenditures, and Scholarships
Paid; the Statement of Functional Expenses; the Financial Statement
Disclosures; and, the Statement of Accomplishments and Goals. The
reports are based on Other Comprehensive Basis of Accounting as set
forth in the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants,
Statement on Auditing Standards No.62, Special Reports. The‘annual
financial statement shall be submitted to the Office of Greenways
and Trailé, 3900 Commonwealth Blvd., MS 795, Tallahassee, FIL 32399-

3000, no later than six months after the end of the CSO fiscal

- year.

b. For an accrual method of accounting the financial
statements shall be in the following format: the Statement of
Financial Position; the Statement of Activities; the Statement of
Functional Expenses; the Statement of Cash Flows; the Financial
Statement Disclosures; and, the Statement of Accomplishments and
Goals. The report will follow the standards set forth in Statement
of Financial Accounting Standards Nos. 117 and 116 established by
the Financial Accounting Standards Board. The formats are contained
in Exhibit “B” to this agreement. The annual financial statement
.shall be submitted to the Office of Greenways and Trails, 39200
Commonwealth Blvd., MS 795, Tallahassee, FL 32399-3000, no later

than six months after the end of the CSO fiscal year.

Page 5 of 9
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8. Should annual expenses of the CSO exceed $300,000 in
gross expenditures, including all grants, the CSO éhall secure a
full audit by an independent certified public accountant (“CPA").
This audit shall be in accordance with Chapter 10.700, Rules of the
Auditor General, Audits of Direct Support Organizations and Citizen
Support Organizations, and the standards set forth in Statement of
Financial Accounting Standards Nos. 117 and 116, Financial
Statements of Not~For-Profit Organizations established by the
Financial Accounting Standards Board. The CPA’s reports shall
address the financial statements for the CS0's fiscal year. The
CPA’'s report gives assurance that expenditures were made to carry
out the purposes set forth in the articles of incorporation of the
CSO attached as Exhibit “A” to this agreement. The required audit
shall be submitted to the Auditor General’s Office at 111 West
Madison Street, Claude Pepper Building, Tallahassee, FL 32395~
1450, with a copy to the Trail manager, no later than nine‘months
after the end of the CSO fiscal year.

9, The CSO shall file and renew the Not-For-Profit
Corporation Annual Report annually with the State of Florida
Department of State, in accordance with Chapter 617, Florida
Statutes.

10. Any violation of, or failure to comply with, the terms
of this agreement may, at the option of OGT, terminate this
agreement after thirty days from the CSO receipt of notice in

writing delivered or mailed to the CS0 address set forth in
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paragraph 2 of this agreement.

11, This agreement may be terminated by either party without
cause 90 days after receipt of notice of termination in writing to
the other party at the address set forth in paragraph 2 of this
agreement. In the event that this agreement is terminated or the
CS0 otherwlise ceases to exlst, any remaining assets of the CSO
shall be transferred to another OGT-approved citizen support
organization or to OGT. This provision shall be included in
dissolution and/or merger documents or other appropriate legal
documents,

12. The activities of the CSO, which have been approved by
its officers and board of directors, and OGT pursuant to this
agreement, are covered by state liability protection as ocutlined in
Sections 110.504 and 768.23, Florida Statutes. The CSO, its Board
of Directors, and officers are volunteers and are covered by state
liability protection as outlined in Sections 110.504 and 768.28,
Florida Statutes. This provision in no way waives the State of

Florida’s sovereign immunity.
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13. DEP shall have no legal responsibility for worker’s
compensation coverage for CSO employees. The CSO is responsible for
providing worker’s compensation for CSO employees. All CSO
employees shall sign a disclosure statement informing them that the
State of Florida and DEP are not responsible for injuries they
incur as a result of employment with the CSO.

14, All records in conjunction with this agreement shall be
public record and shall be treated in the same manner as other
public records are under general law, This agreement may be
unilaterally canceled by OGT for refusal by the CSC to allow public
access to all documents, papers, letters, or other material subject
to provisions of Chapter 119, Florida Statutes, and made or
received by the CSO in conjunction with this agreement.

The State of Florida Department of Environmental Protection,
Office of Greenways and Trails, has hereunto set its hand and
official seal, and Blackwater Heritage Trail, Inc., a Florida
nonprofit corporation, has caused these presents to be signed in
its name by its proper officers, and its corporate seal to be

affixed, attested by its secretary, the day and year written above.

[Rest of page left intentionally blank.]
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Approved as to form and
legality

-n

ATTEST:

By:“ﬁggflhbggﬁ-}

Mike Wolfe& Secretary

(CORPORATE SEAL)

STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
OFFICE OF GREENWAYS AND TRAILS

Q{ngﬁmw

a Brooks, Director
O fice of Greenways and Trails

BLACKWATER HERITAGE TRAIL, INC.,
a Florida nonprofit corporation

By:

ack Thetfopt, President
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SR EXHIBIT A

N?)%I/] - | F!LEb

ARTICLES OF INCORPORATION ‘1980 ¥
OF . 1

BLACKWATER HERITAGE TRAIL, INC.  3E(f:, .-, .. .
A Florida Ponprofit Corporation rﬁLLﬁﬂi?ﬁ%wkiiﬂf"
‘ MRl LOR!L;h

ARTICLZ I - NAME

The name of the CorporatLon is BLACKWATER HERITAGE.
TRAII, 'INC., and the same is hereby organized by the uhdersigned
t6 form a nonprofit corporation under the Florida Not For Profit
Corpofation'hct (F.5. 617.001, et_seqg).

ARTICLE II - DURATICN

The term of existence-of the Corporation is perpetual,
and the corporate existence wlll commence on the-filing of these
Articles by the Secretary of State.

ARTICLE III - NONPROFIT PURPOSES AND POWERS

The purposes four thch the Corporation.is organized
are:

1. Exclusively for charitable, historical,
educational and scient_fic purposes, including, for such
purposes, being and dealing with other organizations that
gqualify as exempt organizations under 501{c){3) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954;

2. To act as a nonprofit cltizens support group to
fostér improvements and maintenance of the.Blackwater Herltage
Trail, 1Inc.; develop additional linkages and a network of tralls
that connect with or are proximate to the trail, promote
environmental, cultural and historical awareness of the trail;
and encourage use of “he trail as a healthful and safe facility
for cycling, hiking, horseback riding, running, and related
recreational activitlies;

3. To . act as a lialson Dbetween <the Blackwater
Heritage Trall,Inc. and other sltes {as determined by Aits
Directors) and other outside entities such as schools and other
educational organizations to promote educatlonal and historical

purposes of the Corporation;

-l -
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4. To engnge in any lawful purpcse or purpesec not
for picuniary profit, subject to the above;

5. No part of the net earnings of the Corporation
‘shall inure to the benefit of, or Vbe distributable to, its
members, trustees, officers, or other private PErsons, except
that 'the Corperation shall be authorized and empowered to pay.
reasonable compensation for services rendered and to make
payménts and distribution; in furtherance of the Corporation's
puUrposes. No substantial part of the activities of the
Corporation shall be the carrving on of propaganda, or otherwise
attempting to influence legislation, and the Corporation shall
nat participate in, or intervene in {including the publishing or
distribution of Statements) any politlical campaign on behalf of
any candidate for public office; Notwithstanding any other
provision of these articles; the Corporation shall not carry on
any other actlvities not permitted_to be carrled on (a} by a
Corporation exempt from federal income tax under 50l{c}(3) of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 or (b) by a Corporation,
contributions to which are deductible wunder 170{c}{(2) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (or the corresponding prevision of
any future United States Internal Revenue law);

6. To conduct programs and actiﬁities; raise funds;
request and receive grants, gifts, and beguests of money;
acqguire, receive, hold, invest and administer, in its own name,
securities, funds, obiects of value, or other property, real or
personal; and make expenditures to or for the direct or indirect
benefit of the Blackwater Hefitage Trail, Inc.; and

7. . 1f the Corporation shall be or become a private
foundation as such term is defined by Section 509, then the
Corporation shall be ;equired to distribute its income for each
taxable vyear at such time in éuch manner as not to subject it to
tax under Section 4542, and the Corporation shall be prohibited
from engaging in any act of self-dealing [as defined in Section

4941(43y], from retaining any excess Dbusiness holdings las
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defined in Section 4943(c)), from making any investments in such
manner as to subject the Corpeoration to tax under Section 4944,
and from making any'taxaple expenditures [as defined.in Section
4945(4}]. " The statutory references in th;s Paragraph 7 are to
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954, and the regulations
thereunder, as the same now exist.and may hereafter be amended

from time to time.

ARTICLE IV - DIRECTORS
There shall be nine (9) members of the initial Boarad
of Directors of the Corporation. -The names and addresses of the

persons who are to serve as the first elected Directors are as

follows:
Name Address

Donald E, Galbraith Lynn Galbraith
5600 Michael Drive 5600 Michael Drive
Milton, Florida 32570 Milton, Florida 312570
Jack Sanborn . Nelda Sorensen
1l Main Street 9 Bombay Drive
Bagdad, Florida 32530 Milion, Florida 32570
Harold E. Marcus, Jr. Richard Collins
7640 River Road : B600 Chumuckla Highway
Milton, Florida 32570 Milton, Florida 32570
David Shaffer Sharlene Shaffer
106 Mary Street 106 Mary Street
Milton, Florida 32570 Milton, Florida 32570

Judith Duren
302 Conecuh Street
Milton, Florida 32570

ARTICLE V - REGISTERED CFFICE AND AGRENT

The 4initial registered office of the Corporation shall
be located at 202 Oak Street,. Milton, - Florida 32570. The
initial reglstered agent of thé Corporation at that address
shall be J. Paul Fitzgerald. '

ARTICLE VI - MEMBERS

The Corporatien shall have members. Members of the

' Corporﬁtion will be required to meet the following

gualifications: to have an interest in and a willingness to
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assist .with the s:ated’purposes of the COrporation in conformity

with Ithe By~Laws And direction from the Board of Directors.

Persons meeting such qualificaticns will be admitted in the
-following manner: Each prospective member shall make wr.tten
application to the Board of Directors together with a check or

mcney order for the. firﬁt vear's dues. PRach proposed membazr

shall = apply for ‘ﬁembership as an individual, family, or

organization with the annual dues as specified by action of the

Board of ﬁirectdrs. o

Each member, regardless of whether an individual,

family, or organization, shall be entitled to one vote.

Nonpayment 'of dues shall be grounds for immediate revocatioﬁ of

membership. Membership shall be evidenced by certification.

ARTICLE VII - INCORPORATION

The names and residence addresses of the officers and

subscribers-of'these Articles of Incorporation are:

Name Address
Donald E. Galbralth, President 5600 Michael Drive

Milton, Florida 32570

Jack Sanborn, Vice-President 1 Main Street
Bagdad, Florida 32530

Nelda Sorensen, Secretary 9 Bombay Drive
Milton, Florida 32%70

Lynn Galbraith, Treasurer 5600 Michael Drive
: Milton, Florida 32570

ARTICLE VIII - CONDUCT OF CORPORATE AFFAIRS
The .conddct of the affairs of the Corporation will be
limited in the following manner: The Board of Directors shall
have all corporate authority and shall be elected for two-year
terms by the members, except for the first year when three
d;rectors will be elected for one-year terms and two directors
for two-year terms. The Board of Directors has power to amend

these Articles.

-4~
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ARTICLE IX - DISSOLUTION

Ur,on  the dissolution of the Corporation, the Board of
Diréctors shall, after paying or making provision for the
payment of all of the liabilities of the Corporation, diépoae of
all of the assets of the Corporation exclusively for the purpose
of the Corporation in such manner, or to such organization or
organizqtions organized and operated exclusively for charitable,
- educational, religious,’ or sclentific purposes as shall at the
time qualify as an exempt organization or organizations under
S01(c){93) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (or the
corresponding provision of any future United States Internal
Revenue law}, as the Board of Directors shall determine. Any
such assets not so disposed of shall be disposed of by the court
cf common pleas of the county in which the principal office of
the Corporation 1s then located, exclusively for such purposes
or to such orgnization or organ.:ations, as sald court shall
determine, which are organized and operated exclusively for such
purposes.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, we have hereunto subscribed our

" names this | Lt day of Wi , 1310,
d .

.

j}ck Sanborn - Vice President

'

Nelda Sorensen - Secretary

Galbraith ~ Treasurer

Notary Public

HOTARY PUSLIC, ETATE OF FLORIDA.
MY COMMISSION EXPIRAS; NOY. 20, 1990,
WONDED THAU RITAEY FUSLLL UNOREWRITLAR.

-5=
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CERTIFICATE DESIGNATING PLACE OF BUSINESS
OR DOMICILE FOR THE SERVICE OF PROCESS
WITHTN THIS STATE, NAMING AGENT
UPON WHOM PROCESS MAY BE.SERVED

.

In pursuance of Chapter 48.091, Florida Statutes, the

following is submitted, 1ln compliance with sald Act:

FIRST: That BLACKWATER ﬁERITAGE TRAIL, INC., desiring
to organize under the laws of the State of Florida with iﬁs
principal  office, as indicated in the articles of incorporation
at the cCity of Milton, County of éanta Rosa, State of Florida,
has named J. PAUL FITZGERALD, located at 202 Oak Street, City of
Milton, County of Santa Rosa, State of Florida, as its agent to

accept service of process within this state.
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT :

Having Dbeen named to accept service of process for the
above stated corporation, at 4tne place designated in <this
certificate, I. hereby agree to act in this capacity, and I.
further agree to comply with the provision of sald Act relative

to keeping open sald office.

gistered Agent
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ARTICLES OF AMENDMENT \ e
' to “'\‘%‘%‘ , @
- ARTICLES OF INCORPORATION ' RENIN P

of

BLACKWATER HERITAGE TRAIL, INC.

Pursuant to the provisions of section 617.1008, Florida Statutes, the undersigned corporation
adopts the following articles of amendment to its articles of incorporation.

FIRST:. Amendment(s) adopted: :
(PLEASE SEE ATTACHED PAGE FOR THWO (2) AMENDMENTS)

SECOND: The date of adoption of the amendment(s) was:__Feh, 26, 1992

THIRD: Adoption of Amendment (CHECK ONE)

The amendment(s) was(were) adopted
by the members and the number of votes
cast for the amendment - was sufficient for approval.

X ‘There are no members or members
entitied to vote on the amendment.
The amendment(s) was(were) adopted by
the board of directors. |

Dated March 17, , 1992

Blackwater Heritage Trail, Inc.
Corporation Name

(Chairman, Vice Chairman, President or other officer)

Richard Collins
Typed or printed name

President

Title
7
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BLACKWATER HERITAGE TRAIL, INC. - March 17, 1992
AMENDMENTS AE]E)PTED

1. B1ackwater Her1tage Trail, Inc. is open to membership by anyone w1sh1ng to
Join, regard]ess of age, sex, race, color, religion, national origin or

poss1b1e hand1cap

' ’“ e
2. Upon the dissolution of - the corporation, assets shall be dlsmbuted for one or more exempt purposes
within the meaning of section 501{c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code, or corresponding section of any
future tederal tax code, or shall be distributed 1o the federal government, or to a state or iocal
government,-for a public purpose. Any such assets not so disposed of shall be disposed of by the
Court of Common Plgas of the county in which the principal office of the corporation is then located,
exclusively for such purposes or to such organization or organizations, as said Court shall determine,

which are organized and operated exclusively for such purposes.
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APPENDIX G

Division of Historical Resources (DHR)

Florida Master Site File (FMSF) Reports

June §, 2011

July 20, 2011
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This record search is for informational purposes only and does NOT constitute a

project review. This search only identifies resources recorded at the Florida Master

Site File and does NOT provide project approval from the Division of Historical
Resources. Contact the Compliance and Review Section of the Division of Historical
Resources at 850-245-6333 for project review information.

June 8, 2011 ‘@Flonda

Robin L. Turner

Office of Greenways and Trails
3900 Commonwealth Blvd.
Tallahassee, FL 32399-3000
Phone: 850.245.2052

Email: robin.turner@dep.state.fl.us

In response to your inquiry of May 31, 2011, the Florida Master Site File lists no previously recorded
archaeological sites, one resource group, and one standing structure found within or intersecting the
Blackwater Heritage State Trail located in Santa Rosa County:

When interpreting the results of our search, please consider the following information:

e This search area may contain unrecorded archaeological sites, historical structures
or other resources even if previously surveyed for cultural resources.

e Because vandalism and looting are common at Florida sites, we ask that you limit
the distribution of location information on archaeological sites.

¢ While many of our records document historically significant resources, the
documentation of a resource at the Florida Master Site File does not necessarily
mean the resource is historically significant.

e Federal, state and local laws require formal environmental review for most
projects. This search DOES NOT constitute such a review. If your project falls
under these laws, you should contact the Compliance and Review Section of the
Division of Historical Resources at 850-245-6333.

Please do not hesitate to contact us if you have any questions regarding the results of this search.

Sincerely,
~ e 7
o
(7"
Chris Fowler

Archaeological Data Analyst
Florida Master Site File
cgfowler@dos.state.fl.us

500 South Bronough Street « Tallahassee, FL 32399-0250 « www.flheritage.com/preservation/sitefile
850.245.6440 ph | 850.245.6439 fax | SiteFile@dos.state.fl.us
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This record search is for informational purposes only and does NOT constitute a

project review. This search only identifies resources recorded at the Florida Master

Site File and does NOT provide project approval from the Division of Historical
Resources. Contact the Compliance and Review Section of the Division of Historical
Resources at 850-245-6333 for project review information.

July 20, 2011 ‘@Flonda

Robin L. Turner

Office of Greenways and Trails
3900 Commonwealth Blvd.
Tallahassee, FL 32399-3000
Phone: 850.245.2052

Email: robin.turner@dep.state.fl.us

In response to your inquiry of July 18, 2011, the Florida Master Site File lists no previously recorded
archaeological sites, and no standing structures, found within or intersecting the 126.87 acre parcel
indicated by the shape files submitted with search request for the Blackwater Heritage State Trail
located in Santa Rosa County:

When interpreting the results of our search, please consider the following information:

e This search area may contain unrecorded archaeological sites, historical structures
or other resources even if previously surveyed for cultural resources.

e Because vandalism and looting are common at Florida sites, we ask that you limit
the distribution of location information on archaeological sites.

e While many of our records document historically significant resources, the
documentation of a resource at the Florida Master Site File does not necessarily
mean the resource is historically significant.

e Federal, state and local laws require formal environmental review for most
projects. This search DOES NOT constitute such a review. If your project falls
under these laws, you should contact the Compliance and Review Section of the
Division of Historical Resources at 850-245-6333.

Please do not hesitate to contact us if you have any questions regarding the results of this search.

Sincerely,
~ o 7
Y ik
Chris Fowler

Archaeological Data Analyst
Florida Master Site File
cgfowler@dos.state.fl.us

500 South Bronough Street « Tallahassee, FL 32399-0250 « www.flheritage.com/preservation/sitefile
850.245.6440 ph | 850.245.6439 fax | SiteFile@dos.state.fl.us
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CULTURAL RESOURCES REPORT

SITEID FORMNO T-R-S CR SITENAME NRLIST SURVEY LOCATION OTHER
SR00394 198709 01N/28W/3 RG MILTON HISTORIC DISTRICT Listed City: MILTON RG Type: DINA, # Cntrib Resources: 117
SRO0536 198702 01N/28W/3  SS MAGAHA/RIVANBARK HOUSE 1468 501 BERRYHILL ST, MILTON Uses: RESI

2 site(s) evaluated; 2 form(s) evaluated. (1 RG, 1 SS)
Print date: 6/8/2011 11:07:45 AM
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SURVEY REPORT

5402 AN ARCHITECTURAL INVENTORY, NAVAL AIR STATION WHITING FIELD, MILTON, FLORIDA LYNN, CHARLES
7939  ARCHAEOLOGICAL SUBSURFACE TESTING OF THE REVISED LOCATION OF THE PROPOSED MUNSON (VERIZON WIRELESS 513 PARKER, BRIAN
03) TELECOMMUNICATIONS TOWER SITE, SANTA ROSA COUNTY, FLORIDA
8180 AN ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND HISTORICAL SURVEY OF THE PROPOSED MILTON SQUARE TOWER LOCATION IN SANTA ROSA COU JONES, PAUL L.
NTY, FLORIDA
8450 AN ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND HISTORICAL SURVEY OF THE PROPOSED PO-89 ROEVILLE TOWER LOCATION IN SANTA ROSA CO BATATEGAS, JULIET T.
UNTY, FLORIDA
8606 IDENTIFICATION AND EVALUATION OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES WITHIN THE ONE MILE AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF PARKER, BRIAN
THE PROPOSED 180FT MUNSON #51303 TELECOMMUNICATIONS TOWER, SANTA ROSA COUNTY, FLORIDA

5 records printed.
Print date: 6/8/2011 12:00:49 PM

Appendix G-4



SURVEY REPORT

SURVNO TITLE AUTHOR PUBDATE
2974 PHASE 111 ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY OF THE BLACKWATER RIVER DRAINAGE PENTON, DANIEL T. 1991
5402 AN ARCHITECTURAL INVENTORY, NAVAL AIR STATION WHITING FIELD, MILTON, FLORIDA LYNN, CHARLES 1994

2 records printed.
Print date: 7/18/2011 1:11:33 PM
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APPENDIX H

Verification of Compliance with Comprehensive Plan

February 22, 2012
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Santa Rosa County
Development Services

Beckie Cato, AICP T(_)ny G_Omlll!on Rhonda C. Royals
Planning and Zoning Director Public Service Director Interim Building Official

February 22, 2012

Robin Birdsong, Regional Coordinator
Department of Environmental Protection
Division of Recreation and Parks

Office of Greenways and Trails

RE: Blackwater Heritage State Trail
Dear Mrs. Birdsong:

The Blackwater Heritage State Trail is primarily located within the Conservation/Recreation
Future Land Use category in the Santa Rosa County Comprehensive Plan. This category allows
for a variety of active recreation and passive conservation activities. The Trail also crosses or
passes over public rights-of-way and federal government property.

Policy 4.1.0.12 of the Comprehensive Plan states that “The County will support connections and
improvement of Old State Road 1 (Old Brick Road), the Blackwater Heritage Trail, and the
Bagdad Heritage Trail as alternate modes of travel between Milton, Bagdad, East Milton, and
Naval Air Station Whiting Field.” Furthermore, Policy 9.1.C.8 states that “The County will
encourage the establishment of recreation trails and bike trails to increase, where feasible, the
opportunity for biking, walking, in-line skating and other forms of outdoor recreation.”

Therefore, please allow this letter to serve as evidence that the Blackwater Heritage State Trail is
consistent with the Santa Rosa County Comprehensive Plan. Please feel free to contact me with
any questions.

Sincerely,

Joshua Dault
Planner 111

CC:  Sheila Harris, Santa Rosa County Grants

Santa Rosa County Public Service Complex
6051 Old Bagdad Highway, Suite 202 Milton, Florida 32583
www.santarosa.fl.gov
Office: (850) 981-7000
Inspections/Compliance Division Fax: (850) 623-1208 e Planning/Zoning Division Fax: (850) 983-9874 @ Commercial Review Fax: (850) 623-1381
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Blackwater Heritage State Trail (BHST) Management Plan Public Meeting and Advisory Group Meeting
Report:

Both meetings occurred on Wednesday, May 30, 2012 at Santa Rosa County (SRC) Administration
Building, Board Room located at 6495 Caroline Street, Milton, Florida 32570. The Public Meeting began
at approximately 10:00 a.m. Office of Greenways and Trails Regional Coordinator, Mrs. Robin Birdsong
welcomed participants and provided a PowerPoint overview of the Plan which included the process
proceeding and following the Public Meeting. Following the staff presentation comments were accepted
from attendees, there were thirteen attendees. At the 1:00 p.m. Advisory Group Meeting, Mrs. Birdsong
provided printed copies of comments received from Advisory Group members that were unable to
attend the meeting. Each attendee was given equal opportunity to identify important issues and to
provide comments on the Plan, some of the comments lead to open discussion. Following the
comment/discussion period, Mrs. Birdsong said that she would circulate the comments that were
received and that they would be included in Appendix | of the Plan. Mrs. Birdsong stated that
recommendations where appropriate would be incorporated within the text of the Plan. Mrs. Birdsong
said that she would send the main text of the Plan for final review before submitting the Plan to the
Acquisition and Restoration Council (ARC). If the minor revisions are confirmed by the Advisory Group by
June 30, 2012, the Plan should be included on the October 2012 ARC agenda.

Public Meeting Attendees (that signed in):

Danny Jones— Florida Park Service (FPS), Bureau Chief, District One

David Creamer— Florida Forest Service, Blackwater Forestry Center, Recreation Administrator
Ferlain Hoover—FPS, Blackwater River State Park and BHST, Manager

Gerard Greco—FPS, BHST Staff

Jason Tritt—Blackwater Soil and Water Conservation District, Staff

Jim Johnson

Mike Davis—BHST Citizen Support Organization (CSO)

Randy Roy—Naval Air Station (NAS) Whiting Field, Community Liaison

Richard Collins—former President of the BHST CSO

Shelia Harris—SRC Board of County Commissioners, Special Projects/Grants Assistant

Tony Tindell-FPS, Assistant Bureau Chief, District One

Vernon Compton—Project Director of the Long Leaf Alliance, Florida Trail Association, Santa Rosa
Historical Society, SRC Tourist Development Council, BHST CSO

Walt Schuman—BHST CSO, President

Advisory Group Meeting Attendees:

Barbara Almario—Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission

Caitlin Snyder—Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission

Danny Dean—North West Florida Water Management District, Assistant Lands Manager for West Region
Danny Jones— Florida Park Service, Bureau Chief, District One

David Creamer—Florida Forest Service, Blackwater Forestry Center, Recreation Administrator
Dusty Ford—Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission

Ferlain Hoover—Florida Park Service, Blackwater River State Park and BHST, Manager

Gerard Greco—BHST staff

Jason Tritt—Blackwater Soil and Water Conservation District, Staff

Mack Thetford—Chairman of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee, BHST CSO, Associate
Professor for the West Florida Research and Education Center

Randy Roy— NAS Whiting Field, Community Liaison

Richard Collins—former President of the BHST CSO
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Shawn Ward-SRC, Transportation Planner, Development Division

Tony Tindell-Florida Park Service, Assistant Bureau Chief, District One

Vernon Compton—Project Director of the Long Leaf Alliance, Florida Trail Association, Santa Rosa
Historical Society, SRC Tourist Development Council, BHST CSO

Walt Schuman—-BHST CSO, President

Advisory Group Meeting, unable to participate in the Advisory Group Meeting:

Al Melvin, Milton Resident and cyclist

Dan Hipes, Florida Natural Areas Inventory, Chief Scientist

Joshua Wilks, Blackwater River Foundation, Environmental Planner

Honorable W.D. "Don" Salter, SRC Commissioner, District 3

Shelia Harris—SRC Board of County Commissioners, Special Projects/Grants Assistant

Summary of all comments and course of action:

Prior to the meetings, two Advisory Group members’ submitted comments which were discussed at the
Advisory Group meeting and, as appropriate, corrections that occurred prior to the May 30, were
incorporated into the PowerPoint presentation. Mr. Dan Hipes noted: Florida Natural Areas Inventory
(FNAI) agrees with the goals, objectives, concepts, and intentions described in this plan; minor edits
needed to occur; recommended inclusion of the past scoring results of the Level of Service (LOS)
described in Section IV-A, 2.1.1 scoring on the BHST or describe a plan to measure it or regulate it; the
blank in Section IV-A, Objective 3.2 is not explained; Section I-C was helpful in understanding how the
BHST fits into regional recreational opportunities; the natural community and other natural resource
sections are appropriately concise; thought it would be helpful for more detail and explanation in the
“Activity” portion of the Goals, Objectives, and Activities section would be helpful for evaluating the
proposed activity; Section V-G, Partnerships and Regional Coordination, was helpful in highlighting the
importance of these activities for the success of the BHST. Following Mr. Hipes comments, minor edits
to the Plan occurred; Table 4 was added to reflect the LOS; the Plan was updated to note that Objective
3.2 will be determined by Activity 3.1.1; Mrs. Birdsong explained that in regards to the lack of detail in
the Activity portion of Section IV-A, it is intended for the subsequent pages to elaborate on how the
Goals, Objectives and Activities will be implemented. Mrs. Birdsong noted the format is consistent with
both the Nature Coast State Trail, approved by the Acquisition and Restoration Council (ARC) on August
19, 2012 and the General James A. Van Fleet Management Plan, approved by the ARC on April 22, 2012
and requested specific direction.

Recommendations from Mr. Al Melvin were twofold, better promotion through expanded
partnerships/events, expanded Trail connections and that both should be supported fully by the County
Commission. First, Mr. Melvin noted the importance of the creating bicycle and pedestrian connections
from the BHST to adjacent roadways, specifically from Munson Highway to Indian Ford Road and
connecting the BHST to the BSF; and that requests to all state/local projects that jeopardize the integrity
of the trail or cause temporary closures to be opposed. In terms of promotion and expansion of
partnerships/events Mr. Melvin recommended the concession stand be expanded and improved to
provide healthy, informal dining and snack options to help facilitate bringing more residents to the Trail;
incorporate business sponsorship, which could include restaurants, bike shops, Adventures Unlimited,
motels, acknowledgements into small mileage marker signs that could be spaced as close as every 1/10"
of a mile and encourage sponsors to offer coupons offering discounts for their services and on
concessionaire products; hold monthly or quarterly events/festivals along the trail that would attract
vendors/artisans who would pledge a percentage of the proceeds from their activities to maintain and
improve trail facilities; partner with health interest groups to use the BHST for fitness activities/events;
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better coordination/more events with Florida Biking Association and similar organizations; recruit and
expand the volunteer base to serve as hosts for long distance cyclists (e.g. those traversing Adventure
Cycling Association’s Southern Tier Bicycle Route) and to promote the services on web pages such as
WarmShowers.org. Mr. Melvin expressed willingness to assist in promoting, coordinating and
implementing these types of improvements. Members from the CSO expressed interest in reaching out
to Mr. Melvin.

The Advisory Group reviewed and discussed Mr. Melvin’s comments. As discussed, both SRC and the
Florida-Alabama Transportation Planning Organization (FL-AL TPO) support connected and extended
trail/bicycle-pedestrian connections. The FL-AL Bicycle Pedestrian Plan Addendum, adopted March
2012, identifies connectivity of the developing system. Map 1.5 illustrates Public Trail and Trail
Connections. SRC provided additional maps for inclusion in the Plan that illustrates additional
information; they were added as Maps 1.6 and 1.7. There was discussion regarding local tourism
promotion and existing publications. Mrs. Birdsong reported that in addition to Florida Park Service
directives, OGT is guided by Chapter 260, F.S and provided examples on activities including efforts on
Publicizing and Promoting the Florida Greenways and Trails System [260.016(1)(a) & (d)]. Efforts include
inclusion of the BHST on the National Recreation Trail webpage, TrailsLink.com, Visit Florida and Google.
Updating the State Park webpage and BHST brochure is underway. Special events, such as the Bicycle
Festival on May 12, 2012 were discussed Section IV-M provides information regarding Special Events. All
promotion should adhere to Division policies and procedures and referred to the Operational Manual.
During the Presentation, Mrs. Birdsong provided examples of existing BHST tourism materials.

Regarding Mr. Melvin’s comment about expanded food options at the Visitor’s Center, Mr. Compton
said there could be healthier snack options but there in terms of informal dining, there are space
limitations and there is not a kitchen. Mr. Collins reiterated the limitations of space. Others thought
local businesses near the linear Trail offered economic opportunities to fulfill the need. Mr. Melvin's
comments regarding adding sponsorship signs every 1/10™ of a mile, the Advisory Group thought that to
be too frequent. Mrs. Birdsong provided basic information about Senate Bill (SB) 268 and that rule
development would occur through a public process. Mr. Jason Tritt inquired whether the Plan should
include reference to SB 268. The Advisory Group determined that since the property was specifically
identified in SB 268 but the Rule implementing the bill has yet to occur, the Plan would not speculate
about the implications. Advisory Group members felt strongly that to the extent possible, efforts should
be taken to prevent/limit/minimize signage (except where safety is improved) and advertisements. Dr.
Thetford and others expressed concern that natural resources would be impacted. Specifically,
attendees do not want trees to be cut to increase the visibility of advertising signage on or off the
property. Mrs. Birdsong reiterated the management goals include resource protection and
improvement; and that signage along the linear Trail must continue to adhere to Federal Highway
Requirements which are provided in the Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD); Section llI-
A references resources that establish design criteria. Section IV-L elaborates on the potential to contract
with private vendors and the Operational Manual provides additional information regarding
concessionaire agreements.

An overarching topic of discussion at both meetings was the State Road (SR) 87 widening/expansion
project. Mr. Richard Collins provided an overview of the proposed four lane roadway project and shared
concern expressed by citizens attending the August/September roadway public meetings. Some
attendees expressed concern about the project and stated that if SR 87 crosses the BHST, then 1) it
should do so by grade separation 2) installing a box culvert for the Trail to pass under the roadway was
insufficient and 3) an at-grade crossing would not be safe for BHST visitors. Mr. Mack Thetford reported
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that approximately two months ago the Bicycle Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC) requested the
planning council to prepare a summary and provide a presentation of the current status of planning for
the proposed roadway project. The BPAC also inquired how the project demonstrates responses to
public concerns expressed about the design resulting in an at-grade crossing of the Trail. Furthermore,
the BPAC expressed concern about the width of the proposed roadway segment, to be a four to six lanes
wide. The Executive Summary indicates that monitoring the SR 87 project is identified as a management
need, additional details are provided in Section IlI-B and Section IV-C.

Mrs. Birdsong explained the general process for any entity seeking to cross state lands; which includes
either a Formal Upland Easement Application or a Formal Application for Land Exchange to be submitted
in accordance with the process outlined by the Division of State Lands (DSL). Standard review for land
exchanges involving conservation land is that the proposal must “...result in a net positive conservation
benefit, regardless of appraised value”. [Ch. 253.034(6), F.S. and Ch. 18-2.021(7)(e), F.A.C.]. Applications
are reviewed by ARC and the Trustees. In addition to either Application process, Subsection 253.034(3),
Florida Statutes states:
In recognition that recreational trails purchased with rails-to-trails funds pursuant to s.
259.101(3)(g) or s. 259.105(3)(h) have had historic transportation uses and that their linear
character may extend many miles, the Legislature intends that when the necessity arises to serve
public needs, after balancing the need to protect trail users from collisions with automobiles and
a preference for the use of overpasses and underpasses to the greatest extent feasible and
practical, transportation uses shall be allowed to cross recreational trails purchased pursuant to
5. 259.101(3)(g) or s. 259.105(3)(h). When these crossings are needed, the location and design
should consider and mitigate the impact on humans and environmental resources, and the value
of the land shall be paid based on fair market value.

Mrs. Birdsong provided the group with examples from similar projects, reminded the group that
equestrians would need to be safely accommodated and stated that in addition to state requirements,
other regulations may also be a factor (e.g. funding sources used to develop the property). Mr. Schuman
guestioned potential impacts of the proposed roadway height to military functions. Mr. Collins said
development of the Trail was funded through Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act and
portions of the Trail were acquired by the General Service Administration. Mrs. Birdsong explained that
roadways impacting conservation and recreation lands also need to satisfy the requirements of Section
4(f) of the USDOT Act of 1966 (23 CFR 774). Section 4(f) requires that Federal Highway Administration
not support (including funding) roadway projects impacting public park, recreation, and wildlife lands,
unless [a] there is no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative to the use of the land, and [b] the
action includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the property resulting from use.

Mr. Walt Schuman noted the CSO would like to update the Agreement which was executed with the
former manager, Office of Greenways and Trails (Appendix F) to an Agreement with the current
manager, Florida Park Service. Other Advisory Group members concurred. Staff concurred this is a
desirable action and steps will be taken to update the Agreement and noted until it is updated the
language in the Plan is appropriate. Section IV-L was updated to reflect this will occur.

Mr. Schuman expressed support for a CSX crossing, south of the southern terminus of the Trail that
would ultimately connect the Trail to the Bagdad Mill Site. Mr. Shawn Ward reported that following
inclusion of the project on the OGT Acquisition Workplan, the County then entered into a preliminary
engineering agreement with CSX, Inc. for the design of a pedestrian crossing and signal system. It was
later announced that CSX, inc. would not grant the County right of way for the crossing therefore an

Appendix I-5



alternative (sidewalk) connection had to be selected along Old Highway 90. The trail project remains on
the OGT Acquisition Workplan. The trail connection is described in Section I-D and illustrated by Maps
1.5 and 1.7. Mr. Vernon Compton reiterated the importance of the connection and recommended that
regardless of the timeframe of obtaining legal access to the lands acquired through the Murphy Act, that
those lands not be considered for surplus. Language was added to Executive Summary and Section 4-E
to reflect the Murphy Act land could be important in implementing the regional vision of connecting the
Trail to the Bagdad Mill Site, which would help facilitate the regional connectivity vision, and surplus of
the land should be avoided if at all possible. Surplus language was removed from the Overview.

Mr. Ward reported on the Henry Street Transportation Enhancement Application that was submitted to
the FL-AL TPO. Following the meeting, Mr. Ward provided additional information about the project
which is requesting funding is for design of a sidewalk on both sides of Henry Street from the
intersection of Canal Street, southward for 5,200 linear feet. Along this route there will be three existing
bridges that require a Bridge Design Report to investigate the addition of a pedestrian crash barrier to
separate traffic lanes from a pedestrian way or another means of water crossing. Once an appropriate
pedestrian crossing method is identified, that method will need to be designed and permitted. Mr. Ward
also reported on additional (sidewalk) connectivity to the Bagdad Mill Site. Mr. Ward also reported that
in Bagdad Village, SRC has constructed sidewalks on the north side of Old Bagdad Highway for
approximately 1,700 feet west of Henry Street and the City of Milton is currently constructing sidewalks
at the northern end of the project termini along Canal Street. The Tourist Development Council has
dedicated approximately $300,000 to take care of the CSX crossing and signalization located along Henry
Street adjacent to the Milton Historic Train Depot/Museum.

Mr. Randy Roy reported that additional lands had been acquired around Naval Air Station Whiting Field
(NASWF) and that Map 1.5 and the information shown on B-24 should be updated accordingly. Mrs.
Shelia Harris reported on fee simple and less than fee/easements SRC has successfully negotiated about
NASWEF. Following the meetings SRC provided Maps; the Plan was updated to include Maps 1.6 to 1.7
and appropriate references to them. Mrs. Birdsong provided the map to the Division of State Lands
(DSL) and FNAI and inquired of the process of including the maps with Clear Creek/Whiting Field project
information. DSL reported that following the meeting, they had also discussed the information with Mr.
Roy. FNAI provided a map dated October 2011, to replace the earlier map dated September 2010
contained as Appendix B-24. It is unclear whether all parcels illustrated by Map 1.6 would be included in
the FNAI database. Mr. Roy reported that the Clear Creek/Whiting Field project is included in the top ten
for Florida Forever acquisitions. Both the military and SRC has matching funds for the project. Mr. Roy
reported that public access should be a component of all negotiated parcels around NASWF. Ms. Harris
reiterated the room for growth in partnering with SRC for acquiring additions within the Clear
Creek/Whiting Field Florida Forever project boundary.

Mrs. Birdsong reported that her understanding is that DSL are pursuing parcels, and that negotiating
public access in both fee simple and less than fee/easements is important. Mrs. Birdsong also reported
that during an Acquisition and Restoration Council (ARC) meeting Lieutenant Governor Jennifer Carroll
encouraged ARC to continue to making projects buffering military installations a priority. Mr. Roy stated
the 326 acre parcel on the western side of Highway 87, on the Florida Forever Work Plan, is an
important addition and should be pursued. Dr. Thetford stated that the Blackwater River Foundation is a
willing manager for the parcel. In regards to easements, Mrs. Birdsong provided information about the
Designation program that could provide liability protection to private land owners. Language was added
to Section IV-D and IV-L to reflect that lands acquired around NAS Whiting Field are also appropriate for
Designation. Language was also added to reflect the potential of establishing legal access to the Tract via
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lands acquired by SRC. Mr. Roy noted that although the information presented in Section IlI-C is
accurate, that since the 2006 memorandum was executed between the Military and FDEP the Military
has been able to contribute a 50 percent match.

In terms of future trail connectivity, Mr. Compton stated that the connection along the northeast side of
NASWEF, from the Military Heritage Trail (MHT) to the NASWF golf course is nearly complete. This lead to
a discussion of the potential future boardwalk connection, near Highway 87A, that would help to
facilitate a connection from the MHT to the BSF.

Ms. Barbara Almario inquired why OGT is no longer the manager of the BHST. Mrs. Birdsong reported
that OGT was merged into the DRP. As part of the merger to increase efficiency, lands previously
managed by OGT transferred to the respective DRP district. OGT continues to sublease lands, such as
the Bagdad Mill Site, to local governments.

Mr. Compton was pleased to learn that management intends to record the historic railroad with the
Florida Department of State, Florida Master Site File and inquired whether management intended to
pursue inclusion of the historic railroad as a resource on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)
because it connects two resource groups 1) SR 01786, Naval Air Station Whiting Field and 2) SR00394,
Milton Historic District (listed on the NRHP). Management had not contemplated pursuing the NRHP.
Following the meeting Mrs. Birdsong contacted Mr. Robert Jones of the Florida Department of State,
Bureau of Historic Preservation. Mr. Jones stated a railroad corridor could qualify for NRHP if elements,
proportions and the character, such as trestles of a railroad bed remain. However, a flat/level route that
has been graded, adjusted for standard lane widths and that looks and feels like a “sidewalk” does not
convey the character of a railroad. In addition to assuring the integrity of resources in NRHP,
nominations include the historical significance of the resources.

Regarding invasive/exotic species, Ms. Almario reported that mimosa is present along the Trail. Mr.
Gerard Greco concurred. In eradicating invasive/exotic species, Ms. Almario stressed the importance of
partnerships and education. In addition to posting information in kiosks, the educational component
should include outreach to neighboring property owners. Ms. Almario noted the Plan refers to BPIM,
which no longer exists. Although BIPM was written as past tense, to avoid confusion the language was
deleted. Ms. Almario noted that early detection is essential to successful eradication and that
collaboration with partnerships such as the Gulf Coastal Plain Ecosystem Partnership (GCPEP) and the
Florida Invasive Species Partnership’s Cooperative Invasive Species Management Areas (CISMAs) should
be pursued. Section IV-J includes information related to management of exotic/invasive species;
educational outreach to neighboring property owners and pursuing partnerships was added to the Plan.
Ms. Almario noted that evidence of feral hogs have been seen on the property. Mr. Greco concurred.
Ms. Almario recommended that management of native species could be improved if safety information
was provided to the public for encounters with native species, such as snakes and bears. Language was
added to Sections II-G, IV-J and M.

Ms. Almario noted that Section IV-J, Hydrology/Water Management should recognize additional
examples such as methods identified by Clemson University. The Plan was updated to reflect that
management pursues controlling water impediments with industry standards, which is not limited to the
method identified by UF. Ms. Almario also noted erosion occurring near the Creek on the southern
section of the Trail. Mr. Compton noted the area may be impacted by the Florida Department of
Transportation (FDOT). Ms Almario thought it may be from visitors accessing the water from the Trail.
Mr. Greco stated management is aware of the area and is coordinating maintenance activities with
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FDOT. As identified in Activity 6.1.1, management will continue to monitor and maintain all facilities for
visitor impacts. Additional language was added to Section IlI-D and IV-J.

Ms. Almario noted the Plan only provided comprehensive information on imperiled and invasive species.
She requested that a comprehensive listing of wildlife be included in the Plan. Although management is
aware of some species and can speculate that other species are present; a wildlife inventory has not
occurred on the BHST. Management looks for ways to partner with wildlife experts and should
individuals or entities express interest in conducting this field analysis, volunteer opportunities exist.
Mrs. Birdsong noted that known species were included in Section Il, Listed Species. Additionally, the
FNAI report (Appendix B) in documented element occurrences on or near the management unit.
However, a baseline study to determine the presence of the species has not occurred.

Mr. Danny Dean noted a typographical error in Section 1V-J's reference to the Northwest Florida River
Management District. It was corrected. Members noted there were other minor errors but did not
specifically identify them. The Plan has been reviewed for content and proofed by multiple DEP staff.

Advisory Group members requested additions and changes to Section I-C including:

Carpenter Park is managed by the City of Milton as opposed to Santa Rosa County; add Russell Harber
Landing (Dog Park); add the Hawkins Recreational Park; add the Longleaf Trail; and add the Blackwater
River Water Management Area (BRWMA). Although the BRWMA was already included, the language
was changed to show the additional connectivity provided via the Longleaf Trail and references to the
Blackwater River Watershed. Additionally the BRWMA was added to the Water Resources Section.
Sections I-C, 1I-B and V-G and Map 1.6 was updated.

Dr. Thetford recommended that an additional partnership be identified between DRP and Universities
such that appropriate students are able to provide assistance in developing baseline studies because of
the unique transect of linear Trail. Dr. Thetford said that as an associate professor of Environmental
Horticulture at the West Florida Research and Education Center in Milton, his students would be able to
help identify what is on the ground verses the database outputs that is currently being used.
Management noted the lack of programmatic funds and looks to partner with experts to implement
resource management protection and improvement. Language was added to IV-I.
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Resource Management 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 TOTALS
Activity 1.1.1 — Update the prescribed burn plan to determine the total number of burnable acres and the target fire
v p p p! g $1,600 $1,600
return interval.
Activity 1.2.1 — Manage fire dependent communities for ecosystem function, structure and processes by implementin
v i & P v L P ) y P & $6,350 $6,350 $6,350 $6,350 $6,350 $6,350 | $6,350 $6,350 $50,800
the prescribed burn plan and annually document the total number of acres within the target fire return interval.
Activity 1.3.1 — Update the natural community improvement plan/baseline report/study of the property to determine
acreage requiring habitat/natural community improvements or restoration, including timber harvest for forest stand $1,600 $1,600
thinning, delineate protection zones and target areas.
Activity 1.3.2 — Implement a natural community improvement plan by removing overgrown understory vegetation or
undesirable successional species where necessary while annually documenting the total number of acres with habitat $500 $500 $500 $500 $500 $500 $500 $500 $500 $4,500
restoration underway and the total number of acres with habitat restoration complete.
Activity 1.4.1 — Implement mechanical thinning of stands and annually document the total number of acres of timber Fiscal year to be determined. Cost may be off-set by Section 259.032(11)(d), F.S. TBD
harvested.
Activity 3.1.1 — Work with the Northwest Florida Water Management District, the Florida Department of Environmental
Protection’s Watershed Management Office, other agencies and private interest groups to conduct a hydrological $700 $700 $1,400
assessment to determine the feasible acres to restore.
Activity 3.2.1 — Cooperate with partnering agencies to monitor hydrologic flow patterns and improve water quantity and
y perate with pa 8 28 vdrologic flow patter P quantity $700 | $700 | $700 $700 $700 | $700 | $700 | $700 | $5,600
quality. Management will maintain an annual report of the total acres with hydrological restoration underway.
Activity 4.1.1 — Work with partnering agencies to develop a silviculture management plan for the Clear Creek/Whitin,
ctivity p g ag P g p / g $1,600 $1,600
Field Tract.
Activity 4.2.1 — Develop and maintain the GIS database of the Forest Inventory of resources. $100 $100 $100 $100 $100 $100 $100 $100 $100 $100 $1,000
Activity 4.2.2 — Annually report the total number of acres of forest maintained as planted pine. $100 $100 $100 $100 $100 $100 $100 $100 $100 $100 $1,000
Activity 5.1.1 — Complete the baseline study to determine the presence, location and density of exotic and invasive
plants. And Activity 5.3.1 — Complete the baseline study to determine the presence, location and density of exotic and $1,600 $1,600
invasive animals.
Activity 5.2.1 — Implement the exotic plant management work plan and annually report the acres treated. (Note:
Number calculated based on 60 acres treated by in house maintenance. This amount may change due to the baseline $7,560 $7,560 $7,560 $7,560 $7,560 $7,560 $7,560 $7,560 | $7,560 | $7,560 $75,600
study of total occurrences and needs.)
Activity 5.4.1 — Implement thfe exotic and nuisance animal species work plan and annually report numbers for which Cost to be determined by the baseline study of occurrences TBD
control measures have been implemented.
Activity 7.1.1 — Record one known, unrecorded site (the historic railroad). $160 $160
Activity 7.1.3 — Ensure the trail manager has participated in the Archaeological Resources Monitoring (ARM) Training for $300 $300
state land managers.
Activity 7.2.1 — Complete assessments/evaluations of archaeological/historical resources and prioritize
) I h o . L As needed TDB
preservation/stabilization projects. (Note: Currently, the historic railroad is the only known resource: it is stable.)
Actlw'ty 7.?3.1 - DeveAIop and implement monlton‘ng program for known cultural/ historical resources. (Note: Currently, $20 $20 420 420 $20 $20 $20 420 $20 $20 $200
the historic railroad is the only known resource: it is stable.)
Activity 8.1.1 — Complete the update to the baseline imperiled species occurrence inventory list. $1,600 $1,600
Activity 8.2.1 — Design regular monitoring program for imperiled plant species. $800 $800 $1,600
Activity 8.2.2 — Design regular monitoring program for imperiled animal species. $800 $800 $1,600
Act|V|ty.8.3.1 — Implement regular momtormg Qrégram le)r each imperiled pI?nt species to ensure the viability of the Cost to be determined by the baseline study of occurrences, estimated total cost $7,000. $7,000
populations, map occurrences and report identified species to partner agencies.
Act|V|ty.8.3.2 —Implement regular monltc{rmg Pltogram for each imperiled ar"nmal species to ensure the viability of the Cost to be determined by the baseline study of occurrences, estimated total cost $7,000. $7,000
populations, map occurrences and report identified species to partner agencies.
Total Cost of Resource Management (10 years) $88,560
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	Blackwater Heritage State Trail
	Management Plan Review
	March 14, 2013
	Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
	Land Conservation and Planning
	The following are comments and suggested revisions prepared by the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) for the Blackwater Heritage State Trail (BHST) Management Plan submitted by Greenways and Trail, Division of Recreation and Parks, to the Acquisition and Restoration Council for consideration at the April 18-19, 2013 meeting.
	1. FWC notes that although the plan covers a trail corridor and associated narrow ribbon of habitat along with a small parcel adjacent to Whiting Field, FNAI indicates numerous rare and imperiled species have been documented as occurring on or near the trail.   FWC further notes and appreciates that this management plan adequately expresses the clear intent to implement core goals and objectives essential in the management of fish and wildlife habitat such as imperiled species management; restore, improve and maintain natural communities; implementation of a prescribed burning plan for fire adapted communities; control and management of exotic species; and hydrological preservation and restoration.  Additionally, the plan describes ongoing associated management activities necessary to fulfill these goals.  However, the plan indicates that due to the need for baseline surveys, quantifiable objectives with specific objective targets are uncompleted for many of the eight required goal categories.  The plan expresses intent to develop quantifiable short term and long term objectives upon the completion of baseline surveys natural community mapping, etc.  Therefore, FWC recommends that a plan amendment be submitted to ARC for review and approval upon completion of quantifiable short term and long-term objectives, for the eight required core goals described on Pages 16-21 of the plan.  Since, the implementation of such core resource objectives, in the appropriate manner necessary, is essential to the conservation of fish and wildlife habitat even for relatively small trail corridor areas.   
	2. FWC completed a GIS environmental resource analysis for BHST which indicates that the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service has designated a portion of BHST as Critical Habitat for two species of salamanders; the first being the frosted flatwoods salamander (Ambystoma cingulatum) and the second the reticulated flatwoods salamander (Ambystoma bishop).  The attached maps identify the area of critical habitat for the referenced salamanders.  FWC recommends the plan indicate the USWS Critical Habitat Area on BHST in an accompanying map and describe how the area will be managed to conserve habitat for these species of salamanders. FWC also recommends the development of monitoring protocols for rare and imperiled species.  
	3. FWC recommends the development of a Wildlife Management Strategy for the area and suggests including the following objective:  In cooperation with FWC, develop a Wildlife Management Strategy that addresses potential fish and wildlife species on the area, with specific focus on imperiled species and associated management prescriptions for their habitats; based on site-specific occurrence, population and sustainability data, conduct imperiled species surveys and monitoring as appropriate. 
	Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the BHST management plan.  Please direct any questions regarding this document to:
	David Alden
	Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
	Land Conservation & Planning
	850.487.9588
	Email: Tom.Houston@myfwc.com
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