
































































































































Doris Leeper Spruce Creek Preserve 
 

Management Plan Advisory Group 
County – Council Appointed Members 

 
 
MPAG: 
 
Jack Hayman – County Council 
Tim Bayle – Parks, Recreation and Culture – Preserve Manager 
Randall Sleister – Land Acquisition and Management – Preserve Co-Manager 
Wanda Van Dam – Environmental Representative – Volusia Forever 
Barbara Coomber – Local Citizen – Volusia Forever 
Mary Prevatte – Soil and Water Conservation District 
 
Staff Present for MPAG & Public Hearing: 
 
Volusia County Staff: 
Bobbie Bryant – Parks - Activities  
Julie Scofield – Parks Historic Preservation Officer 
Stuart Jones – Land Acquisition and Management – Forestry 
Richard Harris – Land Acquisition and Management – Biologist 
Doug Weaver – Land Acquisition and Management – Director 
Jeanette Munson – Land Acquisition and Management 
 
Private: 
Danny Young – Consultant – Zev Cohen & Associates, Inc. 
 
Elected Officials: 
Joie Alexander – County Council 
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MINUTES  
DORIS LEEPER SPRUCE CREEK PRESERVE 

MANAGEMENT PLAN ADVISORY GROUP 
PUBLIC MEETING 

Monday, December 6, 2010 
6:00p.m.  

ATLANTIC CENTER FOR THE ARTS 
1414 ART CENTER AVENUE, NEW SMYRNA BEACH, FL  32168-5560 

 
 

Group Members in Attendance:   
Tim Baylie, Lead Managing Agency (Parks, Recreation and Culture) 
Randall Sleister, Co-Managing Agency (Land Acquisition and Management) 
Barbara Coomber, Local Property Owner 
Jack Hayman, Local Elected Official (County Council) 
Wanda Van Dam, Local Conservation Group (Sierra Club) 
 
Absent Group Member(s): 
Mary Prevatte, Soil and Water Conservation District 
 
Meeting Called to Order 
Bill Korn, Moderator, called the meeting to order at 6:02p.m. 
  
Bill Korn, Moderator, gathered the members of the MPAG to explain that Section 259.032 F.S. 
requires that an individual management plan shall be developed for state owned lands consisting of 
over 160 acres.  This statute also requires a minimum of one public hearing and input from an 
advisory group.  He then explained the Florida Sunshine Law, which in brief instructs members of a 
governmental body or group in a decision-making capacity not to discuss agenda items outside the 
publicly noticed meeting.  He further explained that the MPAG’s role for the Public Hearing 
beginning at 6:30pm would be to listen to public comments.  The Lead Managing Agency (Parks, 
Recreation and Culture) along with supporting County staff would handle the responses to public 
comments tonight.  The MPAG’s chair would be responsible for conducting the public 
hearings/meetings.  At the Public Meeting scheduled for 9:30a.m., Wednesday, December 8, 2010, 
the MPAG would review all public comments and make recommendations to the Lead Managing 
Agency to assist with the preparation of a management plan for the Doris Leeper Spruce Creek 
Preserve.  This management plan would then be presented to the County Council for approval, and 
subsequently submitted to the Division of State Lands for approval by the Acquisition and 
Restoration Council.   
 
Adjournment -  
Having no further business, the meeting adjourned at 6:10p.m upon unanimous consent of the 
MPAG. 
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MINUTES  
DORIS LEEPER SPRUCE CREEK PRESERVE 

MANAGEMENT PLAN ADVISORY GROUP 
PUBLIC HEARING 

Monday, December 6, 2010 
6:30p.m.  

ATLANTIC CENTER FOR THE ARTS 
1414 ART CENTER AVENUE, NEW SMYRNA BEACH, FL  32168-5560 

 
 

Group Members in Attendance:   
Tim Baylie, Lead Managing Agency (Parks, Recreation and Culture) 
Randall Sleister, Co-Managing Agency (Land Acquisition and Management) 
Jack Hayman, Local Elected Official (County Council) 
Barbara Coomber, Private Citizen 
Wanda Van Dam, Environmental Group (Sierra Club) 
Mary Prevatte, Soil and Water Conservation District 
 
Staff in Attendance: 
Joie Alexander, Council Member 
Nancy Maddox, Project Manager, Parks, Recreation and Culture Division 
Bobbie Bryant, Project Manager, Parks, Recreation and Culture Division 
Julie Scofield, Historic Preservation Planner, Parks, Recreation and Culture division 
Douglas Weaver, Land Acquisition and Management Division Director 
Bill Gardner, Land Acquisition Manager  
Ed Isenhour, Volusia Forever Program Coordinator 
Stuart Jones, Land Manager 
Richard Harris, Environmental Specialist 
Jeanette Munson, Staff Assistant 
Bill Korn, Environmental Manager, DOF Director’s Office 
Daniel Young, Zev Cohen & Associates 
 
Private Citizen(s) in Attendance: 
Lorelle Friend   Tomm Friend  Penny Lester  William Lester 
Tom Simmons  Pat Simmons  Dee Chism  Jake Hickson 
Joe Blais   Lisa Blais  Rich Lussky   Ruth Herron 
Les Zunk   Russell Kessler Curtis Burkett  Megan Wilson 
Ethan Wilson   Patricia Gahan Ron Ellis  Paul Eberg 
Robert Baker   Robert Moser  Steve Canfield Jessica DeWall 
Michelle LaMoia  John Baehre  Randy Richenberg Dot Moore 
Sonya Guidry   Marissa Moore Jim Lawrence  Jeff Clunie 
Bobby Ball   Shawn Langley Anna Hogue   
 
Media Member(s) in Attendance: 
Dinah Pulver, Daytona Beach News Journal 
 
Meeting Called to Order 
Tim Baylie, Chair, called the meeting to order at 6:32p.m.  He introduced himself, the Moderator 
(Bill Korn) and had each member of the DLSCPMPAG introduce themselves to the public present.  
He 
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recognized County Council Member Joie Alexander, and a former City Commissioner Randy  
Richenberg.  He requested that the public turn in their written comments and request to speak form, 
so they could be entered into the record and addressed during the meetings.  He then turned the 
meeting over to Bill Korn, Moderator, who introduced himself, and provided a brief overview of the 
hearing procedures and process as outlined by the Florida Statutes.  He then introduced Daniel 
Young, representative for Zev Cohen & Associates. 
 
Daniel Young provided a Power Point presentation and explanation of how the “draft” management 
plan was developed in accordance with the Florida Statute.  He explained that the 10 year 
management plan update includes only those lands, approximately 1,900 acres, within the 2,500+/- 
acre Doris Leeper Spruce Creek Preserve’s boundaries that are owned by the State of Florida 
(Board of Trustees).  He presented a map depicting the various ownerships within the Preserve to 
demonstrate which parcels are included in this management plan update.  He provided an overview 
of the eight (8) goals of the management plan, which are:  

1) restore, improve and maintain natural habitats; 
2) provide public access, outdoor recreational and educational opportunities;  
3) protect water quality and quantity, restore hydrology to the extent feasible, and maintain the 

restored condition; 
4) manage timber resources for resource conservation and habitat restoration, enhancement, 

and maintenance; 
5) remove exotic and invasive plants and animals to the maximum extent practicable and 

conduct ongoing maintenance, as needed; 
6)  develop, maintain, improve the capital facilities and infrastructure;  
7) identify, protect, preserve, and maintain cultural resources; and 
8) maintain, improve, or restore listed and imperiled species populations and habitats. 

 
At the conclusion of the presentation, Bill Korn, asked County staff to introduce themselves and 
assemble in the front of the room so they could answer questions from the public on the 
presentation and/or the proposed 10-year management plan update.  The floor was opened for 
public questions and comments. 
 
Question 1:  Jim Lawrence asked if they were entertaining questions about the usage of lands 
owned by the County, or just the ones owned by the State.  
 
Bill Korn responded that the focus is on the State owned lands and not those owned by the County. 
 
Question 2:  Tomm Friend requested clarification by asking if the Florida Communities Trust is the 
“State of Florida.” 
 
Bill Korn explained that the Florida Communities Trust (FCT) is the State’s grant program that 
receives Florida Forever funds to assist cities and counties with the acquisition of lands for 
preservation purposes.  He added that FCT is not a fee simple owner in these lands and therefore, 
requires a separate management plan and annual report for these lands as part of the conditions 
for the grant. 
 
Question 3:  Tomm Friend asked if there was a reason why the State lands (i.e., FCT funded) were 
not included in the proposed management plan update.  
 
Bill Korn stated that the proposed management plan update does include State owned lands. 
 
Daniel Young added and clarified that the fee simple (deeded) ownership was the determining 
factor as to which parcels were included in this management plan.  He explained that FCT was a 
grants  
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program that assists with the acquisition of lands, but is not the fee simple (deeded) owner.  So, 
those lands that were acquired with the assistance of FCT funds were not included even though it 
was “State” funds that were used for its acquisition. 
 
Tomm Friend continued to ask why a certain portion (1,400+/- acres) of the Preserve that received 
funding from FCT and has the most use by the public were not included in this management plan 
update. 
 
After clarifying the question, Randall Sleister explained that the parcels purchased with FCT funds 
were not included as they have separate management plans per FCT’s guidelines.  He further 
explained that the Florida Statutes requires the County to develop a management plan for “State” 
owned lands, not lands that were funded in part by FCT. 
 
Question 4:  Ron Ellis asked who owns the tract adjacent to I95 that is identified on the map in pink. 
 
Daniel Young replied that the tract identified on the map in pink (Stanaki) is owned by the City of 
Port Orange. 
 
Question 5:  Ron Ellis asked who is responsible for the management of the Stanaki property. 
 
Randall Sleister explained that the City of Port Orange is currently the manager of the Stanaki 
property.  However, it would transfer to the County when the County becomes a fee simple owner in 
the property, and the City and County enter into a management agreement.  This property would 
then be included in the overall management of the Preserve.  
 
Question 6:  Who oversees the policing (i.e., enforcement of the rules) of these properties. 
 
Bobbie Bryant responded that staff of the County’s Parks, Recreation and Culture Division is 
responsible for policing the properties to ensure all user are adhering to the rules and respecting 
the resources. 
 
Tim Baylie added that County staff does not have law enforcement powers, so they will try to 
resolve the matter before calling in a law enforcement official (i.e., Volusia County Sheriff’s Office). 
 
Question 7:  Dee Chisholm asked where the Atlantic Center for the Arts (ACA) facility was located 
in relationship to the parcels within the Preserve. 
 
Daniel Young used an aerial map to demonstrate the location of the ACA facility and the parcels 
within the Preserve. 
 
Question 8:  Ron Ellis asked who the City of Port Orange purchased the Stanaki property from. 
 
Randall Sleister stated that the City of Port Orange with FCT funding purchased the Stanaki 
property from ICI.  The County has an agreement with the City of Port Orange to contribute 25% of 
the purchase using Volusia Forever funds. 
 
Question 9:  Bob Baker asked if the Kaye Property was no longer part of the Preserve. 
 
Bill Korn explained that the State only wants to see a map depicting those lands that they own, not 
those in County ownership.  He added that the Kaye Property was purchased with FCT funds, but is 
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not owned by the State.  Therefore, it was not included as part of this management plan update.  
He again explained that tonight’s discussion included only those lands owned by the “State of 
Florida (Board of Trustees).”  If the public has concerns/questions relating to County owned lands 
that were funded with FCT monies, they need to discuss that with County staff at another time. 
 
Daniel Young pointed out that there is an aerial map depicting the various ownerships within the 
Preserve, which may provide clarification to the public. 
 
Question 10:  Jim Lawrence asked who the public could contact to provide input for the 
management of those lands that are owned by the County. 
 
Randall Sleister requested that the public submit any comments relating to the management plans 
for County owned lands to the County’s Land Acquisition and Management Division.  He explained 
that public input is not requested for the management plans for these properties due to FCT’s short 
time frame.  County staff develops these plans while taking into consideration the management 
goals and uses of the surrounding properties. 
 
Question 11:  Randy Richenberg asked if the MPAG had a representative from the user groups or 
the historic interest in the community.  He added that these groups could provide valuable input with 
the development of the management plan. 
 
Randall Sleister answered that the MPAG was formed in accordance with the Florida Statutes. 
 
Tomm Friend requested clarification that the MPAG did not include any of the user groups nor 
anyone involved with the development of the original management plan. 
 
Randall Sleister again responded that the MPAG was formed in accordance with the Florida 
Statutes and did not include any of the user groups nor anyone involved with the development of 
the original management plan. 
 
Jim Lawrence asked if there was anything in the Florida Statute limiting additional members of the 
MPAG. 
 
Bill Korn responded that there wasn’t anything in the Florida Statute limiting additional members of 
the MPAG. 
 
Question 12:  Bob Baker noted that the term “harvest” was used throughout the management plan.  
He asked if the term “harvest” meant harvest for profit or ecological management. 
 
Stuart Jones responded that the term “harvest” meant that the trees would be thinned for the 
ecological management and restoration of the habitat, not for profit. 
 
Public Comments: 
Dot Moore:  She applauded County staff for the increased awareness and concern about the 
historic/archeological resource within the Preserve, and for the land management efforts to 
preserve these resources. 
 
Sonya Guidry:  She supports the land management efforts for the maintenance of the wildlife 
habitat, especially for the scrub jays, the passive recreational opportunities for people, and the 
preservation of the historic/archeological resource.  However, not all areas should have public 
access. 
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Jim Lawrence:  He applauded the creation of a site for multi-users and encouraged the use of the 
trails by all of the multi-user groups.  He asked that representative(s) of the various user groups be 
added to the MPAG, and that the signage at Creekshore be improved.  He suggested using 
markers to identify historic/archeological areas and educating the users so they would know that 
this is an area to preserve/protect. 
 
Anna May Hogue:  Left the meeting before providing any Comments. 
 
Tomm Friend:  He stated that the trails plan was created and implemented to form a loop for public 
protection.  He requested that the trails system extend from the east to the west.  He suggested 
using volunteers to help maintain the trails, and conducting prescribed fire in less used areas first 
before destroying the canopy that provides shade for the users. 
 
Lorelle Friend:  She expressed concerns regarding what was included and excluded from the 
proposed management plan, and the trails system.   
 
Ruth Herron:  She recommended reviewing the trails system used by Flatwoods Park and 
establishing a paved bike loop for road biker. 
 
Robert Baker:  He expressed a concerned about the pollution of Turnbull Bay by development, 
specifically ICI.  He likes the management plan, and would like to see additional lands east of I-95 
and west of Martin Dairy Trail acquired to protect the hydrology and create a wildlife crossing. 
 
Robert Morgan:  He stated that there is a need for the management of all elements, which includes 
wildlife management through deer hunting.   
 
Bill Korn thanked everyone for participating in the meeting, reviewed the process and informed the 
public that the next public hearing would be held here on Wednesday, December 8, 2011, at 
9:30a.m.  Having no further business to discuss, Bill Korn adjourned the meeting at 8:18pm. 
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MINUTES  
DORIS LEEPER SPRUCE CREEK PRESERVE 

MANAGEMENT PLAN ADVISORY GROUP 
PUBLIC HEARING 

Wednesday, December 8, 2010 
9:30a.m.  

ATLANTIC CENTER FOR THE ARTS 
1414 ART CENTER AVENUE, NEW SMYRNA BEACH, FL  32168-5560 

 
 

Group Members in Attendance:   
Tim Baylie, Lead Managing Agency (Parks, Recreation and Culture) 
Randall Sleister, Co-Managing Agency (Land Acquisition and Management) 
Barbara Coomber, Local Property Owner 
Jack Hayman, Local Elected Official (County Council) 
Wanda Van Dam, Local Conservation Group (Sierra Club) 
 
Absent Group Member(s): 
Mary Prevatte, Soil and Water Conservation District 
 
Staff in Attendance: 
Joie Alexander, Council Member 
Bobbie Bryant, Project Manager, Parks, Recreation and Culture Division 
Julie Scofield, Historic Preservation Planner, Parks, Recreation and Culture division 
Douglas Weaver, Land Acquisition and Management Division Director 
Ed Isenhour, Volusia Forever Program Coordinator 
Richard Harris, Environmental Specialist 
Jeanette Munson, Staff Assistant 
Bill Korn, Environmental Manager, DOF Director’s Office 
Daniel Young, Zev Cohen & Associates 
 
Private Citizen(s) in Attendance: 
Lorelle Friend   Robert Morgan  Cheryl VanDeusen 
Dot Moore   Sonya Guidry   Margaret Momberger 
Kent Donahue  Shailesh Patel 
 
Meeting Called to Order 
Bill Korn, Moderator, called the meeting to order at 9:32a.m. 
 
Bill Korn, Moderator, briefly summarized Monday night’s public meetings, distributed additional 
written comments, and provided an overview of today’s agenda along with the MPAG’s role in the 
process.  He also explained the procedures for discussion, making suggestions and coming to 
consensus during today’s meeting.  He asked that everyone introduce themselves to each other 
and to the public present.   
 
Review of Public Comments 
The MPAG began reviewing the written comments starting with the ones dated December 6, 2010, 
from Cheryl VanDeusen of Companion Arabians concerning the following items:  1) mapping 
changes as it relates to the Kaye Property; 2) no voice for the user groups; 3) width of access 
points for equestrian users; 4) primitive campsites; 5) hours of operation; 6) no overnight camping; 
7) mapping of streams; and 8) definition of “conditional” uses.    
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Bill Korn opened the discussion by offering the MPAG some guidance when determining what an 
operational issue is, and what should be part of the management plan. 
 
After discussing these comments with some clarification from Cheryl Van Deusen, the MPAG came 
to consensus that items 1 thru 6 are operational issues that can be addressed without changes to 
the management plan.  The MPAG also came to consensus that items 7 and 8 required minor 
changes to the management plan.  These changes included: 1) additional language to clarify the 
description of “Bottomland Forest” on Page 19, Item 9; 2) additional language on Page 45-46, at the 
bottom of Table F.1 to clarify “approved” and “conditional” uses; 3) change the “use” for silviculture 
on Page 45, Table F.1 to “conditional;” 4) add “new” to Linear Facilities on Page 45, Table F.1 and 
change it to “conditional” use; and 5) change “against” within the sentence on Page 45, Table F.1: 
Summary to “for compliance with.”  
 
The next comments included several emails that were routed through Louise Chapman regarding 
educational issues.   
 
Randall Sleister explained that these comments were related to the Rose Bay tract, but included 
both State and County owned lands.  He and several MPAG members viewed these comments as 
letters of support, and a desire to continue with the partnership for educating the public. 
 
After reviewing and discussing these comments along with the importance of educating the public, 
the MPAG came to consensus with adding “and educational” to the last bullet of the Objectives 
under Section J on Page 58, and descriptive language about the Legacy Program under Section J 
(Public Access, Recreational and Educational Opportunities). 
 
The next comments were an email from Dorothy Moore regarding the protection/preservation of 
historic/archaeological areas through regulatory signage. 
 
After reviewing and discussing these comments, the MPAG came to consensus with adding 
language on Page 57 under Objectives for Section H (Cultural and Historical Resources) relating to 
the placement of the regulatory signage.  
 
The next comments dated December 6 and 7, 2010, were from Lorelle Friend regarding the land 
management activities (i.e., roller chopping, prescribed burns) on the Central – Turnbull Tract trails.  
 
After reviewing and discussing these comments with clarification from County staff as to the area of 
concern and the importance of conducting certain land management activities, the MPAG came to 
consensus with adding a management prospectus as an appendix.  This management prospectus 
would provide regulatory information from the State.  The MPAG also came to consensus that items 
from the December 7, 2010, comments did not require additional changes to the management plan.  
 
The MPAG moved on to the written comments that were submitted at the December 6, 2010, 
MPAG meeting. 
 
Randy Richenberg: Wants to make sure that representatives from the user groups would be 
included in the discussions regarding the future plans of the Preserve, and suggested expanding 
the MPAG to include the user groups. 
 
Bill Korn noted that these comments were addressed at the December 6, 2010, MPAG meeting, 
and pertained more toward the County owned lands.  The MPAG came to consensus that these 
issues have already been addressed and moved on to the next comment. 
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Sonya Guidry:  She supports the habitat management for scrub jays, archeological site protection, 
passive uses (i.e., hiking, bicycling, and horseback riding), and corridor for wildlife. 
 
The MPAG came to consensus that these comments were addressed in the management plan 
without any changes, and moved on to the next comment. 
 
Joe and Lisa Blais: They would like to see these matters addressed: 1) provide restroom facilities 
and possible camping; 2) explanation why Martin’s Dairy Road gate is open and the east gate is 
locked after 5:00pm; 3) keeping 4-wheelers off the property; and 4) maintaining the shoreline of 
borrow pit near I-95. 
 
After discussing these comments separately, the MPAG came to consensus that:  

1) camping was already addressed in the management plan as a conditional use (primitive 
camping) on Page 45, Section F (Analysis of Multiple-Use Potential), Table F.1, but 
additional language would be added to denote that “primitive camping” was allowed with a 
permit issued by the County; 

2) additional language would be added on Page 58, Section J (Public Access, Recreational and 
Educational Opportunities) to define the County’s general management practices regarding 
public access and the hours of operation by tract; 

3) keeping 4-wheelers (ATVs) off the property is an operational issues that can be addressed 
without changes to the management plan because this use has already been designated as 
“rejected” on Page 45 under Section F (Analysis of Multiple-Use Potential), Table F.1; and 

4) maintaining the shoreline of the borrow pit near I-95 for fishing is an operational issues that 
can be addressed without changes to the management plan because this use has already 
been designated as “conditional” on Page 45 under Section F (Analysis of Multiple-Use 
Potential), Table F.1. 

 
Tim Baylie read additional emailed comments from Joe Blais regarding the 1) management of the 
wildlife through hunting (deer and feral hog); 2) need for additional trail signage; 3) need to maintain 
the canopy provided by the oak trees; 4) continued maintenance of the trails as a non-paved 
system; and 5) prevention of unauthorized uses (i.e., ATVs) on the property. 
 
Bill Korn then read the written comments provided by Robert Morgan at the December 6, 2010, 
MPAG meeting also relating to the management of the wildlife through hunting.   
 
After discussing these comments, the MPAG came to consensus with: 

1) adding language on Page 51 under Section E (Exotic and Invasive Species Maintenance and 
Control) and Page 29 under Section C (Fish and Wildlife) to demonstrate, at this time, that 
the feral hog’s population levels and their impact to the natural resource have been 
observed; 

2) leaving “hunting” as a “rejected” use, but add additional language explaining that the County 
would consult with FWC regarding any potential need for hunting; 

3) addressing the request for additional signage and canopy maintenance matters as 
operational issues that could be addressed without changes to the management plan; 

4) leaving the trails system as non-paved trails and not making any changes to the 
management plan; and 

5) adding additional language under regulatory signage to address unauthorized access issues. 
 
The MPAG moved on to the summary of comments provided by the public on December 6, 2010. 
 
Dot Moore:  She applauded County staff for the increased awareness and concern about the 
historic/ archeological resource within the Preserve, and for the land management efforts to reserve 
these resources. 
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The MPAG came to consensus that these comments were in support of the management plan 
without any changes, and moved on to the next comment. 
 
Sonya Guidry:  She supports the land management efforts for the maintenance of the wildlife 
habitat, especially for the scrub jays, the passive recreational opportunities for people, and the 
preservation of the historic/ archeological resource.  However, not all areas should have public 
access. 
 
The MPAG came to consensus that these comments were in support of the management plan 
without any changes, and moved on to the next comment. 
 
Jim Lawrence: He applauded the creation of a site for multi-users and encouraged the use of the 
trails by all of the multi-user groups.  He asked that representative(s) of the various user groups be 
added to the MPAG, and that the signage at Creekshore be improved.  He suggested using 
markers to identify historic/ archeological areas and educating the users so they would know that 
this is an area to preserve/ protect. 
 
The MPAG came to consensus that these comments had previously been discussed and 
addressed, and no additional changes to the management plan were needed.  They moved on to 
the next comment. 
 
Anna May Hogue:  Left the meeting before providing any comments.  
 
Tomm Friend: He stated that the trails plan was created and implemented to form a loop for public 
protection.  He requested that the trails system extend from the east to the west.  He suggested 
using volunteers to help maintain the trails, and conducting prescribed fire in less used areas first 
before destroying the canopy that provides shade for the users. 
 
After discussing these comments with some clarification from County staff, the MPAG came to 
consensus with: 

1) adding additional language on Page 58 under Section J (Public Access, Recreational and 
Educational Opportunities) to reference a Recreational Plan, which would provide 
clarification about the goals and objectives for the management of the trails and the various 
recreational opportunities to minimize the impacts to the natural resources within the 
Preserve; 

2) adding an additional item (Current Use and Development) on Page 42 under Section III, 
Usage of the Property, with an inventory of recreational and access facilities by tract; 

3) adding additional language on Page 45 under Section F (Analysis of Multiple-Use Potential) 
referencing the Recreational Plan, which discusses the implementation of the uses, and 
provides for guidance of public use management in the context of the two prong approach 
to natural resource protection and public access; and 

4) adding language to the “objectives” on Page 58 under Section J (Public Access, 
Recreational and Educational Opportunities) for coordination with local jurisdictions/cities. 
 

The MPAG came to consensus that the comments from Lorelle Friend had previously been 
addressed and moved on to the next comments. 
 
Robert Baker:  He expressed concerns about the pollution of Turnbull Bay by development, 
specifically ICI.  He likes the management plan, and would like to see additional lands east of I-95 
and west of Martin’s Dairy Trail acquired to protect the hydrology and create a wildlife crossing. 
 
After discussing these comments with some clarification from County staff, the MPAG came to 
consensus with: 
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1) adding additional language on Page 7 under Section C (Optimal Boundary) to explain the 
FDEP’s process and reasons for changing the optimal boundaries; and 

2) adding an additional “Strategy” on Page 63 under Section D (Development Encroachment) 
for entering into an agreement with concurrence from another jurisdiction as it relates to 
management and encroachment adjacent to the Preserve and land use changes. 
 

After completing their review of the public’s comments, the MPAG moved on to address comments 
from each MPAG member. 
 
MPAG Comments 
Jack Hayman expressed a concern regarding the unknown impacts to the management plan from 
the federal and state regulations that are being handed down to the local levels.  He referenced 
several sections relating to water resources that could be impacted by these regulations. 
 
Randall Sleister provided several editorial and grammatical changes, including: 1) acreage changes 
on the Executive Summary; 2) additional descriptive language on Page 15 under Section B (Natural 
Communities) with a table listing the various communities, acreage, area percentage, and fire 
intervals/returns; 2) insertion of a table summarizing the goals and objectives for the Preserve on 
Page 59 under the Objectives of Section K (Conservation Acquisition and Stewardship 
Partnerships); and 3) additional language on Page 61 under Section C (Prescribed Fire), Strategy. 
 
Wanda Van Dam requested additional language on Page 1 under General Information to provide 
clarification as to which lands are involved in this management plan and why the entire Preserve is 
not; and on Page 7 under Optimal Boundary to provide emphasis in the acquisition of lands with the 
optimal boundaries.  She expressed a concern that public pressures could hinder the 
implementation of certain aspects of the management plan, but felt that the proposed management 
plan provided a balance between the need for public access and preservation/restoration of the 
natural resources.  
 
Tim Baylie suggested adding additional goals and objectives beginning on Page 47 under 
Section IV (Management Goals and Objectives) that are measurable and obtainable.  He requested 
that Appendix C-3 be replaced with Appendix C-7. 
 
Barbara Coomber provided an editorial change on Page 64 under Section VIII (Land Management 
Review); correction of the Appendix number from P to I.  She also felt that the proposed 
management plan provides a balance between public access and preservation/restoration of the 
natural resources.   
 
After discussing each MPAG member’s comments, the MPAG came to consensus with these 
recommended changes. 
 
Bill Korn explained the next steps in the process, which would include revising the plan, obtaining 
approval from County Council, and final approval from ARC.  He suggested publishing the “revised” 
management plan on-line for the purposes of transparency throughout this process.  He also 
provided a brief overview of ARC’s review and approval processes. 
 
Adjournment -  
Having no further business, the meeting adjourned at 2:30p.m upon unanimous consent of the 
MPAG. 
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