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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Objectives of Forest-Wide Transportation System Analysis Process (TAP) 

The objectives of Forest-Wide TAP conducted over the past few years were to: 

 identify key issues related to the NFs in Florida’s transportation system, in 
particular affordability and cumulative effects; 

 identify benefits, problems and risks related to the NFs in Florida’s 
transportation system; 

	 identify management opportunities related to the existing transportation system 
to suggest for future consideration as National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
decisions (examples included items such as road decommissioning within priority 
watersheds and needed aquatic passage improvement projects);  

	 create a map to inform the identification of the future Minimum Road System 
(MRS) indicate by the location roads Likely Needed and Likely Not Needed 
roads for future use. 

(Note:  Forest Service regulations at 36 CFR 212.5(b)(1) require the Forest Service 
to identify the minimum road system needed for safe and efficient travel and for 
administration, utilization, and protection of National Forest System (NFS) lands.) 

Analysis Participants 

The TAP was conducted by District interdisciplinary teams with extensive internal 
participation, and limited participation by partners and the general public. The primary 
participants were:  

 TEAM LEADS - Cathy Briggs, Toniette Addison 
 DISTRICT AND DEPUTY RANGERS - Marcus Beard (ANF), Ivan Green (OSC), Mike 

Herrin (ONF), Harold Shenk (ANF), Allen Smith (ANF) 
 ENGINEERING/RECREATION FOREST STAFF OFFICER - Andrew Dziobek (SO) 
 SOIL AND WATER - Eric Johnson (SO), Jason Drake (SO) 
 RECREATION - Cathy Briggs (ANF), Debra Stucki (OSC), Bret Bush (ONF) 
 WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES - Chuck Hess (ANF), Dave Dorman (OSC), Carrie 

Sekerak (ONF) 
 FIRE - Pete Myers (OSC), Michael Drayton (ONF) 
 LAW ENFORCEMENT - Chris Cason (OSC), Travis Aho (ONF) 
 ENGINEERING - Kathy O’Bryan (SO), Willie Manning (ANF), Hugh Thorn (ANF), 

Clay Coleman (OSC), Steve Cromer (ONF), Jerry Boyer (ONF), Jonathan Mickett (ONF)  

* (ANF – Apalachicola National Forest, ONF – Ocala National Forest, OSC – Osceola National Forest) 
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	 TIMBER - Sonja Durrwachter (ANF), Frank Fulford (ANF), Richard Kelley (ANF), 
Darryl Lewis (OSC), Gordon Horsley (ONF)  - Lisa Morgan (ANF), Allison Mead 
(OSC), Kathy Bronson (ANF), James Norquest (SO) – GIS 

	 NEPA COORDINATOR - Cindy Thompson (OSC) 

Overview of the NFs in Florida’s Road System 

The NFs in Florida’s road system currently comprises some 5,168 miles, providing 
access to approximately 1,186,661 acres of national forest, as well as to interspersed private 
tracts and nearby local communities.  The system supports both recreation and resource 
management.   It is comprised of a combination of old “public” roads, roads constructed to 
access timber sales and subsequent silvicultural activities, roads constructed to access recreation 
areas, and a variety of other routes.  These range from double lane paved roads to single lane 
gravel or native surface roads that may be useable by passenger cars, high clearance vehicles, 
and includes periodically closed routes for periods of time greater than one year.  Funding for the 
construction or reconstruction of all types was generally provided either by congressional 
appropriations, or authorized as a component of a timber sale.  Maintenance funding is primarily 
by congressional appropriations, although timber sales generally fund any maintenance required 
during the life of a particular sale operation. 

Key Issues, Benefits, Problems and Risks, and Management Opportunities 


Identified
 

	 Current appropriations and supplemental revenue sources are not sufficient to 
adequately maintain the NFs in Florida’s 5,168 mile Road System as currently 
configured.  Without changes, the existing road system requires an annual 
expenditure of approximately $1,300,132. Only about $1,195,903 are currently 
available, (FY12 funds available for road maintenance and overhead costs), 
resulting in a shortfall of about $104,229. 

	 There are roads which primarily serve either as access to private inholdings, or as 
general access to adjacent communities (approximately 24.08 miles, or 0.46% of 
the total).  As opportunities allow, jurisdiction and maintenance costs should be 
considered for transfer to the most appropriate entity in order to allow the limited 
maintenance funding to be applied most effectively to the system roads of the NFs 
in Florida. 

	 Certain roads, particularly those located in areas with poorly drained soils, may be 
causing undue stress to water quality and associated aquatic organisms, especially 
if they cannot be regularly and properly maintained.  This is particularly the case 
in watersheds that are classified as “impaired.”  There are 242 miles of forest 
roads located on impaired watersheds on the NFs in Florida and 116 miles of 
forest roads located on identified priority watersheds on the NFs in Florida. In 
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some cases there appear to be opportunities to decrease the total system 
maintenance costs, while at the same time better protecting water quality by 
decommissioning those roads with the highest risk and least benefit. A total of 
214 miles have been identified by the TAP to be considered for decommissioning.  

	 In order to meet budgetary limitations some roads currently maintained for 
passenger car use will need to be identified to be considered for conversion to 
high clearance use only (206.1 miles). 

	 Relatively high road densities may be impacting some sensitive wildlife species in 
a few specific areas of the forest.  As configured, the overall road density, 
exclusive of non-FS jurisdiction roads, is 2.80 miles per square mile, and the 
open road density is 2.24 miles per square mile. 

	 Several roads or portions of roads may have to be closed due to insufficient bridge 
replacement funding. There are 48 bridges on the Forest located on open roads, 
of which 11 appear to be load restricted or otherwise deficient. Two of these 
bridges are closed. 

	 Opportunities should be sought to increase road maintenance revenues where 
possible through the use of stewardship contracts and partnerships, including 
volunteer groups, such as hunters, equestrian organizations, ATV user groups and 
others. 

	 The total number of recommended for decommissioning miles on the NFs in 
Florida which have been suggested as Likely Not Needed by the TAP is 682 
miles. 

Comparison of Existing System to Minimum Road System as Proposed by the 


TAP
 

Refer to the Appendix - Tabular Summary of TAP Road Data for a summary of proposed 
changes to the existing road system suggested by the TAP, as this information available will be 
used to frame the future NEPA analysis and decisions. Below is area tables that captures some of 
the information found in the Appendix.  

TABLE 1:  COST OF EXISTING SYSTEM VS PROPOSED SYSTEM 

Maintenance Level Existing Proposed by TAP 
Miles Cost Miles Cost 

ML 5 93 $78,201 100 $75,602 
ML 4 164 $59,404 111 $53,391 
ML 3 981 $216,297 811 $164,633 
ML 2 3,017 $144,366 3,096 $136,224 
ML 1 912 $37,502 364 $4,368 
Total 5168 $535,771 4,485 $434,218 
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TABLE 2:  SUMMARIZATION OF CHANGES TO EXISTING ROAD SYSTEM 


Summarization of changes to existing road system Miles 
Recommended decommissioned roads*1 682.6 
Recommended Passenger car roads downgraded to high clearance roads*2 206.1 
Recommended ML 5 roads downgraded to ML 2 roads 0.44 
Recommended ML 4 roads downgraded to ML 2 roads 3.96 
Recommended ML 3 roads downgraded to ML 2 roads 201.70 
Recommended maintenance level reductions between passenger car 
levels*3 

45.41 

Recommended ML 5 roads downgraded to ML 4 roads 0.47 
Recommended ML 5 roads downgraded to ML 3 roads 0.51 
Recommended ML 4 roads downgraded to ML 3 roads 44.43 
Recommended maintenance level reductions between high clearance 
levels*3 

1.52 

Recommended ML 2 roads downgraded to ML 1 roads 1.52 
Recommended maintenance level increases *4 35.47 
Recommended ML 1 roads upgraded to ML 2 roads 23.95 
Recommended ML 3 roads upgraded to ML 4 roads 4.84 
Recommended ML 3 roads upgraded to ML 5 roads 6.46 
Recommended ML 4 roads upgraded to ML 5 roads 0.22 

*1 O:\NFS\NFinFlorida\Staff\SO\EngRec\TAP_NFinFL_TransportationAnalysis\Final Tap Documents \TAP Road Data Spreadsheet.xlsx\Table 
E 

*2 O:\NFS\NFinFlorida\Staff\SO\EngRec\TAP_NFinFL_TransportationAnalysis\Final Tap Documents\TAP Road Data Spreadsheet.xlsx\Table 
F 

*3 O:\NFS\NFinFlorida\Staff\SO\EngRec\TAP_NFinFL_TransportationAnalysis\Final Tap Documents\TAP Road Data Spreadsheet.xlsx\Table 
G 

*4 O:\NFS\NFinFlorida\Staff\SO\EngRec\TAP_NFinFL_TransportationAnalysis\Final Tap Documents\TAP Road Data Spreadsheet.xlsx\Table 
H 

Next Steps 

	 TAP recommendations will be used to inform NEPA decisions, many of which 
will eventually be implemented in conjunction with various restoration projects 
on the Forest. 

	 Prior to implementing these recommendations, NEPA determinations will be 
conducted at the appropriate scale, using the TAP to inform issues, particularly 
cumulative effects and affordability.  

	 The road system should be revisited with an updated forest-wide TAP, probably 
on about a 10 year cycle, with the next one due by perhaps the year 2025.  
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CONTEXT 

Alignment with National and Regional Objectives 

The Forest Service Strategic Plan 2015-2020, Goal Objective E to Strengthen 
Communities, recognizes in order to contribute to substantial socioeconomic benefits “An 
extensive transportation infrastructure underpins most activities.” The benefits-risk analysis of 
the Forest road system includes consideration of public interest and economic factors such as 
watersheds, recreation and timber activities. 

Sub-Part “A” Travel Analysis is required by the 2005 Travel Management Rule (36 CFR 
212.5).  Forest Service Manual 7712 and Forest Service Handbook 7709.55-Chapter 20 provide 
specific direction, including the requirement to use a six step interdisciplinary, science-based 
process to ensure that future decisions are based on an adequate consideration of environmental, 
social and economic impacts of roads. A letter from the Chief of the Forest Service dated March 
29, 2012 was issued to replace a November 10, 2010 letter previously issued on the same topic.  
It reaffirms agency commitment to completing travel analysis reports for Subpart A of the travel 
management rule by 2015, and also provides additional national direction related to this work, 
addressing process, timing and leadership expectations.   The letter requires documentation of 
the analysis by a travel analysis report, which includes a map displaying the existing road system 
and possible Likely Not Needed roads.  It is intended to inform future proposed actions related 
to identifying the minimum road system.  The TAP process is designed to work in conjunction 
with other frameworks and processes, the results of which collectively inform and frame future 
decisions executed under NEPA.  This letter, including a diagram which further illustrates the 
relationship between NEPA and TAP is included in Appendix G. 

The document entitled “Sub-Part “A” Travel Analysis (TAP), Southern Region 
Expectations, Revised to align with 2012 Chief’s Letter” and attached in Appendix G, 
supplements the national direction for Forest Scale TAPs developed for the Southern Region. 

Coordination with Forest Plan 

The current Forest Plan for the NFs in Florida’s was adopted in February of 1999 (with 
periodic updates).  It provides specific direction for overall management of the NFs in Florida. 

The primary goal of management and regulation of the Forest’s transportation infrastructure as 
stated in the Forest Plan is to ensure safety and minimize environmental damage. The benefit-
risk analysis factors for rating the need for a roads for resource management, resource protection 
and wildlife protection are in line with the Forest Plan. Among the standards and guidelines for 
Road Management in Chapter 3 is the standard to close and return existing roads to resource 
production when not needed for resource activities and to close system roads to reduce 
unacceptable impacts on proposed, endangered, threatened, or sensitive species or their habitats. 
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The Forest-wide TAP tiers to the NFs in Florida’s Forest Plan by informing future NEPA 
actions that implement the Forest Plan and have transportation components.  The TAP has been 
informed by the Watershed Condition Framework, and likewise, the TAP is intended to inform 
future forest restoration activities, including watershed restoration.  

Budget and Political Realities 

The roads located on the NFs in Florida are a combination of historic trails that have 
undergone improvement over the years, roads that were built in the decades of the sixties, 
seventies and eighties to access timber sales, roads constructed for access to communities, either 
internal or adjacent to the Forest, roads constructed by recreational users, and roads constructed 
or otherwise acquired through a variety of means to comprise the current system.  As is the case 
for much of the rest of the infrastructure on the Forest, funding has been inadequate to properly 
maintain all of the Forest’s roads and bridges.  In some cases these roads and bridges have 
become superfluous to our administrative needs, and many no longer meet public needs either.  
Changes are becoming inevitable, being driven both by the budget as well as by the need to have 
the most efficient and effective transportation system on the ground as possible, and no more.   
The TAP process is an attempt to begin to identify a proposed “minimum road system” (MRS) 
which will only come into place as NEPA decisions are made and then actual on-the-ground 
decisions are implemented.  The MRS will probably change over time as well, as public needs 
and financial resources change.  Therefore it is expected that new Forest-wide TAP analyses will 
continue to be needed, probably on about a 10 year cycle. 

Alignment with Watershed Condition Framework (WCF) 

Along with the other national forests across the country, NFs in Florida recently 
conducted an analysis of its watersheds, categorized them as to their condition and prioritized 
them for future efforts at improvement.  Three categories were identified:  Class 1 – Functioning 
Properly, Class 2 – Functioning at Risk, and Class 3 – Impaired Function.   These classifications 
were performed on watersheds at the 6th order hydrologic unit classification (HUC) according to 
standard procedures described in the “Watershed Condition Framework” technical guide, found 
at http://www.fs.fed.us/publications/watershed/Watershed_Condition_Framework.pdf. It was 
determined that 6 watersheds on the NFs in Florida are Class 1, 74 are Class 2, and 3 are Class 3.  
A map showing the location of these can be found in Appendix G.  The Impassable Bay 
watershed (Osceola NF) was selected as priority watersheds for focus work in the next five 
years. As more site specific NEPA is done in the impaired watershed more forest roads located 
inside the impaired watersheds will be highly recommended for decommission. The priority 
watersheds may also be found on the map in the Appendix. Additional priority watershed 
designations will be considered in the next several years. 
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The forest-wide TAP analysis was heavily informed by the WCF.  For example, roads located 
near streams within impaired watersheds, and especially priority watersheds, were particularly 
considered as possible decommissioning candidates. Similarly, continuing watershed 
improvement work is intended to be informed in the future by the TAP. 
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OVERVIEW OF THE NFS IN FLORIDA AND THE SUPPORTING TRANSPORTATION 


SYSTEM
 

General Description of the NFs in Florida Land Ownership Patterns, Land Use 

and Historic Travel Routes 

The NFs in Florida is comprised of 1,186,661 acres of these acres 1,180,673 acres are 
within the proclamation boundary, occupying almost 95.3% of the proclamation boundary.  
Almost all is forested, with about 74,559 acres (or 6%) being wilderness or otherwise classified 
as roadless, and 633,337 acres (or 54%) being available for active forest management.  There are 
no large tracts managed as TIMOs (Timber Investment Management Organizations), no REITs 
(Real Estate Investment Trusts), and no scattered large forest industry tracts within the 
proclamation boundary.  There are some small farms and a variety of other ownership types.  
There are a few small communities within the proclamation boundary, but no large communities.  
It is unavoidable that some travel routes are located in wet areas, as much of the NFs in Florida 
are flat and wet.  

The lands of the NFs in Florida are administered by 3 national forests:  the Apalachicola 
NF (Wakulla and Apalachicola Districts), the Osceola NF (Osceola District), and the Ocala NF 
(Lake George and Seminole Districts).  

TABLE 3:  NFS IN FLORIDA - ACRES 

DISTRICT ACRES ROADLESS ACRES 
Apalachicola NF 567,798 32,702 
Osceola NF 229,186 13,660 
Ocala NF 383,689 28,197 
TOTALS 1,180,673 74,559 

There are 46 major developed recreation areas on the Forest (Development Scale 3 – 5), 
including Alexander Springs, Juniper Springs, and Salt Springs Recreation Areas.  In addition 
the Forest allows dispersed recreation on some 1,089,074 acres.  

Motorized and Non-Motorized Trails 

There are 766 miles of trails, supporting a variety of uses, including OHVs, equestrian, biking, 
pedestrian, and mixed use.  (Miles of trail do not include the Florida National Scenic Trail miles 
that are located on land outside of the NFs in Florida.)  

NFs in Florida –Travel Analysis Report Page 12 



   

      

    

 
  

   

 

    
       
 

    

   
 

   
   

   
 

 

   
 

        
      

 
     
    
     

 

    

      
           

          
         
        

 

Description of the NFs in Florida’s Transportation System 

Federal, State, and Local Roads 

Interstate Highway 10 (OSC), State Routes 40 and 19 (ONF), and State Routes 65, 267, and 379 
(ANF), and quite a number of roads under county jurisdiction traverse various parts of the NFs in 
Florida. 

Forest Highways 

There were Forest Highways on the NFs in Florida, but this program was eliminated in the 
Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st century legislation (MAP-21), signed into law on July 6, 
2012. 

National Forest System Roads – Open and Closed 

There are 5,168 total miles of National Forest system road under the jurisdiction of the 
NFs in Florida.  This mileage is comprised of 1,239 miles suitable for passenger car use, almost 
all of which are open to the public on a year round basis, 3,017 miles only suitable for high 
clearance vehicular traffic, of which 1961 miles are opened to the public.  There are 912 miles on 
the system inventory that are closed for periods of time greater than one year, being in “storage” 
for future use when needed. 

Definition of Maintenance Levels 

The Forest Service catalogs its roads in the official database, INFRA, by Maintenance 
Levels, loosely defined as follows: 

 ML 5 – Single or Double Lane Paved Roads - high degree of user comfort 
 ML 4 – Moderate User Comfort - primarily double lane aggregate roads with 

ditches 
 ML 3 – Lowest level maintained to accommodate passenger car traffic 
 ML 2 – Maintained primarily to accommodate use by high clearance vehicles 
 ML 1 – Closed to all traffic for periods greater than one year. 

TABLE 4:  NFS IN FLORIDA - CURRENT ROAD SYSTEM MILEAGE BY ML 

DISTRICT ML 5 ML 4 ML 3 ML 2 ML 1 
Apalachicola NF 50.40 94.18 463.81 1376.93 107.83 
Osceola NF 4.02 5.94 273.50 721.63 0.78 
Ocala NF 38.95 63.99 244.57 918.13 803.75 
TOTALS 93.37 164.11 981.88 3016.69 912.37 
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Private and Coop Roads 

Certain roads located on the NFs in Florida are needed to provide access to private tracts 
of land, or by municipalities or large private landowners in cooperation with the Forest.  The 
maintenance responsibility for and jurisdiction of these roads are identified in the official 
inventory.  Generally costs for maintaining these roads are pro-rated to the appropriate 
benefitting entity, as further specified in the enabling agreements. 

Unauthorized Roads 

At any given time there may be roads found to be in existence on the landscape that are 
not shown in the inventory or on an official map.  These roads are considered to be unauthorized 
roads, not needed for use by the NFs in Florida.  They are subject to decommissioning at any 
time funding becomes available for that purpose. 

Road Maintenance Funding 

The NFs in Florida maintains its road system primarily with funding provided through 
the annual Interior and Related Agency’s budget, specifically the CMRD line item.  The NFs in 
Florida received $1,195,903 1 of this funding in fiscal year 2012.  Another source of revenue 
available for certain types of maintenance on the NFs in Florida road system is CMLG.  
$118,5172 of CMLG was received in FY 2012.  Roads that support forest management 
operations may be maintained with timber sale or stewardship dollars during the life of the 
operation, but that is not typically a long term solution.  Finally, partners and user groups may 
provide some road maintenance support.  In 2012 the NFs in Florida received $ 778,2603 worth 
of partner and user support, either in cash or in on-the-ground value, related to the road system. 

1 allocation $1,062,785 + carryover $83,821 + trainee salary $49,300 = $1,195,903 

2 allocation $58,517 + storm damage funds (Debby) $60,000 = $118,517 

3 from Secure Rural Schools program for road maintenance on roads and trails 
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COSTS OF OPERATING AND MAINTAINING 

THE NFS IN FLORID!’S RO!DS !ND BRIDGES 

Operation Costs 

Fixed Costs, Upward Reporting 

As indicated in the previous section, there is on an annual basis a total of approximately 
$1,195,903 available with which to operate and maintain the NFs in Florida’s road system.  Of 
this, approximately 40% of CMRD or approximately $478,362 is traditionally required in order 
to cover fixed costs, including management salaries, rent, fleet, travel and training and cost pool 
contributions.   Recent reductions in total CMRD allocations have shifted overhead costs from 
approximately 40% to levels approaching 90%, in spite of overall staff reductions. 

Inspections and Contract Administration 

This amount also covers items such as data management, contract preparation and 
administration and upward reporting.  Regardless of the size of the road system being managed 
this base amount is required.  This leaves only about $717,542 to go on the ground for actual 
maintenance of the road system, and it must cover replacement of deficient bridges as well.  

Road Maintenance Costs 

The primary components of road maintenance on the NFs in Florida include: 1) blading 
and ditching, 2) surfacing (repaving in the case of ML 5), 3) signs, markings, and gates, 4) 
drainage structures, 5) mowing and brushing, 6) bridge maintenance (cost of maintenance spread 
over all roads) , and culvert replacement/maintenance (cost of maintenance spread over all 
roads).  (Inspection costs are part of the 40% overhead costs.)  

TABLE 5:  NFS IN FLORIDA – TYPICAL ANNUAL UNIT COSTS FOR ROADS 
COMPONENTS ML 5a ML 4 ML 3 ML 2b ML 1c 

Blading and 
Ditching $0 $ 200 $ 200 $ 0 $0 

Surfacing $13,500 $ 300 $ 200 $ 100 $0 
Signs, Markings, 
Gates $ 0 $ 75 $ 75 $ 250 $300 

Drainage Structures $ 0 $ 250 $ 250 $ 0 $0 
Mowing and 
Brushing $100 $ 100 $ 100 $ 0 $0 

Overhead (40%) $5,440 $370 $330 $140 $120 
TOTALS $19,040 $ 1,295 $ 1,155 $490 $420 

a Associated surfacing costs include life cycle amortization of both anticipates overlay and reconstruction needs. 
b Costs include replacement of vandalized/stolen road signs and traffic control devices. Surfacing costs reflect spot surface 
repairs as interim repair between reconditioning or reconstruction projects. 

Costs include maintaining closure strategies that may be only mildly effective due to topographic and vegetative concerns. 
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Bridge Maintenance and Reconstruction Costs 

The NFs in Florida has 48 bridges and 34 major culverts.  These have to be inspected 
every other year, at an average cost of about $1,200 per bridge.  At the present time 11 are either 
known or suspected to be load limited and need to be replaced because they are on roads 
intended to be left open to traffic.  2 of these bridges are closed.  (Load limited bridges will be 
rated and posted in the interim until funding for replacement can be obtained).  Typical bridge 
replacement costs for the NFs in Florida are about $5,500 per linear foot for a typical two lane 
bridge.  These costs need to be added to the total road maintenance costs above to get a true 
picture of the total road and bridge maintenance costs for the next 10 years on the NFs in Florida. 

Total Cost of Operating and Maintaining the NFS in Florida Roads and Bridges to 

Standard 

Combining the information from the previous sections results in the following table 
which shows the total annual cost to maintain the NFs in Florida’s roads and bridges to standard 
as the system currently exists: 

TABLE 6:  NFS IN FLORIDA – TOTAL ANNUAL COST TO MAINTAIN
 
ROADS AND BRIDGES TO STANDARD – EXISTING SYSTEM
 

ITEM Numbers Unit Cost* TOTAL COST 

Fixed Cost to Operate (40%) 1 $478,362 $478,362 

Maintenance of Level 1 Roads (mi.) 912 $41 $37,502 

Maintenance of Level 2 Roads (mi.) 3017 $48 $144,366 

Maintenance of Level 3 Roads (mi.) 981 $221 $216,297 

Maintenance of Level 4 Roads (mi.) 164 $362 $59,404 

Maintenance of Level 5 Roads (mi.) 93 $841 $78,201 

Inspection of ½ of Bridges each Year 24 $1,200 $28,800 

Replacement of Deficient Bridges 1 per 52’ 
Average Length $5,500/LF $286,000 

TOTAL ANNUAL COSTS $1,300,132 
Note: Compare current available budget of $1,195,903 to the needed amount $1,300,132 

NFs in Florida –Travel Analysis Report Page 16 



   

   

 

  

  
   

   
  

 
   

  

 

  
 

   
    

 
  

    
  

    
  

 
 

  
 

 
 

   

 

  
   

 

ASSESSMENT OF ISSUES, BENEFITS AND RISKS 

Financial 

The primary financial issues relate to the inability to adequately maintain the existing 
road system with current funding sources.  As indicated previously, there is on an annual basis a 
total of only about $1,195,903 available with which to operate and maintain the system, whereas 
the needed funding for the system as currently configured is about $1,300,132. As a result, 
deferred maintenance continually accrues on the system, but more importantly, it is not possible 
to maintain Best Management Practices (BMPs) required to adequately protect water quality and 
associated aquatic life.  Meanwhile, roads and bridges are becoming unsafe and need to be 
closed.  This results in a system which fails to meet the needs of both the recreating and 
travelling public, and to provide for adequate resource access for forest management activities, 
including prescribed fire and fire suppression.  

Environmental and Social 

The primary issues in the environmental arena relate to: 1) erosion of the roadbed, cut 
slopes, fill slopes and ditches, with the resulting sediment discharge affecting water quality and 
associated aquatic resources; 2) road density effects on certain wildlife species, such as bear; and 
3) roads serving as a conduit for invasive species. 

In the social arena, the effects are primarily the demand for adequate access, sometimes 
offset by the need for providing solitude.  Additionally, law enforcement faces challenges due to 
high demands. Access is needed by a wide variety of forest users, including hikers, hunters, 
fishers and other recreationists, as well as for forest management activities, such as restoration 
projects and fire suppression. Also, roads require surveillance, as they can easily become sites 
for crime, illegal dumping and similar activities.   

Public notifications concerning the forest wide Travel Analysis Process were posted in 
newspapers, “tweeted” and posted on the forests’ websites early in the process in 2010 and 2011. 
Notice letters were mailed and emailed to the public and interested partners concurrently. The 
notices presented considerations including safety, efficient travel, resource management, public 
uses and financial needs. The notices explained that the public will have opportunities to provide 
comments when the minimum road system has been identified, and as individual roads are 
considered at project level. Comments were received. At least one tribe responded asking to be 
notified when analysis results are available. One County Board Commissioners passed a 
resolution that opposed any additional road closures due to limited recreation opportunities and 
access in a rural community. At least 15 comments were received from individuals. General 
themes were opposition to closing roads because of need for access for recreation, hunting and/or 
access to OHV trails; suggestion by several to charge all road users a small fee for road use; and 
requests to close particular roads because of safety concerns from hunting activities and damage 
to roads by hunters. 
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Safety and Function 

The primary issues related to safety and function of the NFs in Florida’s road system 
include: 1) maintenance of a clear and smooth travel way; 2) access in the proximity of the use; 
3) functioning of the drainage features; 4) width and stability of the road bed; 5) proper signs and 
markings; 6) and structurally and functionally sufficient bridges.  (Steep road grades are not an 
issue for the majority of roads in Florida.) 

Methodology 

Benefits and Risks of the overall system were tabulated and appear in tabular summary of 
TAP road data of the Appendices.  The standard list of questions in the Forest Service Handbook 
was used as a guide to further assist in identifying the benefits and risks. The TAP ID Team 
participants identified rating criteria for each risk and benefit.  This criteria made use of available 
data in GIS to rate each road.  The degree of benefit or risk was rated as being high, medium or 
low for the system.  Refer to Table A Risk Assessment Criteria below for description of the 
rating categories.  After considering the entire system, each road was then considered on an 
individual basis.  Those with particular issues, benefits and/or risks different from those of the 
entire system were listed and notes for each are located in the Tabular Summary of TAP Road 
Data in Appendix G. As related projects become identified at some time in the future, this list 
may be referenced to inform projects or proposed changes in the Minimum Road System. The 
road by road analysis process is summarized below: 

Summary of Road Data Analysis Process: 

Verify the basic road data. 
Identify the original purpose of the road. 
Identify current & future Program Need for the road: 

Recreation Access 
Private Property Access 
Arterial Road 
Special Use 
Potential Forest Highway 

Rate the road by Risk Criteria for impact: 
Sensitive Areas 
Threatened or Endangered Species 
Watershed/Erosion 

Rate the road by Benefit Criteria: 
Private and Permittee Access 
Recreation Access for the Public 
Resource Management Access by USFS 

Propose an Objective Maintenance Level for the road based on analysis. 
Assess a Schedule of Maintenance for the road. 
Estimate the Annual Maintenance Cost for the road (Refer to Table B, Tabular Summary of Road Data 
Appendix G). 
Identify the Minimum Road System from the roads analyzed as “Likely Needed”. 
Identify and make recommendations for roads “Likely Not Needed”. 
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Table A defines the category ratings for “High”, “Medium”, and “Low” for the benefit – risk 
criteria. 

Table A. Benefit Risk Assessment Criteria 

Risk Assessment Criteria: 

SENSITIVE AREAS 

Risk of damage to 
sensitive areas by 
motorized vehicles.  

HIGH:  Any portion of road located on savanna soils. Any portion of a 
road located on sandhill soils. 
MEDIUM: ARD – Some portion, but less than 50% of a road located on 
sandhill soils.  

LOW: Other roads. 

THREATENED OR ENDANGERED SPECIES 

Risk assessment for the 
probability of adverse 
impacts on T & E 
species. 

HIGH: Roads that are located within habitat for species that have a high 
potential for impacts from roads: within 660 feet of a southern bald eagle 
nest tree; within 1500 feet of flatwoods salamander or striped newt habitat; 
within 50 feet of habitat for one of these plant species:  Harperocallis 
flava, Macbridea alba, Pinguicula ionantha, or Scutellaria floridana.  

MEDIUM:  Open roads (levels 3, 4, 5).   

LOW:  Closed or administrative roads. 

WATERSHED/EROSION 

Risk of eroded soil being 
delivered quickly and 
directly into stream 
channels or lakes where 
it could contribute to the 
impairment of water 
quality or aquatic habitat. 

HIGH: Roads with grades of 5% or greater. 

MEDIUM: Roads with grades of 3 to 4.99%. 

LOW:  Roads with grades of less than 3%.   Note: WCATT ratings for 
water impairment and road density were caused by issues unrelated to 
NFS roads, such as pollution from private land and roads under the 
jurisdiction of other agencies.  Due to the unique behavior of water on the 
ANF, erosion was best considered as related to slope, instead of 
watersheds.  Bridges and culverts are considered under costs. 
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Table A. Benefit Risk Assessment Criteria (cont.) 

Benefit Assessment Criteria: 

PRIVATE AND PERMITTEE ACCESS 

Access to private land by 
landowner.  Access to 
areas under special use 
permit by permittees. 

HIGH: Roads that provide access to private land.  Roads that provide 
access to public service facilities, such as public utility lines, 
communication towers, and weather and water monitoring stations. 
MEDIUM:  Roads that provide access for other special use permittees, 
including researchers and beekeepers 
LOW: Other roads. 

RECREATION ACCESS FOR THE PUBLIC 

Access to developed and 
dispersed recreation areas 
and administrative sites. 
Roads that are important 
for driving for pleasure 
or scenic viewing.  

HIGH:  Access to developed recreation sites (all trailheads, campgrounds, 
picnic areas, swim areas, boat landings, and hunt camps) and scenic 
byways.  Roads that provide access to administrative sites, such as district 
offices and work centers.  Roads that are arterial or collector roads or 
emergency evacuation routes. 
MEDIUM:  Access for hunting and fishing and dispersed recreation sites 
(including cumulative use and wilderness and wilderness study areas). 
LOW: Other roads, including mixed use roads where the road could be 
converted to trails. 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACCESS FOR THE USFS 

Roads to vegetative 
treatment areas, RCW 

habitat, for fire 
suppression and other 
administrative needs.  

HIGH: Roads to current projects, long term contracts or multiple resource 
projects (ML 3, 4, 5). 
MEDIUM: Roads with occasional use, including roads needed for fire 
management. 
LOW: Other roads. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES 

Total Cost of Operating and Maintaining the Recommended MRS for NFS in 

Florida Roads and Bridges to Standard 

Combining the information from the previous sections results in the following table 
which shows the total annual cost to maintain the recommended TAP road system for NFs in 
Florida’s roads and bridges to standard. 

TABLE 7:  NFS IN FLORIDA – TOTAL ANNUAL COST TO MAINTAIN 
ROADS AND BRIDGES TO STANDARD – RECOMMENDED TAP SYSTEM 

ITEM Numbers Unit Cost* TOTAL COST 

Fixed Cost to Operate (40%) 1 $478,362 $478,362 

Maintenance of Level 1 Roads (mi.) 364 $12 $4,368 

Maintenance of Level 2 Roads (mi.) 3096 $44 $136,224 

Maintenance of Level 3 Roads (mi.) 811 $203 $164,633 

Maintenance of Level 4 Roads (mi.) 111 $481 $53,391 

Maintenance of Level 5 Roads (mi.) 103 $734 $75,602 

Inspection of ½ of Bridges each Year 24 $1,200 $28,800 

Replacement of Deficient Bridges 1 per 52’ 
Average Length $5,500/LF $286,000 

TOTAL ANNUAL COSTS $1,227,380 
Note: Compare current available budget of $1,195,903 to the needed TAP amount $1,227,380; resulting in a 

shortfall of about $31,477; compare to a $133,849 shortfall pre-TAP. 
*-Annual Unit Cost from Table 7 takes maintenance cycle and user restriction into consideration 
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Rationale Used to Arrive at Proposed Minimum Road System 

The Chief’s March 29, 2012 letter reaffirms that “the Agency expects to maintain an 
appropriately sized and environmentally sustainable road system that is responsive to ecological, 
economic, and social concerns.  The national forest road system of the future must continue to 
provide needed access for recreation and resource management, as well as support watershed 
restoration and resource protection to sustain healthy ecosystems.”  Budget realities being what 
they are, roads which are not really needed cannot be supported in the future.  

Miles Proposed for Transfer to Another Jurisdiction 

Roads that primarily provide access to the public or to a local community need to be 
considered for transfer of maintenance responsibility, as appropriate.  24.08 miles were 
identified that need to be considered in this category.  

Roads that appear to be not needed, or which appear to have little benefit yet which are 
high risk to various environmental or social values were flagged for consideration as 
decommissioning candidates.  There are 214 miles in this category.  

Roads that did not appear to be currently needed for project access during the next 
decade, and which appear currently to be receiving extremely low use by the public or which 
appear to not be otherwise needed for management purposes such as fire suppression access were 
flagged to be considered for storage;  there are 0 miles in this category. 

Some roads which are primarily needed only for administrative use, or by hunters and 
which are currently useable by passenger vehicles were recommended to be considered for 
conversion to the high clearance. About 206 miles were identified that should be considered in 
this category. 

Roads which are receiving the highest amount of use, especially by the motoring public, 
or which access major developed recreation areas, should probably not be downgraded.   

Inclement weather has a particularly costly impact on native and gravel surfaced roads.  
Therefore, to the extent possible, roads should be identified for seasonal closure; however, 
Florida has a year round season and therefore seasonal closures are not appropriate for most 
roads.  The TAP recommends that a minimum of 0 miles that are currently opened year-round be 
identified and converted to seasonally closure.  

Miles by ML Proposed as Likely Not Needed, by Watershed Condition Class 

The total number of unneeded miles on the NFs in Florida which have been suggested as Likely 
Not Needed by the TAP is 682. The number of Likely Not Needed miles functioning at risk and 
in impaired watersheds is 156 and 48 respectively. The number of Likely Not Needed miles in 
priority watersheds is 10. 
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Suggested Conversion of Existing Road System to Minimum Road System 

Tabular Summary of TAP Road Data in the Appendices lists the existing road system 
miles by maintenance level, and then proposes changes which respond to the rationale above to 
comprise the future minimum road system.  Although some roads have been suggested to 
comprise these changes, there are others which have not yet been identified.  During the next 
decade the suggested changes in overall road system makeup should inform projects, and 
additional individual road change proposals will be identified, with the goal of achieving the 
proposed minimum road system, and associated financial sustainability as quickly as is practical. 

Best Management Practices (BMPs) Applicable to the NFs in Florida 

When maintaining the forest roads located on the NFs in Florida the following Best 
Management Practices should be adhered to as a minimum: 

 National Best Management Practices for Water Quality Management on Forest 
System Lands 

 Applicable State Best Management Practices 
 Best Management Practices listed in the current Forest Plan. 
 Completed Watershed Action Plans 

Other 

 The total number of Likely Not Needed miles on the NFs in Florida which have been 
suggested as Likely Not Needed by TAP is 682 miles. 

 The fixed cost percentage is based on idea percentage of 40% to balance the budget, 
however current budget fixed cost is 88%.  

 As more site specific NEPA is done in the impaired watershed more forest roads located 
inside the impaired watersheds will be highly recommended for decommission. 
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APPENDICES AND MAPS
 

1) Road Risk/Benefit Assessment – Apalachicola NF 

2) Road Risk/Benefit Assessment – Osceola NF 

3) Road Risk/Benefit Assessment – Ocala NF 

4) Map of Watersheds – Apalachicola NF 

5) Map of Watersheds – Osceola NF 

6) Map of Watersheds – Ocala NF 

7) Table A Benefits and Risk Assessment Criteria 

8) Table C Benefit and Risk Scoring System 

9) Tabular Summary of TAP Road Data 

10) Tabular Summary of TAP Recommended Roads for Decommissioning 

11) Watershed Condition Framework Guide\Watershed Action Plan 

12) Priority Watershed Selection 

13) Chief’s Letter of Direction 
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