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The Appendices listed below and included in Section 6 include primary documents received and considered by the

Committee during the course of its meetings and deliberations. This list is not all inclusive, but will give the reader an
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[this space intentionally left blank]

168 |Page



APPENDIX A

Florida Panther Protection Program Summary
June 30, 2008

Overview

A collaborative effort between leading conservation organizations and Eastern Collier landowners to
better protect and manage the Florida Panther in Southwest Florida and assist recovery of this
endangered species.

An environmentally and economically balanced program.

Includes both suggested adjustments to the innovative Collier RLSA Program and additional
components.

Through an incentive-based land use program, the Florida Panther Protection Program would secure a
contiguous range of panther habitat connecting the Florida Panther National Wildlife Refuge and Big
Cypress National Preserve through Camp Keais Strand and the Okalaocoochee Slough with Corkscrew
Marsh and adjacent lands in the region.

The program involves approximately 195,000 acres of private land in Collier County.

The participants acknowledge that they individually or collectively do not have the authority to amend the Collier
County RLSA nor do they have the authority to effect policies, agreements, or regulations concerning how protection
and management of the Florida Panther will be implemented. The authority to amend the Collier County RLSA and
Florida Panther protection and management measures lies solely within the local government and various State and
Federal agencies.

The program can be complementary to, but does not take the place of, non-panther planning and
permitting programs.

Participants

Conservation Organizations: Audubon of Florida, Collier County Audubon Society, Defenders of
Wildlife, Florida Wildlife Federation.

Landowners: Alico Land Development Corporation, Barron Collier Partnership, Collier Enterprises,
Consolidated Citrus LP, English Brothers, Half Circle L Ranch Partnership, Pacific Tomato Growers
Ltd., Sunniland Family Limited Partnership.

Scientific Technical Review

Area under review: the Rural Land Stewardship Area within Collier County.

Committee: comprised of 6 respected biologists and scientists with expertise in the Florida
panther.

Purpose: to evaluate whether the Panther Protection Program contributes to the overall
protection, management and recovery of the Florida Panther.

Expected completion: less than 6 months, but additional time may be requested if deemed
necessary.

Landowners and conservation organizations to cooperatively and collaboratively facilitate and
support the work of the Scientific Technical Review Committee.

Next Steps

At end of the Scientific Technical Review, if consensus is reached to move forward, rural
landowners and conservation organizations will enter into a binding agreement

Landowners will undergo a federal consultation process with the United States Department of
the Interior Fish and Wildlife Service to develop a Conservation Agreement or its equivalent.

169 |Page



- RLSA 5 Year Review Committee, EAC, Planning Commission, Board of County Commissioners and
FWC will review and consider adoption of portions of the Florida Panther Protection Program into the
RLSA GMP and LDC.

- The public will have opportunities to review and comment through all entities and procedures listed
above.

Proposed Program Components:

1. Funding

- Creation of the Paul J. Marinelli Florida Panther Protection Fund.

- Rural landowners will contribute to the Fund according to a pre-agreed formula that is generally tied to
the generation and utilization of “Panther Habitat Units” (PHUs) from a Stewardship Sending Area
(SSA) within the Rural Land Stewardship Area.

- Fund expected to generate in excess of $150 million in contributions through 2050.

- Fund to be administered by an independent nonprofit tax exempt entity, the Wildlife Foundation of
Florida, and governed by a Board of Directors comprised of representatives of Audubon of Florida,
Collier County Audubon Society, Defenders of Wildlife, Florida Wildlife Federation, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission, and a representative of the rural
landowners.

- Fund Board to utilize the Fund for protective measures such as panther habitat restoration, buffering
against human-panther interaction, locating and construction of panther crossings, and acquisition of
habitat demonstrated to be important to panther protection and management.

Additional Mitigation
- Requirement for additional mitigation and appropriate restoration for development impacts to primary
panther habitat within the Rural Land Stewardship Area.

North and South Panther Corridors
- Proposed creation of a North Corridor and the proposed maintenance and enhancement of the South
Corridor for the panther through the Rural Lands Stewardship Area.
- Rural Landowners to be incentivized through the generation of restoration credits to create, enhance
and restore such corridors.

Agricultural Preservation

- Proposed creation of an agriculture preservation credit within the Rural Land Stewardship Area,
consistent with direction of the Rural Land Stewardship review Committee.

- Goals: to assure agricultural lands can be protected for future generations and to reduce development
pressures within the Big Cypress Area of Critical State Concern (ACSC).

- A landowner shall be eligible to receive 2.0 Stewardship Credits for each acre of Open Land that is
designated as a SSA outside the ACSC, and 2.6 Stewardship Credits for each acre of Open Land that
is designated as a SSA within the ACSC, where all non agricultural uses are removed and the
remaining uses are limited to agriculture and uses that support agriculture, including farm worker
housing. There shall be no intensification from Ag2 to Ag1 after SSA designation.

- The agricultural preservation component reduces the potential build out footprint within the RLSA
because it creates an incentive to discourage the one unit per five acre development pattern allowed
under the baseline zoning and promotes compact, sustainable communities surrounded by viable
agriculture.

Other Proposed RLSA Components
- Hamlets will be eliminated as a form of SRA.
- Towns shall not exceed 5,000 acres.
- Outside the Area of Critical State Concern, Villages shall not exceed 1,500 acres. Within the Area of
Critical State Concern, the current Collier RLSA Overlay Program standards shall apply to Villages.
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- Compact Rural Development ("CRD") shall include as a permitted use eco tourism lodging, recreational
hunting and fishing enterprises, and family homesteads for the Rural Landowners.

- A concept is being discussed that would create a mechanism to ensure that when a landowner within
the Collier RLSA establishes a SSA, a “conditional easement” is placed on the subject property until
such time as all permits are in hand for the SRA to which the credits from the SSA will be applied and
providing no action is taken prior to permitting that diminishes the resource values on the SSA; at which
point the easement becomes permanent.

RLSA Buildout

It is the group’s preliminary estimate that the changes proposed to the current RLSA credit system as a result
of the new panther corridors and the agriculture preservation components will enable a maximum SRA
development foot print of 45,000 acres within the 195,000 acre RLSA. This estimate will be refined in
conjunction with any other proposed changes to the credit system through the RLSA Committee’s work
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APPENDIX B

AN

CONSERVANCY
Of Southwest Florida

1450 Merrihue DrivesNaples, FL 34102

239.262-0304eFax 239.262.5872
July 1, 2008

Paul Souza

South Florida Ecological Services Office
US Fish and Wildlife Service

1339 20th Street

Vero Beach, FL 32960

RE: Proposed Florida Panther Protection Plan
Dear Mr. Souza:

The Conservancy of Southwest Florida would like to offer the following comments on the proposed “panther
protection plan”. Our organization supports the concept of an incentive-based plan to provide greater
protection for the Florida panther, maintaining agriculture and allowing sustainable development to occur in
appropriate locations. That said, we believe the following issues should be addressed prior to any US Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) policy changes with regard the Florida panther. In particular, we ask that the
Service ensure that any policy changes will provide a net benefit to the protection and recovery of the
endangered Florida panther.

The plan allows a 50% increase in the amount of potential development in Eastern Collier (which
includes within the primary zone, the core critical habitat area for the endangered Florida panther)
without specifying how many acres of the critical habitat area will be impacted - nor how many acres of
wetlands or what other natural resources will be impacted as a result.

It is not possible for the USFWS, the Scientific Review team, or any other entity or stakeholder, to accurately
assess whether this plan will provide a net benefit to the protection of the Florida panther, as well as whether
this plan will adequately protect other exceptional natural resources (ex. wetlands, other listed species
populations and habitats, wellfields / groundwater recharge areas, etc.) and promote sustainable development,
without knowing where the development is occurring and what will be impacted as a result. Indeed, the plan
potentially allows thousands of acres of primary panther habitat for the Florida panther to be developed, and
without provisions assuring appropriate avoidance and minimization of wetlands and other essential natural
resource areas.

Apparently, protection of the Area of Critical State Concern and the existing main panther movement corridors
are not assured in the proposal. While it aims to provide additional incentives to prevent further land use
intensification within the path of critical panther corridors in Eastern Collier, there does not appear to be
assurances that the corridor preservation boundaries will be designed such as to maintain their functionality,
and appropriately avoid and minimize impacts from the additional development that this plan would allow,
within these existing corridor. Nor does there seem to be assurances that the incentives will be used to resuilt
in the actual preservation of these corridors in perpetuity.
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Current best practices for growth management and natural resource protection require identifying and
quantifying impacts as well as assessing necessary avoidance, minimization, and mitigation necessary to
offset those impacts. Without knowing the exact location, extent, and level of development proposed, the
Service is unable to make a determination as to whether impacts will be appropriately avoided and mitigated.
Additionally, the added impact needs to be carefully assessed and the extent of collective development
quantitatively analyzed against proposed mitigation (including only mitigation that is assured to be protected in
perpetuity) in order to determine whether this proposal will provide an net benefit to the protection of the
Florida panther and its habitat as well as aid in its recovery according to the requirements of the Endangered
Species Act.

Maximum avoidance and minimization should be assured prior to mitigation and the proposed Panther
Protection Fund should not be used in lieu of ensuring proper avoidance through proper siting of
development and transportation projects.

The proposal apparently does not ensure that the additional development and transportation projects that it will
result in, will be sited such as to avoid and minimize impacts to the Florida panther’s habitat as well as other
critical natural resources such as wetlands.

While the proposed additional funds would allow for additional panther mitigation, such mitigation is not a
suitable substitute for avoiding and minimizing impact to the Florida panther's essential habitat. Indeed, the
additional funds, and additional mitigation that will be provided as a result of those funds, cannot be assured to
provide a net benefit if they pay for mitigation measures that would have been unnecessary if there was proper
siting such as to not produce such impacts.

The Conservancy conducted a GIS mapping and analysis exercise (see Attachment 2) to determine if there
was enough land currently designated outside the ACSC and the primary panther zone to accommodate the
currently allowed projected development of 30,000. The results were that there are approximately 34,382 acres
available that are currently designated Open (meaning that Receiving Areas of development are allowed within
these areas) which are outside both the ACSC and the primary panther zone. Therefore, it is possible to avoid
all impacts to the ACSC and primary panther zone under the current program limits. However, with the
additional 15,000 acres of development that would result from this proposal, for a total of 45,000 acres of
development, it would result into impacting at the very minimum, approximately 10,618 acres of either the
ACSC and/or primary panther habitat. Because there is no defined footprint and no requirements limiting the
level of impact to primary panther habitat in this proposal, the final result of impacts could be even higher.

The Conservancy supports maximum avoidance and minimization of impacts through appropriate siting of
development and transportation outside of essential natural resource areas such as primary panther habitat,
which would be within the yellow Open areas on the Attachment 2 map with no other crosshatching or shading.
These are the areas of least natural resource value and therefore, the most suitable for development.

The north, south Summerland Swamp, and Camp Keais corridors must be preserved and protected,
with corridor preservation criteria set based on best available science in order to ensure that the
functionality of these corridors is maintained.

This proposal does not appear to provide adequate assurances that these three corridors will be protected. It
instead only apparently offers the potential to create additional incentives, which may or may not ultimately be
used to preserve these existing panther corridors. Additionally, the proposal does not seem to specify corridor
criteria (such as widths, etc.), which is necessary to ensure that the corridor preservation areas will protect the
functionality of these current corridors. The designation of the corridor boundaries should be assured as well
as be based on science and what is needed in order to ensure functionality of these existing corridors is
preserved. Scientific analysis and recommendations should be the basis of the plan, rather than for verification
after the fact.

Scientific / Technical Review team (1) should focus on reviewing the proposal to ascertain if it would
achieve greater protection of panther than status quo if they get the necessary information to do such,
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(2) should not reexamine points previously agreed upon and for which there is scientific consensus
(ex. what is primary panther habitat), and (3) should include representatives from the National Park
Service and the Florida Panther National Wildlife as well as other affected and instrumental
stakeholders in panther protection.

Issues such as whether primary panther habitat is essential and warrants additional mitigation should not be
under the purview and contingent upon the scientific technical review committee, as these are already
established by science. The primary zone has been identified by the scientific and agency communities as
lands essential to maintaining the existing panther population - essentially the minimum critical habitat.
Therefore, it is undoubtedly warranted to incentivize its preservation. However, rather than the proposal
providing the assurance to do so by it requiring additional mitigation for impacting primary habitat, it apparently
leaves it to the review team to consider whether additional mitigation is justified. Though we believe that the
scientific technical team most likely would agree with the best available science currently available, these
protection provisions (ex. development in primary habitat should be avoided, additional mitigation should be
required for development in the primary panther habitat) should not be contingent upon the findings of this
review team, as those issues are not in scientific dispute and having them revisited prevents us from attaining
those provisions as commitments within the context of the agreement and plan.

Additionally, in order to ensure appropriate representation on the Review Committee, representatives from the
Florida Panther National Wildlife Refuge and the National Parks Service, as well as other critical stakeholders
in panther protection and recovery, should be included and allowed to provide substantive input into the
formulation of this plan, not just review it after the fact.

Implementation of this proposal should be through a Habitat Conservation Plan or other appropriate
mechanism or instrument as approved by the USFWS, not through a Conservation Agreement.

The assurances for no further mitigation requirements. that are enumerated in this agreement are consistent
with the No Surprises Clause in Habitat Conservation Planning (HCP) under Section 10 of the ESA. What is
apparently being proposed as the vehicle to implement this plan is not an HCP but rather a Conservation
Agreement, an instrument reserved for non-listed species. A review of this issue and associated case law by
two separate legal counsel has resulted in a determination that the there is no legal basis or precedent for a
“Conservation Agreement” that applies to an already-listed species. The USFWS has three different types of
agreements: Candidate Conservation Agreements (for candidate species not yet listed); Habitat Conservation
Plans (HCP); and Safe Harbor Agreements.

The proper mechanism for such an agreement and plan as this should be an HCP, which is a process which
guarantees more public involvement and assurances. To support pursuing a Conservation Agreement would
be inconsistent with existing federal regulatory requirements and would set a negative precedent that would
weaken the federal regulatory process in ensuring protection of endangered species. Therefore, we would
request that if this proposal proceeds to implementation, it be through an HCP for the Florida panther that
would result in the maximum avoidance, minimization and appropriate level of mitigation to achieve sufficient
protection of habitat in Eastern Collier to assist in the recovery of the Florida panther species.

Acceptance of generating PHUs off SSA lands should be contingent on assurance that there will be an
added net benefit provided through restoration and/or on-going management commitment and the
process of awarding PHUs in such instances should be well defined.

The Conservancy commends and supports the USFWS’s policies to prevent awarding panther mitigation credit
on lands already going under easement for other purposes unless there is an added net benefit through
restoration and/or on-going management commitments over what would occur otherwise (such as SSA lands
that go under easement after their development rights have been stripped off and which will actively be used
for continued agriculture without any additional restoration or management to increase value as panther
habitat).
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This proposal would apparently undermine the intent of the USFWS’s current policy relating to the awarding of
PHU's. It appears to support changing the USFWS policy to allow PHUs to come off SSA lands regardless of
whether there is an assurance of a net benefit resulting from it. The Conservancy would instead propose that if
any PHUs are to be awarded to lands going under easement anyhow, they should be contingent on providing a
net benefit above and beyond what would be otherwise provided and awarded only if the PHU credits and SSA
credits are removed entirely simultaneously, the PHU credits are then banked, and released only upon
success criteria for restoration or on-going management commitment being met. To do otherwise would
undermine the USFWS'’s protective policy to ensure the appropriate degree of habitat preservation and would
weaken the regulatory framework for panther habitat mitigation.

Proposed Panther Buffer at the Town of Big Cypress needs to be scrutinized and reassessed.

This proposal appears to support the diminishment of the value and function of the lands within the proposed
Town of Big Cypress area through its apparent support for the building of a water “buffer”. The “buffer”, which
entails the digging of a moat or ditch as a water feature to provide a barrier between future residents and the
panther, will diminish the value and function of these lands that are currently being actively used as the home
ranges of several panther individuals and which are almost entirely designated primary panther habitat (see
Attachment 1). We do not support this proposed action of building a moat “buffer” adjacent to the Camp Keais
Slough. If this activity is allowed to occur prior to development, it must be assessed and accounted for, such
that the full appropriate amount of impact is required. This proposed water moat will also likely cause
detrimental effects to the adjacent natural wetland slough area and to groundwater levels; therefore, is not
appropriate to pursue until extensive surface and groundwater modeling and analysis has been conducted as
well. Finally, additional impacts from the Town of Big Cypress development such as deliberately sizing of
crossings such as to exclude large mammals (including the panther) and actively reducing panther prey within
their internal preserves should also be scrutinized and evaluated concurrent with the proposed plan.

No Stewardship Receiving Areas should be allowed within the Area of Critical State Concern (ACSC),
which is in the immediate vicinity of the Okaloacoochee Slough panther corridor and habitat area.
Also, villages should not be enlarged in the RLSA program over their current 1,000 acre threshold.

The proposal would apparently allow stewardship receiving areas within the ACSC, therefore, not entirely
preserving it in its current land uses. This area has been identified for its importance for the host of exceptional
natural resource values it offers, not the least of which its function as primary critical habit and essential
movement corridors for the endangered Florida panther. The Conservancy believes based on the exceptional
natural resource value of the ACSC, that stewardship receiving areas are not appropriate within it.

Additionally, the size of villages in the RLSA program area should not be increased to 1,500 acres (a 50%
increase over the current allowable limit of 1,000 acres), but instead remain at or below the current 1,000 acre
threshold. Developments over 1,000 acre should continue to be handled as towns, which have additional
requirements for infrastructure and amenities. Villages do not provide the same extent of infrastructure and
services that are required of a town — in other words, they are not as self-sufficient as a town so will result in
additional transportation impacts, which in turn would have an adverse impact on panthers who are routinely
being killed on Collier roads by cars. Therefore, the Conservancy believes that developments over 1,000
acres should continue to be classified as towns, with all of the associated infrastructure, goods and services
and other amenity requirements, until such time as a thorough assessment of all forms of SRAs and proposed
changes to the SRA acreages are substantiated by data.

Additional agricultural preservation credit outside of the ACSC should be awarded only to high natural
resource areas such as designated panther habitat (primary, secondary and dispersal) based on
natural resource value in order to further incentive the protection of panther primary habitat areas that
are currently vulnerable to development, not with no tie to natural resource values as this plan
proposes.
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Not only would the additional stewardship credits that would be generated as a result of this increase the
overall allowable development footprint by approximately 15,000 additional acres over what is currently
allowed, but it would not incentivize focusing development such that it would be outside of the high natural
resource lands and habitat that are currently designated Open. Any additional incentives must ensure that the
additional development that would result would be outside of Open areas which are sensitive and/or include
designated panther habitat.

The proposal would allow for 2.6 credits to be given in the ACSC for lands placed into SSAs under the
proposed Agricultural Preservation designation. However, outside the ACSC on all Open Lands, 2.0 credits
are proposed to be given for lands placed into SSA designation regardless of their natural resource value. This
is internally inconsistent within the proposal because the additional 0.6 credit being given to the ag. preserve in
the ACSC is due to its natural resource value. It is also inconsistent with the current RLSA program which
gives credits for maintaining ag. in areas based on their natural resource values. The Conservancy would
support additional development rights for maintaining agriculture only if those credits were contingent on them
being tied to natural resource value such as primary panther habitat designation, so that there would be
incentives to protect areas currently designated Open which should not be developed due to their underlying
natural resource value. This would not translate necessarily to 15,000 acres of development. It depends on
how much new stewardship credits are going to be awarded per acre, and the density which they are used in
the receiving area. The 2.0 and 2.6 proposed in this plan are arbitrary and exceed current RLSA scale.
Because they are not tied at all to natural resource value, they provide no incentive — in fact, they lessen the
incentive for the current program credits which are tied to natural resource value because they now allow the
landowner to get credits without having to put those original RLSA stewardship areas under easement.

Additional preservation credits should be tied to the underlying natural resource value of such agricultural
lands, in order to further incentivize protection of primary panther habitat and other lands with higher natural
resource value and it would not be advantageous to panther habitat protection to change the RLSA program
such as to decouple the stewardship credits from natural resource value of the land. Therefore, the credit
generation from ag. preserve areas proposed both inside and outside the ACSC should be revised using a
graduated scale based on their commensurate natural resource value.

This plan apparently includes an expectation that new roads and transportation infrastructure will be
built, including within extremely environmentally sensitive areas, to serve these additional new
developments. As secondary impacts of the development proposed in this plan, the transportation
impacts need to be quantitatively assessed and accounted for as well.

This plan apparently includes an expectation that new roads and transportation projects such as the proposed
Interstate 75 interchange and a SR29 bypass which are proposed to be in extremely environmentally sensitive
areas, will be needed to serve the additional development in the area. New roads should be aligned to avoid
impacting environmentally sensitive areas, including areas determined to be important panther corridors or
habitat areas. In order to assess the appropriate amount of avoidance and mitigation that should be required,
and to determine whether this proposal will provide a net benefit in the protection of panthers and other listed
species, these impacts from these additional roads and road improvement need to be assessed and accounted
for concurrently with this proposed plan as well as any subsequent regulatory instrument such as an HCP that
is developed from it.

Conclusion

In order for the USFWS to fulffill its responsibility to ensure this plan complies with federal laws and guidelines
relating to the protection and recovery of the Florida panther as well as the other listed species that may be
impacted as a result, we would request the USFWS:

1. Require a development footprint identifying where the 40,000 acres of additional development will
occur, the associated roads and road improvements that would be necessitated as a result, as well as
the exact configuration of any preserved corridor or habitat areas to be submitted for evaluation. This
information is absolutely necessary to quantitatively assess the degree of impact from the added
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development and roads and determine the appropriate level of avoidance, minimization and mitigation
needed to offset that. It is also necessary to determine the value of the mitigation that would result,
which should only be included in the analysis if there is an absolute assurance that it ultimately will be
provided.

Use the “Joe Clark tool” in conducting an assessment of this proposal, and provide an analysis based
on it, as well as other current best available scientific information to determine whether the plan would
result in the maximum avoidance and minimization of impact as well as aid and assist in the recovery of
the Florida panther as a species. Additionally, assess whether the proposal would result in the
maximum avoidance and minimization of impact to other federally listed species and their habitat within
the area encompassed by this proposal.

. Conduct a substantive assessment of the proposed water “buffer” and other associated impacts with

the Town of Big Cypress development to determine the total cumulative direct and secondary impact to
the Florida panther from the diminishment of the functionality and use of the affected habitat area and
determine whether there should be avoidance of such impacts through alternative actions. Additionally,
conduct a comprehensive assessment of the impacts to other federally listed species.

We appreciate the USFWS’s consideration of our comments and requests, and would like to offer that we
would be available to personally meet to discuss this further. Please feel free to contact me at (239) 262-0304
x250 if you would like to schedule such a meeting or have any questions regarding this. Thank you for your
time and attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

\Ijg/u(;}(u%#c/zﬁe/a,

Jennifer Hecker
Natural Resource Policy Manager

C.C.

Lynn Scarlett, Deputy Secretary, US Department of Interior
Layne Hamilton, Refuge Manager, Florida Panther National Wildlife Refuge
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APPENDIX C

AN

CONSERVANCY
Of Southwest Florida

1450 Merrihue DriveeNaples, FL 34102

239.262-0304eFax 239.262.5872
Www.conservancy.org

July 1, 2008

Mr. Ron Hamel

Chair, Collier County Rural Lands Stewardship Area Review Committee
C/O Tom Greenwood

Comprehensive Planning

2800 N. Horseshoe Drive

Suite 400

Naples, FL 34104

Dear Chairman Hamel and RLSA Review Committee Members:

The Conservancy of Southwest Florida appreciates the ongoing efforts of the Collier County Rural Lands
Stewardship Area (RLSA) review committee to comprehensively assess the current RLSA program. We also
appreciate your effort to work with all interested stakeholders to propose modifications and improve the
program in the future.

At your July 1 meeting, you will be presented with a proposal to increase protection for the Florida panther.
Part of the implementation of this proposal will include significant modifications to the RLSA. This proposal
would be implemented by both inclusion in the Comprehensive Plan and through a formalized agreement with
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Conservancy looks forward to working with the RLSA committee and
all interested stakeholders to evaluate how these new recommendations, along with recommendations already
submitted by other parties, would further the intent of the RLSA.

Changes to the RLSA program must ensure the balance between protection of natural resources, retention of
agriculture and the ability to develop in appropriate areas. The Conservancy has previously submitted our 20-
point memo in November, to be included in your review of the program.

The Crist Administration, through the Department of Community Affairs (DCA) has expressed concern
regarding any increased development over what is currently allowed. They also raised questions about the
location of additional development and the impact on infrastructure. As DCA must find any amendment to the
RLSA portion of the Comprehensive Plan in compliance, we believe it is essential for Collier County to be
cognizant of these concerns. In their June 16, 2008 letter, Charles Gauthier states,

You indicated that an independent biological review of the concepts will be conducted to better
understand the impact on wildlife including the Florida Panther. The biological review should
take into account the type, location and extent of development that is available through the
Collier County Rural Lands Stewardship Program and the impact of public facilities necessary to
serve the development. The transportation network is of particular concern.

The Conservancy shares DCA'’s perspective.
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As the RLSA review committee assesses the merits of this new proposal, the Conservancy believes that the
following should be part of your review process:

1. The recommendations from this proposal pertaining to policy changes in the Comprehensive Plan
should be considered along with those policy changes already submitted and all need to be reviewed
on individual merit.

2. Any proposal for an increase in the potential Stewardship Receiving Area (SRA) development footprint
should be thoroughly assessed as to compatibility with transportation and infrastructure needs and that
assurances for natural resources protection are written into the Comprehensive Plan, along with the
mechanisms to provide implementation of these policies.

3. Any proposed change that is subject to the review of the proposal’s scientific review committee not be
finalized until its analysis and review has been presented for a full assessment as to the consistency
between the science and policy recommendations.

4. Developments over 1,000 acres should continue to be classified as towns, with all associated
infrastructure, goods and services and other amenity requirements, until such time as a thorough
assessment of all forms of SRAs can be completed.

5. Any recommended changes to the RLSA crediting system must tie additional credits on agricultural
lands to the underlying natural resource values of the property.

6. As part of the RLSA five-year review, the review committee should recommend additional specificity as
to where future SRAs will be located and provide some of the assurance needed to determine how
much additional development would be appropriate for the RLSA.

7. Any proposed roadways must be based upon the principle that good land use planning must guide
transportation planning, to avoid an undue burden on the taxpayers.

Attached is a detailed technical document supporting our issues and concerns.

We appreciate your consideration of our comments and we look forward to working with the RLSA review
committee and all interested stakeholders in creating mechanisms that will provide positive benefits to the
Collier RLSA. If you have any questions, or would like to meet with the Conservancy to learn more about our
position on the RLSA, please do not hesitate to contact me at (239) 402-4220.

Sincerely,
VO&Z@&@% et >

Nicole Ryan
Governmental Relations Manager

CC:  Secretary Thomas Pelham, Florida Department of Community Affairs
Charles Gauthier, Florida Department of Community Affairs

Attachment [found directly below]

Conservancy of Southwest Florida

Technical Document for Collier County Rural Lands Stewardship Area Review Committee
July 1, 2008

An open, public process is extremely important. How will this new proposal be publicly vetted and
become part of the overall review of the RLSA?

It is unclear at this time how this new proposal will be incorporated into the RLSA review. The
recommendations from this proposal requiring specific policy changes to the Comprehensive Plan should be
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considered alongside the policy changes already submitted and all must be reviewed on each policy’s
individual merit.

Achieving an equitable balance between environmental protection, agricultural uses and development
is a hallmark of the RLSA and any proposal must provide specific assurances that it does so. While
this plan proposes to give landowners an entitiement for a 50% increase in the potential development
footprint in the RLSA, the specific mechanisms for protection of resources need to be defined, along
with a thorough assessment of how much additional development could be appropriate.

Balancing the needs of conservation, agriculture and sustainable development has been, and should be, the
intent of any proposal or recommendation to modify the RLSA. The crux of this proposal will allow for an
increased amount of development in return for potential further incentives to protect the Florida panther. Under
this proposal an additional 15,000 acres would be added to the maximum development footprint within the
RLSA. Collier County staff has determined that under the existing RLSA program, there is the potential for
approximately 30,000 acres of development in the form of SRAs, based on the existing system of 8 credits
required for one acre of SRA development. This new proposal would increase the maximum footprint by 50%,
according to the proposal’s authors, by allowing for a new maximum footprint of 45,000 acres of SRAs.

While the mechanism for allowing this increase in development would be incorporated into the Comprehensive
Plan, there needs to also be specific assurances of additional protection for panther habitat in exchange for an
increased envelope of development. Without specific mechanisms for assuring the further protection of the
panther and its habitat, as well as other critical natural resources such as wetlands, and water quantity, an
equitable balance that protects natural resources has not been achieved. In addition, the increase in an
already substantial development footprint by any amount will have impacts on transportation, water resources
and other infrastructure and must be thoroughly assessed.

The panther habitat assessment methodology that the current indexing system is predicated upon has been
substantially revised by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service since adoption of the RLSA. The update is based
upon more recent scientific literature on the value of certain land cover types as Florida panther habitat. One
of the issues that the Conservancy believes should be addressed during this review is updating and revising
the RLSA indexing system to incorporate updated best available Florida panther science. Since this would
expand the RLSA lands now deemed necessary for the survival of the Florida panther, additional areas would
be recognized for their natural resource value and would generate higher base credits. Such increase in base
credits would allow for additional acres to be converted from Open Lands to SRAs. However, as this increase
in potential development would be directly tied to the protection of Florida panther habitat, such increases
could be acceptable.

The Conservancy requests that any increase in the potential SRA development footprint be thoroughly
assessed for compatibility with transportation and infrastructure needs. In addition, solid assurances for
natural resources protection should be written into the RLSA and Comprehensive Plan, along with the
mechanisms to provide a framework for implementation of these policies.

The proposal supports the creation of an Agricultural Preservation category, where currently
designated Open Lands within the ACSC would be given 2.6 base credits and Open Lands outside the
ACSC would be given 2.0 base credits.

In order to create sufficient credits to allow for 15,000 acres of additional development, the baseline
stewardship credits attached to Open Lands would need to be increased. The basis for the current RLSA
program is to strip land uses off of those lands with high natural resource value, leaving only agricultural uses
on these lands. To date, this has been extremely successful, with 24,126 acres already in approved
Stewardship Sending Area (SSA) easements, and another 31,830 acres in pending SSAs. It is also important
to note that while these lands are within SSAs, they are also still being utilized for continued agricultural
activities. Out of the approved SSAs, 5,260 acres are being utilized for Ag 1 uses, and 19,034 remain in Ag 2
use. The remaining SSA acreage has 651 acres in conservation and 50 acres in earth mining. Thus, the
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RLSA and the SSA system have supported the RLSA intent to preserve and protect agriculture from premature
conversion to other uses.

While this plan does recognize the importance of the ACSC by elevating the base credits within these lands to
2.6, the areas outside the ACSC are treated the same at 2.0 credits, with no distinction between those lands
with higher natural resource value and those without. The Conservancy asks that any recommended changes
to the RLSA crediting system tie additional credits on agricultural lands to the underlying natural resource
values of the property.

Any RLSA modifications relating to the protection of the Florida panther and other natural resources
should not be recommended as policy changes until the proposed scientific review is complete.

While the proposal provides for a Scientific Technical Review Committee to review and provide
recommendations on a variety of issues, it does so after the fact and without additional key stakeholders and
technical experts, such as the National Parks Service and the Florida Panther National Wildiife Refuge. The
Conservancy believes that scientific recommendations should come first and from a team that includes key
stakeholders.

The Conservancy is also concerned about the timing of the Scientific Technical Review Committee’s
completion of their review of the proposal. This Committee is tasked with determining if the policies within this
proposal are feasible for the protection of the Florida panther. The committee will be required to support
specific policy recommendations prior to the completion of the scientific review. This scientific review will occur
over the next three months, with the potential to extend the timeframe if the parties agree. However, the RLSA
review committee must proceed with specific policy changes to the RLSA during this same timeframe. A
complete package of recommended changes in the form of Comprehensive Plan amendments will begin the
review by other committees starting with the Environmental Advisory Council in November (unless the RLSA
review committee deems that more time is necessary and all or a portion of the six month extension is utilized).

It is unclear how the RLSA committee will be able to evaluate the merits of the proposed changes in advance
of the outcome of the scientific committee’s assessment. The Conservancy requests that any proposed
change that is subject to the review of this scientific committee not be finalized until the scientific committee
has completed their review and it has been presented to all stakeholders and government agencies for a full
assessment. Such a position would be consistent with the current RLSA Policy 1.2, which is to create,
“techniques and strategies that are not dependent on a regulatory approach, but will complement existing local,
regional, state and federal regulatory programs.” Any changes to the RLSA must be compatible with state and
federal regulations.

The Conservancy believes that no changes in the maximum or minimum acreages of SRAs should be
allowed prior to an assessment of all components of SRAs.

As the premise of the RLSA is to create self-sustaining communities, it is important to ensure that sufficient
infrastructure and services are required for SRAs. Towns (1,000 to 4,000 acres) are meant to have a full range
of housing types, urban level services and infrastructure, including a balance of land uses that reduce
automobile trips — the essence of sustainability. Villages (100 to 1,000 acres) are primarily residential
communities, with a mixed-use village center and services for the various internal neighborhoods. However,
villages do not provide the same extent of infrastructure and services that are required of a town — in other
words, they are not as self-sufficient as a town.

We believe that developments over 1,000 acres should continue to be classified as towns, with all of the

associated infrastructure, goods and services and other amenity requirements, until such time as a thorough
assessment of all forms of SRAs can be completed.
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Any proposed change to the SRA acreages should be substantiated by data. We ask that you require such
data prior to recommending any changes, and include as part of the assessment:

e Removal of hamlets as a form of SRA,

e The exploration of increasing the allowable size of towns to 5,000 acres, providing that modifications be
justified based on sound planning, transportation considerations, infrastructure and sustainability.

Greater specificity is needed regarding the location of future SRAs, including those proposed as part
of the 50% increase in the development footprint.

The proposed numbers assigned to the base credits within the proposed new Agricultural Preservation
category will be sufficient to entitle 15,000 acres of additional development. What is unclear is whether this
amount of additional development is consistent with the desired build-out of the RLSA. Consideration of
transportation, essential services, and other infrastructure must be factored into any assessment of increased
entitlement for development

The Conservancy recommends that additional specificity be provided as to where future SRAs will be located.
Such specificity would provide some of the assurance needed to determine how much additional development
would be appropriate for the RLSA, keeping in mind the need to balance uses and ensure future sustainability.

By increasing the development footprint of the RLSA, the proposal apparently includes an expectation
that new roads and transportation infrastructure will be built in environmentally sensitive lands to
serve the anticipated additional new development. As secondary impacts of the development proposed
in this plan, they need to be assessed and accounted for.

New roads should be aligned to avoid impacting environmentally sensitive areas, including areas determined
to be important panther corridors or habitat areas. In order to assess the appropriate amount of avoidance and
mitigation that will be required, and to determine whether this proposal will provide a net benefit in the
protection of panthers and other listed species, these impacts from additional roads and road improvements
need to be assessed and accounted for concurrently with this proposed plan.

The Conservancy believes that any proposed transportation plan should be based upon the principle that good
land use planning must guide transportation planning. Road networks that are created simply to accommodate
new development should not be part of the RLSA. Instead, development must be sited in the most compatible
locations, taking into account existing roads, distance to goods, services, employment and other destinations.
Such planning will not only be beneficial to protection of natural resources, but cost County taxpayers less
money in the future.
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APPENDIX D
[1000 FRIENDS OF FLORIDA]

June 29, 2008

Mr. Ron Hamel, Chairman

Rural Lands Stewardship Review Committee
c/o Collier County Government

3301 E. Tamiami Trail

Naples, FL 34112

RE: July 1 Meeting
Dear Chairman Hamel:

We understand that the Committee will hear on Tuesday about a nonprofit/private document that seeks Collier
County’s approval to expand the development rights and protected corridor areas associated with the existing
RLSA. While such consideration is particularly appropriate given your charge in carrying out the required five
year review of this program, we believe several issues need to be considered in evaluating such a document.
As this program has served as the prototype for RLSAs in Florida, 1000 Friends of Florida is especially
interested in following and understanding how it can serve as a successful model for other communities.
Please share this correspondence with your Committee members.

As the details of this proposal become public, we will gladly follow up our general comments with more
specifics. Based on our discussion with representatives of the Florida Wildlife Federation and Defenders of
Wildlife, there appears to be significant potential for improving and preserving panther habitat corridors in this
area in exchange for additional development rights. However, we would suggest that the following questions
and issues be addressed before any consideration of the transmittal or adoption of the necessary plan
amendment(s):

1. How will additional corridor easements (by acreage and location) be linked to development approvals?
While we understand that such corridors may not be set aside before development begins, it is clearly
necessary that critical pathways be identified and directly tied to the amount of development. What we
should be avoided at all costs is a “floating” corridor area that is vaguely identified or determined
without limit.

2. Who will determine the level of funding necessary to effectively monitor the resulting easements so that
necessary conditions are enforced? Who will hold and administer such funds? Given what we
understand will be many thousands of acres placed under easement, funds should be sufficient to
retain at least one full-time, dedicated staff person.

3. Development approvals, on an individual unit basis, should be assessed an appropriate fee to both
ensure the monitoring of conservation easements and/or the purchase of the most sensitive areas
where neither agriculture nor development are appropriate.

4. Has an evaluation and agreement been reached on appropriate and allowable agricultural uses that are
consistent with panther movements? We understand a scientific panel for this purpose is being
discussed, but it would seem to us that such a committee is critical in the determination of not only
appropriate corridors but uses within those corridors BEFORE any judgment can be made as to the
suitability of development, conservation or agricultural areas.

Ron Hamel

June 29, 2008
Page 2
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5. What capital facilities will be needed to service the additional development anticipated? Are financial
feasibility assessments available to ensure no additional costs to existing taxpayers?

6. Have roadway design standards been set (especially if state roads are being impacted) so that
appropriate panther crossings are incorporated? What role will FDOT play in such deliberations?

7. What considerations have been made for affordable housing? For the new development to be truly
sustainable, it will need to have a range of housing types in order to service retail and commercial
employees in particular.

8. We have also read the June 16, 2008, letter from DCA to Mr. Thomas Reese. The observations
made in that correspondence raised several important planning issues with which we also concur.

Our recommendation at this point is that the above issues be fully explored as part of your consideration, and
especially before any comprehensive plan amendment is submitted. Clearly, answers to these issues will and
should directly affect how your award winning RLSA program proceeds. As state previously, we will be happy
to provide additional comments once the details of the proposed nonprofit/private document are available. |
will mail an original of this correspondence but will have an email copy sent to your staff for distribution.
Thanking you for considering our comments, | am

Sincerely,

Chulle. Ptfrin

Charles G. Pattison, FAICP
President and Executive Director

Cc:  Randy Cohen, Collier County

Thomas Greenwood, Collier County
Charles Gauthier, DCA
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APPENDIX E

BTATE OF PLORIDA

DEPARTMENT OF COMMURNITY AFFAIRS
"Dedicated o making Flovida a better place to call heme®

CHARUE CRIBT TROMAS G PELHAM
Bt Becigmry
June 16, 3008
Mr. Thomas Reese

2951 6lst Avenne §
§t. Petersburg, Florida 33712

Re: Calller Cousty flurnl Land S4cwardship Area
Dear Mr. Reese:

Firet bet mao thank you snd the other purticipants for meeting with Secretory Pelham and
Department staff on June IﬂhmdhﬂmmaCnﬂi:Cmuanllmdmmm
We underssand that there have been angoing diseussiong between property owmees and
cnvironmental interests an potential revisions to the program. It i3 commendable that the parties
have worked together on this isgue.,

During our mecting you introduced scveral concepts including identification of additional
wildlife [inkages, an inceease in development rights available for tranafer through the
sbewsdship credit methodology, modifieation of controls regarding the form of developenent,
end establishient of o revenue source to support habitst managernent. [ is owr understanding
thar Incorporation of same of all of theas concepts would requine & coniprehensive plan
arnendment,

While twe Depiriment is net able to provide Formal cocment ontside of the
cosnprehensive plan amendment proceas we widd Fike fn shane aeveral inftinl edvervaiions

1. We encourage yoa to work closely with Collier County and its Rural Lands Stewardship
Review Committce which is conducting a comprehensive raview of the progrem pursuant
to Policy 1.22 of the County"s Growth Management Plaz,

2. An increase in developenem rights availablie for transfer talses questions. about the
adequacy of curreot developroent potentinl, JustiScation for additioasl land use
allocation, consequences on the foolprint of development and urban speawd, s public
facitity lmpacts. We recommend that you work within the extent of development rights
currenily available for transfer,

2958 SHUMARO OAX BOURLEVAAG ¢ TALLAWASSEE, FL 32308-2100
080 430 8468 {(p) + OZO-0X3I-SFA1 {f) = Wobaite . 23 81308 11 Ly

+ COMNTMINY PLARMIYG  ribalbnibhig  SOCRIER ¢
+ FOUSING AN OCMUINITY SEVEDASINT  MGEm PR Ly SO0 +
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Mr. Thomas Reese
Junz 16,2908

Page 2

3. You indicaied thet anindexend:nt babogcal rview of the concepB will be conducted o
betier unde-stand the impact on wildlife fcluding the Florido Pamber, The Eiological
frvimr shoald ke ino aceoun the rype, location snd assend of devalopment that o
avaiiable throgh the Coflicr County Rural Laad Stwardship Program md the imzact of
public facilies secesary o serve the development  The trenzporution network is of

particular comeem.
Thaok you again for our neeting.

Sincerely,

Vel —~e

Direcior, Divislan of Community Pluming
cC:
M, Sames Mudd St Petershag, Flarida 33700
Colller Counay Manngey
3301 Baxsk Tucduny Trud hs. Efizabeh b loming
idaples, Moride 34112 Flosida Defindert of Wildlife

P 233 Third Swreet Nortt
v bfr. Rancal Cohen Buite 2N
Compechensine Planing Dirsctee St Petivabirg, Fivrida 33701
330) Bos Tamiami Trail
Maples, Flovide 34112 Mr. Thamas Fload
Collier Exibe-prisea
Mr. Erie Drnper 3003 Tamiamd Teadt, Noeth
Flosida Audubon Society Seite 430
2207 Calioway Racd, $ite 192 Maples, Fboridn 34103
Talhasse, Florida 32303
Mr. Tom Joaca

Ms. Laore MecDonald Brrron Coller Compenies
Florda Defenders of Wildlife 2600 Golder Cate Parkway
233 Third Sercet Merth Neples, Florda 3410%
Buite 201
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APPENDIX F

CONSERVANCY OF SOUTHWEST FLORIDA SEEKS SUSTAINABLE GROWTH AND NATURAL
RESOURCES PROTECTION IN RURAL LANDS

The Conservancy of Southwest Florida supports effort to promote smart growth, improve protection of
natural resources, including the protection and recovery of the endangered Florida panther.

In November, the Conservancy proposed 20 points of improvement for the RLSA, which should be
included in the five-year review process. Most of these points do not appear to be addressed in the
proposed panther protection program.

We note that over the last several days the Crist Administration’s Department of Community Affairs and
1,000 Friends of Florida have made important recommendations regarding the RLSA and the proposed
plan. We urge the review committee to fully address their points before recommending changes to the
Comprehensive Plan.

Of particular concern for both DCA and the Conservancy, the plan apparently increases development in
eastern Collier County by 15,000 acres, from the current Stewardship Receiving Area total of 30,000 to
45,000 acres. This is the equivalent of allowing three additional developments, each potentially with a
population of 15,000 to 20,000 people.

The 15,000 additional acres are above what is currently allowed by the existing RLSA program and can be
located in most Open areas - regardless of impacts on natural resources such as groundwater recharge,
water quality protection, stormwater management and wetland preservation.

Based on what is known about the proposed plan, it also contains additional mitigation for development in
panther habitat, but does not identify the lands to be developed to ensure appropriate avoidance and
minimization steps have been taken to reduce impacts to critical natural resources. Additionally, without
knowing the location of the development, it is not possible to quantify the degree of impact, or the
mitigation that would be necessary to offset those impacts.

Villages will continue to be allowed within the Area of Critical State Concern (ACSC) and those villages
outside the ACSC could increase in size by 50%. The Conservancy supports eliminating Stewardship
Receiving Areas in the ACSC, and believes that the Village threshold outside the ACSC should remain as
current level to ensure new development in Eastern Collier County is self-sufficient and sustainable.

New roads and transportation infrastructure will be required to serve the needs of the additional
development, and should be required to be sited such as to appropriately avoid and minimize impacts to
environmentally sensitive areas. This additional infrastructure needs to be fully addressed so that this does
not create an undue burden on the taxpayers.

In summary, the proposal should provide where development will take place and which natural resource
areas will be protected — as well as result in a plan which will ensure that sustainable growth, natural
resources conservation and panther protection will be achieved. We look forward to participating in the
public processes, including the RLSA review, as this proposal is evaluated to ensure that our unique
natural environment and quality of life is preserved.
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APPENDYX G

RURAL LANDS STEWARDSHIP AREA “MATURITY™
|[EXISTING RVRAL LANDS STEWARDSHIF AREA OVERLAY]
Bl Trover Crtwvenad, MG, P! Pacmer

Mum Pisraliag DeplAnim
g BT

ST AT EWAIEETY SEMITEG, S fel AN S0 LERONG AR Sl
[ERIITING LA OWBNLAY AD OF EHIDRE)

pEr. ]
-4 Biie 10 & 16 npproned xzinesl cradity ad S BHAIAE TR faspaes ol
1 ISR sl SAIE0 COIVRTTE i ol SRTTRN [Teow ol Ave Mists. G0 0] TSN o el I e S5 FL: . Town of Ao Mt
5 Sty uamareed Sl BindiSasR-4 Rastacciss, $0is 14117 im - 4 o
. Chmmivaons Astionnsl Croh Buignos (55 V9 & U1} aEm o 13N at o of WAGRDTS

1l
|
:

mxummmn—dn—vwmnmm
3. 234 Proiecind Prmiie Lrwie, (rer sz
focal af Ninns § oW @

& mms
oted ol Bvos d sae 7Y

b
WM‘ mllllm
PO Bl At vt andnies et A
ﬂdmw—'ﬁl i i 90 & “padiiic Buanad La® alth
thin mrengs b oot raqrined s v Aeahe gom vy (B,
0. SAAR mi sugtre Wutvwaronip cre6s 10 S8ER (W Eeewtagmy of one acre of td:
4. SVIERG deiling uad atzs ol L 7y [xwns 52 SRA S0
- FHmpe ceraly oF 2.5 Sauling ushiiacre [1.1E MY e 242 tee B 5

R propoon
mu-udnh.m dbmum-ih"pﬂz s L
o G

b HL 9 e o SRA L]

Moatrer of Ousiing Unis Dot bR SAT IR, 0c7e in SRA bmad L
= upsm thel saed Por the !:dlnl-ﬂﬂ PRpoesd Yous of i Cypraas]

4 Pyojuctel nixisamos 13 punens. Lt
it Sovonbold with s B, vwruge cxopmory]

:
i
i
E

s i ot -

A L of privptany poned: ane in €06 AL smoubt
[ hﬂ.hdw- cumpac] edbey develeporeds.

B. FEAG M5 ncres o LA [1ANTH cria-24 Srisc ) of the arghest 182,334 zcrea of gotvstaly.avesd
T, e

DFOANRANING, and Opas larately

- Wﬂﬂ-&hﬂu«m THEAW e Ol 12,154 scres ot
‘_n.-’p‘ VO A B -u:m eoing=d -

i Al Ianieg ol # fenting Y § moes. the fotmieg tocl bi exviiesd ety A L Lt

oy bris st O b i e Cdt' . pTROES; embabilohed ol 10,611 00U @
n—:':-.:.u,t kaitwy Hinhirdt. pudilia “m mum-—unﬂn-

—-ﬁ,b&
-nhnwasa-uudhuu-lm

189 |Page



RURAL LANDS STEWARDSHIP AREA “MATURITY”

APPENDIX H

[PROPOSED RURAL LANDS STEWARDSHIP AREA OVERLAY]

WilsonMiller’

S Dinniizey Jn ik iog dexze § Exp np
TO: Tomm Gresmwood
FROM: WilsonNMiller
DATE: Scptember 18, 2008

SUBJECT: Estimates of Stewardship Credits under the curment and
revised RLSA Frogram and recommendation Tor Credit
calibration

As requested, we have reviewed the RLSA Credit System to estimate and
sompare the potential credits that can be gererated under fre curent RLSA
Srogram &nd under the RLSA as it may e revisec in accordance with the Collies
County Rural Lands Stewardship Area Review Commitiee’s (CCRLSARC)

dizscussiors.
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

A The cunenlly mbopled RL3A Prow s eslinngled o pgoduce @ lolal of
315,000 Stewardship Oredits agsuming 100% properly owner
participstion. These Crediis would entiite 8 maximum of 43,312 SRA
acres, including allowance for public benefil uses. Approximatedy 43,700
acres of Open designated land would remain with basefine nghts, and
gome or all of this 'and could potentially be converted from Agriculture to
development at 1 unit per 5 acres {(or other permitted baseline uses).

R Three pnpnsad nndificatinns in the Rl SA 2mgmm Fave heen
conceptually approved by the CCLSARC, including agricuiture Credits,
Panther Corridor Credite, and Tiered Festoration. Should the three
modifications desaibec above be adopted without further changes, and
agein axsuming 100% property owner participation, ircluding all Open
designaled land cutside of SRAs being placed into Agriculiure SSAs the
mogran i eedireied o provuee 421,000 Cedils aind 57,888 SRA aucs.

C. With certain recommended adjusiments to the RLSA Credit sysxem further

detailed in this report under Secton 3, mciuding a chenge from 4 Credits
per SRA acre to 1€ Credits per SRA acre, the RLSA Program would
produce a total of 404,000 Crediks. All remaining Open designafed land is
assumed to be within Agricuiure 35As. This number of Cradits would fall
within an appropriate renge 1o comply with the proposed cap of 45,000
SRA ares, ax firther detaied halmy

D. Conclusion: The proposed modifications to the RLSA Program, coupled
with recornmended adjusimente set forth herein, will meet *he Coal and
Objectivz of tye RLSA and will reduce the potential total development
foolprint by neardy 50%
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METHODOL OGY AND RESULTS OF ANALYSIS

The methodology and results for thiz analysis are described below and all Credit
estimates have been rounded to the nearest 1,000. Piease note that we have
used & different methodology (described in detail below) than the County to
amive al an estimate of potential Credits and development acres at maturity
under the current program, but the resulis are comparable {315,000 Credits
compared fo 316,761 Credits).

1. CURRENTLY ADOPTED RLSA PROGRAM

Base Credits

Base Credits are the Credifs generated by use of the Nalural Rescurce Index
and Land Use Layer System. They are created from FSAs, HSAs, WiRAs and
Open lands that are designated as SSAs by the property owners. To estimate the
fotal potential Base Credits, we performed a model un of the NR| values and
current mapping of AG1 and AG 2 land uses as recently adjusted during the
Stage 1 process. We have assumed that all FSAs, HSAs and WRAs become
SSAg with land use layers removed down to cumment AG1 or AG2 use. We have
applied this model to all of the FSAs, HSAs and WRAS lands regardless of
whether they are in approved SSAs or not. We then compared the modeled
credits fo actual S5A Base Credits generated from SSAs 1-13, and this analysis
ghows that actual Base Credits in these approved SSAs are approximately 15%
greater than the model! due to the inclusion of more site specific data_ such as
listed species surveys which have enabled a greater level of accuracy in
calculating NRI values. However, we expect this vanance wil be less gomng
forward based on the composition of future SSAs being more heavily weighted
toward WRAs. Therefore we applied an adjustment factor of 10% to the model
derived Base Credits (116,329} The rounded total estimate is 128,000 Base
Credits.

Restoration Credits

Restoration Credits are generated by application of Policy 3.11. Because these
Credits are dependent on site specific conditions that require detsiled evaluations
and restoration planning and permitting by each property owner, as well as
successiul mplementation, it was not possible to estimate these Credits at the
inception of the RLSA Program. We now have 5 years of actual data from 13
35As that we can use o eslimate the use of the restoration program._
Notwithstanding, the same variables of site specific conditicns, owner decisions,
and permitting requirements will still apply to future restoration. For this estimate,
the followdng approach has been used:

Total acres of FSA, HSA, and Restoration Zone within RLSA: 73,000

Acres of planned restoration, SS4As 1-13: 12,000
Acres deemed not suitable for resloration_S5As 1-13 21,000
Maximum eligikle acreage for future restoration: 40,000
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For 354z 1-13, approximately 29% of the total acreage is proposed for
restoration. Assmmng that the same percentage applies to the 40,000 &cres that

ane eligible for future restoration, 11,600 additional acres would be regtored
(40,000 x 029 = 11,600). The: projected additional restoration credits generated
under the cument system would be approximately 78,000 credits, s shovwn in the

table below:
Rectaratinn Rectnratinn Cradits Cradite
] (A Potential acres x 25% T zne) | :
Camp Keals 13,000 4,350 B 34 800
o 000 7250 33,500
| 20,500 11,500 WA 18,50
The total estimate for nestoration credits under the current system is:
Approved restoration credits {5SAs 19, 11): 28,000
Pesnfirny sestovalivn aedils (33As 10, 12, 13). 4,000
Estimated future resloration credits {rounded): 78,000

Total restoration credit estimate for current system: 160,000

RLSA. Policy 1.21 provades for & maximum of 27,000 Earlly Entry Bonus
Credits. These Credits are available until January 2009, at which time they are

ne lomger available.

Potemtial Credits and SRA acres under currentlly adopted RLSA Program
Base Credits: 128,000

Restoration Credits: 160,000

Ealy Enliy Burnes Ciedils. 27,000

Total Credits: 315,000 Credits

SHA Aucns al ﬂ Clmﬁhs pt:i (S 39 3?5 Awaes

O S AL I A NN 43,312An:ms

cpen Land ot include d i SRAs o SeAa

ACSC Open Land 15,000 Acrez
Non ACSC Cpen Land 28,700 Acres
Total remaining Cpen Land 43,700 Acres
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2. PROPOSED RLSA MODIFICATIONS

Three propesed chamges bo the RLSA Program have been conceptually
approved by the CCRLSARC that would change the Credit estimates described
previously. Two are new credit categories that resulted from the Florida Parther
Praotection Program, and the third is a proposed modification to the Restoration
Credit system_

Agriculture C redite.

These Credits result from a properly owner agreeing to eliminate non-
agricuttural uzes from Open designated land and are an altemative to
development under baseline zoning rightz. Cur eslimates: are caleulated based
on the acreage of privately owned Open dezignated land in the ACSC not
already included in approved S5As (approvimately15,000 acres) at 2.6 Credits
per acre yielding 39,000 Credits, and privaiely owned Open designated land
oufside of the ACSC (approximately 72,000 acres), less the amount of potemtial
SRA acres proposed under the Flonda Panther Protection Program (45 000) and
less the acreage of a potential Panther Comridors om such Opern Lands
{approximately 1,300 acreg) and mescellanecus land (700 acres) This resulis in
an egtimated 25000 acres. of Agricufture outside of the ACSC at 2.0, or 50,000
Credits. Therefore, the rounded totsl estimate is 89,000 total Agriculture
Credits.

Panther Corridor Crredits

Panther Corridor Credits result from a property owmers agreeing to designate
land and conskruct improvements to implement the north .and scuth Panther
Corridors referenced in the Florida Panther Protection Program. These comidors
will require the use of both Open Lands and WRAs. We currently estimate
approxirmately 1,300 acres of Open land and 1000 acres of WRA land in the
north and south comridors woudd Ioe required for a total of 2,300 acres at 10
Credits per acre, or 23,000 Panther Corridor Credits. It 12 possible for these
acreages to be more or less, and the viiability of these corridors is curmmently under
review by the Florida Pantiher Protection Program Scientific Techn cal Review
Cammittee

Tiered Restoration Credit Estimates

The proposed tiered restoration systermn is a modification to the current program
to better define the type and relative value of different restoration types. For this
estimate, we assume that 11,600 acres within future SSAs are suitable for
restoration activities as previousty described, with 500 acres dedicates for
panther habitat restoration, and the remnaining 11,000 acres spihit equally between
the four other restoration types (caracara, exotic removal / buming, flow way, and
native habitat restoration) For this analysis, we also agsume that approved and
pending 33As- will ke considered as vested under the current program, and that
future SSAs will use the bered swstem. The calculakions are as follows:
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RestorationType =~ | Acres __ here Credits |
Panther Habitat 800 i0 6.000
Caracara 2750 4 11.000
Exofic Control/Buming 2,750 6 16,500
Flow Way 2,700 0 16,500
Native abital Rest. 2750 B 22000
Total 11.600 N/A 72,000

The total estimsted restoraticn credits with implernentation of the tiered system
for future S5As are shown below:

Approved roatoration crodita (SSAs 1-0, 11): 23,000
Pemﬁnu I‘&B’tﬂfﬂ’(lon chdltB (SSAS ‘ID 12, 13): 4,000
T'crcd m:atarntnan C)mdlta 154,000

These rastoration estimztes are subject o variation basad on site specific
analysis for restoration suitability, decisizne made by the propery cwner,
approvel by the County and permitting agencies and successful restoraton
implementation.

Potential Credits and SRA acres under a revised RLSA Program
Should the three modifications described above be adopted without further

changes, there would be the following resulting Credits and SRA acres:

Baze Credits: 128,000
Restoration Credits: 154,000

Early Entry Bonus Credits: 27 000
Agriculture Crediis 89,000
Panther Corrider Creddits 23,000

Total Credits: 421,000 Credils
SRA Acres at 8 Credils per acre: 22,625 Acres
Public Bepefit Acres at 16 5,263 Acres
Total SRA Acres: 57,888 Acres

Remaining Baseline development potential
Open Land not ncludec in SRA3 or S5As 0 Acres
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3. ADJUSTMENTS TO ACHEIVE 45,000 ACRE SRA CAP

The Flonda Panther Protection Program has called for a cap of 45,000 SRA
acres in the RLSA, and should this cap be refiected in the revised RLSA
Program, ceriain adjustmant will be necessary so that the RLSA Credit System
will produce sufficient Credits to entitle a potential 45,000 acre SRA scenarnio,
without leaving a substantial number of excess Credits. The following iiems are
recommended:

1. The cap of 45,000 SRA acres will include public benefit acres.

2. The proposed Tiered Restoration System will be used for all future SSAs.

3. No exiension of the Early Entry Borus Program beyond January 2009.
Approximatety 7,000 EEBs not included in approved or pending SSAs will
be eliminaied.

4. A change in the SRA Credii Ratio from 8 Credits per SRA acre to 10
Credifs per SRA acre for Credits generated from any future, non-vested
SSAS.

5. 354 vesiing will be applied as follows:

a. All approved S3As {1 -9, 11) would be vested at the 8 Credit per
SRA acre ratio and in accordance with the restoration programs set
forth therein. This represents a total of 73,488 credits. Any SRA
acres enftitled with these Credits wall be compuied at the current 8
Credit per acre ratio. This includes Credits and SRA acres already
approved for and applied to the Town of Ave Maria.

b. Proposed SSAg 14, 15, and 16 would be vested af the current 8
Credit per SRA acre ratio to the extent required to enfitle the
proposed Town of Big Cypress DRUSRA. These SSAs will include
resforation designation credits at the current rate of 4 per acre in
the Camp Keais Strand. Total restoration crediis per acre will not
exceed the level provided under the new tiered gystem as
approved. This represenis an estimated tofal of 24,000 Credits and
3,000 SRA acres.

€. Proposed SSAs 10, 12, and 13 will continue fo be processed and
approved under current adopted standards (8 Credits per SRA acre
and non-tiered restoration). Should all of the proposed
madifications be approved, the ovmners of these SSAs will agree to
subsequently amend these 55As to adjust fo the 10 Credit per SRA
acre ratio and tiered restoration system following approval and
adoption of these new siandards. This would reduce the estimated
restoration credits by 10,000. Should the proposed modifications
not be adopted, these SSAs will not be amended.

6. All new S5As will conform to the new adopted standards.
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Wiith these adjustments, the following talde shows the resulting number of
Credits and polential SRA acres:

Estimated Credits {assuming full ;

Base Credits from all NRI hased S54As 28,000

Early Entry Bonus Credits {upon phase out) 20,000
Restoration Credits 144,000
Agriculiure Crediis (40,000 acres) 89,000
Panther Corridors (assumes 2.300 acres) 23000

Total Estimated Credits 404,000
Projected SSA supply of Credits

SSAs 1-8, 11 Vested Credils (approved) 73,488 crediis
S5As 14-16 Vested Credils {estmated) 24 000 credits
35A Credits vested at & Credits per SRA acre 97,488 credits
Remaning S5As at 10 Credits per SRA acre 306,512 crediis
Projected SRA acres assuming all Credits are uged:

SRA acres enfitied at & Crediis per acre 12,186 acres
SRA acres entitled at 10 Crediis per acre 30,651 acres
Subtotal of Credit entitled SRAs 42,837 acres
Public benefit acres estimated at 10% 4 783 acres
Total potential SRA acres 47,120 acres

Remaining Baseline development potential
Open Land not included in SRAS or SSAs 0 acres

Credit estimates and excess Credits

The total supply of Credits entiies less than 45,000 acres of SRAs, but estimated
public benefit acres must also be considered. Because the RLSA is a voluntary,
market based sysiem and these estimates assume 100% property owaner
participation in the RLSA Program, and each category of estimate has a range of
assumptions built in o the esiimated number, it is advisable to allow for some
variance. The above esiimates result in sufficient Credits that, together with
public benefit acres, provides for an approximate 5% variance in total potental
SRA acres. There are a& number of factors that could offget this potential "excess”
including but not limited fo: less than 100% participation by all property owners in
the RLSA, less than 10% public benefit acres, purchase of land and/or Credits by
a publicly funded conservation program, less than 100% success rate in
restoration implementation, and lack of market demand for all of the potential
Credits.
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The following thrze tables ustrate the land use summaries at full utilization
using the cument and revised and recalibrated programs. With the proposed
revisiong, the acreage of potential SRAS increases nominally from: 43,300 acres
{Tables 4.1 and 4.2} to 45,000 acres {Table 4.3). However the potential
development foolprint of Open Land converted to baseline development could be
reduced dramatically, depending on the use of the new Agriculture Credit. Table
4.1 shows 100% of Open Lands converted to baseline uses under the current
program and 1abie 4.3 shows 1UU% of Upen Lands placed n Agniculiure S5As
under the revised program.

We do not expect that all ofthe Open land outside of SRA= would be converted
to baseline deveiopment under the current program. Market incernfives that favar
well planned, compact, mixed use communities with 8 wide range of housing
oplions served by high quality infrastructure and services would satisfy most of
the demand for rew homes in the RLSA. In addition, Golden Gate Estaes
already offers a eignificant eupply of 225 to § acre lote without euch esenvices for
those that prefer this alternative.

Table 4.2 shows a8 more reslistic scenario for comparizon, where 10% of ACSC
Openlands are converted (based on ACSC regulations limiting site alterations to
1056 of any site} and 25% of non ACSC Open Lands are converted. Comparing
Table4.2 and Teble 4.3 still demonstrates that the potential development
foolprint is reduced by approximately 7,000 acres using the revised RLSA

gystem.
Table 4.1: Current RLSA Land Use
A y ol Full wlilicaliven wille 1000%
baseline conversion Acres % of Total
MNRI based 55As 82,000
S$SA Subtotal 92 000 A7.0%
{Iper | Aad enmrersiom tn hrealine righis 43170
SRAs 43,300
Potential Development Foolprint 47,000 44 4%
Public_Land and Miscellanecus. 16,846 8.6% |
Total RLSA 195,846 100.0%
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Table 42: Current RLSA Land Use

Summary with partial baseline

COnVersion Acres % of Total

NRI based 55As 92,000

SSA Subtotal 22 000 47.0%

ACSC Open Land comeersion ai 1086 1,500

Non ACSC Open Land conversion at 25% 7175

SRAs 43,300

Potential Development Footprint 51,975 26.5%

Open Land remaining in Agricu'ture 35,025 17.8%
| Public Land and Miscellaneous 16,846 8.68%

Total RLSA 195,846 100.0%

Table 4.3: Revised and recalibrated RLSA
Land Use Summary at full utilization Acres % of Total
NRI based 55As 92,000 47 0%
Agricutture SSAs 40,000 20.4%
Panther Cogridors 2.300 1.1%
S$SA Subtotal 134,300 68.5%
| Potential Development (SRAs) 45 060 23.0%
Public Land and Miscellaneous 16,5468 B8.5%
Total RLSA 195,846 100.0%

Under the revised and recafibrated RLSA, in addition to agricuttural vses retained
on the majority of 92,000 acres of NRI based SSAs, 40,000 additional acres of

agricuitural land are protected as Agniculiure SSAs. Two important Panther
comridors are akso incentivised.

It should also be noted that current RLSA Policy 4.10 requires a mininwum of 35%
of each SRA to be open space. As & resuit, & minimum of 15,750 acres of the
total 45,000 acres of SRA will be open space, and a maximum of 28,250 acres
will be developed land. This results in a net developed foofprint equal to 15% of
the total RLSA acreage.
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APPENDIX |
RECENT NEWSPAPER ARTICLES CONCERNING
THE RURAL LANDS STEWARDSHIP AREA

By ERIC STAATS (Contact)
Originally published 4:30 p.m., Saturday, December 6, 2008

Updated 4:30 p.m., Saturday, December 6, 2008

NAPLES — A glimpse of what build-out might look like in eastern Collier County is revving up the debate over changes to the
county’s rural growth plan.

Critics of the plan have seized on a map _ labeled “conceptual build-out roadway network” _ as proof of a future of
overdevelopment, but landowners allied with some environmental groups say the map shows the way to unprecedented
preservation.

The map is gaining public attention just as a citizens committee is wrapping up a year’s worth of work on revisions to the
2002 landmark growth plan.

The plan is set to go through the first of two rounds of review by the county’s Environmental Advisory Council (EAC) and
Collier County Planning Commission in January.

EAC member Judith Hushon referred to the build-out map last week in urging county commissioners to not skimp on review
time.

“This is scary,” Hushon told commissioners. “We have to do it right.”
Landowner consultant WilsonMiller submitted the map last month to the county’s transportation planning department.

It shows a grid of two- to six-lane roads crossing farm fields and natural areas, most of which scientists have designated as
habitat for endangered Florida panthers.

The network of roads connects 22 dots, each representing the “theoretical location of a quantity of development,”
WilsonMiller senior project manager Jeff Perry said.

The map also plots locations for nine panther crossings beneath new roads and shows spiotches of land for panthers to use
to travel between preserves.

County road planners asked for the map to help the county complete its own countywide build-out analysis, but it has taken
on a life of its own outside the arcane world of traffic modelers.

The map had gotten enough attention to prompt Perry to write a Dec. 2 memo to Collier County Transportation Planning
Director Nick Casalanguida in an attempt to correct what he said are misconceptions about the map.

For example, the original version of the map called each of the 22 dots “Town Nodes,” which Perry said don't necessarily
equate to new towns.

Instead, each dot represents an amount of traffic that is plugged into the transportation model at that spot in the road
network, Perry said.

Every dot doesn’t equate to a new town, which could be up to 5,000 acres under the new plan; in fact, at least one of the
dots marks the potential spot for a 100-acre new development.
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Map makers issued a second version of the map last week that changes the map legend to refer to the dots as “TAZ
Centroids” instead of “Town Nodes.” TAZ stands for traffic analysis zone.

The name change doesn’t change the mind of Conservancy of Southwest Florida government relations manager Nicole Ryan.
“Call them what you want, that’s a lot of development scattered across the rural area,” Ryan said last week.
Florida Wildlife Federation field representative Nancy Payton said critics are focusing on the wrong part of the map.

She said a map of eastern Collier County is bound to include growth; what is noteworthy is the preservation that will come
with it under the plan.

"This represents an effort to get growth further under control in the eastern Collier area,” Payton said.

A “worst-case blood map” _ a reference to the size of red areas depicting development potential _ once told the story of
eastern Collier County’s future, Payton said.

Then, in 1997, the state Department of Community Affairs, backed by the Florida Wildlife Federation and the Collier County
Audubon Society, filed a legal challenge saying the county wasn'’t doing enough to protect wetlands and wildlife.

An administrative law judge agreed and, in 1999, then-Gov. Jeb Bush and the Cabinet ordered a rural building moratorium
and interim environmental rules while the county undertook a three-year rewrite of its growth plan.

The result was the Rural Land Stewardship Area, a voluntary program created by landowners to comply with the Cabinet
order.

Under the program, landowners can agree to preserve natural areas in return for getting credits to build new towns and
villages on less environmentally sensitive areas.

The program, which applies to almost 200,000 acres around Immokalee, envisioned a potential future that heid development
to 94,000 acres.

So far, landowners have preserved or proposed to preserve about 54,000 acres under the program, creating credits to build
the new town of Ave Maria and lay the groundwork for a second new town called Big Cypress along a realigned stretch of Oil
Well Road and an extension of Randall Boulevard.

The citizens review committee is proposing to give landowners a chance to get more credits under a new system that would
preserve agriculture, create travel corridors for panthers and set up a new tier of credits for environmental restoration.

At the same time, landowners have agreed to cap the development area in eastern Collier County at 45,000 acres.
The Conservancy, though, runs the numbers differently.

The 2002 program created enough credits for 16,800 acres of development, Ryan said, citing documents circulated at the
time.

So the 45,000-acre cap actually is nearly a three-fold increase in development potential _ not a cutting in half from 94,000
acres, she said.

Payton said the Conservancy doesn't account for potential development by landowners who don't participate under the 2002
plan.
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Map makers issued a second version of the map last week that changes the map legend to refer to the dots as “TAZ
Centroids” instead of "Town Nodes.” TAZ stands for traffic analysis zone.

The name change doesn’t change the mind of Conservancy of Southwest Florida government relations manager Nicole Ryan.
“Call them what you want, that’s a lot of development scattered across the rural area,” Ryan said last week.
Florida Wildlife Federation field representative Nancy Payton said critics are focusing on the wrong part of the map.

She said a map of eastern Collier County is bound to include growth; what is noteworthy is the preservation that will come
with it under the plan.

“This represents an effort to get growth further under control in the eastern Collier area,” Payton said.

A “worst-case blood map” _ a reference to the size of red areas depicting development potential _ once told the story of
eastern Collier County’s future, Payton said.

Then, in 1997, the state Department of Community Affairs, backed by the Florida Wildlife Federation and the Collier County
Audubon Society, filed a legal challenge saying the county wasn't doing enough to protect wetlands and wildlife.

An administrative law judge agreed and, in 1999, then-Gov. Jeb Bush and the Cabinet ordered a rural building moratorium
and interim environmental rules while the county undertook a three-year rewrite of its growth plan.

The result was the Rural Land Stewardship Area, a voluntary program created by landowners to comply with the Cabinet

order.
%

Under the program, landowners can agree to preserve natural areas in return for getting credits to build new towns and
villages on less environmentally sensitive areas.

The program, which applies to almost 200,000 acres around Immokalee, envisioned a potential future that held development
to 94,000 acres.

So far, landowners have preserved or proposed to preserve about 54,000 acres under the program, creating credits to build
the new town of Ave Maria and lay the groundwork for a second new town called Big Cypress along a realigned stretch of Oil
Well Road and an extension of Randall Boulevard.

The citizens review committee is proposing to give landowners a chance to get more credits under a new system that would
preserve agriculture, create travel corridors for panthers and set up a new tier of credits for environmental restoration.

At the same time, landowners have agreed to cap the development area in eastern Collier County at 45,000 acres.
The Conservancy, though, runs the numbers differently,

The 2002 program created enough credits for 16,800 acres of development, Ryan said, citing documents circulated at the
time.

So the 45,000-acre cap actually is nearly a three-fold increase in development potential _ not a cutting in half from 94,000
acres, she said.

Payton said the Conservancy doesn't account for potential development by landowners who don‘t participate under the 2002
plan.
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The new system of development credits, she said, increases the incentive to landowners to participate in the program and
hold development to 45,000 acres.

Payton acknowledged that the panther corridors shown on the build-out map are “kind of skinny and awkward.”
“At least it's a starting point for discussion,” she said.

A panel of scientists is reviewing the county’s plans for preservation in eastern Collier County, including the panther travel
paths.

One of the two corridors juts north from Qil Well Road, about four miles east of the entrance to Ave Maria and two miles east
of where a vehicle hit and killed a female panther Nov. 29.

So far this year, 10 panthers have died in vehicle collisions compared to 14 collision-related deaths in 2007.
About 100 panthers survive today in the wild, up from an estimated 30 animals 20 years ago, according to state figures.

An increase in deaths is partly due to increased numbers of panthers, Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
biologist and panther team leader Darrell Land said in a statement last week about the panther deaths.

Land and Conservancy panther expert David Shindle are on the science review panel.

“In spite of the modest increase in numbers, every cat remains important to the survival of the species in the wild,” Land
said in the statement.
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On The Mark: Faster process means more mistakes

By MARK STRAIN (Contact)
4:49 p.m., Wednesday, November 19, 2008

For a long time, Collier County has been a hot real estate market, and during the continuous spiral upward to build
everything as fast as we possibly could, the cry was constant to make sure growth paid for growth as much as was legally
permissible. At the same time, numerous restrictions were added to our development codes, in an attempt to provide some
level of control when even the highest impact fees did not deter the staggering growth within the real estate market. While
the market has changed quite a bit, we still should not lose sight of what our concerns were during the rapid period of growth
and what caused those concerns. Since the market has slowed significantly and is predicted to remain slow for quite a while,
now is a perfect time to review issues and provide clarity where it may be missing in our long-term planning.

With so much of Collier County built out, especially within our urban areas, it is difficult to adjust land regulation on existing
improvements that would alter the existing rights of property owners. But not all of Collier County is developed and, in some
areas, we have the ability to assure we do not end up with a haphazard plan that lacks clarity and the ability to definitively
plan where new towns, projects and facilities of all kinds may go. How many times have we wished that our planning had
adequately addressed necessities like road corridors, town centers, utilities, mass transit, schools and numerous other
elements that were not shown on any master countywide plan, but merely added as words in a paragraph that were later
subject to obscure legal interpretation purposely driven by the special interests that added the language in the first place.

In the late 1980s, during the compilation of our current countywide comprehensive plan, the public meetings were usually
attended by attorneys, making sure the proposed and adopted language adequately protected their clients. We have lived
with that document for nearly 20 years although, ever-so-slowly, some changes have been made. We are again at a moment
in time when a segment of the plan is undergoing changes; this time specifically addressing approximately 200,000 acres of
rural land in the eastern areas of our county.
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This is a huge area that includes productive agricultural lands and tremendous natural areas that are some of the most
environmentally sensitive to be found in our county. The owners who are farming and ranching on their properties are
generally known for being good stewards of their lands, not only for the agricultural activities that put food on the table, but
also for maintaining diversity of the wildlife and vegetative areas. Farming does not always mean bulldozing down the natural
vegetation, draining the land and turning everything into a sterile monoculture.

Five years ago, Collier County adopted changes to our growth planning for this rural area. The changes were experimental,
so a mandatory five-year reassessment was built into the process. That review is currently being undertaken by a committee
appointed by the Board of County Commissioners. As was evident when our comprehensive plan was written in the 1980s,
this rural review is also having to deal with special interests. A recent request was made that the committee modify their
previous commitment to the public review process in a manner that would most certainly reduce the public’s ability to have
input into the development of this land planning process.

Instead of providing an analysis and public discussion of the rural lands stewardship area as initially established, the
committee was convinced to go directly into rewriting the growth management plan language from five years ago. This was
done after the committee had previously and specifically committed to a public discussion of many pages of questions
presented to it that reflected concerns over the impacts of the existing stewardship program.

The reason given for doing this was for faster processing of changes the committee will be recommending.

We are in a recession. Locally, we have thousands of unsold and foreclosed units. Numerous major projects, including some
in the rural area, have been put on indefinite hold. There is simply no need to rush on anything, especially when it reduces
the public review process. Rushing through something as important as our future growth planning cannot possibly provide us
with the best possible results. The development standards for 200,000 acres are being considered and the process
dramatically affects the future of Collier County. If the proposed changes are best for agriculture, the environment and the
county as a whole, they will withstand public scrutiny. By reducing the public’s interaction, any changes made will be forever
suspect.

By ERIC STAATS (Contact)
Originally published 9:18 p.m., Tuesday, October 28, 2008
Updated 9:18 p.m., Tuesday, October 28, 2008

NAPLES — A proposal to speed up a review of Collier County’s landmark rural growth plan moved forward Tuesday over the
objections of an environmental group. The new schedule, which rural landowners proposed, would consolidate two rounds of
reviews by the Environmental Advisory Council and the Collier County Planning Commission into one review with an eye
toward sending proposed growth plan changes to state regulators in spring 2009. The changes could be adopted by fall 2009
under the new schedule. Under an old schedule, the Environmental Advisory Council and the Planning Commission would
have reviewed a so-called Phase II report and then, in a second round of reviews, vote on growth plan changes. That could
have pushed adoption of the changes until 2011, under one scenario. A citizens committee appointed by Collier
commissioners to review the 2002 plan approved the new schedule Tuesday.

The Conservancy of Southwest Florida objected to the new schedule on the grounds that it would short-circuit public review.
“What's the hurry?” Conservancy government relations manager Nicole Ryan asked the citizens review committee Tuesday.
"We want to do this right.” Ryan said her group had been promised.during a first phase of the review that “fundamental
questions” about the 2002 plan would be answered during a Phase II report. The new plan inappropriately jumps ahead to
reviewing a host of individual growth plan amendments, Ryan said.

The new schedule is not intended to avoid a full review of the 2002 plan; it is meant to save time and avoid duplicative
advisory board meetings, said Alan Reynolds, CEO of land planning and engineering firm WilsonMiller and a consultant to the
Eastern Collier Property Owners. Under the old schedule, it would take four years to complete a review triggered by the five-
year anniversary of the 2002 plan. "I just don't think that makes any sense,” Reynolds said. Under the new schedule, the
next step is to go to county commissioners in January to initiate a special growth plan review cycle instead of waiting until
the end of a first round of advisory committee reviews in April. In an Oct. 22 memo outlining the new schedule, Reynold
writes that WilsonMiller needs assurances that the county intends to move forward with growth plan changes because
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“county staff intends to rely upon WilsonMiller to help complete the data and analysis” to convince state regulators to
approve the changes. Going directly to commissioners first also will “give clearer direction and context” to the advisory board
reviews, Reynolds wrote in his memo.

The citizens committee already has met two dozen times since November 2007 and is wrapping up its review of the 2002
plan. The plan, the product of a legal challenge filed by the state Department of Community Affairs and backed by the Florida
Wildlife Federation and Collier County Audubon Society, applies to almost 200,000 acres around Immokalee dubbed the Rural
Land Stewardship Area, or RLSA. Landowners have preserved more than 24,000 acres and have proposed another 30,000
acres for preservation in the RLSA, according to county figures. Credits have been used to build the new town of Ave Maria,
and a second new town, Big Cypress, is on the drawing board.

The citizens committee is recommending giving landowners additional development credits for preserving agriculture and
travel corridors for endangered Florida panthers and is recommending a new range of credits for other environmental
restoration. The committee is recommending capping new towns to more than 45,000 acres around Immokalee.

Environmental Advisory Council members at Tuesday’s meeting objected to the new schedule. EAC Chairman William Hughes
and committee members Judith Hushon and Noah Standridge attended that meeting. The state’ open meetings law, known
as the Sunshine Law, prohibits two or more members of the same board from meeting to discuss matters that could come
before their board unless the meeting is publicly noticed, held in a public place and minutes are taken. Hughes and Hushon
spoke in opposition to the new schedule Tuesday while Standridge was in the room. Whispering to Hughes before he spoke,
Assistant County Attorney Jeff Wright reminded Hughes of the Sunshine Law, but Hughes spoke anyway. He acknowledged
Hushon's presence, but otherwise the three EAC members did not talk to each other during the meeting. A May 2008 opinion
from former County Attorney David Weigel, as general counsel to the attorneys’ office, states that one-way communication
from one board member to another would not violate the Sunshine Law.

By ERIC STAATS (Contact)
7:37 p.m., Tuesday, September 23, 2008

New towns would take up no more than 45,000 acres around Immokalee under a proposal that won approval from a citizens
review committee Tuesday.Large landowners had committed this summer to the cap to quell criticism that revisions to the
county’s 2002 rural growth plan were setting the stage for growth to overrun the environment, including habitat for
endangered species such as the Florida panther.

Collier County adopted the 2002 plan, which applies to almost 200,000 acres known as the Rural Land Stewardship Area, in
response to a slow-growth order from then-Gov. Jeb Bush and the Cabinet in 1999. Under the voluntary plan, landowners
get development credits for setting aside land for the environment. Landowners can sell or use the credits to build new
towns. The plan laid the groundwork for the new town of Ave Maria and Ave Maria University, and a second new town of Big
Cypress is on the drawing board.

The citizens committee has recommended giving landowners additional development credits for preserving agriculture and
panther travel corridors and has recommended a new range of credits for other environmental restoration. Landowners,
though, are proposing to rein in the credit system by requiring more credits per acre of development than under the 2002
plan.

The cap was not an easy sell at Tuesday’s citizens review committee meeting. Committee member Bill McDaniel, a mining
contractor, said he is wary of the cap. "It tends to lead folks down the rosy path to nowhere,” McDaniel said. He eventually
voted in favor of the cap after other committee members argued the cap was necessary to strike a balance between
preservation and growth. Without the cap, the new system of development credits would allow up to 58,000 acres of new
towns, according to a landowner analysis. "I don’t know how palatable that is in a lot of quarters,” Barron Collier Cos. vice
president Tom Jones, a review committee member, said.

The sole vote against the cap came from Collier County Audubon Society policy advocate Brad Cornell. He objected to the
45,000-acre cap not including growth that might occur outside of new towns by landowners who do not participate in the
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credit system. Supporters of the cap said the plan has enough incentives to ensure that most landowners will use the credit
system and so be counted in the cap.

By ERIC STAATS (Contact) NAPLES DAILY NEWS
7:34 p.m., Tuesday, September 2, 2008

NAPLES — Large landowners who preserve agriculture in eastern Collier County would get development credits to build new
towns, according to a proposal that cleared an advisory committee hurdle Tuesday.The proposal is the most significant
change so far to the county’s landmark 2002 rural growth plan that applies to almost 200,000 acres around Immokalee
known as the Rural Land Stewardship Area or RLSA. The plan is undergoing a word-by-word review by a citizens advisory
committee appointed by Collier County commissioners. The committee plans to present its recommendations to
commissioners as early as January. The state Department of Community Affairs also must sign off on any changes. Debate
over giving credits for agriculture preservation amounted to an exercise in arithmetic as critics and proponents sparred over
how many acres would be developed amid the farms, forests and flowways around Immokalee. The bottom line: 45,000
acres, according to materials that have been distributed by a coalition of landowners and environmental groups pushing the
agriculture preserve credits as part of a plan to protect habitat for the endangered Florida panther.*We intend to stand by
that in terms of that being the maximum amount of development in the RLSA,” Barron Collier Cos. real estate vice president
Brian Goguen said after Tuesday’s meeting. A leading critic of the proposal, though, called that number “speculation.™There
is no number,” Conservancy of Southwest Florida President Andrew McElwaine said. “That's a concern to us."The
Conservancy, which decided not to sign onto the panther protection plan coalition, urged the review committee to set a
development cap and then create a program to supply the credits. Instead, the committee is moving forward with various
votes on a new credit system, putting off a decision that will determine how much land could be developed with the credits.”I
think the committee is moving in the right direction,” Florida Wildlife Federation field representative Nancy Payton said.
County figures show the existing 2002 plan would create enough credits to build across 36,000 acres around Immokalee,
including the new town of Ave Maria and the proposed new town of Big Cypress.That doesn’t include land, though, that could
be developed outside of the credit system, bringing the total amount of development to 90,000 acres under the existing
2002 plan. The panther protection coalition points to the 90,000-acre figure to show that their plan will cut development
potential around Immokalee in half, to 45,000 acres.Under the proposal that cleared the review committee Tuesday,
landowners would get two credits for every acre of agriculture preserve. Landowners would get 2.6 credits per acre of
agriculture preserve created in a strip of land east of State Road 29 that Florida designates as an Area of Critical State
Concern because of its environmental sensitivity.In a separate vote, the review committee recommended that earthmining
continue to be allowed in areas designated for environmental preservation.Last month, the committee had discussed new
rules to require that landowners give up the mining option before they can get development credits.

State Road 29 widening meeting planned for Thursday

By LESLIE WILLIAMS (Contact)
7:32 p.m., Wednesday, August 6, 2008 NAPLES DAILY NEWS

It's hard to envision life five, even 10 years down the road, but the state’s transportation department is planning now for
expansion of a key road in the eastern part of Collier County.State Road 29, from State Road 82 in the north to Qil Well Road
to the south of Immokalee, will be on the table at a workshop Thursday. The expansion from two to four lanes would likely
not take place anytime in the next five years, and could be decades away, but Florida Department of Transportation officials
are receiving public input now for planning purposes. Collier County Commissioner Jim Coletta said the project is so
important he has been pushing for it the past six or seven years. He formed a task force at the start of the decade to
advocate the expansion of State Roads 29 and 82."It’s absolutely important to the nth degree that (S.R. 29) be completed to
make Immokalee the industrial hub that it wants to be,” Coletta said.The workshop, scheduled for 5 to 7 p.m., at the
Immokalee One-Stop Career Center, 750 South Fifth St., will be an informal open house. Attendees are invited to review
project maps, make comments to department officials and give feedback on four alternate corridors being considered for the
widened road. Three of those four corridors would bypass the town of Immokalee."I know there’s some concerns on peoples’
minds that a bypass will kill our Main Street,” Immokalee resident Fred Thomas said. “*But right now our Main Street serves
as a truck route through downtown."Thomas, chairman of the Immokalee Master Plan & Visioning, said a bypass could help
relieve some of the pressure on the downtown streets and make the area “more walkable,” particularly for the visitors the
area wants to attract."We need to take that industrial traffic away from tourists,” Thomas said. But environmental advocates
have expressed concern about possible negative effects from building a four-lane highway to the east, where two bypass

205|Page



routes are proposed."Does it open up some areas to development?” asked Nancy Payton, the Southwest Florida Field
representative for the Florida Wildlife Federation."Some of these lands are targeted under the Rural Lands Stewardship
Program,” she said. “The Wildlife Commission wrote a rather detailed letter raising concerns about the bypass, especially
with panther protection and road kills.”But Coletta said development would instead be a benefit unlocked by the road’s
expansion and potential bypass."That’s another nice thing about roads themselves,” Coletta said. “You have to have the
infrastructure in place for the growth to be possible. It would take pressure off the coastal region of the county.”A final public
hearing in the S.R. 29 Project Development & Environment Study is expected in fall 2009.To learn more about the project,
visit SR29Collier.com.

Mining may still be OK on environmental lands

By ERIC STAATS (Contact) NAPLES DAILY NEWS
8:59 p.m., Tuesday, August 5, 2008

A proposal to change earthmining’s place in a rural Collier County growth plan got traction Tuesday.A citizen review board
voted to ask a technical advisory group to look more closely at a proposal to require landowners to give up the mining option
before they can get development credits under the plan. The review board is in the midst of a review of the county’s
landmark 2002 rural growth plan that awards development credits in exchange for landowners setting aside environmentally
sensitive lands or restoring wetlands or wildlife habitat.The plan allows landowners to get development credits first and then
dig earthmines, sparking debate Tuesday about whether mining complements the program’s environmental preservation goal
or hurts it.Allowing mining on land where owners have gotten development credits for preservation is “schizophrenic,” Florida
Wildlife Federation field representative Nancy Payton said. Supporters of the current system argued that earthmining creates
new wildlife habitat and that allowing landowners to keep the mining option open encourages more participation in the credit
program.™I think we ought to leave it alone,” said review committee member Bill McDaniel, owner of Big Island Excavating.
McDaniel, who operates nine mines around Southwest Florida including a 225-acre mine south of Immokalee Road, cast the
sole vote against referring Tuesday’s proposal to the technical advisory group."Mining has consequences but it's not
necessarily a detriment,” McDaniel said. For example, lakes created by mining attract prey for endangered Florida panthers.
The lakes’ edges, if designed properly, can serve as foraging habitat for wading birds, he said. Besides that, earthmines
serve a critical function of providing dirt and rock for road and home construction, supporters said.Payton, though, said an
analysis by a Lee County consultant showed existing mines in southeastern Lee County could meet 80 percent of the demand
for limerock in Southwest Fiorida’s seven-county area for the next 19 years.*We do not need to mine Collier's
environmentally sensitive lands,” Payton wrote in an e-mail. “The need argument is bogus.”New mines already are scheduled
to either boost production or start digging in rural Collier County, she said.And mining still would be allowed in less
environmentally sensitive parts of the county covered by the 2002 plan, Payton said. Those areas might not have enough
rock underground to justify the expense of mining it, McDaniel said. So far, large landowners who have lifted development
credits from their land under the 2002 plan have given up earthmining, too. The plan, the product of a legal challenge by the
state Department of Community Affairs and backed by environmental groups, applies to almost 200,000 acres around
Immokalee dubbed the Rural Land Stewardship Area, or RLSA. Landowners have preserved more than 24,000 acres and
have proposed another 30,000 acres for preservation, according to county figures.Credits have been used to build the new
town of Ave Maria, and a second new town, Big Cypress, is on the drawing board.

Conservation Collier will offer $33.2 million for Pepper Ranch

By SHANNON EPPS (Contact) NAPLES DAILY NEWS
9:58 p.m., Tuesday, July 22, 2008
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Conservation Collier will make an offer to buy Pepper Ranch in Immokalee for environmental preservation, County
commissioners gave unanimous approval for the program to offer $33.2 million to buy the 2,500-acre tract, which would be
the program’s biggest purchase. Commissioners also gave the program the go-ahead to seek money to pay for the purchase,
which would cost significantly more than the $6 million available in the fiscal 2008 budget after subtracting the cost of other
possible acquisitions. Taxes are levied yearly on Collier County property owners to support the preservation fund. Money to
buy Pepper Ranch would be borrowed or bonded. After the offer is made, a formal agreement between Conservation Collier
and the current owners will be made and presented to county commissioners in September for final approval. During
discussion, board members sought clarity regarding stewardship credits awarded to the current owners under the county’s
rural land stewardship program as well as panther habitat mitigation credits that will be included in the purchase.
Commissioners made approvals with the condition that the final agreement clarifies those issues."I think that things went
very well and we will now move towards the details and we’ll get an agreement together that identifies all of these things and
move forward towards the board in September with the contract,” said Alexandra Sulecki, Conservation Collier coordinator.
Lake Trafford Ranch LLP has owned the ranch since 2005 and includes engineering firm Hole Montes President Tom Taylor
and Allen Concrete owner Chris Allen. Gene Hearn, grandson of the ranch’s namesake, and Hearn's mother, Joyce, are also
part of the partnership. Under conditions of the sale, the current owners would be responsible for cleanup of the property
including ciearing certain structures, handling septic tanks and mediating soil and groundwater contamination. Qil, gas and
mineral rights would be included in the sale.The Corkscrew Regional Ecosystem Watershed (CREW) Land & Water Trust,
which coordinates acquisition, land management and public use of the watershed, plans to contribute $350,000 to the
purchase of Pepper Ranch."I cannot emphasize enough the importance of developing these natural systems,” said CREW
Trust executive director Brenda Brooks. Sulecki said CREW Trust would empty out its bank account by making the
contribution. The purchase of Pepper Ranch would give the county the opportunity to preserve an area that is a natural
habitat for panthers, black bears and other threatened species. Sulecki and board members stressed the importance of
protecting the panthers that call Pepper Ranch home."It's significant panther habitat,” Sulecki said. “If we buy it, put it in
preservation and don't develop it, that habitat can be used to offset impacts to panther habitat elsewhere.”The land also has
the potential of being used as a mitigation bank to meet environmental permitting requirements for road and utility projects.
Sulecki said that, after gaining final approval from county commissioners, those involved hope to close on the deal in late fall
or winter.

New panther protection plan debated by citizens review panel

By ERIC STAATS (Contact) NAPLES DAILY NEWS
9:07 p.m., Tuesday, July 1, 2008

A citizens review committee found itself Tuesday at the forefront of a looming debate about protections for endangered
Florida panthers roaming rural Collier County. The committee, appointed by county commissioners to review the county’s
rural growth plan, agreed its review should include a panther protection plan that large landowners and environmental
groups unveiled amid much fanfare in June.In a nod to questions about whether the plan will crowd out the panther rather
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than save it, a leader of the coalition proposing the plan told the committee the plan is a work in progress.*We don't have all
the answers today,” said Barron Collier Partnership vice president Tom Jones, also a member of the county review
committee. The plan builds on the original rural growth plan by awarding new development credits to landowners who
preserve agricultural land and allowing larger towns and villages to be built with the credits. The coalition figures that the
plan will reduce the development potential around Immokalee from 94,000 acres to 40,000 acres while creating new routes
for panthers to travel north of Immokalee and around the intersection of Oil Well Road and State Road 29.Beyond that, the
plan envisions replacing a project-by-project federal review with an overarching federal permit for development in panther
habitat with steeper mitigation requirements and new fees to create an estimated $150 million fund to pay for wildlife
underpasses and buffers. A panel of panther scientists chosen by the coalition would review the plan, which also needs
county government, state and federal approvals before it would go into effect. Jones said the coalition backing the plan still is
working on how many development credits the plan will generate and where new roads should go.In a letter distributed
Tuesday to the county committee, the growth management advocacy group 1000 Friends of Florida raised new questions
about affordable housing and what sort of agriculture would be allowed in proposed travel corridors for panthers. Two
environmental groups stepped up their concerns about the proposed panther plan Tuesday. Conservancy of Southwest
Florida President Andrew McElwaine, who usually does not attend the committee meetings, urged caution and analysis. The
way the Conservancy counts up the acreage, the plan’s agriculture preservation credits will increase the development
potentiai for new towns and villages around Immokalee from 30,000 acres under the current growth plan.*It is not an
evolutionary but a revolutionary change in the rural land stewardship plan,” McElwaine said. Sierra Club senior regional
representative Frank Jackalone called for the panther plan to undergo a more independent review by the National Academy
of Sciences because of the plan’s potential to set precedent for endangered species protection nationwide. The coalition has
proposed a science review panel to include panther scientists at the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Florida Fish and
Wildiife Conservation Commission, a University of Central Florida professor, former Conservation Commission scientists who
now work for a private consulting firm and a former Conservation Commission panther biologist who now works for the
Conservancy. Jackalone toid the committee the club has “grave concerns” about the roads needed to support more growth
amid panther habitat in eastern Collier."Please remember: Cars kill panthers,” Jackalone said. “Houses don't kill panthers.”

Collier a step closer to purchasing $36.3 million Pepper Ranch

By ERIC STAATS (Contact) NAPLES DAILY NEWS
Originally published 5:36 p.m., Wednesday, June 25, 2008
Updated 8:56 p.m., Wednesday, June 25, 2008
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Conservation Collier’s biggest purchase came a step closer to a done deal Wednesday. The owners of the Pepper Ranch in
Immokalee said they are willing to sell the 2,500-acre piece of Old Florida to Collier County’s preservation program for what
the county would offer: $36.3 million. County policy requires the county to offer $36.3 million for the ranch because that is
the average of two appraisals that came back at $36 million and $36.5 million earfier this month."I think everybody’s getting
a fair deal,” said engineering firm Hole Montes President Tom Taylor, a general partner in the Lake Trafford Ranch LLLP that
has owned the ranch since 2005.County commissioners could vote to make an offer for the ranch July 22 after getting a

208|Page



recommendation from the Conservation Collier advisory committee July 14.Two Conservation Collier subcommittees met
jointly Wednesday and voted to send the $36.3 million deal, with conditions, to the full advisory committee. Ranch owners
outlined the conditions in an attachment to a letter hand-delivered at the joint committee meeting."We've tried to take the
question marks we believe they might have off the table,” Taylor said.As part of any sale, the ranch owners would pay to
clear buildings from the land except for a lodge, caretaker’s house and pole barn near Lake Trafford. The owners would pump
out, crush and fill all known septic tanks on the property except the ones serving the structures that would remain standing.
The owners would remediate any soil and groundwater contamination from an above-ground diesel storage tank and would
hire a consultant to determine the level of cleanup needed from an abandoned cattie dipping vat and pay for the cleanup.Any
sale wouldn't include oil, gas and mineral rights below 150 feet from the surface and would be subject to existing oil leases at
the ranch. The ranch has one nonworking oil well and two working oil wells that produce about 60 gallons of oil per day,
Taylor said.As part of the deal, owners would sell their mineral rights within 150 feet of the surface, a nod to concerns about
leaving the ranch open to earthmining by the current ranch owners.The partnership that owns the ranch includes Allen
Concrete owner Chris Allen, Gene Hearn, grandson of the ranch’s namesake, and Hearn’s mother, Joyce. The owners would
retain development credits that the ranch owners have stripped from the ranch under the county’s rural land stewardship
program.By buying the ranch, the county would preserve a range of habitats, from upland hammocks and pastures to wet
prairies and frontage on Lake Trafford, that is hard to find in Collier County. The ranch’s inhabitants — endangered Florida
panthers, wild turkeys, deer, bears, rattlesnakes, sandhill cranes and gopher tortoises — are as varied as its landscape. The
ranch is more than just a pretty place; it could be a goid mine.A study by a county consultant found that the county could
create a mitigation bank at the ranch to meet state and federal environmental permitting requirements for road and utility
projects. The study concluded that the ranch could produce more than 320 wetland mitigation credits and more than 19,000
panther mitigation credits _ which the county is buying from a private mitigation bank for $1,600 each.The appraisals don't
take the mitigation potential of the ranch into account, making the $36.3 million price tag a “very good deal” for the county,
Taylor said. Florida Wildlife Federation field representative Nancy Payton said mitigation plans for the ranch amount to
mooching off Conservation Collier. If the county wants to use the ranch as a mitigation bank, county departments that need
the credits should pay for them, she said. Voters intended for Conservation Collier to go beyond the county mitigation, not
replace it, she said."They don't piggyback,” she said. “They're side-by-side.”

New cutting-edge plan for panther protection to get unveiled Monday

By ERIC STAATS (Contact) NAPLES DAILY NEWS
10:01 p.m., Saturday, June 21, 2008

Panthers
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The endangered Florida panther could have more room to roam eastern Collier County under a plan forged by landowners
and environmental groups. Backers of the plan say it represents an unprecedented — even revolutionary — approach to
rescuing one of the planet’s most imperiled species. Other environmental groups, though, are less enthusiastic, and Florida‘s
lead growth management agency signaled in a letter last week that it is worried the plan could lead to overdevelopment. The
plan, set to be unveiled Monday, builds on a partnership that led to Collier County’s approval of a landmark rural growth plan
in 2002 that has preserved swaths of swamp and forest around Immokalee and has paved the way for the new town of Ave
Maria and a proposal to build a second new town, Big Cypress, on the eastern edge of Golden Gate Estates. A science review
panel is being formed to analyze the new plan, which also needs a series of county, state and federal approvals before it
takes effect. Members of the coalition proposing the plan are looking beyond the Collier County border with hopes that their
ideas will spread and make it easier for panthers, increasingly squeezed for space, to expand their range."There’s a lot of
work to make our vision reality,” Florida Wildlife Federation field representative Nancy Payton said. “Collier County is the first
step.”The new program would:

e Focus new attention on creating links north of Immokalee and northwest of Oil Well Road and State Road 29 to connect
panther hot spots rather than cut off the cats’ travel routes.

e Set up a Florida Panther Protection Fund that the group estimates would receive more than $150 million in the next 40
years from a new development fee tied to federal mitigation requirements. In addition, the plan would create a fee that
would be charged on every real estate sale in the area in eastern Collier County, dubbed the Rural Land Stewardship Area, or
RLSA, covered by the agreement. The panther fund would be administered by the Wildlife Foundation of Florida, a tax-
exempt and nonprofit arm of the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission, and would be governed by
representatives of environmental groups, landowners, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the Conservation Commission.
The money would be spent on projects to restore panther habitat, build wildlife crossings and create buffers between
development and panther preserves throughout the panther’s range, not just in Collier County, the group said.

e Increase by 25 percent the number of mitigation units developers would have to provide under federal permitting
requirements to compensate for effects on panthers in the RLSA.

e Create a new system under the county’s RLSA program by which landowners could get development credits by preserving
agricultural land with an emphasis on high panther traffic areas east of State Road 29.

In a letter to coalition members last week, the state Department of Community Affairs recommended that the new plan
“work within the extent of development rights currently available for transfer” and said roads to support the new
development are of “particular concern” to the agency. The new scheme, paired with credits that landowners already can
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receive under the program for preserving or restoring environmental land, could create enough credits to entitle
development of 40,000 acres of the 195,000 acres in the RLSA. Under the 2002 plan, landowners have set aside almost
30,000 acres, mostly along panther routes in the Camp Keais Strand and in the northern and southern ends of the
Okaloacoochee Slough, generating about 60,000 development credits. Another 14,500 credits would be awarded when
landowners complete proposed restoration projects. The landowners and environmental groups who hatched the new plan
include some names who stayed on the sidelines of the original partnership. English Brothers and the Haif Circle L Ranch
have joined Alico Land Development Corp., Pacific Tomato Growers Ltd., Collier Enterprises, Sunniland Family Limited
Partnership, Barron Collier Partnership and Consolidated Citrus among the landowners who have signed a non-binding
agreement to proceed. On the environmental side, Audubon of Florida, the Collier County Audubon Society, Defenders of
Wildlife and the Florida Wildlife Federation have signed the deal. Defenders has been critical of the 2002 plan. Missing from
the signature page is the Conservancy of Southwest Florida, which had questions about what Conservancy President Andrew
McElwaine called the “very complicated legal document” that set up the partnership. McElwaine said the group's ideas are
“very worthy of public debate and review.”We are one-fifth of their review panel,” McElwaine said, referring to the inclusion
of a Conservancy biologist on the science review panel. "We've not walked out on it."The panel comprises Chris Belden, with
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; Darrell Land, panther team leader for the Conservation Commission; Dan Smith, a
University of Central Florida professor who co-authored a 2007 paper that identified places for wildlife crossings in eastern
Collier County; former Conservation Commission scientists Tom Logan and Randy Kautz, who now work for consultant
Breedlove, Dennis and Associates; and Conservancy of Southwest Florida biologist David Shindle, also a former Conservation
Commission scientist. If the plan passes the science test, the partners will enter into a binding agreement and apply to the
Fish and Wildlife Service for an overarching permit for development and preservation across almost 200,000 acres around
Immokalee. That review is expected to take as long as two years. Scientists put the official estimate of the wild panther
population at between 80 and 100 cats. Loss of habitat and road kill are among the top threats to their survival.The group
was as stealthy as the wild cat it is hoping to protect as it worked behind the scenes to hammer out its proposal since April
2007.The secrecy has drawn criticism from one skeptical environmental advocate who said the plan is causing “all my alarm
bells to go off.”I'm dismayed that there’s some agreement in the works that hasn't gone through a more open process,”
Sierra Club senior regional representative Frank Jackalone said. The new plan has its roots in the controversy that followed
approvals for Ave Maria. Environmental groups who bird-dogged the 2002 plan already were making lists of improvements
they wanted to see addressed in the five-year review of the RLSA program when Defenders of Wildlife threatened in 2007 to
sue over a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers permit for Ave Maria. The group charged that the federal review didn’t use the best
available science for panther protection and didn't require enough mitigation for effects on panthers. The letter got the
attention of the late Barron Collier CEO Paul Marinelli, who saw an opportunity to forge a new approach to panther protection
backed by scientists, landowners and environmental groups. Marinelli became the bedrock of the effort, keeping the
partnership together as he battled the iliness that eventually would take his life. He died in April. Marinelli called Defenders to
discuss the concerns laid out in a February 2007 letter and, as the 60-day deadline for filing litigation neared, the group had
its first meeting in April 2007.In June 2007, the group convened two dozen scientists in Tampa for a workshop of panther
biologists and habitat mappers to lay the groundwork for the group’s plan.“Everyone has a much better perspective of each
other’'s needs than we did at the beginning,” said Elizabeth Fleming, the Defenders Florida representative based in St.
Petersburg. The result gives both sides what they want: more certainty about where land will be preserved and where it will
be developed, she said."I think this is a very sensible way to go about things,” Fleming said. But don't call it a love fest, the
once-feuding parties say. They prefer to label the program a pragmatic collaboration."We have a lot of work to do here, and 1
don’t know where this is going to end up, but I cant imagine going back to the way it was,” Collier Enterprises CEO Tom
Flood said.

Local and state lawmakers rehash legislative session

By I.M. STACKEL (Contact) NAPLES DAILY NEWS
9:28 p.m., Wednesday, June 11, 2008
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Florida State Representative Garrett Richter, center, speaks with County Commissioner Jim Coletta, left, before
the Collier County Legis!ative Delegation held a joint post 2008 legislative session workshop on Wednesday,
June 11, 2008 in the Board of County Commissioners chambers.

Collier County commissioners and the local representatives who serve in Tallahassee had nothing but kisses and flowers for
each other Wednesday, even though some of the commission’s legislative desires weren't fulfilled, and Collier still has to
severely reduce its budget. Some commissioners were eager for legislators to pass immigration reform, primarily to cut
costs, but they didn't raise that subject at Wednesday’s meeting. No such bill passed, even though a dozen or so were
introduced, said county lobbyist Keith Arnold."None of those bills in the House or Senate were given a hearing,” Arnold said.
“As (U.S.) Congress fails to act on immigration reform, I suspect local governments will pick up the slack.”Commissioners
and legislators did however discuss who has the power at Wednesday’s meeting when they took up the issue of home rule.
Commissioner Donna Fiala said she didn't understand why Tallahassee officials were trying to grab control from county
commissioners, the people who understand the community. Rep. Matt Hudson, R-Naples, said that argument has gone on for
a long time, in the same way that states have arguments with the federal government over issues, such as gas tax revenue.
Hudson noted that, ironically, most members of the Legislature have “no real experience with their city or county
government.”Arnold said he was going to save home rule for last, which he called the “most contentious” of all the issues
addressed."But for Sen. Saunders, it would have passed. Without your strong support and leadership, it would have passed,”
said Rep. Garrett Richter, R-Naples, who is chairman of the Collier delegation, and plans to run for Burt Saunders’ vacated
position. Term limits will force Saunders out of office. “The fact is, you don't focus on what doesn’t get done. You focus on
what does get done,” Richter said. Another ongoing fight between the county and state is over a desire by Florida’s
Department of Community Affairs to dictate Collier’s rural land stewardship act. Mudd said it was established by a special act,
but now the DCA has come up with a new boiler plate, and doesn't like the fact that Collier County is exempt, Mudd said.
Mudd tried discussing the issue with officials in the Capital, but they “said our plan was incomprehensible {(and) voodoo
planning,” Mudd said."It's been working very well in Collier County,” Commissioner Jim Coletta agreed."I find it disconcerting
that DCA is trying to redirect your act,” Coletta said. Commissioner Frank Halas was disappointed that legislation expanding
rail transportation was defeated, referring to a plan to build raiis for a bullet train to Orlando. The so-called bullet trains that
are used in Europe and Japan move at between 150 and 200 mph. "I don‘t think we’ve seen the end of the energy crunch,”
Halas said, speaking of cost of fuel, and frequent delays in air travel. Richter said the transportation bill, which included a
variety of issues, attracted “lively contention.”What killed (bullet trains) was liability,” Richter said. “There’s a lot of support
for rail transportation” but it involves partnerships."Liability was the cog in the wheel, but I do not think the issue is over,”
Richter said. Hudson, who represents parts of Collier as well as portions of Broward County, said some of his constituents
ride the TriRail between Broward, Miami-Dade and Palm Beach counties."TriRail has experienced a 45 percent increase in
business,” Hudson said. All parties involved decided to give growth management a cooling-off period, Arnold said.One bill
that did pass included extensions for developments of regional impact. Mudd pointed out the commission has already
wrestled with that one with Ave Maria."I expect to have additional efforts to pre-empt local governments,” Arnold said. Halas
thanked everyone for their efforts, but implored them not to send down anymore unfunded mandates.

On The Mark: Sliding back to special interests

By MARK STRAIN (Contact) COLLIER COUNTY CITIZEN
11:09 a.m., Wednesday, June 11, 2008
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Slightly over 20 years ago, the political officials of the time were listening to a committee trying to figure out how to plan the
future of Collier County by formulating our Growth Management Plan (GMP). That committee was made up of citizens, local
influential land owners, experts for those land owners and their land use attorneys. The citizens unaffiliated with
development interests were, of course, a minority. The result of all their meetings, debates and finally the GMP language is
what has provided most of the development you see today.

Slightly over five years ago, a committee was formed to modify that original plan and to master plan the rural agricultural
lands in the east that some thought were not adequately addressed by the original plan. The committee that invented the
Rural Lands Stewardship area plan was again influenced and dominated by the land owners, their consultants and their
attorneys. Rightfully so -- if you own land, you would be expected to be invoived in the planning of your land and land
owners should participate.

Observing the development to date in Collier County, it is obvious land owners have had a great influence on the outcome.
From the very beginning pages of the GMP, it is obviously molded by legal vagueness purposely added to make sure the
outcome would be the most profitable one possible. When a committee is dominated by professionals who are paid by special
interests to make sure complex language comes out in @ manner to best benefit their client, most likely it will. Having such
folks on committees in order to thwart what is best for the public in favor of land owners only adds to the frustration of
citizens, later on, as areas are built out. Witness exactly what we are experiencing today.

There is language within the GMP that requires a study of the various flood plains in Collier County in order to provide better
water management. For many neighborhoods, water management is a continuing and bothersome issue. Many citizen
challenges to additional development seem to always include a concern over flooding. As required by the GMP, study of
Collier’s flood plains has been underway by a citizen’s committee to devise a Flood Plain Management Plan.

When the committee was formed in 2006, it was specifically stated that to “avoid any appearance of impropriety or conflict of
inter est, public members should not be involved in any way in the local building and development industry.” The hope was
to finally have a committee that was not led about by the nose by experts hired to influence the outcome, especially on an
issue as vital as flooding. Any action taken by this committee would have to be aired by a cornucopia of additional
committees, all of which would take a shot at the committee’s attempts to control flooding long before anything is made into
law. All of these additional reviews would happen in public meetings, with input from everyone willing to sit through the
process. Additionally, engineers from county staff would oversee and monitor the entire process.

With all that protection, public review and multiple committee reviews, it seems the development industry is still scared that
citizens may actually have an opportunity to express their concerns without the crafty influence of special interests directed
by their professionals. Recently, the Developmental Services Advisory Committee has demanded that two outside engineers
be added to the Citizens Flood Plain Committee.

Should this happen, another committee, formed to serve citizens and not special interests, will become mired in
“professional” legalese and watered down to benefit a few at the expense of all.

DSAC provides ample opportunity to air concerns of the business community, we need not taint the process from beginning
to end. After 20 years of our current growth plan, we still have not figured out how to avoid conflicts with special interests.

Expert: Collier growth plan does good job identifying panther habitat

By ERIC STAATS (Contact) NAPLES DAILY NEWS
9:26 p.m., Tuesday, June 3, 2008

Collier County’s rural growth plan has gone a long way toward putting together the pieces of the protected habitat puzzle for
the endangered Florida panther, a state panther biologist said Tuesday. Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
panther team leader Darrell Land told a committee reviewing the county’s Rural Lands Stewardship Area plan that he was
"95 percent happy” with the original 2002 plan but suggested two areas that still need protection. How the county plan
should preserve panther habitat is one of the big questions facing the review committee, which county commissioners
appointed to recommend changes to the plan.
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The report is due in October.

At the center of that big question is a debate over the science behind what types of habitats are favored by panthers."I feel
pretty comfortable we’ve got the big picture understood,” Land said.A consultant for landowners wrote the Collier plan after
then-Gov. Jeb Bush and the Cabinet ordered a review of the county’s rural growth plan in light of an administrative law
judge’s finding that the county wasn’t doing enough to protect the environment. Under the plan, which applies to almost
200,000 acres around Immokalee, landowners can earn credits to build new towns by agreeing to set aside land designated
for protection. The new town of Ave Maria and Ave Maria University was built under the plan, and a second new town, called
Big Cypress, is on the drawing board. Land praised the plan’s preservation of 24,000 acres, particularly on both sides of Qil
Well Road and Immokalee Road east of Immokalee that will anchor wildlife crossings to be built under the roads. A map of
telemetry points from radio-collared panthers shows that other important travel corridors for panthers havent been
protected so far, Land said.He said the county plan should focus on preserving land along the west side of State Road 29,
north of Oil Well Road, and land north of Immokalee, between Corkscrew Regional Ecosystem Watershed and the
Okaloacoochee Siough. Some critics question the reliability of telemetry points to guide panther protection because the
points aren’t recorded at night, when panthers are most active, and only 20 panthers have radic collars. The panther
population is estimated at between 80 and 100 cats. The county plan relies too heavily on telemetry points to designate land
for protection and misses, for example, farm fields, Conservancy of Southwest Florida government relations manager Nicole
Ryan said.The Conservancy has suggested that the county revamp its growth plan so that more than just forests and
wetlands are designated for protection as panther habitat." That’s only part of the picture,” she said. "We have to take a
broader perspective on that.”Land is the lead author on a study published this year in the Journal of Wildlife Management
that backs earlier findings the county used to designate panther habitat in the 2002 growth plan. Former Conservation
Commission bioclogist David Shindie, now a biologist at the Conservancy of Southwest Florida, is listed as a co-author. The
study compared GPS tracking of panthers at night and during the day with daytime telemetry points and found what Land
called only subtle differences between daytime and nighttime travel habits. The landowner consultants and county reviewers
have found that land designated for protection in the 2002 plan included more than 90 percent of panther telemetry
points."When I was in school and getting 90 percent, I was knocking it out of the park,” said Barron Collier Cos. Vice
President Tom Jones, a member of the review committee. Florida Wildlife Federation field representative Nancy Payton said
she is “comfortable with the science that supported the rural land stewardship program.™I don’t think we have to go back
and start at ground zero and redo the whole thing,” Payton said.

Collier growth plan progress report sent to state for review

By ERIC STAATS (Contact) NAPLES DAILY NEWS
8:01 p.m., Tuesday, May 27, 2008

A report outlining the progress of Collier County’s rural growth plan is on its way to the state Department of Community
Affairs. Collier County commissioners voted unanimously Tuesday to forward the report, the first phase of a two-phase
review of the landmark 2002 plan.The plan grew out of a 1999 order by then-Gov. Jeb Bush and the Cabinet after the DCA
successfully challenged the county’s original growth plan.In recent months, the DCA and the county have exchanged
critiques of how well the new county plan, called a Rural Land Stewardship Area Overlay, is protecting the environment and
controlling growth on almost 200,000 acres around Immokalee. The report commissioners approved Tuesday shows the
amount and location of land that has been preserved under the plan, where development is planned and the fate of
agricultural land. Commissioner Frank Halas told the chairman of the citizens committee reviewing the 2002 plan that he
hoped the committee would come up with a way to protect agricultural land better and satisfy the DCA."It looks like you
have a challenge in Phase II,” Halas said. In a memo to county commissioners Tuesday, county planner Tom Greenwood
writes that the county has a “major concern” that the DCA will require a “major overhaul” of the county program. The memo
cites “highly critical remarks” about the program in a 2007 report the DCA wrote to the state Legislature on rural land
stewardship. The report concluded that the county plan wasn't living up to its goal of preserving agriculture and raised
concerns about whether the plan would allow too much growth. County Manager Jim Mudd wrote to DCA Secretary Tom
Pelham in March, accusing the DCA of having a “negative bias” to the county’s plan and saying the 2007 report isn‘’t based on
facts. Pelham responded in a May 8 letter, calling the DCA report fair and objective and responding in detail to each of
Mudd’s allegations of factual errors."Although the Collier program is a commendable effort to improve rural planning, it
certainly can be improved,” Pelnam wrote. He wrote that he hopes the county review will be open and objective and not
driven by large landowners and their consultants."The Department will be following the County’s evaluation very closely,”
Pelham wrote. Under the county’s 2002 plan, written by a consultant for large landowners, landowners can earn development
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credits by preserving and restoring land deemed environmentally sensitive. So far, credits are being used to build the new
town of Ave Maria. A second new town, Big Cypress, is on the drawing board to be built under the new plan.Ave Maria and its
centerpiece, Ave Maria University, is approved for almost 11,000 homes on 5,000 acres, and Big Cypress is proposed to have
almost 9,000 homes on 3,600 acres. Landowners have preserved 24,000 acres and have proposed another 30,000 acres of
preservation, according to county figures. Florida Wildlife Federation field representative Nancy Payton told commissioners
Tuesday that the figures speak for themselves."From an environmental perspective, I think the program is a big success,”
she said.

County growth plan complicates planned Pepper Ranch purchase

By ERIC STAATS (Contact) NAPLES DAILY NEWS
9:40 p.m., Thursday, March 6, 2008

Collier County’s potential purchase of the Pepper Ranch in Immokalee could run up against a revived bid to change part of
the ranch’s status under the county’s growth plan.The 2,500-acre natural gem got a spot on the Conservation Collier list of
preservation priorities earlier this year. The next step is for the ranch to undergo appraisals. On Thursday, ranch owners got
the backing of the county’s Environmental Advisory Council to put a preservation designation over another 192 acres of the
ranch, making it possible for the ranch owners to earn additional development credits from the land. The final decision is up
to county commissioners. Under the county’s Rural Lands Stewardship Area (RLSA) program, landowners can agree to give
up development rights on their land in return for credits that can be used to build new towns, villages and hamlets in other
parts of the RLSA, which covers almost 200,000 acres around Immokalee. Conservation Collier adviser Tony Pires, a Naples
attorney, has questioned whether the new designation at the Pepper Ranch will inflate the price of the ranch — something
ranch co-owner Tom Taylor said Thursday was a “non-issue.”We dont anticipate that to happen,” Taylor told the
Environmental Advisory Council. The Conservation Collier advisory board is expected to discuss the matter at its Monday
meeting. Taylor acknowledged the designation had become controversial and said the timing of the review was unfortunate.
The ranch owners filed for the designation in April 2006, months before the ranch was offered for sale to Conservation
Coliier. Taylor said he had forgotten the application was still pending.Taylor, president of engineering firm Hole Montes, owns
the ranch in a partnership that includes Allen Concrete owner Chris Allen, Gene Hearn, grandson of the ranch’s namesake,
Frank Pepper, and Hearn’s mother, Joyce.Taylor said the ranch owners would drop the petition to redesignate the 192 acres
if it becomes a problem with appraisals. He said appraisals probably will be done before a final decision on the designation,
which still must undergo review by the Collier County Planning and county commissioners. One environmental advocate said
she is opposed to the redesignation at Pepper Ranch. Florida Wildlife Federation field representative Nancy Payton said the
Pepper Ranch petition and a similar petition by the Half Circle L Ranch east of Immokalee should be folded into an ongoing
review of the county’s Rural Land Stewardship Area growth plan. On Thursday, EAC members also backed the Half Circle L
Ranch’s petition to put a preservation designation on more than 2,400 acres. The rest of the 5,300-acre ranch, owned by the
Scofield family, already is designated for preservation. Taylor and Allen had a contract with an anticipated closing date of
August 2006 to buy the development credits, but the deal expired. Collier County has looked at buying the ranch as
environmental mitigation for road projects. The additional designation makes the ranch eligible for up to 7,300 development
credits — enough to build on some 900 acres, county figures show. At the Pepper Ranch, the redesignation could mean up to
1,726 development credits, allowing development on 216 acres, according to county figures. Almost 1,000 acres of the ranch
already are in preserve status.

New goal of growth plan is to keep farmland from being paved

By ERIC STAATS (Contact) NAPLES DAILY NEWS
9:06 p.m., Tuesday, March 4, 2008

A committee proposed changes Tuesday to one of the guiding goals of a landmark growth plan for rural Collier County. The
changes would reword agriculture preservation policies that are part of the landmark 2002 plan, which applies to some
200,000 acres around Immokalee, and would boost landowner incentives to keep farmland from getting paved. The plan’s
track record on preserving agriculture has been a subject of debate. Agriculture is the first topic to be tackled by the 13-
member Rural Lands Stewardship Area review committee, which county commissioners appointed last year to recommend
changes to the growth plan. A final report is due this fall.On Tuesday, committee members proposed dropping the goal of
preventing the “premature conversion of agriculture land” in favor of a more general goal of protecting agriculture. The exact
new wording has yet to be worked out. The original wording in the 2002 plan is more of a feel-good phrase than a
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meaningful one, said Tom Jones, Barron Collier Cos. vice president for governmental affairs, a member of the review
committee."I didn’t know what it meant then and I don’t know what it means now,” Jones said. As for how to preserve
agriculture, committee members talked Tuesday about creating a new system that would put a higher value on farmland and
then award development credits to landowners who save it.Such a system already is in place to reward landowners for
preserving environmentally sensitive land, and some farmland has been preserved as a by-product of that system. So far,
landowners have preserved 24,000 acres and more than 30,000 acres are pending for preservation, generating credits to
build the new towns of Ave Maria and Big Cypress. Ave Maria is approved for almost 11,000 homes on some 5,000 acres. Big
Cypress is proposed to have almost 9,000 homes on some 3,600 acres. The plan guides development to farm fields, and
county figures show the county’s rural area is losing agricultural acreage. A January draft report showed almost 94,000 acres
of agriculture in 2002 compared to some 85,600 acres in 2007. The loss could not be accounted for by development plans
alone.The county’s final report revised the 2007 agriculture figure to almost 89,400 acres after a closer look at the original
estimate. Agriculture’s fate in Collier County is not sealed, University of Florida agriculture economist Fritz Roka told the
committee. Farming has a good track record of using technology and new products to overcome bad economics and disease,
Roka said. “It's never a good prediction to bury agriculture,” he said.

County’s landmark rural growth plan needs some changes, group says

By ERIC STAATS (Contact) NAPLES DAILY NEWS
10:31 p.m., Tuesday, February 5, 2008

A growth plan that is changing the face of rural Collier County got good reviews Tuesday but could be in for some changes
itself.Members of a county-appointed review committee wrapped up a technical report on the 2002 plan and moved to a
second phase that will study whether the plan needs changes to balance agriculture, growth and the environment.

Committee members differed in the degree of praise for the plan, which applies to some 200,000 acres south of Immokalee
known as the Rural Lands Stewardship Area. Under the plan, almost 56,000 acres have been preserved or are proposed to
be preserved to build the new town of Ave Maria and Ave Maria University, where the committee plans to meet monthly until
it wraps up its work in October. A second new town of Big Cypress also is in the works."I think this program has exceeded its
expectations,” said Immokalee agriculture supply business owner Floyd Crews.Other committee members were more critical,
outlining concerns about roads, development patterns and agriculture. Immokalee community activist Fred Thomas said the
plan has been heavy on where to preserve land but light on what he called “human habitat.”*We have not focused any
attention on the sporadic way receiving areas can come up,” Thomas said, referring to the plan’s term for places where
development is allowed. Both landowners and environmental groups are expected to push for changes to the program.Collier
County Audubon Society and Audubon of Florida policy advocate Brad Cornell, a committee member, said the test should be
whether the rural area is sustainable in 50 years. Committee member Tom Jones, a vice president at Barron Collier Cos.,
urged the committee not to lose track of the big picture as it delves into the minutiae of the county plan."I see us tweaking
policies,” he said.The committee’s policy review will start in March with agriculture. The technical report showed the county’s
rural area had almost 94,000 acres of agricultural land in 2002 compared to some 85,600 acres in 2007.Growth doesn’t
account for all of the loss, and committee members are asking for a more detailed accounting of the fate of the area’s
farmland. In a 2007 critique of the county program, the state Department of Community Affairs highlighted what it called a
lack of incentives to protect the most heavily farmed areas, which are designated for development. The DCA, as the state’s
growth management review agency, will have a hand in any rewrite of the county’s plan. The 2002 plan grew out of a legal
challenge by the state Department of Community Affairs and environmental groups that alleged county government hadn't
done enough to protect wetlands and wildlife in rural Collier County.

Collier rural growth plan meeting returns to roots

By ERIC STAATS (Contact) NAPLES DAILY NEWS
7:45 p.m., Sunday, February 3, 2008

A review of how Collier County’s landmark rural growth plan is working has been looming since the plan was approved in
2002.Few could have envisioned, though, that the county-appointed review committee would be meeting Tuesday in an
academic building at Ave Maria University. The university and its companion town, Ave Maria, rising out of farmland south of
Immokalee, are the most dramatic signs of the 2002 plan’s effect on the county’s Rural Land Stewardship Area. Another new
town, Big Cypress, is in the works. The fate of Collier County’s citrus groves, vegetable farms and pasture has become a
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question for the review committee, which has asked for more details about how the agricultural landscape has changed. A
critique of Collier County’s rural growth plan by the state Department of Community Affairs also raises questions about
whether the plan is living up to one of its goals of preserving agricultural land and stopping its premature conversion to
towns, villages and hamlets. A Jan. 18 draft report by Collier County government showed the Rural Land Stewardship Area
had almost 94,000 acres of agricultural land in 2002 compared to some 85,600 acres in 2007 — an 8,400-acre reduction.
Row crops posted the largest loss; the only category showing an increase was fallow land. Conversion of farmland to urban
uses was expected with the 2002 plan. In fact, part of the plan‘s intent was to identify farmland most appropriate for
development, said WilsonMiller CEO Alan Reynolds, whose firm large rural landowners hired to create the plan."The data
show the program is doing precisely what it is intended to do,” Reynolds said.The 2002 plan assessed the environmental
value of almost 200,000 acres around Immokalee. The most valuable land is designated for potential preservation. If
landowners preserve the land, they get credits to develop on less environmentally valuable land. Agricultural land is included
in both categories. Landowners have preserved more than 24,000 acres of agricultural land in exchange for development
credits, according to the county review. Another 32,000 acres of preservation, much of it also agriculture, is pending
approval. The DCA report takes issue with a lack of incentive to preserve more intensely farmed land, which is designated for
development.“In this respect, the Collier program is not protecting and conserving agricultural lands,” the report states.The
DCA report counts more than 6,000 acres of farmland planned for conversion to urban uses at Ave Maria and at the proposed
neighboring town of Big Cypress. Because the county has not approved Big Cypress, the county’s preliminary tally of
agricultural land between 2002 and 2007 reflects only the loss of some 5,000 acres of farmland at Ave Maria.That doesn’t
account for all of the 8,400 acres of lost agricultural fand in the draft county report, and review committee members and
environmental advocates have asked for a more detailed accounting. Florida Wildlife Federation field representative Nancy
Payton said a closer look should reveal whether the county is losing farmland in parts of the rural area the plan is trying to
save or whether the farm land is being lost in places where the plan envisioned development in the first place. Some of the
lost agricultural fand also might be attributable to landowners earning extra development credits by restoring farms and
pastures to wetlands and habitat, she said."I'm not convinced there’s a problem,” Payton said. Conservancy of Southwest
Florida government relations manager Nicole Ryan said the plan should be more specific about directing growth away from
“prime agricultural lands.”"It’s finding that balance,” she said. Collier County Audubon Society advocate Brad Cornell said
less agricultural land might be an outcome that “we’ll just have to live with.””It may be the farmers don’t want to farm, and
we can’t make them,” he said.

Plans for town of Big Cypress submitted to reviewing agencies

By ERIC STAATS (Contact) NAPLES DAILY NEWS
9:29 p.m., Thursday, January 31, 2008

Plans for a new town in eastern Collier County landed on reviewers’ desks Thursday in Collier County and at the Southwest
Florida Regional Planning Council. Collier Enterprises submitted the plans for the town of Big Cypress, dubbed a Development
of Regional Impact. The town alsc needs federal and state environmental permits.*This plan is a logical beginning,” Collier
Enterprises CEO Tom Flood said in a statement released Thursday afternoon. Plans submitted Thursday call for 9,000 homes
in a 3,600-acre town, including 800 acres of open space. A town center would be built east of Golden Gate Estates between
Oil Well Road and an extension of Randall Boulevard. Under the county’s Rural Land Stewardship Program, the company will
protect another 10,000 acres of wetlands and wildlife habitat to generate credits to build the town, plans show. Flood’s
statement says the company plans to create a sustainable community with jobs, shopping, health care, schools, civic and
cultural activities and recreation. The plans outlined in the DRI application are expected to take between 12 and 15 years to
build out. In 2006, Collier Enterprises unveiled plans to build 25,000 homes in a town and smaller villages scattered across
8,000 acres of farmland surrounded by 14,000 acres of preserve between Immokalee Road and Interstate 75 east of Golden
Gate Estates. The plans since were scaled back. Big Cypress would be the second new town to rise in eastern Collier County,
the first being Ave Maria and Ave Maria University. Work at Big Cypress is expected to begin in 2010.

Guest Commentary: Range of efforts necessary to protect Florida panther

PAUL SOUZA, Vero Beach, Field supervisor, South Florida Ecological Services Office, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service NAPLES DAILY NEWS
6:34 p.m., Saturday, November 24, 2007
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The Daily News' recent three-part series on the Florida panther brought much-needed attention to the plight of this
endangered species. The series rightly underscored a fundamental theme: recovering the panther is one of the most
significant conservation challenges in the United States today. Major threats include habitat loss, degradation and
fragmentation; the reduced genetic diversity that regularly plagues small populations; the potential for disease outbreaks
such as feline leukemia; and vehicular collisions on South Florida’s road network.

While the challenges are daunting, we also have some success stories to share and reason for hope. By the early 1990s, the
panther population was about 20 to 30, and it became clear that genetic problems were causing a downward spiral that
would likely lead to extinction. In response, the state of Florida led a restoration effort that has tripled the population. Big
Cypress National Preserve and the Florida Panther National Wildlife Refuge, created in the 1970s and 1980s, are strongholds
of this population. Today, roughly 75 percent of the panther’s primary habitat is protected, but there is clearly more work to
be done.

One tool used to protect the remaining habitat is regulatory review under the Endangered Species Act. Actions that may
affect endangered species are reviewed by the Fish and Wildlife Service. Because the panther is highly endangered, we have
developed detailed methods to review impacts from proposed development. As required by federal regulations, we work
closely with agencies and applicants to collect facts related to their proposals to understand the potential effects. We
regularly request detailed information on proposals, which serves as a starting point for completing and finalizing the
analysis. After we have reviewed the details of a specific proposal and compiled the best available science, we issue a
complete biological review of the proposal that includes binding conservation measures for the benefit of the species.

The scientific understanding of the panther and its habitat continues to improve, and these advances are the foundation of
successful conservation efforts. Last year, we made changes to a map used in the regulatory review process that defines
panther habitat. These changes were based on recent scientific studies, including two published in 2006, that provided a
detailed understanding of where panthers live and where they are most likely to be found in the future. This new information
replaced an outdated map that did not have the biological precision found in the recent science, but instead followed roads,
levees and county boundaries. Last year’s advances in science have focused attention on the most important habitat and
therefore represent a significant step forward in our collective efforts to conserve the panther.

We have demonstrated notable results with the regulatory review tool. In the last four years, we have helped conserve over
20,000 acres of primary panther habitat through regulatory review. We have also worked closely with partners to secure a
number of panther crossings to provide safe passage across stretches of roads that pose a risk. For example, two crossings
have recently been added to State Road 29; four crossings are planned for U.S. 1 in the southeast part of the panther’s
range; and other crossings are planned for Oil Well Road, U.S. 41 and Immokalee Road. We are committed to working with
our partners to implement additional crossings in key locations in the future.

Regulatory programs have played and will continue to play a key role in panther conservation. By definition, however, they
are reactionary in nature and a response to development proposals. We must therefore look at this need more broadly and
work together to build proactive conservation strategies to conserve this endangered species. Local, state and federal efforts
such as Collier County’s Rural Land Stewardship Program and restoration of Picayune Strand through the Comprehensive
Everglades Restoration Program have conserved many areas important for panthers. Efforts like these can be used to
conserve important panther habitat in the future.

I firmly believe we need a broad palette of strategies to meet the significant panther conservation challenge before us. We
can realize the greatest benefits by working in partnership,’ building strong relationships and finding new and creative ways
to advance panther conservation. The Fish and Wildlife Service is committed to working with our partners to conserve the
Florida panther and its habitat for future generations.

Yearlong review of Collier’s landmark growth plan under way

By ERIC STAATS (Contact) NAPLES DAILY NEWS
10:30 p.m., Tuesday, November 20, 2007

Collier County’s rural growth plan was hailed as a breakthrough when the county adopted it in 2002, but few envisioned what
was in store. Tens of thousands of acres have been preserved or targeted for restoration, creating development credits that
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have built the new town of Ave Maria and Ave Maria University and have laid the groundwork for a proposal to build a second
new town called Big Cypress. On Tuesday, a 13-member committee appointed by county commissioners last month kicked
off a yearlong review to measure whether the plan is living up to its promise of balancing agriculture, development and the
environment."I don't think anybody in their wildest dreams thought the plan would be put in place and implemented that
quickly,” WilsonMiller CEO Alan Reynoids, an architect of the rural growth plan, told the committee. The first part of the
review, expected to be finished in February 2008, will analyze a technical review of the plan’s track record. A second phase
to be wrapped up by next fall, will consider whether the county should change parts of the plan. Committee members
appointed Gulf Citrus Growers Association Executive Director Ron Hamel as the committee chairman and former county
Planning Director and Golden Gate activisit Neno Spagna as vice chairman. Hamel pledged an “open and detailed review” of
the 2002 plan, he said. Hamel also was chairman of the original county committee that oversaw the creation of the 2002
plan, an outgrowth of a legal battle over whether the county was doing enough to protect its natural resources. The state
Department of Community Affairs, backed by Florida Wildlife Federation and the Collier County Audubon Society, took the
legal challenge to an administrative law judge. The judge sided against the county, sending the matter to then-Gov. Jeb Bush
and the Cabinet. In 1999, Bush and the Cabinet ordered a three-year moratorium on rural growth in Collier County while the
county worked to rewrite its rural growth plan. Six major landowners agreed to pay for a study of almost 200,000 acres
around Immokalee that resulted in the Rural Lands Stewardship Area rules. The RLSA and the review that started Tuesday
does not include areas around Golden Gate Estates that also were caught up in the 1999 order but are subject to different
growth rules. In the RLSA, landowners have the option of preserving environmentally sensitive land to earn development
credits to build new towns and villages mostly on agricultural land. So far, landowners have preserved 24,000 acres and
more than 30,000 acres are pending for preservation. The town of Ave Maria is approved for 11,000 homes on more than
5,000 acres. The 2,800-acre town of Big Cypress is proposed to have almost 9,000 homes. The big question for
environmental groups is whether the RLSA is on a sustainable track, said review committee member Brad Cornell, policy
advocate for Collier County Audubon Society and Audubon of Florida."So far, so good,” Cornell said, referring to Ave
Maria.He said he worries, though, that the RLSA might be generating too many development credits and endangering
progress on the preservation front."We think there are improvements to be made, said Laurie Macdonald, Florida director for
Defenders of Wildlife, based in St. Petersburg. A representative of one half of the partnership that is building Ave Maria said
the RLSA needs only “tweaks,” if that."Off the top of my head, I don't foresee any major changes,” said Barron Collier Cos.
Vice President Tom Jones, a member of the review committee. Other committee members are Immokalee agriculture
irrigation supply business owner Floyd Crews, land planner and engineer David Farmer, Wachovia real estate financial
services manager Jim Howard, Corkscrew Isiand Neighborhood Association president and mining contractor Bill McDaniel,
agribusiness manager and Golden Gate Estates Area Civic Association President Tim Nance, Economic Development Council
of Collier County President Tammy Nemecek, former Collier County Housing Authority Executive Director Fred Thomas,
retired cable company manager and former Planning Commission member Dave Wolfley, and Gary Eidson, North Naples
activist and chairman of the Citizens Transportation Coalition of Collier County. Talk of changes to the RLSA rules could test
the good relations that large landowners and environmental groups forged to create the plan."I think we realized that we
couid accomplish more together than apart,” Jones said.

Rural lands Stewardship Area committee meeting postponed

By ERIC STAATS (Contact) NAPLES DAILY NEWS
Originally published 12:51 p.m., Thursday, November 1, 2007
Updated 3:59 p.m., Thursday, November 1, 2007

Collier County has postponed until Nov. 20 a kick-off meeting for a committee reviewing the county’s Rural Lands
Stewardship Area program. The meeting had been set for Tuesday. The RLSA, which covers almost 200,000 acres around
Immokalee, gives landowners the option of earning development credits by preserving environmentally sensitive land.
Thousands of acres have been preserved since the county adopted the program in 2002, setting the stage for development of
Ave Maria and the proposed new town of Big Cypress. County commissioners appointed a 13-person committee last month to
oversee the review and determine whether to recommend changes. The committee’s first meeting is set for 9 a.m. in Room
609 at the county’s Community Development and Environmental Services building on Horseshoe Drive. Committee members
are Collier County Audubon Society and Audubon of Florida policy advocate Brad Cornell, Immokalee irrigation system supply
business owner Floyd Crews, land planner and engineer David Farmer, Guif Citrus Growers Association Executive Director
Ron Hamel, Wachovia real estate financial services manager Jim Howard, and Barron Collier Cos. Vice President Tom Jones.
Others are Corkscrew Island Neighborhood Association president and mining contractor William McDaniel, agribusiness
manager and Golden Gate Estates Area Civic Association President Tim Nance, Economic Development Council of Collier
County President Tammy Nemecek, land planner and Golden Gate activist Nino Spagna, former Collier County Housing
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Authority Executive Director Fred Thomas, retired cable company manager and former Planning Commission member Dave
Wolfley, and Gary Eidson, North Naples activist and chairman of Citizens Transportation Coalition of Collier County
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undanaay
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~In this leter we will offer our comments and recommendations related I he Goal,
Objective, and Policy Groups 1 and 2. In subsequent letiers we will eddress Policy Groups 3, 4,
and .

The RLSA Goal

The RLSA Goal ls: o protec agricuiiural aclivities, o prevent e prematune cornaersion of
agricuifural land to non-agricuiural weed, o drect incompatible usas awsy Fant WweliRy and
upland fatidal, io emable fhe conversion of rurel land #o othar wses In appropviate: locafang, fo
thacourage wban sprawd, and 0 encourage developwrent that wtizes creative lamd uge planmning
fechnijuse.

The Phase | Technical Report clearly demonatrates: that the RLSA Progrmam is schisving this
godl, In Its first five ysars, over 58,000 aces of agriculture and natural resources have been
parmananilly pretected or an2 in the process of being protected as 55As; agriculture remains &
vishla and vibrant Indusiny with romanal convension 10 ofher uses; the sustainable new Town of
Ave Maria has been approved and the first phase has been bulll, and there has bean no
devetopment of land in a manner that could be construed as sprasd, nar have any new ot been
created Under ihe Baseline Daning of 1 unit par S acras.

The Rural Land Review Commities has discussed thal grester incentives may be beneficlal to
fusther incarivise the protection of agricultural land, and tha Committes has propoasd @ revision
to the Goal to more lsarly define Colller County's inbant to *retaln land for agricuflime activiies.”
ECPO ully eupponts this direction and the specific language change.

Some members of the public have offered an opinion that tha RLZA Program might creats an
imbatance i land uses over time, as the cument program includes stronger incartives 1o protect
natursl resourcee than Sor aghcullure, and aliows the conversion of agrculnssl land fo
sccommadate new comimunity developmant, thereby resuliing i presswe 1o relocate
agriculture to other natural areas. ECPO balieves ihal the cument RLSA pregram s wall
baknced, bul does support enhanced incentives to retain agriculture. ECPO doss nol agree
with the suggestion that development will push agricutture Inte pristine natural eystems. Based
on raview of the data and the apinions of agriculiral expests, most of the RLSA lends that can
ba productivaly and aconcmically farmed have siready hean conmveriod lo agricutiunal use, and

will change over time in responae 0 market demands, and new lechniques in fanming will
continue 10 Increase the productivity of the remaining agriculitural lands.

ECPC agreas with the Commities's previcus Gopl revisions proposed April 1, 2008, and action
taken fo reconfirned tha proposed languege and intenl o strangthen the Goal duwing the
mesding of June 17, 2008.

The RLSA Oblacilve

Coller Coumly's objective 3 0 creale an Weanfiva based land use oweviay Sysiemn, heren
refered to a2 the Coer Cownty Rursl Lands Stewerdship Area Ovardsy, based on the
principfes of rural land stewardship as defined in Clapfer T83.3177711), £.5. Tha PoSicies thal
will implamant this Goal and Qbjective are sol fartl below i groups refeting to each aspect of
tha Goal. Group 7 poliias descride the shucfure and orgamizalion of the Coifev County Rural
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Lands Stewardahip Area Ovarlay. Group 2 policiea felale fo agrcuffure, Group 3 pokcies refms
o nafuraf resource orotection, and Growp 4 polloies refata to converaion of fanRd to ober uses
and e0nGTIE dlérdficadion. Group § am regulaiony policles that eRswe thaet land that is not
volunfardly included in the Cvenay by #% Cwrers shal nonedhwiess mes! the minimum
requiramerss of the Final Orter parfainiig bo Raduwrad resounts profection,

ECPC supporis the stated objactive, and $iFangly befloves thal an incentive based land use
ovarday sysiem is the sppropriate meana of implementing the RLSA pograem, ECPO further
agrees that the principles of rurel land stewsriship ss dafined in Chapler 163.3177(11), F.5,
piovide clear and consistend guidance in the structure and methods embodied by the Collier
County RLSA. and while the Colier County program is not considered by the Séats o ba a
sisftory program, I nonefheless hes gemonstraled that these prnciples can and do In fact
wurk when put into praciice by lncal govarrments and lendowners.

The Phasa | Technical Report, fogether wilh the adopled RLSA Policies and the RLS Land
Cavelopment Code, all demonslrate consigtancy wilh the Objective and have proven over the
past five years % be g well ulfized and clear set of guidelinas tha! anable implementafion of The
RL3A Prograrm. In tha opinion of ECPO, and many other obsarvers, no other Comprahensive
Fian program in Colier County has been as well embraced and used during is inltal years.

ECPO agress with the Commitiee's decision 1o leave the Qbjesiive unchanped.

Group 1 Policles

Group 1 policies provide tha gensral purpese and strudiure for establishing the RLSA as an
overiay 1o the exisling baseline fights. The pravisians sed forth the progham mechanics propesty
‘owners. must follow if electing to utlilze the RLSA. It s wihin Bw Group 1 palicias 1hat Ehe RLSA
methadology for generating Skewsirdship Credits is defined, and the process s established for
degighaling a 33A oF SRA,

ECPO supponts tha sclentific methodology used o eslablsh ha Overiay designalions of Habitat
and Flow way Stewardshp Disincts, Weater Rescurce Area, and Open and WRA MNahral
Resource Idax Values. No data and analysis, or clear rationale fas been provided %o support
he conantion hal ihe methodalegy i3 Nawed,

Public comments have been reviewed and discussed wilh ihose offering comments, A
<ontmued colaboradive process wil resolve the differsnces and bulld on the points of
agreement.  Attachmen A io 1his latter provides ECPOs thoughts related to esch publie
comment. The indent of the atiachiment i o 258is] the Committes with background information,
wadditional facts and analysls that may be needed to address the comments.

Through implementation of the program with Stewardship Sending Area appications and
Stewardship Recahving Area applications, the process and procedures defined within Group 1
ihave been sffactive in meseling Ihe objective. The policies hawe provided effective incantives,
allewed the nesded flexblility for property owners to manage their bnd ad respod to
ugricultuore and development marke! demands, and praduced the expectad resifts.

‘Considering tha pubiic commeni racaived ard fhe experiance of implementing the program, tha
Easbern County Propety Ownars have tha foliowing commants snd recormmended revisions on
fthe Group 1 and Group 2 Policles.



Policies 1.1 - 1.5
ECPO agrees with tha Commitiee’s recammendaiion of fo changes to policies 1.1 - 1.8, during
the meeting Juna 17, 2008.

Palicy 1.8 - 58A procadures
This pelicy addrassns the designalion of 5SAs. ECPO does not have recommandad revizlons
a1 this tima, however, [his palicy may nedd furher review with addilional discussion of 5545

Also per ihe policy, the RLSA Overlay Map should be updated Lo refec] SSAS and And Maria

Palicy 1.7 - Credit valus methodobogy
No changa

Policy 1.8 = NRi Values
No changa

Policy 1.9 — NRI Map Series
No change

Podicy 1.10 - Credit methodology
Mo change

Policy 1.11 = Land Use Matrix, Atiachment B
No change

Polley 1.12 — Credit ranafer
No change

Policy 1.13 = LDR update
No changs

Policy 1.14 = Credit axchange
No changé

Policy 1.15 = SRA designation
Ka change

Policy 1.16 = 5RAS 1o be creative and Rexible
iy ehainge

Poliey 1.17 - Clustering

This policy permits clustering only under the provisions of the RLRA. ECPD dees not have
recommended revisions atl this tme; however, this policy may nesd further resiew I the
Commiliee considers dushering under Group § policies,

Policy 1.13 - Blend of revenuea for 35As
No change



No changs
Poliky 1.20 — Stewardship Credit Trust
No changs

Peolicy 1.21 — Early entry bonus Credit
Mo changs

Policy 1.22 — RLSA Overlay Review Specifics

No change

Group 1 Policiss may need further refinemert as other policy revisions affoct tham. ECPO will
provide addiional commenis on Group 1 Policies as furiher discussions and refmemenis

The Group 2 policias directly reiate ta sgricuture, It 5 recognized thal thess policies should be
strengthenad for the banefit of refaining Coller County agriculture fands. ECPO supports the
Committes's revisions 1o Group 2 Policles 2.1 2.6 made during the Cammittes mesting April 1,
2008, A this Gme, ECPD does not have any further comment or recommendations on Group 2.
Hawavear, like Group 1 Policias, other palicy refinements within ihe RLSA Overlay may require a
look back at Group 2 policies. If thal is tha cas, ECPO may provide comments ot thal tane.

_ In cdosing, we appreciate the obsenations in an effort to maks the RLS program s
effective as pasaible, and whils these comments are not intended 1o be axhaustive, we hops
they will agsls! tha Cammities as the coninue their work duning stage two of the update. 'Wa
look forwand to the continued progress.

7";
/'{

¢ George L,
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As rafarencad In the letter dated idy 1. 2008 tha fndaudng is iha pudie Ingud relsted 1o
Groap 1 dnd Group 2 policles ai shown it the Committea's “on-going drafl.” ECPO providet
comments relatsd by the public: nput with the intention of providing eddltions informatikn and
darticafion for ha consideralion of the Commities through heir review. Addtional Infarmatica
relatad 1o publlz nput relsted t Groups 3, 4, snd 5 will be Fothconing 28 the Commitiss
progresses in TRir review,

Policy 1.2

Pubfie gt
1 Tha imtast af Palicy 12 & bo ceale. “bechiiquet and tbabtegiot that ae not dependant

on & regulatory approach, but will ;omplement endgling iocal, regicnal, ifate and faderd
reguatony srograms.” The competibiity of tha RLSA (o reguiations. suchas the Claan Waler Asl
and Ihe Endancered Species Ad, must ba essessed cuning the fve-vear nedew and changas
mads whens necesssry (o ensure Sorpalitility. I addtion, if new agency daks ks obialsed or
mew fegulstinng are snacted, Bw FLSA shoukl be reaisessod and amandec at that time, not
vaitiyg forencther five-yes- raview precasa

2. Clarify how RLS inleracts wilh slate dnd federal permiting agencies.
ECPD Commanis: The FLSA #ill aways noed b camply with Siate and Feders! regulatory
progyama such aa the Clesn Water and Endangered Species Acts. Those requirements nesd

amAl ber vl lesen ety Brilee Lns RLSA. Ther iegional appecach wsed In (e BLSA 60 SOLUNS DRITTHL
ansues thet all nterests are party o tha process.

Poilicy 1.4

Pubibe Il

1. What haipens to besaline density - should disappesr as in Rurs Fringe TODR programT
Note Alaorelated o policy 1.5

BCPD Comments: The FUSA program is Incent re-bawed; 500K 8 property swner elecino o

particpata in tha program. tha Group 5 policies pronvide Tor ude of he prparty under the
bapdino provisions.

Palicy 1.5
Publc Ingut:

1. S50 can be greaed In @ RONCOONIGUOVS Bril piBce maal TASNION, (his 3SBLMNG M
funcionalily of wetiand tand mass, Even fhagh & dabe that has rod been the case, we thoule
ooncidar icngunge thet cnscumgens sontiguaus SSA%.

2 Mo emphasis s i or trying fo ovold frapmeniotion of nabumad sress and The
mairkenance of Comidars,
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ECPQ Commonts: Whils if 16 tus thad indvidua S5A% can be non-contiguous. the ulimsis
impismantalion of he RLSA creales two large nlercomnected snvironmantsl systemas. it s
undargtoad that this wil take many years and the valuntasy panicipation of many kindowners to
mealze. Map “1E" of the RLSA Five-Year Review, Phase | Technical Raport cleary
domanctotos that tho opproved ond ponding EEAn ano forming Inrge contigueuy bleaky of
prolected lands thal hawve been tegeted for puble scquisition shca the 19708, The RLSA
prograen design hes resulted in 8 predictable pattern of envionmental protection, and
eventually, all or nearly all of the F24, and HSA aress are iikely fo be designated 554 lands.

A review of the RLSA Overay Map (Phase 1 - Tedhnical Review, Map 1) clearly Susirates that
the FSA4, HSA WRA, and Restorgion Zone ocwarlays coloctively compilse 8 veed,
mnlerconnecied sysom of flow weys and essociated nafive habitais. These overiays wene
crethed for the wpressed purpose of proventing welland and habitat fragmentstion, and
mainkaining eulsting wildiify comidors, Map 1E of the Phase 1 Tecknical Review reveals thet the
appoved and perding 38As fom & configuoces block of piotectsd lands thal already
ncaporate a majonty of FSA and HSA lands.

3. Mainigin habital connectivivipravent habitat fragmentation with: lange linkages on a
landscapa scala ard In associglion wath tand wees in ihe open wred to maintain functioning
syslama and preaane the wetland io upland inlarfeca. Of panticulsr node, are Turiher prolection
of Camp Keais Strand and mairizining the habiatlinkaga in the einity of SR 29 and Ol Wed
Road,

ECFO Commants: The RLSA slewardship overfass (FSA, HSA, 'WRA, Restoration Zone, and
Open) do not pre-determine sendng and racelving area designafions, b do nfluencs Ehe
potertial location o' 55As and SRAB. In 2002, the sum Inisl of F5A, HSA, and WRA lands
coircided with 91 percent of panther telametry points colflected betwesn 1981 end 2000, A
recent GIS analysis shows thal these sanie overtays now comtain 34 percent of all tefemetry
points recorded between 1981 and 2007. These dile sugges! that the overdays wery effectively
proact the habilat arsas willized by Iha Florda panter.

The FWC keast oo8: path analyses suggest that the RLSA progran may require refinaments in
selecied areas 1o BocoOmmodate panther movernonis between ke habitat bocks. These
potential landecape cannsclions are curremly being reviewed a5 part of the RLSA fve-yesr

4, SSA approvel is nof subjec! 10 EAC or COPC review only BCC. SRA approval oocurs
vin EAC, CCPC anc BCL procass, as should have been provided for SSA approval,

ECPO Commaerts: The designalion of an S5A is a voluntary process, through which a
progerty pwner relirquishas private property rights, reduces the redidual tand wse value of their
prugurly, sl provides @ pidic penefl by permenenlly proteding maurel resowces  and
_ without requiring publily funded compensation. The ales and requirements for
estblishing an &SA are clear, streightforward, and are nol subject I the mposition of
condilions and sfipulations. RLSA incentives are designed to minimize obstacles to property
owrers In mplamenting the progrem, Mulliple public hearings are costly and time consuming.
Mambers of the puble, including acvisory board members, ane el preciuded fiom commenting
on an G54 a1 the DEO hearing.
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The SRA approval procass is more involvwed, a5 # deals wilh the dstablishment of design
guidelines, assassmeant af Infrestruciure impacts, and oflver matters, thai wamant, the Fevies and
recommendations of the CCPC,

ECPO's exparience in implementing the RLSA within fw process that now exists has resutted in
a succassful program, and does not baliave changes afe needed 10 the process

Policy 1.7

Public inpart:

1. indices are determined uaing & grid patiern al aversges uses within asch grd.  This
can have the effect of reducing fhe value of viabia wetlands when the grd i3 splil between
acthvities. A proporiional ares of the land types within sach grid could be applisd to determine a
s Balansed ndok walug,

ECPO Commanis: The ndicas are nol delenmingd by @ grid patlern, nor ame attibutes
averaged. Rsther, the naiural resource dala Byers (eg, FLUCGCS) sre mapped in @
convertional mannor and ertared Imo a GIS. The Individual polygons within & daks layer g
then scored according (o the Maturel Resource Index (NRI) valuss. Afler the acoring oG,
each datd layer is then converted 1o a gnd of one-acre grid calls. The gridding procass wes
nataseary 1o arithanalically add the Jata Byer walues in GIS

The grdding process does creste minor discrepencies along Me boundaries batwesn polygors
with different NRI values. Howewer, the individusl emors are less than 0.5 acres and ane
esseniilly random ermors thal will genorally cance! out across a given pregerty. Whan the value
In any epecific grid call i questionable, A i easily reclified by rgviewing aerial imagery and
Individual date layers that are coincldent with the grid call. The grid system is used solkely for
the Credit calculation process and has no effect on how environmental regulations are apphsd
te 1he land during the pemmitting process.

2, Clarfication should be mada in the GMP thal while 58Aa do remove land use layens
from sersitve emironmental fands, they are not conservation easements and should ot ba
aliwed 0 substide o double as conservation easements by regulatory agencias during the
agency permilling procsss. Saparale congervalion easements should s8l be entered inbo with
the necessary agancias for stabe and federsl permitiing mitigadian requirements.

ECPC Comments: No data and analysls, of csar rationale supports Me conlenfon fhal
stewardship easaments “sheuld not be aliowed o substibube or doubla as consarvalion
vasements by regulatory agenies during the agency permitting process.” The relavam question
i3 whathar or il & given stewdrdship sasement & consistent with the mitigation requirements
for Impacts 4o wetlands andior wildife, ag delermined by sgency prolocols, 11 is the purview of
the reguiatory agenchas to delermine, on 8 apacific case-by-case basss, whether the sipulations
contaimed within a stewardship essement are compalible with project-specilic migation
requiremenis,

3 55A Credit Agresments refensnce spacifically the poicies within the GMP 1hal remiove
lend uzes per the RLSA program, Thess sgreemants ara the mechamniam for removed of kand
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uses. As such, e Consenency belisves these agreerents shoul incisde the Department of
Community Affais (DOA), as the State’s land plaring cwargghl sgeicy, &b 4 sigwsiliny. Ale,
lhe loss of requiing e national, stata or local emironmental organization sigaatory shoud bo
nepyesad,

ECPO Comments: The Ccler FLS program is specifically designed for implementation at the
kel iervesd, srad be wr knowdedge, Uhe fonmestion e offidal ling of $5A, Credl Agreemets has
successfully basn achieved without issus. The Departmant of Commumily Altaing i3 an advisory
pgency, not & mguisiory agancy, and ss such, snould not be required as & signatary, 98A
mﬂﬁﬂﬂmhmﬁﬁ‘uﬂﬂhﬂdwwﬁmuuhhmn’fﬂdﬂwﬁmm.me
Depatmam &f Envdronmental Profection, the Depardmen! of Agricutue and Conmumer
Sarvias, the Sauth Florida Watar Mansgement D, or 8 sabewlie land it

1 NG deveiopmen] Souy of Qil Wil Rosd.

ECPO Commenis: The RLSA slewardship sveriays (F2A, HSA, WRA, Restation Zona, and
Open) do not pre-delarmina serding end Reaivng ama designations, bul do imuencs the
potertial locatior of 5548 and SRAs. In 202, the sum nisl of F3A. H3A, and WRA ands
wincded with 81 percent of panther telematry points collected betwean 1981 ard 2080, A
recart (13 analysis shows Ihal hese same overliys row contain 94 parcer of al telemetry
pOINSS FECO'ORd befwedn 1961 aNg JULY. INESe OMa SLODes Nat e owstdys vary eifadively
prodact tha habiist aress willbed by tha Flankta panhesr.

The FWC asl cott path aralyses sugges! tal the RLSA program may requie rafinaments in
whigeind aRae 8 aceormerodate paniwer rovements bebween krgo habitnt blosks. Theoo
aoteniial landscepa conneclions are curfenty being reviewed as part of the RLEA fvoyear

Tha referances te the Eastem Colier Stady and ihe Kautz paper should be comsidersd in light of
santher cosservalion planning &l a regional seale and also site-specific analves st the local
icala. Both Ircomperate mplidt and explcl; assumptions regerding panthar habitat
JHIlEEION, coaridor wighhs, Impesinents i [panmar Tvamant e1c. [ElmEyY or may M1 Da A3,
Nelther piper provides definitive dida and snalyses o substentale a change t ha cumamt
wvarieys, Beyend oot pobailially suggssted by the FWE lonst ccetpath analyzes.

The exmment to preciude devalopmant south of O Wl Riosd is ne: supported by ary daky omd
analysis. While kirge areas of panthar habitst do sxist south of O Wal Read, thes ans alas
arge areas of sgricultural lands that lack esidence of panther tflization. Thass kamd was
aathems ar reflectad by tha current stewardship overioys,

5 M parthar crsdibe B sandng tundty hat adl be surroumded or significantly diminshed
in value by Jevehpment.

ECPO Comments: The supggesion e precude assignment af an “octipiad panther habilat™
score (per he Skwardship Gredit Vorkshast NIRI sconing) b salid where SSA lands are artinely
sumosnded by development Prechuding the assignmant of panther nabits! scores B mot
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applicable where conneclions Ip offsite panther habilat ane maintained, because these areas.
Fdy provide habiat support functions.

6. Review essemant language and wha holds the easamants - possiby PWC should hold,
bu: no stewsrdship aasements o be hald by privets entities.

T. Signatory b easaments should nclude the Floride Fish and Wildife Conservation
Commilssion.

ECPOD Commente: The Coller RLS prograni ta specifically designad for inplementation gt the:
Ioal leved, and b0 our knowdedgs, the formatios and officlal fifng of 58A Credit Agreemenis has
mmaﬁ.-ymmwwwm The Depariment of Community AlTeirs is an acvisany
Bgancy, not & rejutatory agency, and as such, should nol be required ot a signatory. 5BA,
Credit Agresmenis run with the land and the essaments ara in faver of Collier Counly, the
Depariment of Envionmertal Protection., the Departmest of Agricufure and Consumer
Services, the Sovih Flonida Water Managemerd District, or a statewide land trusl.

Policy 1.8

Public input:

1. indices ars waighted heavier towants amvironmanmtaly sensitive lands whan in achslity
these are the areas (east lkely I ever Do used for cevellpmen bRSed ON VANOUS apency
regulations. The SSA credl system does not consider the junsdictional aspects of SPWMD or
gﬂﬁfﬁm‘m-mml potential. Of-sefling indices should have been comskierad

ECPO Comments: The dectabn 10 assign 2 high priorily lo environmenial probection was In
diract reaponas ko the mandates of the Final Qoder and the ieaull of @ hreryes collatroaative
affort among ferd cwners, citiben stakehokiers, ataff, amironmanial organizations and the
fovew committes that conducted the Study and created the RLSA framework.

Reguiatory programs have limitsBona in encouaging integrated regicnal érmirenmental planning
and protection. In the incentive-based RL3A program, the weighling Rward environmantally
sersitive lands encOUraQes |large<scale protection of nalural systema The CREW lands, lor
exampio, have been tangated for prodection since the mik-1910s. i was only after the RLSA was
aziabiished thal e CREW lands ware effectively protocted via multiple 5545,

The recan state acquisition of Babcock Ranch, among ofhers, illustrates two majer points, First,
eswironmantal assols oo heve economic and pdidie baneilt walua, and thardnee daaarua to B
highly weighled. Second, funding for acquisiion of sensitive lands Is limbed, and acqusition
camnol protec mora than a fraction of langs that should be protecied. The cost of acquiring
Bascock Ranch was equivalent io a full ysar's budgst of Fiorida Forever,

These observations are also valid for Conservation Collier. In Decembaer, 2007, Consanation
Coligr purchases 367.7 acren wilhin the RLEA boundery, adjacent to Corlmcrew Sancuary.
Tha tolal purchass price wag $E.3 milion with & £300,000 contribution rom CREW Trusd, If this
refetive cost of acquisition was epplied to the 24,124 acres ol land protecied 1o date as SSA% at
nrcost to the putiic, it would have cost the teopayers of Colliler County more an 3325,000,000
{0 purchase these lands, This wceeds the tolal purchasing capacity of Consarvation Callier.

230|Page



Atbachment A

2 The Conservancy strangly supports the hebilal stewandship crediling aystsm ba nvised
4 whe ourrer] best avadable science with regard to the: preservation of Florida panther hahitat.
The panthar habilal assessment methodology that the habitet stewardship crediting valismtion
Byslem i predicated on has bees substantially revised since by the U.S. Fish and Wildis
Sarvice for application by the agency basad on mone recant scent®ic lilerature on the value of
certain land cover types as Florida panther habliat. The Consarvancy balisves Bal in updating
and revising the habitat stewandship crediting element of the RLSA program basstl on ha bast
avallable Flofda panther science will provide imgortant incantives for presarving critical Florida
panher habital sreas and mone adcurlely gulde veoeiving arsas io aneas thet ame less
impactive to the subaistance and recovery of the Flarida panites species.

ECPO Comments: The most currend and sccepted methodobgy should be used b evalupie
the siewardship credit system. Hebliet preservation and provision of buffersd comdors in
Regional Plan and an all inclusive panther presesvation sirategy could sisp address fhis
COACAIN,

3, Revisit sending and recsiving designations - edemsetry & GPS, FWC's Least Cost
Analysis, Easlern Collar Study {Smith, Ress & Main), FWC's SR 20 Dispute Resolution Letter,
and Kaute, et & (all have bean submitted 1o tha county for date and analysish

4, Comer~r of Oil Well Road and 28 - particularly the northwest comar - changs o sanding 1o
prodect mmpartant panther travel corfidors - panther 134 found dead 0478/081.

ECPO Commenta: The RLSA stewandzhip overfayg (FS4, HSA, WRA, Restoration Zone, and
Open) do noi pre-detammine sending and recsiving area designations, bud do influence the
podential location of 55As and 5RAs. In 2002, tha sum totel of F34A, HEA, and WERA lands
Coinckiad with 91 percent of panther telemetry poinds collected betwesn 1981 and 2000. A
recent GIS analysis shows thal these same overlays now contain 94 percent of il telemetry
poirts recorded between 1881 and 2007. These data suggesd Ihal the overlanys very affectivaly
pradect the habitat aress utilizad by the Florida panther.

Thie PWC leas! cost path aralyses sugges! that the RLSA program may requirs refinements in
selecied aress to sccommodale panther movements bebsean large habitat blocks. These
potental landecaga connections ane curanly being reviewed as pan of the RLSA fve-year
TEvIEW.

The feferencas to he Eastern Colller Study and the Kautz paper should be considerad In light of
parither cofsarvation plEnning a1 8 reglonal $6aly, and also she-specific analyies at the local
scale. Bolh papers incorporate implict and explicl] assumplions regarding panther habitat
utikzation, comidor wiiths, impediments to panther movement, ste fhal may of iy ol be wlid,
MeZher paper provides definitve date and analyses to substartiate & changa o the cumam
overlays, beyond thase polentislly suggested by the FPWC least cost path analyses.

5 Revist wildiife values on farm fields - caracara, sand hill crana, burowing owt, gophar
lonioisg.
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ECPO Comments: The wilkdlife value of agricuttiural land s highly dependent upon crepping
systemns, Hlape, waler mansgement, fallow periods, swrounding land uses, and many ofhar
variables. The dynamic nedure of agricultume preciudes @ general statement about habilat value
within these sreas. For example, B slight change in vegetation sirichune (8.9, mMabufing row
crops, unmowed pasiunes) or witar management can easlly rander agricutural falds unigabio
bor a8 of the species mentioned sbowve. For these reasons, agricultural areas were Aol
nacasearly sasignad wildile values,

However, the podential habitat value of RLSA agrcufural fields is already recogmized in two
important ways. One, agricuttural flakds that occumed within a landstape mabix of sabural
wigelation communities were incorporated into H5A overleys. Of the 40,000 acres of HESA
oversy, approdmately 13,000 acris sme existing or former agricutural fislds. Many of these
areas have already been designaled a5 3SAs. Secondly. over 3,000 acres of thesa farm flakis
and pastures have been desigraied for habital rastocstion, sesdng all of the species mentioned,

I summary, due o the dynamic nature of agncuthme snd landscape contaxt, tha most
Bpproprale means for fecognizing wildiife value of fanm felds is through Incenilves for
restoration within exdafing F34 and HSA averdays.

6. F doa't befave 1hat ihe NRY, a8 ongnally developed, can be taken as gespel—it needs o
e tasied and re-evabuatad as part of this process, Policy 1.9 sktes thal the score will be based
o, .."the Natural Resource Index vaiies in alfect al the lime of desgristion,” implying @ need o
update it regularly. The NRI was developsd five years ago by Wikkon Milar, But since ihkat tme
mew data hawe Dot available that could well lsad to differant answers. Nowhere Is tha NR|
actually axplained—il is presented a3 o black box with fixed waightings. At beast it should be
handied in detail in another companion documend of 25 an sppendix, There is no explanatory
document posted on the RLSA websile. Thera 8 also the nead to M-examing the data upon
which thé NRI scores ame based—ifor sxample, there are new paniher daks and fmew prmary
and secondery panther maps, Thane is also now scrub @y management guidanca from FWS,
Additionally, it might be a good ides to exide a panther map overday with your maps that
appsar &1 the end of the Phasa § repornt.

ECPO Comments: The Natural Resourca Index (NRI} factors wane developed a3 part of a
pubfic process from 20002002, with repeated ingut from Collier County siaff and the general
public, The mignt of fhe NR| scoring was essentally to disciminate between areas of high
enviranmental value and iow envimnmental valoe, The NRI $cores also provide a rational basis
for dedenmining how mary acras of SSA lands ane requined bo entitle & SRA. The NR| mode] was
calibrated with input from Collier County staff and the genersl public, and Be NRI maps clokely
cormedirted with knds that were desmed a5 envionmentally sensitive.

While Isted species occurrance dita, paniher telemelry, land coves, and other date may change
aver time, the basis for the NRJ scoring remains sound, The NRI sooring system and the
stewandship overlays ane conalsbent with the new data for paniiver talenetry and ganther habital
selection. The primary and secondary panther maps are not primary data; they are dervativa
rmap producs thal are speciically designed to assist the USFWS with the panther regulatory
program In sauth Florids. Thay are not designed to dbcriminale between lands that panthers

occupy or avold
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Similarly, the scrub jay managemem guidetines may be usefid if scrub araas can be resiared,
Bul there are fow (if any) viable scrub jay areas within the RLSA (known acrub jay areas da
occur within he Immokalee Urban Boundary).

T. Why are credis swarded In the AGSC, when there are already reatrictions b
developrignt?

ECPO Commonts: The underlying phileseghy of the RLS progmam is that environmantaily
Bensifive areds are valuabie, and this walue $hould be reflected in meentives for protection. The
state of Ficrida recently paid $350 milion for Baboock Ranch, which one could also srgua was
also under significam devalopment restrictions. Wilhin iha RLSA, this prodecion comes al no
o5 bo Coler County, and the property remaine on the local tax nolls.

Restrictions on development wihin the ACSC do not eliminate all development. As one
example, the Fiorids pamher ullizges many areas within the ACSC, Highly dispersed, low
density development that ks allawable under axlsting ACSC reguisions cn adversely affect
parther movement within the ACSC. By providing Incantives for prolecling targe Blacks of
intercarnached panther habiat, and by efmnating developmant rights In thosa aress, the ACSC
remaing viable 85 an gea for panther uiflization and movemen,

B, Incorporate wording in each policy group that reflects best svaliable sclence will be Lised
in conducting and analyzing the pogram (e.g., Group 1 Policy 1.22) The 55A5 and 5RAs
should ba raassessed in Gght of curan] gzientfic Fervdli s,

ECPQ Commenis: There ks often disagreement about whal consiivies “best mvelable
science” for any given environmental |ssue, even among exparts. A mofe workable approsch
may be to document the scentific refarences that wars used for pollcy developmant it & data
and analysis repon (ol accomparies each review of the RLEA program.

Paolboy .11

Public Input:

1. What |s fate of remaining uses nn designated sanding lands and suggession of Pamorving
Ihese remaning wees to meet matigation obligations?

2 Remove all layers &t ons time - concesm ithed several layers are contrary bo conservation
andfor agriculture presarvation gosabs.

3. Carlly what 8 incluted n Ag 2 and Ag 1 - concems abouw! eguaculture.

ECPO Comments: Wheon lands am designated as a 554, the land owner voluntarily
relinquishes apecified land wee rights, and retaing ciher specified property rights. Depending
upon which land use rights are ratained, If may be appropriste o relinduish these *remaining
uses” to meet mitigation obligations. For axample, a tand cwned whio retained Ag-1 fand use
rights o & farm field could relinquish their agricultural tand use rights and rasiore tha fanm Geld
a8 & native wetland lo address mitigation obligations. The specific characterstica of tha SSA will
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determing i removing addilonal tand uses can patertiafy satisfy specific maigakon
requirements, and |5 vitimalely undar the pundew af regulatory agenciss.

The ahifty to ramove indhidual tand use fights in layars molivabes prepory cwners 1o put larger
areas Imp 58As because they can manage operations and unique rescurces thal may b g
smallst portion of the whals. Changing the policy to forca removal of all iayers al one time wil
ikely have a nagative offect on protection goals by creating uncertainty among the landowners
and slowing the procass of crealing SSAS,

The uses Included in Ag 2 and Ag 1 are aet forth oo the Landg Use Mairix, Altachment B, of the
GOPs. The uses are the landowners' existing righte as parmitted under the Rural Agricultural
Zoming Daslnct

ECPO supporis the land usa matnx a8 i currently axets.

Policy 1.18

Pubilic lnput:

1. IrkiiGes are woighled héavier towsards environmentally senslive lands whan in actusilty
ihose afe the areas least Bkely o ever b ysed for development based on various agency
regulations. The 53A credit systern does not considar the jurisdiconad aspests of SPWMD or
the ADDE fo assess developmenial podential. Off-seting Indicee shauld have been considered
far this.

ECPO Comments: The desision to assign a high pricrify to environmental pratection was In
dirgct résporse 1o the mandates of the Firal Order and e resull of 8 three-yeer collaborative
efort among land owners, cillzen glakeholders, stafl, emodnmental organizations and the
raviaw commitbes that conduciad the Study and crested ihe RLSA Iramvewark.

Feguiatory programs have limilations in ancouraging inbegrated regional envirenmental planning
and protection. In the incentve-based RL3A program, the weighing loward environmentally
sensiiive lands sncourages lange-3cale prodsction of nelunal Eystems. Tha CREW iands, bor
ecamiple, hava boen iargeded for profection since the mid-1970s. H was cnly after the RL5A was
asiabiishad that the CREW lands were affectively protecied v mulfiple SSAs.

Tha recent state acquisition of Baboock Ranch, among ofhers, lilustrates ko major polnts. Fired,
envircnmental assats do have economic and public benefit value, and themefore dasarve 1o be
highly weighted, Secend, funding for aogquisition of sensitwe lends is limibed, and scquisition
cannot prabect more than a fraction of tands 1Kl should be protected, The vost of acquiring
Babcock Ranch was equivalent to & full year's budget of Florida Farever.

These observations are also valid for Conservation Colller, In December, 2007, Consarvalion
Collier purchaged 367.7 acres within the RLSA boundary, edjacent o Corscrew Sanctuary,
The total purchasa price was 35.3 million wilh a $300,000 conlnbtion from CREW Trusd, If this
relative cost of scquisition was applied to B 24,724 acres of land protected fo dats as SSA's ol
no cost to the public, it would have cost the taxpayers of Coller County more than $325.000,000
o purchase these Bind$, This excteds the total purchasing capacity of Conservation Calller.
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Pollcy 121
Public Input:
1. The incertive program fo jump stan the RLSA pmgram was o gensroud and anly
morgased the magniude of development and the spead [n which it will occur in the rursd sress.

Bocause of Ihis, & nesd b ook & longer mnge studies in leu of the typical 3-years esaociated
wilh consumency lssues should be considened,

ECPD Comment: The Early Erfry Bonus Credit was specifically designed to jump atart tha
pratechion of naural resources, ndl the speed of development. Policy 1.21 states that

‘The earfy deslgnation of $5A2 and resulling profection of Fowways, hablals, and waler
WMMMMWMMMMW:WMMMWM'
wié of CrooEs”

During the review process of the RLSA, the Department of Community Affains supocrted the
EEB program a8 8 way to jump eisrl the program through designalion of SSAs in sdwance of
rarat cemand for Credits. This objective has bean realized, as approximately 55,000 acres of
S8As am approved or pending companed to approxdmatety 8,000 seres of appoved and
pending SRAs. Al R ullization, 27,000 Eady Entry Bonus (EBB) Credils are aliowed, which
franalabes indo 3,375 acres of Receiving Areas. To date, aportodmaiely 7.719 EEB Crdits have
been aporoved and approxdmately 9,105 EEE Credits have been applied for in pending SSA
appiications. By any measure, the EEB program has beer & mwoccass, and has nof resutted in
an increase in either the magnituds or speed of developmart in the rural areas.

Palicy 122
Publle npul:

1. The Consarvancy bolioves the five year reviow for the Solilor RLEA ahould be ensh vy
years, nol just af the Ot five yearanniversary

2. Feview should recceur at leag! every Mve yedrs. Establish Interdm process for
modificaions i rew, sound and defansibla Information becomes avalable.

3 Monitoring: The program should include pressentation of a writlen annual repor i the:
Board ol Courtty Commissionars ai 8 BOCC mesting, with adequate pubiic notice of e jlem
aned moficd 0 interested parties. Al @ minimum the report should Inclsde the number of acras in
S3As and SRAs, proposed 354 and SRAs, awvaillsble credits thal could entite development,
infrastruciura {roads, ullilies) construciad and proposed, & status assessrnent of Bsted species.
and thel habiiat, and acres and acdivities invalved in restoration.

ECPO Comments: Policy 1.22 requires & comprahensive review of the ALSA upon the five-
year anniversary of the adaption of the Stewardship Districtin the LDC, The inilial B-yaar review
pariod was pul in place because RLS was adopled as an innovative, bresk-through program
that incorporated many interests. Bpacific oriterla are to be addressed, and this task |s currently
baing conduciad by ihe Review Committee, The County surently has procadures for review
and apprassal of tha antire (GMF (he EAR process) and the RLS program should nol be subject
o 8 mare rigorous schedule than siready in place. Conglderaiion should algo be gven 1o the
staffing of County persannal in perform evaluation of specific GMP policies 23 coposed 10

19
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aview of ths entire GMP_ If it Is detarminad that review ks on 8 S-year cycle, il will be imporiant
1o restrict this review 0 [0¢a| apendes that are responsible for implemantation and oversight of
*roviding for & requinement to provide annusl reports 18 onerous and urmecessary, Singg
approval of the RLS pregram, one new iown hes been approved and b under construction, Al
gotumentaion mefative fo this appoved SRA and gll approved SSA's ls public recard and
mvailable Foy review by any interosted pasty, County siaff aresdy has numerous menltorning and
wporiing requirements for vawious local and siate inliatves and dvectives, Brd the coss
associated with such a requirement (atali ime, legal advertiserment, efc.) would be an
Jnnacassary burdan cnCounty axpayens.

SCPOD supporis 5-7 vear raviews,

Lomments recaived that are nol cleardy ddsociated with existing poiicles so therefors
watlld require draftingnaw Group 1 policies,

1. Cuoiier County snould re-eveluate how olher Growtn Management Plan {GMP} policies
Wy B dppopriie far applicability to the RLEA. Far mummpie, tho Conoorvation and Conainl
Vanageman Element (CCME) now has addiional provision for stormwater treatmend that
raquira 150% freatment Cartain GUP policies may be appropriate for apploation io he RLEA
and should ba considesed for Inciuslon in the RLSA At a minimum, asempling the RLSA from
sther provisons: within the GMP shculd be re-evalusiad:

eGP0 Commanis: The adoptad GMP gosls and polices and assaciated LDC provisions for the
RLSA are exensive ard clearly detallad. and were a result of spprrdmalely tvee years o
meadings and pubSe inpud, Keeping these provisians together in ene place in boh tha FLUE
and LIDC provide for a comprehansve, single ssurce guide We ane not aware of iny data thar
aupparts the need i requira othar provisiona of tha Growth Managemani Plan be noarporaied
nio the provisions of the RLSA. Existing parmitting procadures address specilic and detailes
requirements.  Adding permitling riated reguiations to the Growth Management Plen is not
necesshry and could 2iso b & disintentive o potential partkipants,

2 Bocuse thene ara only a few lange lndowners in eastem Collier Courty, they ane
genaraily using their cvwn agricutural land to cfssl develcpment on olfwer land Thal ey owr
iL8., using Lwir own credita). Ther Is essemtally ne markst for the cradits sccrued by gavara
smal lendovnars, (Gresle & Counly Cradi Bani)

ECPO Comments: Furthar discussion with Mrs. Hushan ralated this iein o he estabkshmer
of & Crodit Bank to track the avallabiity of Credite. A “Slewsmiship Cradit Trusl s currently
provided forin Policy 1.20

Polley 2.1

Fublic Input:

I Policy 2.1 states thal, "Anahsls has shown that [Stewardship Recelving Aress] SRAS ull
aliow the projectad popslation frosm the RLSA in the Hortzon yaar of 2025 to be sctommodalec
on approwimately 10% of the acrespe otherwise requined if such compact ural developmen:
warh Nof dowdd due the Rexbifity attorded e such deveiopment.” How this policy will be met

1
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needs to be assessed during the five-year redew. Based o1 the figures fom Palicy 1.3, there:
are 182,334 acres of privately-owned land. Thess lands, prior ip the RLSA. were aliowed &
dansily f ond wil per fhve aerss. Thus, 38487 units would have been allowed. Assiming
Gevelopmend woukl have occumed in the woesst-Cass scenario of the allowed ona unit par fiva
seee, ol 182,334 acres could have bosn impacted by doveloprmont (though thie is highty
urilicely, &8 panmits could not kely be oblaired Tor developenant within the sloughs and other
wiremely sansitive areas). Thus, 1o comply with the poiley goal of the fulure pepuistion being
contained on 10% of this land, davelopment should ba containad o 18,233 acras of tha RLRA.
Tris would be & rafio of developmant o nondevelopmant of 8: 1. Currartly, the SRA b 534
railo for Ave Mara, ihe ofly approved RLSA 1own 10 dalle, & approcdmately 3: 1. Collier County
MiSE B55688 NOW Ta LTTMANE 3 | raho, OF SevMOpMEnt on TU% O the: krd, wil De achievebie in
the future, if all naw SRAs coma in at Stewandship Sending Areas (SSAS) o SRA ralios of lets
than & |, The Consarvancy beleves the menner in which his policy wil be mel should be
fudter Cloried.

ECPO Comment: ECPO agmes with the April 1, 2008 minutes of the Review Committes-
where Alan Reynolds clarified the relevance and purpose of ha 10% figure,

Policy 2.2
Public Input:
1. Moara lands east of 28 Into sending or protectiva siatus — thia ls ACSE tand.

ECPD Comment The RLSA Rewvew Commiltes i3 alrsady conskderng new agicutural
paicies that will incentiviza the pratection of agricuttural land uses. Tivs Agiculiure Presersation
pregram, i adopsd;, will resull in the designetion of many '‘Open’ agriculiural lands as 533As.
The proposed program pronddes extra incentives for proteciion of agricultural lands within the
ACSC. The proposed program may werk in concert with other regional conservalion programs
o provide vast aras of agricullurel and native landscapes.

z M%mnm PrEservauon In Neceinving S18as ~ INCANTVEI? VWAl i M AT IOWrSWIages
Bre k

ECPO Commont: The agriculiure incentives within fhe Group 2 policies proposed Ly the
Committea provide graater opporundly for Erdownsrs 1o continue agricullure operations while

removing land rights on lands designated aa “Opean” This incantive s drectly related 1o the
deslie [ sphuhoe provoivsioe  Provilivd lsimbownes mainiain the sbllily 1o oeals new

towns and villages, with the addition of the new agriculture ncentive full implamentation of the
RLSA should redult in three fand calegonies = padurel resource 55As, agricullure 58As and
lowns and villages,

3. Il the Committes genuinaly wishes 1o adapl policies bo encourage the presenvation of
meaningful Agriadtural Lands for the future, thase palicies and incentives must reward the
presanation of lnds with gubstantive Apiculture] vaiue. Tha preasnmton of higher quailty
lands with the porential to produce ciirué, row crops, or other high value harticultural erepa in the
Futane obviously should camy a higher incentive in development credits than minimally veuable
Grezing lands oF saature  Agrcuibural usluis sone should be the criteria. The looation of many

i2
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H these kamds in Colier Coundy I3 wal established. n responie lo Mr. Junes' proposal, | do not
sefleve thal gy credits ehould be granted for the preservation of Agricultual lands in fe Armsa
af Critical Siate Concem. Thasa lands are [m environmentaly sansiive weas and am under
iRle Geveiopmen] pressure. Most sheuld never be imeraivaly used and hod lmitsd Agicullural
Al fior thefuture,

In my opinicn, a separate catagory LTy ardghip Se ainds (ASEA) should
20 ceated. This could Hamtfy 1mnﬂmmmmmﬂwﬁqpmmmﬂmmﬂmw
SEA'S which in practice are strictly eswionmensl. Griterta for credits snd goaly shoulkd be
mpargle. This nesd ol be oxcoisively complen, but should give tha most reward to
mmmummmmmmmmmmmm:ﬂum
70l natural sesourca valee or consenvalion. This should be vedy acoeptasle and desrable to
andowners & this rewaids tham the most for keeping the lands currandly generating he mos!
IR,

Agricultura i curranily very wel defsad and highly reguisied by & rryriad of stalé and federal
agencies. Any RLBA Agriculhural pelicies should not be crippied by addiional emviranmental
etrichions. Ir any RLSA Ag. progrem there should be no adiitional restrictions of any kind o
any egitimale agricuitursl uses. Landswnars ahoad ha ahla t capitniiea sn hhea techmdsgy
ntenplly of we should not be restricied or frozen al currend avels, mmmmmm
within lewsa Including bast managemant practices Regulation and restricion should be left to
he law makers and requistory agencies, not the emdronmenial advocacy interest. The
omniities has serious work to do in the detais of 8 vieble Ag preservalion Incaniive policy. |
mopa that o8 coemithes vuembers will nead, in detil the 2007 RLEA Progrum Anrusal Raport bo
ha laglalature fram DCA. This review oUifines heir concems with the Colller Coury RLSA
program and policles. and defines isauas and shoricomings that the committes surely must
address. To davelop an Ag policy thet will be acceplable to DCA will mo doubd be challenging
simply because it will generale an addittonal imventory of developmant credits. It is mos! Tkedy
hﬂDGAﬁnllhﬁmm&kiﬂm-wmﬁwﬂﬁmmﬂulhﬁrmmmhdmms
mchude the folbowing:

» The maximum number of sewardship aedis in tha RLSA is not known and hereforg
the maximum developme it footprint cannol be detarmined.

* The Coliar RLSA Plan has mol astablished how many new towna mnd vllisgas nan ha
created.

Spatlal arrangement and exdent of varlous iand uses has nat been sddressed,
Fﬁgmﬂnﬂ!m of both Envirorenentsl and Agricultural lande could maka bofh urEustainabs,
The distribution patiem of Development a5 woll as necessary buffers, jreenbslls, or other
provisions toprosares nual charsGhaT iave rmol ke Sdeguodtly e saamd, pudlhing il al kb,
The cammities will ulimately have 1o address hese issues, and most will have to be sdiressed
&n route to eny functiansl and DCA-aceaptable Agriculiural incenlive palicy. Al of this must be
nWﬂﬂthdhahﬂum.lnﬂmmﬁﬂ-dMMﬂm and Ikl i e underhving land

e m af 1 dwelling r._ ].l__n. p acws of land This danalty, although fow, [ he
rod |an & high naturs mumuaulmimabmmmm
mumsnm mdms»luwmsm“d in @ highly rewarded envirnmental comaxt. A
separate and well defined Ag policy, with similar incentives, i needed, Tobe acceptable, | am
afraid this wil require thal the arntire RLSA, at bulld out, be considarad and bether defined.
ta the commiies willing awd preparsdia deo thie?

hokhmarﬂlndmuuhg@mup",&ﬂndﬁm howsver, in my apinion, the presant
Coller RLSA shortcomings and criicdlema must be afdressed before addional or
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hew Agriculiure policy {or Tor that matler, any other new policy ) can be created. | therefore.
proposs 1o the Commibies that & strschured reniew and digcussion of DCA stated concems be
undertaken at this ima. This ahould be done bafora any complex ndw palicy is considened, ar
any new spacillc paiicy language |s adoptad.

4, Yl there be & continustion of boss of egricultural acreage in the RLSA in the fulwe?
Agriculiural Profuctive arass naad 16 be pedesved.

% Establish new category of agriculture peaserves, howener, assune (ha! e procsss does
it s2t up & competition bebseen conservation and agriculture preservation that would result in

failure to protect nabumal resources, [We note that while conservation benefts. have certalngy
aceruad from the acres cumenlly designated as Ag 1 and Ag 2, wery Bow (=650 mcres) have
aciually baen categanized as Conservation.]

ECPO Comment: The Rewview Committes has proposed naw policies o provics Incamives for
landowners to preserve agricutiure land within the Open designation.

4
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August 26, 2008

Mr. Thormas Greenwood

Pvincipal Flanner

Compreheraie Flanring Department
2800 Morthy Hersashos Drive

Naples, FL 34105

Re:  Cofar CountyRLSA Phase Il
Dear bir, Gregawood;

Cur firm, togethes with WitsonMiller, Inc., represents Alico, ne., Pacifc Tomatn Growers,
Barron Collier Compeny, Consolidated Clirus, Pdddy Parm, Hall Cirdde L Ranch, Ranch One
Coop., English Properises, and Colber Enlespises, who coBeciively corprise the “*Eastarn
Cofigr Propesty Owmers™ or ECPO in fhe ongeing moview of the Coligr Counly Rural Lands
Slewardshlp Area ("FLIAT), In thal capacily, we have been leflowing the efforis of (e Rural
Lend Stewardship Redew Commites in s reviaw of the Goal, Objectives and Policieg. of tha
RLSA. Ouw taem & compdced of tand use and eswironmental conaulanis, engineers,

eponomisis, ecologst, wikdlife experts, transporiation plennars and oiber orofessionals, many
of whom wers insfrumanial in the fomaltion o the RLSA program, and havwe conssderable

axpetienoe i lhe implmeantation of RLSA since #5 adoplion,

The Easlam Coltar Property Owneme own spproximately 180,000 of fe 195,000 acres In
the RLSA, and therefore heve B veeiad Intarest in enauring that any proposed changas mesulting
from ihe engoing revisw of the peogram by the Commities retsin #is Incemwe besad, voluntary
oriantstion to achieve the goal and cbjectives of the RLSA  Pursuant to the esiahilshed
procadurgs for the S-resr reviaw of fhe RLSA program, we offer fhe folowing comments and
recommendations for consdaration by ihe Cormities duning the Phase 2 process cumantly
ey

In 1his lather we wil offer aur coenments and recommendstions relsted t Polizy Graup 3. n
subsequent [etters wewili address Policy Groups 4 and 5.
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Policy 3.2
Publlc input:

1. Prolaclicn of Bigd dpetd dnd Widlife babdM Foam inlénde Brd usos 5 one of the
requirermenls in tfie Growth Mana gement staldes, The HSAs ware delinealod bo probect
l=tad apecies 6l Melr habBal. During the firsl 5 years af tha RLBA plogram thems hae
baen saveral inatances: of lisied specas In Open aress. The HSAs alone do nol provide
sdequals protsction to disted spesis.  Additionally the 2002 dafinition of pardher hahitat i
very limited compared 1o the habéad valualion matmx ublized by USFWS now.

ECPQ Commemnts: The HSAa, F34As, and WRAS collectivaly comprisa ovee 80,000 acres and
pravide large, imerconnecked bocks of high-quatity habitat for Bsted apades and other wid itfe.
These ovesiay areas coniein the vast majonty of the native vegsistion communtties that oocur
within privastely hekt RLEA lands, and also include over 13,000 aeres of agsicutiural lands, The
nafive: vegetalion thal doas ooour within the Open averfay is highly Fretmanied, olles impaciod
by sistounding kand wass, and generaly Of much Jower habliat quailly Mat nelive vegetation
communities witth the F5As, HSAs, and WHRAS.

Sipff does not provide oy dals amd analysis o sppost the stabmond thet HS5As (and
presumably F3As and WRAs) “do not praside adequabe prodection 8o lished speries:” Collier
Cosity and DCA did conclude thet listed species profection was adequats whern: thea plan was
approved in 2002,

We dispute that the 2002 dafiniiion of pariher habilal i “very imited™ compared 1o 1he cursant
USFWS habitat valuation mairbe in fect, the lateat published panther resasnch {Lamd, Shircds,
ot 6l., 2008) and a current USFWS raview of muitiple pubBishad studias indicates that the 2002
definiiion of parrther habilet desely spproxdmales the curent understanding of panther habiist
uiiization. in fact, fhe RLSA Habital, Fiow way, and Waber Refenlion Stewardship Argas as
desinrad In 202 Incorporated rinely-one percent of the panlber isdemalry.  Currently, fhe
panthar tellematry within 1hese =same aness hee Increased 1o ninety-four percent.  This
conchiise that tha habits! is protacted.

Palicy 3.6 and 1.7
Public Input:

1. The Consarvancy strongly supporis mguiaton of land uses in the Habitat Stewardship
Araas (HSA) and Flowsay Siewardship Angas (F 5A), regardiess of whether the lendowsnar
participatos in the RLSA program, This should inchade restictions of some permitied and
condilioned ees armd shoull include oF Lland s, rogerdiess of their paticipation in the RLSA,
For egimpde, on Bands nol volurlarly paricipaling i e RLSA, Policy 51 romovis use
iayers 1-4 within FSAs. However, Colller County ehould assese whether all agricidlural
aclivities are appropriate fior F3As, and potentslly remeve the more aciive agricultural
wses a5 Imcompstibls with protection of the qually, quantity and malrenance of the
maturer water regime in he FEAs, Within Policy §.1, for HS#4s, the only outrighl prohibition
i for asphallic 2and concrote batch making planis. The Comsenancy beligves thia ahould
e reassessed, with he opporturity la espand he prohibiled uses wilhin HBAs and FSA3,
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Ao, Policy 3.7 spadifically shoukd te reasssssad as lo the all>wances within H3As. Tha
Cuindavanny Lelior thal gull wanses., @al vl sigautany Jaws, oo ras gaEsds wils
& HSAs,

BCPOD Commentw: | ard mwnar panticipation In fw RS oagraem & waltindrny and barsd mn
maAke: conditions; it ks nol a regulatory tachnique. ather an incentiva basad program. Stripping
additionad usos off lands nol partcipaling in fhe RLS program would reduca he markel value of
ihat kand and asen: the Cowily bo & Berl Harls clain action or violstin of 1he Righd o Famm Ac.
F34s and H3As were puipasaly defingd broadly enaugh i alow @ jusHied mix of habita
required for apecies and adequale land L3es. Adiillonal ag lams, atthough they did ned mest
the spacific criteria for habitat, wers Includad in H5%8 In order 10 provide habliat conmacthvity.

Policy 3.9
Pubilic Input:

1. Peview of the 5535 currently designated irdicate $at ot of the approximatsly 23,000

a€es Het amp in 5SA casosents, onfly EB0 acros have een Bben dowe o ther
wimsarwision fand wee.  Tiee Cormprwmcy ballewess Uesl Colllr Courmy shiouk! b mons

activa In securing lands thet will ba malmisined for consarveticn purpoces. Whia grazing
may sometimes be compalible with conservaion uses, more aclive agricultura acivitles
wady rol, SEpecially ¥ b acvinehmsnkal valuo oF fho Find seould bonofd from medtealing
aclviies. Collier Counly aboifd revisil the 334 Group 3 policies to requirs mor SSAs ba
iekan down o coneervation through incendivaa or regulafions. A befiar uncerstanding cf
the wees removed within 55A5 could be vetted if 554 desination wes requied bo go
hrough ha EAL, U and Board 2 County COmmssioners lor appnovak,

ECPO Comments: The Consavency's sistemant does rot acknowledge Ihat of the 54,123
sorea within approved JDAa, 19034 acres (F9L) sre designated sa Ag-2 fards. Of the 18,004
aces under Ag-2 land uses, 16,334 acres exisl under nalive vegelaton, and an addifional 1,784
acrea sre comprited of pazlures. These Ag-2 Wi uses ralain anly fraging rghis and ather low-
inteneily agriciftural wses that ae enfirels compatibla with listed spacies csnservation. Lave:
within approved 3848 “maintained for conservatln purpcses® are therefore more accurately
quaniiied as he sum of Ag-2 and Consarvalioy land vses (19584 acres), or 82% of &l
aFpproved S54 Gnds.

The degignalion of an S3A is & wluntary procass, Iough shich & property Twhey renguishe:
privabe proparly rights, reduces the resicual lend use veha of ther propesy, and Eovides a
publie benafil by penmecnantly protecting natured racourcee and egriculure, without reguiring
publicly funded compensafion. T1e rules and requinemants for esteblishing an SS8A, ane deal,
straightfornard, ard am nol subjed o the impcsilion of conditions and stipulafions. RLSA
incenliées ara designed o minini 2o obsladios Lo poperly ownors in implomeing 1he program
Muslipls public hearngs are costly and lime comsuming. Membes of fhe pubiic, inchiding
Bdvieory board members, are rol preciudetd from comenentisg on an S24 al he BCC easing.

2. Fuuvide hnasmghas T viganks fendng for sy eenaiibig b P3As axd HS A

3. Continuing agricullural uss in the S8As shoud be wih Best Management Pracice (BME)
sarviards, M A EEimEm.
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ECPQ Conmninls. The FLOA epiwlvial dem wink ot osd fu wouebes, wiiicing
standand agricilimal operdfions (hal ae coered ay exisling stale agricuturd rgulations.
AddiBional resbietions couwld pobeniially render 1ese 2pRculbisl operalioss unmoilable, counbar
to the geals o the RLSA. The pescripion o' BMVEP3 coul also create disincentives for land
owners 1o Include egricuitural areas within 95As, thereby fegmenting Bndscape mosalcs that
Wikl oleraiEs ba pulecied as lamge, IFparmcornaceed ikacks of igd.

Policy 310
Public laput:

I. The vses relained on Bnds, such as &g 2. are nit prasarvaton lands vet they are
preffared 4 cuwb in ubsaqued dowalopnant amslysie. Thi hen suppors smumenis 1o
cofpialey remova wellandz within e aleas whare davelopment was o Lake piace whan
in raslity thve retios of nalral sed asde praservation dands were much amalier in
compansan b 176 welands baing destroved |t tha AgZ lands were excuded. ¥/hile sme
A2 lands are In more nabual siales, the fact they are not iy consernation lancs s
rrithondang,

ECPO Comments: The majority of 554 lands deslgiated 3 Ag-2 comist of netive vegatation
cawruries and unimprovad patbures and rngalands that conain both watland end upland
|2ed cover. Ored an SSA aigeminl i daced on such peoperty, the residental, cath mining,
reyroofion, ond hbentive ogicutuic land use Ahes ama Famved nd P furthes [donsTlioalion of
thaee netural areas B alowed. A3 a reaull, there |a Wtie differenca bebween "prassrvation of
cansarvation kEnds®, and Stewardship Sending Area ands st the Ag 2 tevel, oher than thafacs
that the land owner is obiigalec 1o confinue 10 manape fo and i sccoedanos with the
Skewardkhip Easement Agrearmert, rafher than the public meuning this oblgation and cog for
publla psconrvalian fond. Onee oritioal land usc thal b retonod by the Ag-D doaignction la the
right to craeze cattle, which B an Important land managemeat toal. In maturel forast communities
within The RLSA, grezing of ¢atth enhances jorost imcikn by suppressing sxofic vegetation
anrd cordroling cvemgrowdh in e urderstoy. Uievaley, Bwis Ag-2 fands do provide
consarvelion banaflts similar to Bese provided by putlic lands within and adjscant to the RLSA,

Wih re:pect ' welland impactk in 5RAs, e RLSA i3 a planning tood that works n a
cornolinendary fastion i walland and wikiife regllaltey Dograrms. nod as a reolacement. Anv
proposed welland impacls and niligallan reduiremenls ae assessed and spprowad by the

FepHattly agenciee foe each BRA Independenly of RLSA procsss, wsing slandand
nmbnnddughes suds sy tlee Unifuin Weliand Milgstion Assessimeed Method (UNAM). Fhe
RLEA prgram addresses the ibaub on amajorsystam basls, which reguiatory progrems donet,
Ard prritants wmsl arvanagas of raginnal fnw ways and langar high-muslity watlnd systamas that
grafly exceed the wolland mitigafion ralics bpicaly requined by SPFAMD and the US Army
Corps of Engirears. This i$ one fedson sy the Coller Courdy RLSA, i$ held i high regan) by
e SrFAiL, HOFa FISH 870 WIS LINZEnaticn LommSamn, and mie O8%S Fish ad Wikl
Service.

Policy 311
Public lepui:

1. Mawy acrae wilvin $5A% are Ay Isnde 1ial have Been ukad in the poet Tor & varicly of
actviliea that have the patentis! to cauze soé and water contamination. These uses
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includde catll o dipping. pedrieum spillage from wells and even soid wasts dispossé from
hunting o remate camps. Since the SSAY are given chedil for heir eevirgsimerdal valios &
requirement for 8 cleen environmentad sudit prior o the 38A's credi ksuanca om el
property walhin the S8A should be mandatory.

ECFD Comments: Calle grazing (and s retaded usos), & 2 parmilled use rougheut the
RLSA, and may ba aliswed bo continwe when propery 5 wolintarily placed witkhin an SSA by ils
ownare depending upom the fand use layers ramoved. Land within an S3A tha! has beean
ciearad or shered fer agricullural suppert activiles will be scomed ocosmngly. 83A |andg
normnally remain @0 private ownersh@e and the property owner retains: the obligation for fend
managenent, including compiance with mgulatory requirementts assoriatod with agricultural
prachices. Envionmentad Audits are fypicaBy required only in conjunction with 3 charge i
owmership. Requiring am andronmeaniad audit o be perfonmed on thowsands of acres of B
would be an extraondingry sxpensa and s therefore 8 disincentive for property ownere o
conskier placing their property within an S54.

Cailfe dipplng vabs were consiructed throughout the Siale of Florida as a reanili of local, slale,
and fedarad programs conducled frain 1906 through 1961, for the prevenilion, suppression,
comrel, or eredicetion of the disesse commenly known e fick faver by eradicating) the catfie
fpvief lick, Mot wals wate consiructed with. pub®ic funds and operated under local, siade, Bnd
Federal Gavemm enl supenision and conlrgl, and panicipation ir the esadicaiion program was
mandatad by etabs law and nol valmiary. Chaplor 376 306(2), Florka Shatubos: aiabee’

Any private cemer of propevly in thes state upon which cattle-dipping vets are
beated shall mob be lishle 1o 1he siate under sry siale taw, or 1oany ofher person
seeling be anforse ababe lew, for amy cosle, damages, or panslliss associaled
will the dischasge, evaluation, comaminatiom_ assassmant, or ramediation of any
stbstances or derivatvwes (hareof that were ussd in the val for the eradicatiom of
the catile feves lick. This provision shall be broadly consined to the benelit of
aaid privabe ownese.

Any potertial oil spills are clealy strtinized by the Flonda Department of Netural Resources
(ONR), and should thers be an occocumence, immediate aclion is required. DNR maintalns
recosrds of all pefrafeuny apills and e adion ken b address said spills.  When wells are
ahandoned, oll companiag Snd property awman gra recuivad i plig the wallz asd elesn up he
gite undar 1 he diraction af DNR.

Hunknig carngs are handiod via writlers leasas with the property owner. The stpulations of these
legal kagns inclede thy reguiremend For any lesson o pmpety <ispose of 2ll solid wasta and
#50 include annual inspection by ihe propery ownes b insure e Toms of e Iest are being
mel. Frivabe prop arly owners take graai cara in Be protection of Bheir lard whe n alkwing olhers
lo-use thalr progarty for hunting of camping purpoess.

& The Conssrvancy believes thad refention of AG1 or AG2 usss on Bnds whare cradils are
generated for restoration adlivilies creates (e potental for incompelib@ty,. Ewen fower-
impact agricullusd uses, such as wiimpirved pasture, may peosont conflicts 1o replanting
and nanagemant for lands based on the regloralion plan. The Consanvancy sugpests that
6n ianda where stawerdehip csedis ame ganerated for restoratinn pant and acliip
rasioration aciiviles, ail tand usa layers: showld ba rermaved down o the conservation uss.
In additien, apprapriate fancingi showd be required to provide s sufffclant Baparetion
belween agricultural uses ard resioralion sreas
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ELT D Comments The proceas for reaksemlion awdita requires he remeval of 254 usse, =0
here i no polential For mcompalibiBly between rosforsion and AGY uses wunder the FLSA
programe  Caftle grazing is a proven tand manspsment ioal. Whan prepesly managed, il
grRzing Imits nindar hnish fren wenening an sxtanabea ira kiazand, keape sunting Bem meds
raphd preliferation, and requires more confnuous oversigh: of the land. Removing aF agricuturat
usas frowm the land would be & disincendve to restoration becawse there s & cost asspzated
Wil land managament. There must be a mechanism awaifable v ensure that restoration and
oongervalion nanain viglre oplicns in g markal, :

3. The Coneanvancy balleves Policy 3.11 shoutl be resxeminec ag b tha abilRy for additanal
Skewandship Credis o be ad for dedicgion of land for resiomtion.  The

Conservancy belleves cracit should be given only on lands dedivated for resioration,
whare resicraion has boan implornentod,

ECPO Comments: In the RLSA restoralion i s bwo atep process. Flret land ke dedicsted for
restoration, and then the restorslon s completed. The FLS program sssigns cradits for each
sop, By aslging wavdiz fa iy fisl shge, dedcathn, des pogram b ookl mud oty
tands foi a fuilre resloration aclivity. Whert viewed in & regional conlest s dedicalion process
I& usafull o olher entitias, such B1 Conservation Cofller, when priaritizing which lands to probes
ardd racisra. To oliminote tha doclooion stop from Ihe crcdl oycdnm would o o dioinoantive to
property owners © dodicale any restoration land until the resboration is to be complatad, theraby
depfiving (hose dier anllios of knowing whal tha bug reglond resioraion alan is,

4. Incantives for resbaing famm fialds inracalving aress.

ECPD Compgwits: This coenment is apparently refigrring 13 the pomnlial By resloring fanm helds
within the “Open” overlay desiqhation. Tre RLSA mograr was designed o achiewe a balanca
between agricultiral suslainabilly, arvirenmentsl probecion, and esenamic develapment. As
noted inthe prevous responss, ample oppartunities for fam fiald mstoraticn already axist within
ine FoAand HEA oviriays, While restoranon withn the FSA and HSA overdays can oocur within
a landseape matic of naive vegelation cofrmunlies, resibeslion wlhin the Qpen evarlay lacks
8 landacape-acaly eobibed, ard should no: be & prosily.

5. Beter hande on pobsntial credits and rastoration credits that can ba ganersted - o many
credils?

ECPO Commania: Both Colier County sialf and ECPO &e préparing mor accurale esliralion
of total poteniial stawendehip credt ganeration, nduding resboration credits

6. Why have credits bean established o ba awanded just for praparing e restaraon péan hat
does ol howe o beimplermentad?

ECPO Comimainis: (See respongs 40 3 abowe),
7. Restoration credits: credit ehould be genersied only for aciusl reslomtion wek, this oo
be 8 two sep scde fmoling the atert of restorstion and mesdlng speciied succass
oriaria.

ELFOQ Commanis: 1he meposo of proviing nesorlion desindbton onedits 15 heo<toid, Une,
he restration designafisn credis can grovide & Source of cgitel necessary bb injliate B
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restomtion work, inclding the costs of permitting, detsilad restoration planning, etc. Secondly,
there are situalions where a land owner moy bo amenable o alowing & bl (such as
Conzarvalion Caliar) state or laderal agency b padarm restoration ok an iheir bad, The
restoretion designation creditz pravide an incentive for land owners o cooperate wilh agencies
whens they otherwise may have decined to participate, and the agencies can Implemant the
resiomtion program.

B. Aty lavel of restoradion of mainlanancy mogivie the Sane armcupd of credils, The credit
valye Bihaud Do iedd 1o fhee Funicionat N and U should be levels of credit hal could be
BEM

1he managemeW plan should inciuda more than the 1 sxpbc plants hstad by Gounty Lode
(FLEPPC Catagery 1), Varicus viher exotics have besn observer,

The LDC ehould define more specific requiremants on what mamagement plans enlsil
Resteration should be to 3 native habitat.

ECPO Commenta: ZCPO agmes 'hal & tieped aystem of restoretion credils, tied jo fhe
regtorEtion functionsd IR, the difficuty of restoration, and the cost of restoration would be
bereicial An approaich will be providied bo the RLSA Review Committes in the near futza.

Menagemend plans are cumenlly incomporated ints Stewardshin Credil and Easesrenl
Agresmanta, 6o anfoiceablity le sireedy presont In the syatam. We agree that it i approprate
b indude tha 12 Catagory 1 exotic plant species identified by FLEPPG in futurs meragement
plang, The SSA resaraiion managenent plans submitied o dafe have induded sufficient
specicty o ensune the achievement of seinration goale, bul we #fll work wilh ha RLSA,
Review Commities and staff §f a etendardized checidist will provide clanty for ail parties while
presarving flexiblity ir raptoration impementation.

Wi daagres thal reslorstion shouk be limiled 1o nalive habilals, Emphasis on pasiurg-
dependent spacies highlights the need for inclusion of pashires as poential reatoraliny hiabial,
Caracaras, for instanca, prafar propeedy maneged pastures aver any oiher habitat, including
native dry praide. Festicting restoafion to native habitets could potetially compramise
recovery efforts for these speass.

Policy 3.12
Public Inpust:

1. The Corsensarcy believes thal wider butfers amund HSAs, FEAs and Waler Refention

Areas (WRAS) should be rpquired and should bo oxamined dufng fw five-year

BASASETEANL
2. More upland bufers for Cemp Kaals Strand & OK Siough
ECPC Comments: Tho need for mome upland buffers adiscant to existing F&A and HSA areas
has not besn desmonsirated of supporied by any dala and amalysis, Aside frorn hal fact,

Rashralion Zone overdaye were dlresdy designaled ¥ 2002 along key porare of belk roglonal
Mow ways, and compidsse over 2,000 acies of polential bullers. These 500-Taed wide Reshorslion
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Zones create incenives for reatorellon of bufiers, and can work In conjuncion with SRA buffers
a5 well,

Pallicy 313
Public Input:

1. Curromly, WRAs are alowed ho be wsed as aeither 85As or a5 part of the walsr
fratibgomant sysiesn fur & SRA, The Conssrancy believes the approprizieness of
uliizing WRAS ag part of slommwaler management should be reevalusiod, aspecially for
thoee WRAS that ara part of higtork weftand llowways and woull Bansf rom resioration.
Howevar, If carlein WRAs s desmad accepiable for slonmwater resimen! and are
incorporated as part of the development’s stommwaler Ireatment syatem bor a develapment
progeed, iheir acreage shoudd be included within the max@mum acreage of the SRA. The
Consarvancy would ke o see this changed in Pdlicy 3,13 and olhor applicable policks,

ECGPO Commants: The commeni refers 1D 'Walter Retention Areas or WRAs, which ame ane of
three types of SSA claszilication. Two Policies are relevant 1o the cormmant:

Pokey 3.13

Weter Relention Areas (WRAs) &3 ganevally deplcfad on the Quersy Map have baen
pormited for Ows porpese and wW comimme do Awnclion for sumiace weder refesdion,
vetanation, dealmend andtr qaneywice, It saosedanse with the Sl Fiorde Waler
Managermant Distric! (3FWAND} pannlls appicahle T each WRA. WIRAS cav alto bp
parmitted to provade stch fichions for rew nses of fand affowed within Ure Ovenay.
WHAs may br eoporsled Mo & SRA masler plan o provide water maragevment
fncfions for proparias nthin sch SRA, bul are nof mquined {o be desimaled as 8 SRA
1 such fstances. WIRA bowrdarss sns indersiood o he approxiiate and are subjecd lo
rafinemean in socordance with SFIAIAD pevimiing.

Pediey .14
Ouwing permilling o cerve red weas, addilions aid mocicalions fo WRAs may be
required or dealed, Mchuding bid not Weed b2 changas 0 CONY clavalions, orschangg
rates, sionm waler pre-irsatment preding, excavalon or M Such sddifone st
modifications shal be alowed suliect lo review and aporoval by the SFIWNMD M
ATCORIANCe Wilh bost managenenl practices. Such addiives and modfications fo WRAs
ahatl be deskmed fo engung thal thare & no il 1gs of habdat Tuicion withi the WRAS
wnloas thorn bs oavponaciing midigation o roatarodion i othor avaaa of the Ovartey thel
Wil provide compevatie hebiiat functlon. Compaensating millgation ar restoralion for an
froact o @ WRA configuous ko ihe Camp Neals Strand or Okalpacoochea Skough shal
be provided within or combipuous ip that Strand or Slough.

Tha BFWMD will encourage of requing that sloem water confinlie b be @roded info thess
resenvoirs, even after converling adjolning land wuges fram farm 1o deselopment, This is
enticipated by RLS Pollcy 3.13 and 3. 14. There wik ba many casas where on-going agrcubural
oparstions continue ta use the WRA simuliensously with the devedoped fand. [n thesa cases,
there is no purposa sarved by trying to distingulsh how much of the WRA da Barving the tarmn,
and how much is sarving (he d&valopment, as the overal acreage of the WIRA wil not chenge.

Cortimisng Lo usa 1hess aysbernes lor waley felention & efficeat and beneficid o ihe
ewdonmant, and resufts in land wee patterme thal are more compacl and sl obadivn.
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Eirminaing waler Maws would rogativily impact hdrokegy amd hydioperiod and would cause
defrimantal charges 1o the habital valves of thess reservoirs  These ressrvoits are ypically
larga fovar 100 acres), and oftan are kcated batween the devaopabls land and ullimale outfale

to floweway sysbams

In inslences where a WRA i permitied to fundlion solely for SRA water quality reabment and
dabanbon, ik may Ba sppresriate bo maude the acraago in the SRA 3coags cacudalion,

In closing, we appredalz the pheervations In aa effod to maks the RLS procram &
sifeciive as possibla, and while these comnents ane ot imeeded to be exhausiive, we: hope
they wil assit fhe Commilles 25 the condinue their work during stege two of the updata, We

bk Toireand L s scaniiiamd griogriass
Waang T ily yiing, "
1

Jahn M, Passitemo
_Fer

S 34-83250 Dox 30 ~ Greermanod L ECFO meponies b Goup 3 mmmeni
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APPENDIX L

CHEFFY PASSIDOMO
WiLson & JOHNSON

Armoarmys AT Law, wap

“mwﬁ,“‘ﬁﬁ:’m' A B PETTI AMTRALE SOUTH, SUITE 27
O CEHTFED IS s s LITKLANIOR A HHAey WAPLES, FLOSIDA 24108 - 4D W M B
JOHN M PASARYORM0 TELEPHIINE. {279 2916300 TERTEn mmu“ o
204 ézxmm vg:; EATTE STTORKE ¢ AR3: (ST TSV I . mnm
mj . ml;!wnlmu , R " BN CPYWAG ey tesbion oot CLAY C. BROOKER
TN R RSO ) . .wma:.n T3 nm:g
JOHM 1L KEHOE * ’ " BTG CEFTFCD Ao EINTS T HnE's
DL CETTINED CAAL TRREL ASTCOME Y HICHAR W PETTTY
UEAES L AGQETIKD CHASSTOPHER J. THORNTOM
RS (i MPEELL NI R ALTTIE AT TERYEY RIEMMGL 5 GROGS
JEFF L réOnai T JOHN G, g
DAMD A, AlLbAN AR O, Ll
KEVIN &, DENTI M. FRANCERCA PBBER
ERIANY § MoK gy

SO D CEITIRGS ReLd TRUCTD & DETYTRR. Ko Py
GEDRSE L. 'WARMADDE

ORACY TRAL: (230) 367528
CHRATT Fao - (234) 2810884

Saptember 19, Z008

bir. Thomeas Gresmenod

Principad Manmper

Compmahensive Flanning Deparment
2800 Morth Horseshos Drive

Naples, FE. 34105

Rec  Goller County RLSA Phase I
Dear My, Gresmynod:

Our (e, together wilh WiksonMilley, bnc., represents Alica, Inc, Padfic Tamato Growers,
Barron Colber Gomgpany, Consoldated Clirus, Pricdy Farm, Half Clrole £ Ranch, Rarnid Oue
Coop., English Propertias, and Cofier Enterprises, who collectivaly compriss the “Eastesn
Collier Property Cawiers” or ECPO in the ongoing review of the Colliess Couny Rural Lands
Stewardship Area ("RL3A".

in that capacity, we have obeerved that a leck of cestairty that slewardship eredits can
bo utilized bo entite 8 SRA and that the SRA can ihereafter recelve a¥ necessary pemmite
mpured fo commencs construcion can wndenmine the incentive: for propesty camars o el
ardd $ell shownrcship crodis which, ¥ lurn, @m waaken the system for prodecting nadurel
resolircas and agricullune in he RLSA.

We therainre respectiully propose ihe attached palicy o make stewardshi easements
created upon approval of 8 53A conditional for & parlod of 5 years or It one of the Tolswing
avants ocours at which tims the eassment becomeas permanent:

. credils foen the S8A am wlilized o enlile & SRA and the SRA receives sl
Necetsary pemmils o Commence comsirashiogg

. the S5A owner iewvocably sells the credis o anather parson; o
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M. Thomas Gregmwood
Saplamber 19, 2008
Page 2

the S84 caner recaives olhet compsasalion in gxchiange fof crealion of e SSA
pasemant

IF sz of b Forppeing seends ooour during dhe 8 year condilional period, the owner of
ihe 354 tands may herealter revoke he pasemenl.

Upon revacation of ihe sagement,

* Ihe S5 lands revest ho basa zoning,

. the credite gemeraled by fhe S8R tease lo euist,

* the rights end chligaliene craated by The easemant besoine aull and veid, and

. i creeglils from 2 S5A arme used lo obtain one or more SRA approvals, the Sfa,
approvals algo termingde,

During the 5 year condltionat perlad, the owner of the 284 lamds shall abide by all
conditions and restriclions contaned in ihe stewardship easement regerding maintaining
prapesty cordifons ard performing managsment obligaiions.

We appreciete the opportunily to present dhis proposal o you and bok fotward b
discussing any questions you of the Commiftes may hawa concerming i

Very tndy yours,

B4 1330 MA2 - G L 2 DCPDR iseponsas & Grown J commens
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554 REVIERTER POLICY PROFOSAL

Prnosed Favisine (o Lisl sennss of Palicy 16

Once land {s deslgnmicd 3p 2 $SA, ao Iereses (b denshy of addflionnl usn uxmacifnd In e 3re*armu1up
Sending Avea Credit Agreemen shall be allownd on such property unles: fhe ermninzied d
elsewhere barem.

Heqwlibstandiog any provision hexeln to ke coedrary, upon dnlisl approvsl of & Srewardship Seiding Arca
{'SSA"}, tie Siowardshap Ensamient shall be established For 2 {emo of Gve years (*Canditioned Period’™) and
shell be deemed o Comdilional Stewnndship Easement. AN conditbons and resimetions of the Siewnddhip
Bossment selated W maintaiving B saifimg propety condiliom, mxluding all mamagensant oblgalions of the
owmer of the 554 lands, shall e i Goll foree thenughani the Conditional Peried. Tf ot amy time during ihe
Contditionnl Penodd 2ny of the Kllowing evenis oecur, then 1he Condiclongl Sewardship Ensemens ahall
bisiiis & Pervibénl Piewnilthip Basermenl ®hich dhall bs fial, papiluil asd soh-revddabls in & cordance
with Hoe benms et fosth therein:

i Slowardship Credils frorn the 35A have boen assigned o entitle en approved Stewerdship Receaving
Aren ("SRA™), mnd the SRA has received all necessary Frad and non- eppealable development rders,
pernits, or oiher dissretonary appEOvRE Receasiry W comunenss sonsmcsion. If Sicwardship Credia
fioin b S5A have béim askignsd 8o mome han ane SRA, then e resaipt of 3l necessary final ond
mcm<appealsble developenent rders,, penmits, or ather disoretianary ap provals necessary to coanmence
enngtruction of sy SRA, shall sudomiatically emse the Conditlonsd Stewnadehlp Ersemeat ta besomt k
Fermment Stewmrdship Easermini;

r The owper of the 35A lends has frrevocably sold or tnansfered any Seewnndshlp Credis S0 another
Packd OF Gy, by & Sltardihep Creda Tresl a8 Sitrbed in Policy 1.20, imd recaived the
consideration due from sach sile or tansfer, bat not including s sales or fansfer of the Steaypdchip
C rzdths anclllary 3o the sike or cransffer of e wederlying fee dile 1 ihie rd; o

1 T gomer o the S5A lands hix received ather campenzation 52 dezeribad & Palizy 1.8 in exehanpe
fior the creaticg of e Sewandshlp Exsenen AESSment.

In the eveni thal noue of the foregeing evenis he otrumed during the Conditional Period, then the owner of
the SBA laacle iy withiin 100 dya alter thie Iist dny of the Condhlonal Pariod rososd 4 Mot of Tertalnidion.
In addiliom, if o challngs and‘or appsal of a necessary devalopmend arder, permst oo other discretionery
opproval ix filed, the cawer of the 554 kands may dect 0 extend the Conditinal Perjod ungil the challsnge or
appenl ls Minadly resol vod. 16 the clallenge or appes) (B D01 vesolved] Such tha i consIraclion iy Commenis
uzcder beemie anceptshBs to the swner of the SEA lande, the owner af the SSA linds nay within 130 daye of the
final deposition of the ehellenpe or appeal recond & Wotios of Tenmdmion. Upots the vecomding of such Motice
of Tarminstxm, e Stewurcship Basement Agresmsnl awd comresponding Stewaniship Sending Ares Credit
Agreement shall expore md term inote, the SSemurdship Credils genersed by the 894 shed] ceese o axis, e
Hlva and abligitions ast Ratli ms&wum Essesne! thall o g caiblstuls an aiviammbrince an ke
property, emd the 384 Memamndum shall be revised 2c cardingly. The owner of the SSA lands shall provide o
copy of e Novles: of Tetmuraioom 10 Hss Doaty,

In the pwent i the Slewardship Crediis from a0 S5 bave baen uced o obisin ane or wons SRA 4ppcovak,
et oo OF the Foespoaty cviots bag occurmed duringg the Conditionel Peviod, thon the Notice of Temminstian
shalll ols pravide for tenminmions of 20y 3R As that hawe been asstgoed credils from dhe 384, unless the SRtA
owner kg obtsised snificict Ssewnrdahip Crediss droon siher somvce and such Stewardship Crectils bave
been appleed to thre SRA. [n the wvanl thel o Molice of Termingiicn doas terminale an STEA, the owner of the
SRA fonds shall joan #n the Natios of Terminstion.
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In i eveal That & Comditional 3icwardship Easeinil ig 1emminated, all beoafils, mghts, privileges, msiriclions
il obliptioers astotisled wils the S5A shall be riall and void, and the bind shall revert to its underlying
zaming <o fiestion, frec pd dlear of sy cncumbmnce from dhe Conditlonal Shewarcship Tnacancsd pod 554
Credic Agreement. If requesied by 1the owier of e SSA, sy, Calllar County and the afhar zraess. unider the
Sewardship Easement Agreensnt shall provide 2 weitien release 2 semimison of m=ment and oredit
sgreement foc reconding i e public recomds wehin I3 days of requesr from the owner of the $SA bands.
Cadlier Coverty sball updass the overiay mag 80 reflet the Teninsion of any SSA or SRA.

Thig policy stali be impdemsenizd in the LDT within 82 mofilba sficr adogdion hemod.

Fowpilics & PBCPOAB s e Coller b3 [11Z0Beveri oo ded
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APPENDIX M

Enmnni.aua;::lm 21 FETH BV E SOUTH, SLATE 269 o
A R S TIED B RS LTI TN NTRCIRHE P WP B, FLOADR. 20102 Mmmwﬁwmm
R u. Pk BOOMO TELEPHORE: (206 2545005 LE5A I, GARNETT
m?mmurmm ax O] m1-ETaR DICARD TATRGRD G, GRIATE fTi(aaty'
EBARD OSTTEAED RELLS FRUTTE & DSOS AITORMEY EvR:C s mﬂ m
F ng. " S WRLIAM J. DENFEEY
JOBN D, e ROV ESTE R T
BRARD OEHTEAED CrAL TRIAL- ATTORMIG AT W PET I
LOANE 5 BABETSD CHRIGTORHERL. THORKTAN
HORAN T CEFTT™E: APUELLATE B8 ACTIGE ATTOVH £F HICHAS] B GROES
BT M NQWATT 0NN C.AOUEH
A A ZULEAN SRR B LOWE
EERN AL DB . FRARCESS PABEEN
JEFFREY & HOFFMAN RS
FOMRO GETIIED WLLS, TN & ESTTED SOy EEFTHAE L WARATIOE
DIRECT AL 25 430-1538
DIRECT FAX: €38} 241-00.54
Septamber 23, 2008
Mr. Thorrsas Gragrmwood
Principal Pianner
Comprehenaive Flanning Dapartment
2800 North Horseshoe Drive
Naples, FE. 34106

Re! Propbasd RLSA Graup 4 Policy Revieions Regarding Tranapartatinn lasuaz
Dear dr. Gresnwood;

During oue presentation on behalf of the Eastem Collier Property Owners this marfing,
lhe RLSA Review Commiliee requesiad that we provide Ehem wilh & wrilien Synopsss of the
fobowing guiding principals which in our opinion ere required i make the transportation based
proposals submiiled o the Cormittes today begally defensible under Floricls law:

i Thera must be & Pasanahls enfnection & “mugh propartionalily” detween the
recuired dedications and the anicipated neads of ‘e cammunily arising out of

the proposad dewstopment;
2 The dedications sought io be required must be selated to the impact of the

project, (=sed 1o miligate those impacd s, and applied o ol bypes of developments
{ard ol jirad Biose contained wilkin (e Rurall Lasds Stewardihip Anea);

3. Any progorliongte shase confrbutions must be credited againel Impact lee
cbligations and ensura that fhe [andownes Iz not responsihle for alevialing

backiogs; and

4, A Tingncially feasible aralysis st be based on (w phnning fimefreames
contsired in the oounty's Capial Imprewemesl Eleraent,
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Mr. Thonmas Graenvsood
September 22, 2008
Page 2

We look forwand (o paricpating in ongoing Commiltes deliberations and in finding
comman grennd o ackiewe lhe oveitiding objeclives ranspertation staff spoke with (he
Commilkee sboul last wbek in a way which I3 legally defensise under Florkda faw.

Wapy truly yours, ?

G 2eeh AN

John M. Passidomo

JMPXpp

XM 13350 188 - Greivweays Lis 4
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APPENDIX N

ST, 50

T0: Tem Greanwood
FROM: WiltsonMiler
DATE: Seplsmbsr 16, 2004

SUBJECT: Coller Coundy RL3A Group 4 Policlen

On behalf of {he Eastern Colller Coumty Praparty Owners and pureus=nt to the satablighed
procedurss of ifhe 5-year review of the RLSA program, we recommsnd (he foflowing
rgwlelons to the Grouwp 4 p-nlictes for eoneldarstion by the Review Committes.

Policy 42

Al privataly ownad lands wHhin the RLSA wivish meat fha antena st farth hevain are
| eligibde for desination 35 3 SRA, except land delineated a5 @ FSA, HSA. WRA-or Iznd
ihat has been desinated 2% a Stewardshlp Sending Area. Land prepocied far SRA
deslg ralion shall meet ihe sulabBlly ailera and odher standarss described in Group 4
Palicies. Due 1o Me bng-term vislon of the RLSA Overtay, extending {0 & horzon year of
2025, and In accordance wikh the guidelines estabdshed In Chapter 163.3177( 11} F.8.,
the speciic keation, &12e and comipasiion af each SRA cannot and need not be
predetermimed Im the GMP. In he RLSA Ovangy, lands. that are efqgible 1o be destgnated
as SRAS generally hawe simllar physical atribuies 3s they conslst predeminatety of
agricutture lands. which have been cleared or otherwise aibered for Enis purpose. Lands
shown on the Owerlay Map 35 eliqible for SR.A designation Include approaimat sly 76-508
Iz.nﬂnam nmlstde of the ACSC am! mem mrnm me

SRAsm be mmpact mtxem—uae and selr surmentm mg m‘awtsmn of services, Taclifies
and irfrastructure, fraditional iscational standlards nammally appliad bo dsbarmine

dave] opment suHabillty sre not reﬂe'rant mapmlcamle b SRAS. Therefam me pzrmesa far
designaling a SAA folows the pancipls [ z

deserded procedures set forit Mln and the ﬁdn@ RLEA Zonimg D‘Eﬂﬂ @ilslﬂt.'-t.

Pollcy 4.3
Land becomes designated as a SRA upon petition by a propasty owner to Cailler County
seeiing such designation amd the adoptian af a resolution by the BCC granting the
deslgnation. The peiltton shall nciude 3 SRA master plan as sescribed In Poloy 4.5. The
basks Tor appioval shall be & finding af consistency with the policies of the Overiay,
incding required suitabiity crierta sed farth herein, compliance with ihe LDC
Stewardship District, and assurance that the applicant has acquired or will acquire
sufficlent Siewardship Credis to Enplernent the 8RA uses. Withirerevear fromthe
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Pollicy 4.7

These e Rua-liiree speudic anvn ol 38A penniied wilii Ere Overlay. Tikse die
Towns, Villages,Hamdeds: and Compact Reral Development (CRDL The Characieriitics
of Tawne, Vikages, Hambcbs, and CRD are cef fath In ".tbuhmcnl: C and are qcrmrzlw

descrBed In Pollelss 4.7.0, 4.72, 3nd 4.7 .7 and-4-7-4 Goli il oyt el A
sSpecihc regulaiions. guldelines and sEndards within e u:c Smwmmlp Dsmctln
guide the design ard develaprent of SRAs 1o Inzude mncvaiive Elanning ano
development slrate3les a6 5ef arth i Chapter 163.3177 {11k F.5. and 1J-5.036¢51%
The slze and base Jensity of each form shall be »onsistent uith the slandarts set fath In
Alfachmen! C. The maximum tase r=sideatial densiy a5 se: forth In Attachment & may
Oy 02 EXCeEOsT NNOUGH e TENSAY DIEMING PrOCESs 36 $21 107N M GRRSIY ana
iniensi®y blending pravisiin of e Immakalze Anea Mastes P an or through the aftordabie-
wariforse housing denaflr bonus &g referenced [ the Denslly Rabng Sysiem of the
Friure Lland Use Eemenl. The base resbi=niial denrsily Is caicuialed by dividing the tatal
nomhes of residrniRE nnbs n 3 SRA by e nueral ams erein The hass resERE
density does w04 restrict ret residentss| denstty of parcels wHyin a 3RA_ The leatian, stze
and degssfiy of each SRAW be detemined on 1 Indviiual basis during the 3RA
designalicn review amd axpeoval prosess.

Palicy §.7.1

“Towirua are the largesi and moat divese fomn of 3RA, with a hull ranqe of haueng types.
and mix of usak. TOWRE Fave wban 2yvel serlcss and Inasnuctiune tha: Buppart
devalopmant that ik compast, miked e, human ceale, snd povide: a balanea af jand
uzes baregisce guttmebile 'Irlpe and hereass [l‘l'Ebﬂ:ﬁy’. Tawms shal be rot less than
+538-1 500 scres of more thar 4.688-5 080 ace=s and ang tomprtsed of several vilages
andmar nelghborheods that have Individuzl cently andcharacier. Towns shal have a

mixed-use fown ceater ihat will seree as a ‘ocal point by conmunby Taciites and sappost
SETVICES. | OWRE 511 DB QESIgNeS 10 SRCCUTARE PEOSSHTEN ANa MCYCIE CIFCUBU0N 0y

inchiding an inberconnecied skizwalk and pathivay sysem sendng all residental
neighbcrhoada. Towns shall have atleast cne cimmanity pasit whh a3 minlmus akee of
20 square feel ped twellng urd In Me Towm. Toins shall 360 hase pals or public
OraEn oL within mﬂqhbumm. Toars shal incduda bnha mmmulﬂp{ =ne
neighbcrhoad scafed redall and affice uses, In a E%50 as provided e Polley 4.15. Towns
may also Incivde those cempatible corporate affze and BahtindusTial uses 35 those
permitted in the Buslness Park and Feseanch and Technodoqy Pak Subdisinds of Hie

FLUE. Towns shal be ihe prefsmed iocatien for the ful range of s:hools, andio the
ETIEN FREEIDE, ECTO0IE NG PEINS a0 DE }iCaRa I0UNNG 23Cn SMer © anow Tor me

sharing of recreational fadlies. Design cifferia oy Towns a8 6has-be Incluted i ihe
LBC Shewardship Ciadrict Toans shal nat ke locabed afhin the ARG

Polbey 472
Viages are pimarty residentizi communities with a diversity of housing fypes.and nix of
uses apprapriate o the scale and character of tha partcular village. Villsges 6738 be not



Iess than 107 acres or more than 4800 1 500 acres. Villages are comprised of
residential neightoshoods and shall Include a mibved-use village center 1o serve as the
facal pedn: for the community's sUppost services and facilittes. Willaqes shall be deslgned
to encourage pedestifan and bleycle circulagion by Including an nterconnecsed sldewalk
and patihway sysiem serving all residenilal neighborhoods. Villagas shall have parks of
public green spaces within nelghtceheods. Willages shall Include neighborhosd scaled
redal and office uses, In a rabie as pravided In Pollcy 4.15. Vilages are an appropriate
lecatlon for & full range of schoots. To the extent possible, schoals and paras shall be
ecated ad|acen? to each other te alfow ior the shaing of recseational facitles. esign
| criteria for villages are shatbe mcluded & the LDC Stewardship District.

PO[IW#? 3

al:trlmlhes wlthlm me RLS:A. anm CRFJ 1525 shall DE mnseassuclated wlm and i needed
to support research,_education. boultsm of recrea’ion. A CRD may nclude, but s not
m;umem m have ps:rranensi msldsnﬁal howslmq and MWEM
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Paollcy 4.9

A Sﬁ.g must contain sufficlend sultable land fo accommodate the panned development in
an envircnmentally acceptable manner. The primary means of diecting development
away from wetlands and critical habital |s ihe prahibifion af ccating SRAE In FSAS, and
H3ABE, ard-WRAG. To further direct development away ram wediands and citical habiiat,
regiential, commeial, manufacturing/Might Industrial, group houting. and franstemt
hausing, MstCutional, civic and communily sesvice 1ses within a SRA shall nof be sited an
lands that recelve & Natural Resource index value af gregter than1.2. |n agafion,
conditional use essential services and governmental essential senices, with the exception
of thase necessaryfo serve pemmitted uses and for pubilc safety, shall not be sited an
lands. that receiwe & Natural Resource Index value af greater than 1.2, Infrastructure
necessary to semve permtited usas shall be exempt inom this restriclion. provided that
deslgns seek o minimize the exbent of Impacts bo any such areas. The Index value of
gredier man 1.2 represenis INCEE S1eas iNAt MEVE 3 MgN Natira BSOUMTe value 36
measured pursuary: to Policy 1.8. Less than 2% of pofential SRA bBnd achieves an index
sCore of grealter ihan 1.2

Policy 4.10

within ihe RLSA Qverlay, apen space. which by definitton shall Include pubiic and private
conservation Bnds undendevelaped areas of designated SSAS, agricuthure, water
relention and manzgement areas and recrealion wses, will continge to be ihe dominant
land wee. Therefore, open space adequate o serve the forecasted population and uses
wihhin the SRA |5 povided. To ensure that 3RA residents have such areas proximate to
ihexr hames, open space shall alse camprise a minimum of thisty-1ve percent of ine gTOEs
acreage of an Individual SRA Town, ar Village o

Lands within a SRA greater than one acre with Index values of graater than 1.2 shall be
refained &6 open space, pxcepd for ine afowance of uses depcribed In Pollcy 4.0, As an
incentive {0 encourage open space, such uses Within 3 SRA. - :

ASEE excepding the required thiry-five pescent shall not be required b consume
Stewandship Credis.

=

Paollcy 4.15.1

SRAs are intendedio be mixed use and shall be alicwed the full BNge of uses permitied
by the Urban Deslignalian of the FLUE, as modified by Polcles 4.7, 4.7.1, 472, 4.7.3,
4.7 .4 and Attachment C. An approprate mix of retall, ofMce, reereational, chvic,
gavernmenial, and nsttutional usas will be avallabie to serve the dally needs and
community witde needs of resldents of the RLSA. Depending on: the size, scale, and
characier of & SRA, such uses may be provided etther within the specific SRA, within
olher SRAE In the RLSA ar within the Immokalee Urban Area. By example, each Village
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oF Town &hal provide Tar nedghberhood retalliofMce wees ip serve s population as wel as
appropriate civic and insifutional uses, however, e combined poputation of several
Villages ahd-Hamiets-may be requirsd to suppost communtty scaled retal or office 58S In
a rRarhy Town Slandards for the mnimum amoient of nnn-nesinsnflal sisss In pach
naﬂ&ugv are se! farth In Attachment C, and shall be alse Included In the 3tewardship LDC
Distr

Palley 4.1E6.
A 3RA shall have acequate Infrastniciine avallabie o 6eve the proposed deveiapment, ar
sich frastucture nusé be pravided cancumently wdih th2 demand. The level of
Inrastructure prowvided will depend on he form af SRA development, accepted civil
engineefing practices, and LDC reguirements. The capadly af infrastructurs necessary ta
serve the SRA at bu ld-out must be demoenstrated duringihe SRA deslgnaton process.
Intrastruciure ip be analyzed Includes Tanspartatton, potable waler, wastewater, ngatfon
water, stormwaler management, and solid waste. Transporiation Infrastruciure Is discussed
in Poilcy 4.14. Centraltzed of decentraized cnummnltv water arbcl washewaler mﬂntes ane

renuired in Towns. villaoes. shd-thase EEE -3 RE-FHEF : FEEF :
and may b2 requirec In CRDs mﬁt &TENIE h{mﬂl’m-[iml BGI'EE DI' |BSB '1 SEE dEP:Eﬂﬂtﬂg

upan the permitted Ls2E approved willin the CRD. Cenimiized ar deceniralzed cammunity
water and wastewater utiittes shail be consbucied, cwned, operated and maintained by a
private wliity service, the developer, a Community Develspment District, the Immokaiee
Witer Sawer Serviee Disirict, Coller Caunty, or oiher governmental entily. Innovalive
alemative water and wasiewater ireatnent systems such 35 decentralized community
treatment systems 523l nat be prohibiied by this policy povided that they neet af
applicabde requiadory criteda. Individua potabie waler supoly wels and seplic systems,
limited ta 3 maximum of 100 acres of =Ry Town, Vikage of CRD of 160 acres ane permitted
©n an inteqim basls vntl SErvicEs Tam 2 cenfiralizedidecentrallzed communty Sysiem are

avallable. Individuzl potable waber sugply wells and septc sysiems are-pammitisd in Hamigis
ahd-miay be permitied in CRDs of 100 aeres or less n slke.

Palicy 4.19
Elgmcredms shall b2 mequlred for each acre of land Inciuted In 3 SRA, where such Creds

mesamme vequum mlrty-%lve p@memas mu In ='nm=:y 4.10 nrmr.tanumam
designated Tar a publc kenefit uee cescribad IR Pallcy 4.19 go ool reguire use of Crediis. In
orler b promote compact, mieed wse devedopment and pravide the necessary suppedt
fadliities and services to residents of mral areas, the SRA designation entities a full range of
LEes, ACCESE0NY UESS and associabted uses that proside : mix of sepdices i and ane
suppartive fo the residenttal popufation of 3 SRA, as prosided far in Polcles £.7, 4.15 and
Atachment C. Such uses shall be Igertified, located and quamtiled In the SRA masler pian.

Pollcy 4.20
i do nod ire Credits space and Hhe acreage of 3 pubic benefit use

shall sed-countd bovard the maximum acreage Imits described in Policy 4.7. Far the
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puspose of inds policy, public benefi uses Mciude: public schools (prek-12) and public ar
private posi secomdary Instiutions, incuding ancllary uses, cCamMmMUNity parks exceeding
the minimum acreage requirements of Aftachmen? C, municipal golf caurses; reglonal
parks; and govemmental Taciites exchiding essentlal services as defined In the LDC. The
lecation of publc schodis shiall be coardinated with the Colller County Schaal Boarnd,
bkased on the Interiocal agreement -163.3177 F.5. and In a mannes consisbant with
235.193 F.3. Schoels and relgted ancikary uses shall e encouraged to ocate In ar
praximate to Tawns._and Vilages—and-Hamieds subject ta applcable zaning and pemmiting
requirements.

Pallcy 4.21

Lands wihin the ACSC inat meet all SRA crileria shall also be resiricted such ihat credls
used fo entitie a 3RA In the ACSC mus! be generated exclushvely fram S3As within the
ACSC. Furiher, the only farm of SRA allowed in the ACSC east of the Okalsacoochee
Stough shail be Hamiats-and CRDs of 104 acres or less and the cniy farm af SRA allowed
In the ACSC west of (he Okaloacoochee Skough shall be CRDs. and Villages snd-GR56-17
not more than 300 acres-and-Hamieds. Provided, hawever, thal CRDs qr fwe Vikages &+
G&Rbe-0T not more than 500 acres each. exciusbne af any lakes created priar o the
affactedalaoitils ameandmant.june 31, 2002 a5 a resu® of mining operations, shail be
allawed Im areas ihiat have a tromage on State Read 29 and that—as-of-the-affoatve-gateof
nese-amendmentsc had been predominantly cieared as a resutt of A Group 1or Earth
Mining ar Precessing Lees. This palicy Bs Imbended to assure that the RLZA Overay ks mat

used o Increase the development pofential within the ACSC bud Insbead |5 usad fo
pramata a more sampact farm of davalopmant & an altenative io he Szceine Standanis

already alicwed within ihe ACSC. Mo policy of the RLSA Overtay shall ake precedence
oves the Blg Cypress ACSC reguistions and all reguiations therein shall apply.
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Mr. Thomes: Grasrwood

Principad Pl amner

Carprebenshwa Plarming Depariment
2800 ¥orth Horseshos Dirive

Naplas, FL. 34105

Re:  Colier County RLSA Phase Il Folley Group 4
Daar Wy Gréditmood:

APPENDIX O

CARBGY DiAY: [2ogydd-taam
DIRECT PAX;  |236% 261-D384

Sepiembaer 22, 2008

Owr firm, iogether with WisonMiller, Inc., represents Alico, nc., Pacile Tomato Growers,
Bamon Collier Company, Consofdated Clirus, Puiddy Famm, Hail Circk L Ranch, Rangh Cne
Coop.. Engleh Froperias, ard Colior Enferpeises, wha collsclively comprise the "Essten
Coller Fro Ownens® or ECPO in dhe ongolng raview of lhe Colier County Rural Lands

Bbawandship Area (RLSAT),

Pursuant 1o the estebished proceditres for the Saypar neview of the RLSA

wa offer

progresm,
ihe foliowing commerts and recommendations for conakierstion b Be Commities during the

Phase 2 praocess cuerenly urderway,

Inthes laber we wil offer owr commenis and recomemen dations related 1o Pabcy Group 4, in

subsequent: comespondance we wi 8t ress Poligy Group S,

Group 4 Poficies
Policy 4.2

1. Evaluatien of waber consumption must be compared lo actual egricuitarsl pumpags and not
permilid volumes whan reviewing sorsumplive use impacts. Agiicidtical uges do-nol use
waler 12 montha & yeer o lheir achual yse |5 not consisten with 1he impacts of residential
irigation. This changs i withdrawals over dereni pericds of §me should be reviewed for
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impacts on the aqullers. Also, when SFWMD comerts. agriculursl weter uBe to lardscaping
there Is & reducton applied that reduced maximum avallabiity shoukl be used whaen
aralyzing waler resources for naw SRAs,

ECPO Comments: Applicama ave fequited % provide an analysis mestng SFWMD
stardards dusing walsr usa permibting ip provide assurances el the comwecsion from
apriculiuire wse 16 demelopmaent uses wil not ceusa adverse inpsels o groundwater
resources, surounding wellands, or suounding pioperty owners, In most cases, 1he
convprsion of fand from egrculiliee 1o SRA wses reducps the consumption of grountwater
by 3 significant percantage. Climsle consdfions very from vear 1o year, tenefons achsal
puTpage rates and vollimes can charge significantly, The fact that a tann aperation may
rol pump s masimum s in any given yeer, depending on climate oycles, does not ima
Ieir legal right b0 do 50 when fhe damarnd detales.

Reparding sesecnal agricuibiral consumpfion, there i 2 loroe BoeeEe of parennial LIapE
{o.0 ciua} | ke erea whose iempoml irigation damend maiches thed of lown and
fandscape. Seasorul row cops are generally grown in 1ha dry saeaon aad use substanties
quantilies ef waber when inpacts o the egufer are most crifcal. Typical landscape demand
aasocaind with future development shouk amealirabe rather than futher impact the
growidwatar rasource.

The Conservancy strongly suppoits furher detineation of potentst arsas appropriabe fa¢
SRAs within the plan. Whila the mapping of the FSAS end HSAa are prohibites iem being
alicwed designation &8 SRAs, tharo Is a larga area {(amost 100,000 acres} thad could
pobantially be used ax SRAs, Furiher refinement of areas where development shoutd be
directed, basnd on infrestruchee and snvironments! eompatibiiy, sheud be reviewsd, For
exsmpe, additional provisions. should be imcuded that further directs developmant snd othar
incompatible uses awey from the Area of Crilikal State Concern (ACSCY A maximam
numiber of towms, Wilages, hamiets and CROs within tho RLSA should aleo be explosed.

ECPO Comments: FLS Poiicy 4.96 requings that an SRA have sdequats infrastnichure
avadable 1o saive the proposed development. Infrastruciurs Includes Mansportation, potsbie
waler, wasiewaior, imigation waler. stormwader managemsnt, and sofkd waste. SRA
applicationg are required i inciude saveral semponants includng & NEhes? rescurce index
2558E8MANTL, an impact assesamend repot {refodhve fo infrastruchure), end an erdmomic
asseasmant mpofl  Theds compenents ame thoroughly considered dusing the review
procass, and i is the responsibiilly of the applicant 1o justEy the sise, baalion, and lnd wse
components of a particuiar SRA. Cne bown has Bean approved singe adopsion of (e RLS
progrem and R doss not appesr that the existing regulations hawe caused a prolferation of
devalopmen in the srea The timing and location of fiture 5RAs will be puided by oxisting
markel earxdiliors and the abilty of an appicant to prove thal ihe necessary infresinuchee
can be provided and that the project Is fiscally neaitesd or poshive.

The Conpersancy believas that thers shoult be speclic guidalines far distance separadons
betwe2n SHAS. If SRAs are elowed fo be located back-in-back, wihout any Hue
sepamtion, mege-iawne could feaLt i areas whese rural charecter should Ba rairtalned.

ECPO Commants: The goal of the RLS Group 4 Polices 18 16 anable tomwarsian of olfier
ubes in appropnale locations, while dscouraging urban sprawd, amd BN COUMSiRY
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davelopment ihat ulifzas crsative tand use planning lechniquas. Specifically, Policy 4.11
requires the parimeder of each SRA be designed to provide & tranaition Trem higher dansiiyr
and interaity uses within the SRA 10 lower density and inlensily uses on adioining property.
The gdpos of SRAS 8re 1 be well defined and dealgned o be compatbie with the characisr
of adjolning proparty. Alsa, Palicy 4.14 requires an BRA io have direct accesa 1o & Counby
coligcior oF arterial road or indiec] aocess wia & road pravided by e devalsper, and that na
SRA shall be appeoved uniess the capacity of Caunty collecior of arierial ioad(s) sardng the
SRA 13 dermonstratad to be edequate. Since approval of the RLS program, one 500080
iown has bean approved, whils approimataly 55,000 acres of SSA8 are approved or
pending.

4. Thera should be mem guidance on where towna and vilages can be locaied, As itis witien
now. & [s possible $o locate towra near each alher with only a small buffar betwean which
encoLrRges 6prad. Wihout plarming, all iha densily will be focated on tha weatam portion of
the RLSA, Idealy Be iowms should be spraad out, with lampe egricullural areas betwean
them. Maybe & maximum number of lowns needs W Do egreed upen (37) and the geners!
greas where these can be focated indicated on & map. Al & minirmum, there neds D ba
mona guidance provided a5 ta where lowns can be locabad and their bulfering requirements.
This will faciitate all types of future Infrastruchure planring by the Sounty,

ECPO Comments: The goal of B ALS Group 4 Policlss is fo enable converslon of other
was In Bpprapeate leations, whin dscouraging urben sprawl, and encouragng
cevelopmenl thal uiites crealive kand use planning techniques. Specifically, Policy 4,11
requires the parimetar of each SR be designed o provide a transilion fremn higher denghy
Bnd Inbanaity Leses within the SRA jo kower density and inmensity uses on adjoining propary.
Tha edgas of 5RAs are to be well defined and designed o be compatibly with the chanecter
of adjoining property. Also, Poficy 4.14 requires an 3RA o have direct acoees bo & County
collecior or arterial road of Indinect accass vis & raad provided by the developes, and Bhaf no
SRA shell be approved uniess tw eapacity of Courdy collector or arterial reat(e) serving the
SRA is demonelratad Lo be adequaie. Since approval of the RLS pragram, one 5.00(-acre
fown hes been approved, whils approximeiety 55,000 acres of S34s am appeoved o

penEng.

5. Provide maps of buld out scenarios. Furdher, just =5 natual resources arg mappad, o
should the areas maat sullatie Bor deveiapmaent,

ECPO Commianin: Amas suitable for development are curenlly mapped & "Open” on the

RLBA Owpriay Map. The RLSA policiss and implementing Land Dewelopment Code provide
lecatione! and sultstilty criterin 88 well 2 design siandands to guide devakpment

Palicy 4.5

€. Cencentrated cenlers of deneltpimend wil produce @ night time glow from elsetic fight
BOurCes, the impachs of which should be comskdered on neasty conservalion lands, such ss
Corkscrew Swamp Sancluary,

ECPO Comments: Lighting It a desion stendard that is considered dusing the Recahing
Area [SRA) applicaon mevies,
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Palicy 47, 4.7.3, and 4.7.4
I A teashifty sludy reeds b be cowuctad lo detsrmine ¥ the smaller covelopment nodes,

wuch e 40-100 acr hamies, can safistically achieve sef-suffickincy o e eofend that hey
ang compathle wilh il overall goals of the program. If tess emall development nodes do
nol conlain adeguele ltvels of self containment or sell aulficiency, Ber that Allowsncs
urder the RLEA shiukd be raconsidered,

Mo hamiets or “compact nas! developments” sompadt fral development wuld by a
*Cotnt Pdnt,” - n3 cap on size o aama kpas of CROs)Y

Comgact Rural Devslopmevia (GRDS) seam Lo ba ka loosely designated and could provide
A locphole or increasad develapnent in areas bat oo aimady bult . A ORD of 100
BCTSN Of lea: seams 15 be a meaningless dasigration awd It i my belbr ihal his lype of
davaiapman: could be dropped.

ECPD Corinants: The Eastem Colller Proparty Ownars propose [he Powing nelat ig
forms and charactenstics of SRA%:

s Femlets gre not & permitisd form ol BRA.

*  Towrs shafl vt ba mse than 5000 acnes,

= Ouwtekis the dren of Sritfcal Dhale Coiwean, Willeyus abudd 1rd dw ieriy B 1,300
pores, mmmmmmmucnmm.mmm~mmﬁmnmw
Progmam shal apply i Vikages.

» Towra ashall net be boated within the Arae of Ciilkcal Slade Corwani,

= Compact Rual Development (CRDY primery 1zes8 3hall be associstad wily masgarch,
edudalion, usism or ngengaion and shall nol ba woes then 100 acres.

Pollcy 48

0. Barffers from wildlifs habils ware estabishod at distances that dd ot adequaiely address
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hpdriogic impacts. The hydriogicl impacts of agriculiural uset are Iy diffesent than the
uses of & towh or vilage and thesy need i be balier understocd i assure ne Impach o
suntunding saliands, Agricultural comirol elevatiens shauld be compamd for compefitiiity
with changes brought on bydaveiopment.

ECPJ Comments: Ve ara ot sware of aw data that supporta the opirin thet huffars ae
inadequate. Buffers wero included withh the RL3A program es a bnd use planning
schifqua topravidaa iransiinn heaaaan meafing st sed noherl aness, primarihy far the
benelt of water quaity and widie. The stade ard foderd wetlend perritting procsdires
metiafouely review esising woand hydoperiod dele, propased  swrfaos  wgher
mARdpamet cosigne, outall conral elovatione ale. wilh the esprwssod puarpooo of
proventng hydrologic impacts to ssmeundng wetands, The SPWMD Basis of Review for
Emérnnments Reacurca Permils ditals Hese procedures. Permes ana rol lesusd yriif ha
applicant et demengirite thai tho proposod actvity dees ned drologizally Irpect These
wollands, mgardiess of the buller localkn or dstanca. As @t of he Enironmental
Rescurce permiiting proceda, conTol sewations amnp dalenmined base: on average wel
sonoen water tehls slvnatie s dplcolly detenvined by hydroblological avdicebons, suil
types, graund warer sed maonitoring data. 8nd summunding pammiitsd conlrgl elevarions,
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Ihe Corgensncy belover thal wider Buffers mround H548 FBAs Bnd Walks Patentiony
Araps (WIRAG) shoud be required and should be exambed during e five-year assrssmen.

ECPO Commaibe: The niosd cument peer-reviswad resaarch an padher habitet (Hizetion
cancluded, "Ouwr] nsults lwdicated that lonesls are thw habiats sekcied by panthers and
ponemndly aupport tha cumrent Unidted Staira Fiak anl Wildity Survioe parithen hatiia: renking
syatem.” {Land, Shivdle e al.. 2008), Thls ressarch enployed GPS colars 1n chaactesizs.
panther habal seiection during noctumal and diurmal pesfeds, and compared GF dats b
standud dumal ViF radivtelemelry dala. As such, fivs mszarch does regmsent The bask
avaitadly Fledda pamiher stiance” and dhes nal suppart the Consarvancy’s contention thet
tho RLSA pather habilal maifvdslogy nenda toba revesan

Cumently, WRAS are alowed & be used &5 glther 38A5 or & xar of he water manegerman
ayslees for & ERA. The Cowenancy bateves the sppemprlais wis wl wiblelng Wikfs 38 pan
o slonrsiber managemen! shoull be resvalusid, especially for thoss WRAs that are par
of Nistoric wetland flowwens and wauld benefit rom mestoration. Howaver, T eerlal WiRds
ane gegMmen BCOOMADES Mf stoffwater tesitnent and BB Incorporated &% par of the
develpments giemwaler Teatmend sysim, for a devebpmen projed, their pimage shouly
be Includad Wi e rmkmum acreeas of the BRA. The Canssnancy wadd Hie to saa
thia changed in Palicy 3.13 and ofber appicable policies.

FOPD Ctum fubarbi; SCPT suppore he FLSA Rl Cosernibde amendmard modn an
Saplember 13, 2004 o Polby 3011

Poiuy 414

ial

14.
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Vesling issuse and concurency wemp ol sdeaately addreesed and as o msul saparat
develcper conlridion agreements ame belng cieated et provide evsesshe deve

rights >ayonc thase conterrpleded In the original BRA. DCA's shoukd not be siowad undd as
RRA ik aprimwed in nedor to botterundoreland B gk from the SRA,

ECPO Commants: Policy 4.14 of thw RLSA Owverday subjects s 5RAs Iy the Counby's
eiupinl Goinurmmy Wanagesmest Sysiem, Desalopar LONTDuRoG Afreonenls @e used
throughout Coller County 38 & mchanism 1o aidress concavency ksues teough putis
privele parinerships ko dmprove The renaportation netwerk. Alsuch paresments 6o sublact
to Board of Coumty Comemiasionsr appresal snd rmust bo found consstent with the Gawih
Managemant Fian and Lan Devaiopmert Code, In croer (o eesure the impacts of an SRA
tor any deurhpment) ara adrmeesd and miigated, Davetoper Cambibulion Agrecmants o
spproved eilhar priod 1o oF cancument with apprawl of e davdopmen!, DRI, such as Ave
Marts, are fhoroughly analyzed because of the Regioral Plapning Councll 18l ard aiher
revigwng eoiies analysas and fhe Fensgaeialian el il bispicis sre aml uRCBrEicOL
prior b approval of e SRA

An enalysls i needed % delarmine how i the leng range frensportation planis coondinatec
with the frEmapartation neede plan and te Iremsporiaton Tinancially feesith plan for this
AMA  Iaing ha Seer ireeling of the GUP s edoequats for e arm: thoe cko of te RLEA
ard we should bo amslyzing the SFA's antheir impace ie tha 30-vear bid Ul Sliedy.
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ECPD Commants: The coandination of lang range transportation plarning wilh Biture land
use panning & a mnbnsus process. Historically, the Counly's Ioig-range trersportation
plarming hortzon treframe has bean 20 years. Givan ihal tha futurs population projections:
of a full-bulld conditan of the wban aress and RLSA may not oour for 50 ar mone yBBrs,
and absent a piannihg hofeon or transporiafion moded capeble of analyeirg that litrerframe,
It Ia ciaar that, in the past, neifher 1he whan seas nor Ma RLSA have baen fully addressed
with respect io trarsportation planning. To addreaa s nesd, Bhree seperate eforls ane:
ungerway todey the wil provide & betler undevstarding of the future trensportation neads of
the RL5A. The County is bagitming o develop a Counby-wile Imeractive Growlh Madel and
an updabad Leng-Range Tremsporiation Model, in eddition 1o the Swa Counly studies, the
Easlam Colliar Progerty Quwners (ECPO) have undertaksn the task of developing a long-
range concoptual plan for the RLSA thal depicts one possible scenaric of how
exvionmenial and agricuibural lands, and lards sullsbie for developmant can fit within Ghe
pregram, WWhile Ehe areas wilh the highest environmenal value were cearty defined In the
currenl RLEA Program, lands thal would be most sultably for lang-femn agriculiure pnd
Bhewiaa theds kands most suiteble for longranpe developmant palential were nol dearty
urderstood. ECPC has kentified one prtantiad fieualspasent concept plan that quantifies
and lecates the ameunt of developmant emisionad o & bulld-oui horzon. Vhile It is anly
ong possibie configaation, it does allw for & concaphual roadkwey neBds andlyais 1o ba
perfoormed, and ailows Tof a basis of establishing visble comidors that can Ba Futher
expiored through regufar County and Siale transportation planning chenneit ECPO |s
working ciosety with the County in an effort 1o bring all thvesaf thass studiss inks algnment.
Al of these ltals shauld help In the long term evaluaton of the franspadtation negds of e
Courty. Now, v wems after incaption, we have & batler Lndarstanding of how the FLEA
will ‘grow uwp® and with the new [oola currently being duveloped, planners cosn mors
appropsiately ideniify snd aveluate the rensporiation sysiemof the fulure.

Policy 4.16

15. Impacis an certain dements. of regionsd infrastructure wen not given adsquats anedysis,
Huriicang evacustion end shelers apace, haalth care facilies and affordable housing s
Gamgle, wene not afequately eddressad and minimum standands should be conakiesed as
guideings Tor SkA BPPIOVAL

ECPO Comments; Infastuchune is defined by Coller Counly as drainpge {water
managamént), moads, potalle water and sanitary sewer fadillos pusiant to the Code of
Lows and Ordinance of Coller County, Secion 108-32. RLEA Policy 4.16 requires that
infrasbruciure: be aralyzed with sach Skwardship Recelving Area eppication, and alse
inciudas Irrigation weber and scfid wasle, I stabes:

‘4 SRA sheff hwve adequate mifasircture svadable fo senve the pmposad
development, of suth Fifssiuchmy must. be prowded concivrendly with the
denand The bve! of inbesinclve provided wit dwpend an te pe of
devalbpment, accepled civil angiesnng practices, and LOC requirements. The
capaciy of infradnrcturs sening the SRA mrus! be demoiatreter owing the SRA
desighation procass i acoardonce with ihe Cofly Covaly Coaneunrpngy
Mmnagemaent Syrem ln affact & the time of SRA dasiynafion, infrasiueture o be
amfyzed holuden fransporfstian, palable wetcn woshiwaler, brigatfon wabs,
sformwiator mansgentant, and fokd washo, ™
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While humicens ghelier space, haslth eame facllHes and affoedabis housing ans aach
important types of facilies, thery are not defined as Infrastructure ard nod subjact 4o
concurrancy managemant. However, svary Town or Vikage in oxoess of 2000 urits will be
nadtired o undorgo DR review, where regional isswes such as humicane evacialian, heath
care, and affardeble housing ams addrected in apooriance with Siate L aw.

¥With respact fo huricane evacuation, the RLEA 1 the bivas]. viinerable part of Collar Caurtly
88 damonalrabed by the fact thet mo part of the RLS falls within a Landfailing Stem Calegory
14 map zome, Accordingly, It &8 e ava least lkely 0 requie evacuation In
irplementation, Ave Maria prowided huricans shefier for constal residonis within the
univgraty bulldinge, and In cooparation with Emeryency Servioas, provided sirege &pacs
for emengancy supplies thal can be usad roughod he caunty,

Planning for heatth care can only be property addressed once Bpaciic SRAZ am guoposes,
Haspitals mmust go through & separals state needs enalysis before any new Bospital cen be
budit Those Rerne are addrazsed by SRA and DRI review procedures.

The need for afitrdabin hosing was contemplabed during 1he fermation of the RLSA. The
GMP policies, Stewandship Recehing Area Charmcieristics cher, and ssscciaded LD
stardards statm that the denslties associaled with = g, villags, hamiet or CRD can be
increased beyond the bass. densily through the affordable housing dersily banys, Section
2.08.0¢.C of the LDC apadifically addressas the affordsble housing danaily Borug within e
RLS. Speciic affordabis housing conditions for a particules project ane delemingd during
the review and approval procass fior an SRA (gmilar to the PUD andéer DRI revigwdap proval
process), Afiordabls housing was provided at Ave Meria in a ratio well In axcess af any
oiher large scala cammunity in Colllar County. ANl infrastruchum Is caraiully anedyzed ard
coneides thuoughout tha public hearing process.

6. Calier County showd require, ae part of the evaluation for new towna, wilages and hamists,
a comparson of water consumplion proposed for the new developman! varsus achus|
agricuftural pumnpage (ot jusl & companison of new ConsurnpSan to pesmitied vOHumes)
whih feviewing consumgive vse Bmpacts.

ECPC Comments: Applicants are required o provide an anelyein mesling SPWMD
stardards during waler use permitiing fo provide assurences that the coemersion from
agriculise use io development uses will nol cause adverse impects fo gnourdwales
FSOUrCEE, BUrrounding weliands, o sWTCUNGNg propesty cwnors, BN mosi cases, the
mmmammmwaﬂnua&mﬂm.memmm
by a significant perceniage. Climate condifons vary yesar 1o yesar, therefore achusl
pumpage ralae and wolimas &an shange significantly.

7. Az il 8 uninersally recognized that e wide-scald wse of seplic systems as 3 long-lerm
solution 1o wasbawater treatment in Flodkta s proble matic, all SRA2 shwld be required i
have 8 plan for conversion 1o & private or public sewer Tyalem. While develcpment may
nitially be on seplic systems, the plen, with Gmelnes, for comversion o sewar shoidd be i
plaog = the 1ime of davelopment Bpproval

ECPO Comments: RLS Policy 4,16 Indicates thal intesim seplic systems arm panmmhbed
within 1owns, villages and (RD's greater than 100 scres, and indhidual sapte sysiems ans
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Wr, Thomes Greamnwood
Septamber 22, 2004
Fage B

permitted within hamista and CRD' kas than 100 acres. The comvarsion of seplic sysisms
fo centrallzed or decantrafized commwrily wastewsder utiities s menaged Tvough e
parmitling process ardl addanal previsions In the GMP ane not necasaary.

18. New roads and rosd Improverments insiuding polenlial 1-75 imterchange must be included

ECPO Comments: Preper plarming for new mads and road npraverents ncluding a
pobanal 1-75 infercharge is the procuct of coardination bebwean long-ranoe fransportaticn
plarning and future fand use planning. Hiztorically, the County's ong-ranga transporiaiion
planning horizon Gmeframe has been 20 years. Fulure population projections of & full-bulld
condition of ihe wban areas and RLEA may not ocour for 50 or mare yearns, and ohsent g
planning horizan of tansportation medel capable of anslyzing that timeframe, i 15 desr that
neither the whan ames nor the RLSA have been Rully addressed with resped o
ransportation plenning. The Courdy Is beginning by develop a County-wiis Interecive
Growth Modsl and an updated Lonj-Rangs Transporisfion Modal. The Eastermn Coller
Froparty Gwnera have preparsd a Concept Plan thet demonsirates one (of sany) possible
fand usa scenarins, Addiionally, ECRO has prepared & praiminary ranapoctalion retwork
aralysis thal aupports thal Concepd Plan, and will be wirking desely with the County
planness bo achieve a consistent and comprahenaive analysia of the fiture potentisl of the
RL3A. Together {woss tools should neip In iha jong berm envalustion of the dran:
nends of the County. Todey, there i 8 bedler undarstarding of how the RLEA is By b
mature ower ime and with the new toalz surmently baing developed, planners ean mom
Eppropriately idently and evalisis the ansportation system improverments o the futire.

18. Each new develaprient should have o identiy treffic contribulions, water waage and other
regource raqjuirements &t the tme they are being pianmed. You may want io consider the
changes i thess variables from agriculture ko increased darsdy.

ECPO Commgnts: S8 reaponsa to numbar 15 abdve.
Poliey 4,18

20. Fescal impact analysis moded (FIAM) minimum standasds sheuld be no less than minimum
counly wide siendands as a consarvaive approach unll Wsione date ¥ soquired.  This will
provide the maximum protecton i 1he tpayers. The analysis nesds to be re-viailed and
the development pravided etrmeclions mede every year and include aceurale absorption
raies, traffic caphire rabes and sales demographics, afl of which have siyniicant effects on
the oiilcomn of the Fiasm.

ECPO Commants: FIAM was adapted by the Beard of County Commigsioness. a0 October
24, 2007, a5 \ha officied model for revizw of DRIa, and projacts within ke RLSA, Since the
Coundy has adopbed FIAM, ltis atviashie for the Coundy to keep the callbrated ibems up jo
date wih the mosl curmant dets svalabio snd meeting County-wida standards, such s
cument budgets, pessons per housshold, miflege retes, ebc. Stmilarly, whem an applicant
prapares & FIAM for » specific project. the FIAM will be popuiaied with the Iniital dats
projected for the project and subsequently wilh the most curen dats available at the Sve
yedr interval or phasing daes to reflect adjusisd development plans induding sales prices.
ahsorpiian rabes, elg,
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Policy 4.18 of the Rursd Lands Slewardfship Araa Ovartay Diatfed (RLEMY) and Saction
4.08.07 L of he Coller Caurly LDC both require an SRA applicant 1o subml & FIAM as &
parl d the applicaion for SRA approvel, and aach 5 years afler approval. An sindial Bl
andlysls and ieview would no; ba appropriate ax it would nol account for fha dyramics of the
land covolopment process, e cydlical nature of the economy, noe would  socound for the
perice of ime mecessary far @ community io reach & poit in B rowih where & siabiltzed
Dafance Of papulaman, fadiities and servicas are reschad  The LK specficaly reguires
that tre profect demonsirate fiscal neulrafily evesy Sve years as noted beiow

The fiva yaar or phase Masswrement was delemmines 1o be an spprogriste tieframe by &l
partis participating in (e ceation of the RLSA pogram due & e above menlionsd
ressons Bnd he fact thal there ame sipnificar fiaca vamiafions fom yeer X year. This
timelrame allowed for the projsct o slebiize snd to accoun for econcmic eyt

In cerses whem a project dos: mol meet s estimated absorption echedls, than [t may not
generate the projeciad revenues, howewvar, thers will alee be & cormesponding reduction in
the ccat of public services. Thereforo, any measursment musl be in enns of pat figca)
impac, net just revanis shartiall,

Walar slorage anaas that SPAMD allowsd for Afj wee sliowed to be used for devalpmant
storm water as well, yoi thess areas were nol required fo be Incuded in development
araages nor analysis provided 10 detenina eflects of thls addiional Live. This ocours for
fany mag within the developmenlal aress, thus makig It appear a& Bough development [a
m-mmwﬂmhhﬂmﬂmﬁmwsﬂmmmmmmm
wabar quality and guanlity in band that b5 not part of the SRA

ECFO Commaents: ECPQ supports he RLSA Review Committes amendmenlmace on
Seplardar 14, 2008 to Polioy 3.13.

ey 4.4

The cosmversion ralio wsed 10 create Stewardship Crediis shoudd have been revicwed and
applnd in @ model as the medmum stEnano for development. The sverages that wene
ussd understted the growth polensal. Futum adjustments should bo based on & maximim
impac] analysis 1o assure a covearvative approach ki laxpayers.

B0 Commoants: Jes the nreewre lu Tusin Grosswusad Gun YWisonMler daned SOpBMDAr
18, 2008



APPENDIX P

Octobar 6, 2008

Mr. Thoenas Gerasnwond
Préncipal Planner
Comprehengive Planning Depastment

Re:  Caoler County ALSA Phase il Polley Group 5
Daar Mr. Grasnwaod:

Qur firm, togather with WilsonMllier, ine., reprasants AESo, ine., Pasllic TaMao Growors,
Barran Collier Compary, Consofidated Citrus, Priddy Fanm, Hall Circle L Ranch, Ranch One
Coop., English Properics, and Colllor Emterpnsas, who collectivaly comprias the *Eastam
Coliar Froperty Owners™ or ECPO In the cngoing revisw of the Coller County Flural Lands
Stowandship Anga (RLSA").

Pursunnd to the established procedures for he S-year raviaw of Me RLSA program, we
affer the foBowing comments and recommendations for consideration by the Comméttae during

the Fhase 2 process curmanily undenvay.
In this tetter we will offer our comments and recormmendations refated to Policy Group 5,

Group § Policies
Palbey .1

1 The Conservancy stronghr supports regulation of land uses in the Habitet Stewardship
Araas (H3A) and Flowway Stewardship Arems (FSA), regardless af whether the
fandownar participetes in the RLSA program.  This should include restrictions of some
permitted and conditionad uwsas and ahould Include &l fands, regardiess of i
parlicipation in the ALGA. For exampls, on ands not voluntarily participating in the
RLSA, Policy 5.1 romoves use layers 1-4 within FSAs. However, Coliler Courty should
aseess whether ol agricutiurl activities are appropriate for FBAs, and polentally
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BAr Thaamag 5 Eodemanssd
Ocicher 8, 2008

Paps 2

famue ha Rvd aotive agnoturs uses ae iIncompathle wih proection of tha giﬂlw,
quaniity and manlenance of he naural water regime in the FEAs, Within Policy 5.1, for
HS4s, the only cutright proribition Ia for aspheiic ard conete batch naking plants.
I'hs Consarvancy bellavas tha should be reagsesssd, with 3 opporiunily to xpand the
probibited wbés within HEAs and FS8Aa. Also, Palicy 3.7 apecitically should be
reatesdced a¢ 0 e allowenonse within HEAs The Concorvaney boliovos hat golt
cousas, and other impactinguaes, &ra Incompasitis wdh ofl HSAS,

ECFO Comments: F3AS 8N MSAS Ware Mirposly detined troadly enough to diow & justited
mix of habiat required for spesies and adequate B wwes. The mikol land wube sctivlties withn
FSa4 and HEA% are neeescary io enable the daliseatior of tha langa Irtaresnnected syaioens.

The Group 5 polcies collecthvely provide & sat of minimum and developmond stardinds that
Apply only when & land owne’ does nod participate in he RLS program. n e sasa of Poligy
5.1, e FSA provision addresses & narcw issus of water quality within reglosal fiow wanys,
whral tha mnne IThensing fand uest coauld mpact offslts arces. O tha 21,100 acrec of FBA,
omby 800 acrea are active agriculiure. Within the BSAs # has been confinmed by many bological
experts, including Damd Land who moka with the RLS Coenmittes, *hat species aro voy adest
&1 TN ANy ravErsing agrcuiture Ends,

Palisy & 4
2, Sfronger Ianguege for wiidiife underiassas and £ map of localions

ECPO Comments: The RLSA program provides a tremandnus framework tor faciitaing the
axtabishmant nf wildife imrlaparsaa. by prtecing lange aepanase of kahital with S54 landt.
The actual need sssessments, locatihg, design, and corstruction of wikdife undemasses aeesrg
through the efforls of state and'or federal wildlife and tansportation agendes, eithar as part of
punic WONE Propcis oF &8 PAR Of N8 rEQURasonY Prowmss ko devalopment projects. AE one
exampla, FIVC researctars conlinualy evaiate te need for panthe crossings, and have maps
o endsting aid proposad panther uncorpassea.

= Panther daatha an 845 are menticned, but ot thoso on Rie 29 o 41 east, which me
many.

ECPD Commanin: Panthar dasths on B 41 Fan sme milee sradh of the ALSA, ot an
moidants on SR 20 sout of the Sunrlland minees. The paniher-vehicla collisions o1 CR 6 east
o irmekaies wete consicored when designating the FSA and HEA stewardshlp cvariays In that
arag 354 5 And SEA ¢ Wers aler cesignattd mong hat segment ofF U4 #46 spaciically
provide oppartuniies. ion future panther croesings.

FWC has docurnamad [he location of all known panthersehicle colisions in & &6 databass,
Thia infoemation, in coejuncticn with PWC's leagd cost pafh modelivg of panther movaments,
has besn & will ba used i0 ltentty promising Bea 1or BOATCNA) PANINEr CROSSINS, |10 HLEA
program ficilitates the establishmer. of these widile undenpasses by preserving axistng lang
1Ees N e vaninily of the ermesings

Policy 5.8

4. The actua abiity to develop in the RLSA undar the aandard 2oning did wl indude 8n
ananfdiz of whal amound of aon-prisdictinsl lands sudd ahiwlly ba permitted Tha
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Mr. Thomas Grearmwnod
October 6. 2008
Paps 3

producad e false sensa of ugancy to pretact emirpnmenmally sénsitive land that in
reality may never tave bean aliowed Io be mproved. Ewan 22 5 o2 10 scma homesitey,,
the abRly to infringe upon wotlands |s Bmited.

ECPQ Commants: An analysis of the specific jursfictional wedand permittng condtiors ot the
antire 300 square mile RLS was not within the $cope of the Fural Land Budy, nor is auch an
analysis raquised for comprehansive planning. Further, &3 he RLSA & & waknml oveday, L i
an alemative i development under the axisling 2oning, not & replaceman. :

Tre standard zoning of the entie RLSA ia Agricultire. Linger this 2oning, & wide ranga of land
usss are permitted by rigi or conditional usa that can have impacts to juisdictiona aoas,
Inchadiing the &8 range of agrnculnal aciviies, TSTNWGFHEr NOUSING, COMMBTIAl AXCAYARONS,
and ragidantial development. Under the standand zoning, land ownership can be subdivided and
fregmented in ways that compromiss welland and habiial comectivity. Omos this occwrs, i is
very expensive and difficut to reassamble land itlo mansgeable systermns (Southem Goldemn
Gate Estates). The RLSA creatas incentives lor mone austainabla and amironmanrdsly sound
patianng of prolection and development on a landscape basis.

In agdition, many envirownentally sanslive lands within the RLSA ae nol jurisdictional
wellands, yed provide impertant habital for Fiorida panther, Flodda biack bear, Blg Cypresa fox
souirrel. and dihar llsted specing. Largs amas of non-jurisdietional land ane inchedad in Hahitat
Sewardship Areas, particdarly whane these ocow in proximidy 1o nalive vegetaled dreas or
Tlomwarys.

The “sanse of urgency” foe protecting environmentslly sensilive iands pre-dales tha ALSA, and
in oA wovo o koy cainlyo that lod to the ootablichmaont of tha Fimal Grder, e Furd Lands
Shady, and the resulting FLSA program. The Florida Foraver program {ard its prececesscrs):
nigated the CHREW lands 1Camp Keals Strand) ard the Okaloecooches Skugh long befers the
creaion of the RL2A. Varous siate and Tederd amalyses projected strong deveopment
pressures on wetlands within the RL3A before the RLSA pragram was sneated. The Seuth
Fhaide Ecuvayzienn Famtoghar progpem pmodkaales soukds of By sl acguison siagegy on
pobential weltand losses and Wndscape-scale fragrentation.

We appreciate the opportunity to offer thees comments and recommandation: fo ol
ard look torward b ESCLISSING any questions you of the Commites may have concaming them.

Viery truly yours,

John M. Pasaldomo
For the Firm

Bade-rEE 0179 - Oigatesasid Ly 5 ECPD siporae 1o Group § erments
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APPENDIX Q

Naples Cultural Landscape
240 Tomiaemi Trall N ~ Suite 300
Naples, Ploridn 34103

¥

LSO  TO6L 6664

T  CDES. Division
Joseph Schmbt, Division Admiskstrasor -

From: Naples Coitorel Landsenper A Fund at the Commupity Foandation of Cellier County
Laverp Norvis Gayoor, Feunder; Lods A Bolin, PhJ)., Strategic Adwisor

Date:  October 7, 2063
Re:  Requesis ip the RLS.A. Review Commitier

Suarement: Undee the directlon of the Dept. of Community Affairs a program was stirted and
mmplemented under Florida Seainkz 97-5.026 cotitled the Rural Lands Stewardship Avea (RILS.A)

On the ficst page of that progrems texts e # 1 states- the: Purposes of the R.L.S.A. Program and ltem
# 2 states the Prerpose ofthe RL8 A Rule. Under the Standand Option of those purposes # § Section B
staies a3 liem # 1 : Identify and cxplain dwe existing locally specafic nimal character of the R.1L.S.A. ond
surounding mres by analyzing its characberistics, inchuding Land wse, Development Patieenz, and

The data and analysis shall inchsde under: Sectlon # 2 em-i: All farms of numd resgoce waues
incheding Agricnitare; Environmentnd, Bco Systems, Wildlife Hahitat, and Water Resoances;
Rescredtional, Towriem, Scenic; Coltaral, snd other groeral amenity Values.

Statsment: Under the Spacial Option for RL.S.A of 50,000 or more Contiguons Acres — Secolon 7 Bem B, Goals
i Objéctive, and Polisies - ¥ E, siates; A visionury Process i provide public participation in the design of any
AW oW of Rural Villags. m@mhmm—&mmmm&mlﬂmmmﬂuof
4 Stewandship easement or Restrictive covenant runinng with the: kd in Perpetuity oo all designsted
Conservation end Agricultural areas in faveor of the County, the Dept. of Edvirvamnental Protection, and the Dept.
«of Agriculture end Consomer Servioes.

Interpretation; 1 is with the abtve statements that the Naples Cubtural Landacape, 8 Primd of the Commankty
Foundation of Collier County, a $81 (C)3F) noe for profit organiztion along with the support of varioss othey pon
policies of Ducumanting, Recosding, Anchiving, and Enterpretiig to the gooeral patiic all srues pertaiming ko the
past isioeioal amd Cultual thonwes reproseated in the past 1 fignry and Heritage of Collitr County thia we do
herchy paqiesat thetes additivent und for reeiions bo reviowsd and ontered where possible imto the BLL.S.A0.
policics prescatly bedng amended snd drafted by the varions commitiess.
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The Histerical and Cubinral sspeits of Collier County s post during the establishment of (he first Rural
Lands Sicwardship Arca committee’s metings, plana, and discumsions that ok place in carly 1999
through 2002 unfortunately were mot addressed in any way. This was due to the fact that an accursts
Historeal and Cudtural Ressonor: Assessnvent hed oot beon conpleted and in cssence, had not cven been
started until 2003. It has takem over 5 yoars 1o comiplobs e study and if was reafized that sny plans that
were being discussed in Hie new RE.FLAD. reviews should isclodo the Infsrmatbon thad was fisund m
the stisty, tmt more impartant. during that time & plan had been conecived that could incorporaic the
ohjeetives and Ginale thad 1he. povrem B 1.8 A 0 cotmmiitor™c and inbrmyted pariacs. oo notacdw
lrndowners, developers, planncrs, cconomic advisare, ioudisns CONGETne, IEmaporiaiion comos, ang
o inporkmily as Husee meetings tha kave been going on for many years i concomns about the
EMTIE CAnmacrs and sids varicty of other wildlife that wauld in the end some how incocporate ihe rich
1useoncsl and Lutiurd paat of Collecr County. On the surfucs this would seisn an Utopizn idesl until
yoo reslio: the fict that scconding to the Department of Stir, Division of 13idorical Resourtes stades
that in 2007 tourists broupht into Florida over 4,7 BiHlion Sollars, 763 million of thet werd dircctly 1o
South Plorida with 49 (perceat) dircedly atifbidable to people who sought onl w Gor specitie
desimofon: wos fhmt had {listorical sifcs and places. This ia & 60% Increase over the last 4 years and
s Epubs ans expocod i doulsdk in the next 5 yeurs snd exponcatially thercaftcr. Taken with the fuet
mat o wnan/aiion snd (hare e over & hall'a dowen more) Fhe Floride Comoaonitics Trast allocated
73 milon doflars Iast year to projocts that sccurcd Sicwanrdshép Crediis prcharsed land fior Preserves,
Parks, Wildlifis Habitol, Green Space, as well as Cultwral and Nistorical Preseevation. Ag scoreeary o
the Dept. of Commninity Affadrs Tom Polham sasd “Cwver the past 17 yoars, these swnrds wall hedp
sommunitics acliieve teir vision of Stronger, Greener and Heslthier landsoapes”™, A5 it is gpoken of in
the liptoneal ad Cullural stedy over 0% of Collicr Countics baid haa trandtiomed foxm the honds of
me Landownors and Collior Coundy CGluvemenent into priwaie Steic and Foderal entitics in the laet 34
years, This leaves the remaindng 2096 avallsbdc for practirad uen by the Coamty and lawlowners in the
near fiture, This displnve the sisnpbe fact (bal in the: finul shascs of buikd-uul the Counly. tandowncers,
Planners, Conumittes Meamirs, and other arganizations e (o paraphrese (e gaying * Frying b desctibe
an |cphant just by ils lecad . Urndorstanding thay siace the inception. of the Tverplades Mational Park
wus esmbikshied in L9247 asud othor 4 Siatc and Fodarsl pressrves estalilished since heve implemented
onlv pelicws s mainly address Diologicsl concers, The TTuman cloovond has takei a back seat 25 can
be seen n the fact that thad with aver 1 million neres unde the different park masspensenl syztems i the
last 61 years, not onc sile located on thesc lands has en registered on the Natioral Register of #listoric
Places wirere (he public can huve access to today and cojoy. In the flned phases of his visioning process
il oo apparand thal if dio guals and objectives to *coancet the dois” do not find their fideromy peint
and His wgions so canpsely soughl will bo fke cloeds without water, 15 the only Goal is to baild houses
LR LOMMUGINCS withoul incorporstig the past [Tistory and Cultures that X. W, Floride hes always had
it assockalion with the viuences that can so casily be applicd simply feaves way 1o “afftzine noibing
more than any other cammunity. Ta distingnish the Sowth Wesl coast from the cas const woalt b one
of the greatest assets in a financial way. It pors withoa! siying thel hundreds of thossand of houre Jabor
are going into the planning stages and wtobd millions of dolkars have been and are being wtilized 0
apiey stratogiss that i the ond will tic tnto and apply to the fnal *Hodaon Picturs® it would be
COUSITUGHYS 00 Priniess and reastimber that ald and wedl applicd edage *That & million mankey's typhag o
a millien typewritcers for & milkion years will nevez be able to wiite a Shakespering play™ 7o simply reiv
s the shrase - I you build it they will come should aleo seck #o iive a cavent abded - They wabl i
there is something to come in. To speak only of Natam} Resources and heie fislurs consetvalion as ihe
oniy biviogical consideration in this Cowrnly and fail 1 pot recognize that the Histosical and Cualtural
ficritage of e past residunts and the type ol indlvidual likstyls is one of the most important ingredicats
1 thed b peforred o as Nabursl Resowrces.
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Theretore the Goals and Objectives proposed by the Naples Cubtisral Landscape organization in
conjunction with other interested perties nod onganizations ocolbectively speaking on the Historical and
Culnsral Heslings policles that make up the large pant of these grigmizations goals stnte and scck 1o
initiate;

1. Stop the de-desphation process that removed the Histogic and Cultural attribates of U.S, 41
(Tamismi Trail} and is carrently in the process of removing:

A. The 1985 desigmation of the trail by the State as 8- Florida Sceale Highway

B, The 2000 designation of the wall by the Federal Governmnt a3 a- Hational Soenic Byway

2. [nstallation of Historical Markers and Intespretive Caniters and‘or Kinsks along the emtire
distance of U3, 41 (Temismi Treil) stretching from the City of Napbes to e Dade County
bordar that will represent Collier County*s pest History and Cultural Heritage, This will direct
tourism and interest from the: assl coast and wes coast sactions that will colmingte on Highway #
2.

3 Inssllstion of Historical Markers and Interpretive Conters and/or Kiosks along the entire
distance of Highway # 29 from tbe south on LS. 41 north to Immokalee City that will represent
the Collier County™s past History and Culrural Heritage a3 it rebabes i the porst;

A. Historic lunber lowna, Setlements, Forming towns, 0 producing towns [Sunnilaid], Pirst
Collber County Citrus producing groves, The fivst Collier County Citras Caaning plant, the first
Railroad in Collier Coumty both passenper snd exemercial [Deep Lake]-Sinee Deep Lake is one
of only § sinkhule lskes in Florids and hes freshwater on jis first layer and saltsmler on its lower
kayes with & resident population of Allgguors and Crocodiles living together it woubd be expectad
bor drww over 1 million visitor a year.

B, Secking couperation to open Deep Lake to the general pablic as it wes G the first 106 yenrs of
its operathon [aot curresily ajen to the generl miblic] and having & boardwalk instafled.

¢, Secking cooperation to tum the now presontly closed D8 Copeland Prison into & Pioncer
Museam [This will iovolve sceking the NP8, oo roiusn ibe # § §.ce Tibrwatee Cypross Company
sicam traln that i3 posthenily im the Steamtown Collection in Sceamton Penngylvanis]

Thiks will have a pogitive flow on all +sitors and iourists and seck to draw them 1o the pew
Developsnent tnkiog pheey i the R.7.5.A. anca sud lnemokabes City amen.

4, Beck cooperaiion From landowmnens 1o Rogister Forl Simon Drume fa known and momemented
site by David Graham Copelamd (8 1941]. This siie is presendly 6 miles casi of Immokalee Cliy
one haif mibe south of Immokales Road snd would be jos on the cast side of the: new proposcd
Bypass nondd that willl eonmsst o e mead morth of Emmokalos City, The Fort Simoa Drum s s 2m waly
Armg Semincle War fodtification and & the only known site of a mdlitary tastallation in South
Wesl lotida South of ke Caloosabatelns River and it is cxpected thal it would dreaw over 2
million visitors and toarksts a vear,

3. Seck cooperation with landowners amd devlopers to have Hislorical Markers of K fodks
inferpreting Collivr County*a pasi Tisisrical and Culnural eritage displayed placed at destgnannd
RaFKA ahd open rovn spaces in the future plenncd dewvelopinesls. Do example of the bepefits
O JucdL & wtdicrabive agrownant is Me Bact thed in 2002 prioe to dewebopmet at the Ave Moria
first phase site an cxpensive Archacologscal Survry was required by the State o iy 66 locate o
peest Hisinebe site which the owmers though! ai thet time 1o be the locsdfon of For §losne: an carly

Army Seminols War forificaiion site. The investigation wes doin: and e rquired wiperwean
was completed allowing the contlnuation of development. This reaulied in a coordinsted effor
on the part of seversl rescand) condees w try to accurately sdontify the previously meationed siie.
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This |n turn lad 1 the eventual recording af'$ move sites ini the anen om OHPN200R- 5 tate File Swrvey
#13576 therchy requiring an additionsl ging mose Archasalogical inveatigutive studies beirg required
before development oould procesd at any of those locations in and arcund the Phase 2 arca and the
propoecd Dig Cypress Doveloprsant, with af bt 3 of thoss: sewr sites in the northern part of the
RE.S.A. This proceas bas boen described a3 B cycle that continually [fecds on inedf] Funthermone it
i dizcpvernd that e commect name of the suppesed Port 'Doanc sitc had already been previously
recoecled as the gite of Camp Keals and an Archucological sarvey miphi kawe bron nvoided. The original
iform has now been updaied on (he Florida Masier Site File 1o irelieste thie same champe. dhiz i 5 eloar
rase of boar cooperation between partics would have been bencffeial in comcrete fnancdal ways. As s
wipociod st & kst W30 pazaids few bosabions involving Thstoricil Risounies in the northorm arca, of
the B3, A andd tive Bigh probability that S or meore of ihosc slica hav to dio with Native Amevicon
Sacred Sitos | kederul] it fnancially behooves all land owness, develogeers, and rescarchers to iry to
coopernie on any ohatacks that woukd impedo amy part of the new end prowing wision. Ome of the
proposed solutions weuld be 1o bypass the past proccaecs thal wre. codlly rnd pansr niclied on cach cna
and just agresing to incorporade: @ hasic presed namber of inlorpretive markess of Kicsks In 2ny oi e
mtupcesed Towns, Villayes, or Hamlces in sy fie public grocnways or parks. This would scrve o display
the past Hisiory asd Cultens of dwe comnty. This in effort i a wisionary wiry in wiich cooperation can cahance
tiha vatuo amd drsirshilily of aiy proposcd com-munily and fits well wiih the naml chanciey these now homes sesk
1o display. As the Coflizr Couty Misssum alraady has the equipmment o make thesr markers theoe would be
minkmal 2oais associaid. with sivch & plars,

6. Scok do catablish st a minvimuwm onc continuons Tliskoricad and Cultvral Heritmge Tros) unimpedied
undl without any Conscrvalion cascmen restrictions ut stretches from the castern comidor of the
RELSA. o e weglom eoridor of the proposed R.T.5.A.

Tu  Sock to csablish &t & minkwum ont- continumas Elinorica) and Culiwal Meritaps Trad mimpeded
and! withowut eny Conscrvation chserncat restricthons thai sirciches fnam the snsthern opridor of
the R.L.5.A. tr the morthoam comidor of (he proposod K.1..5.4.

STATEMENT:

Althoirgh it i3 axbérstood lhat thai many of the Eavirommemntal, Wikdlife, and other numevoss
agencics inchuding (hose thad hewe to do with representing the Maturid Resogress and findanpered
Speaies kegislaion have been working on pollicics thin dircetly and ndlreealy have relstion e i,
present RS A Processes, Goaks, and Objextives, that were: stariod in 0509 and have sow heen
continuing il fiac proacot e bn 2008, on Hehadf of f% peoplc smd organizations that: were: pot
inxluded fup to speed] in rogands bo the: 1iistorieal and Cultisral ldeuls tha the original provisions that
wios emvisioned whon the Puspose of B Rules found i T.C.A.8, guidelines cams to public
attention end epeaking on bebulf of hose imorepts npw fumd in the sapacity of bciing a
represcatative of those: voices would ask that & emall amount. of xtra me be: given to the following
stadements which most «fisplay owr unificd conerms.

A That it s remogniresd (hal ar acourto and up 1 date Historical snd Cultrl Resoures sady has
wever been conducted in Collier County sinec It dncegrtion i 1923 until it was prescnted to
commiliee imembers on September 30, 2008,

B. Thata ital of § new Hisorical sites comprising 166 -vear tolal epan of & timcine of Cloller
County"s pest haa beea e the (il Gave accpted by U Statc of Tlorida 12 days apo.
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® This should be accepbed as & good falih effor consideting these ikms wens preseoted to s

commitiee being specifically mentioned- Purposes of rales of e DL.C.A. Ohjectives and Goals-

# 1-Standard Options and ¥ 2 Special Opttions relating to Historical and Cultural vahes,

Therefbre having catablighed the fems found on these pages 2. 3, and 4 the Fallorwiteg consments are
added for e mview now taking place on October 7, 9 am. Rocm 609, on Policy 3, however please find
athesr commienis on policies that may also spply o the present mesting but novertheless noed to be
cntered imso the appropriste sections for public comme st for thase specific policies when the committee
bas the time.

54
No right of way o be relinquished by the County for Pasither coossings oo saywhers oo

highoway # 29 if crosaings block wayy of kmown THistorical sites. Az ifhere are a preponderance of past
knowwn sites startimg 41 U.5, 41 and heading north 10 jusl sosth of fmmokakee City totaling 10- they arc
profeciod undes the FIL.O.T. Cublural Resowrce hook- $008 11 Siatwics Titlo Y- Public 1ands and
Property -Chapéer 267 | listogical Resources 267.021- (1) “Hidoric Mropery™ ar 0 listaric Hesmnec”
sneare anv Frolusigre or isonic Diskricd, site, building. objeet or other real or persenal property of
inasoncal, Arcidisciural value sad Folkiile resources. These praporties or mcurces may indude but are
CH 1 BTAUI D, VOOIAMIAGS, (vinaorinks, ind éan flabiiatens, Carmondal Sibss, Abandooed Sottiementy,
Sunkoen Ships, Engincering Works, Treasurne Trove, Artifacts, of other objects with [HEstorical or
Archasological Valus, ar any part thereod nelating to thes Higory, Gowemment and Caltare of the State.

267.021-{4) Prescrvation or Historic Preservation means |dentification. F
Analysls, Rocovory, Interpretation.

? Has FLDUO.T. compplisd with Public Law 59865, nx amended regnintions (36 CFR Pan B0G-revlesd 141 LAOL
Exscutive Ovdier 11 593 Chpter 267 (F.5. Rovised 2001), NP A 91-19Q, B,0T.A. ACY 1966 Public Law 85
%70

Hur sl Phases of work on Highwsy § 29
Ttor ell Phases of work on Ol Well Road
Fur ol Phases of work on & 846

For alll Phases of work on Camp X oeais Road
For pecliminary plans an # 29 Bypass Road
Far alll Phuecs of work on f 358

L

Policy i.2
Clarify bow RLI.AC. intsracts with the Plowida Groenwary and Trails Act— 2008 Fla
Statutes title 1§ Cliapter 260 -260.012 Itom { and 2, 38, and 6-ADEF [Naples Cultural Landscape]

Poliey 1.6

No emphasis iz pul an the Nistorical Transporiation Rogics from the soath o the north or the
wist 1o the cast in the prosent SCAz.  [Naples Cidiural | andeanc]
Policy 1.7

[Tigtorieal Interprotation markors, Kiosks, and Cultural Tiexitage should be allowed io be bl
south of Oil Well Road and should kave road access plasned for ko,  [Naples Tultaral Landiscape]

Review eacement: lanpuspe and policics to peevent F.W.C. from holding el cascanents. Al castineiis
should go to the County for the Culiueal snd JicHtage Trail,  [Nopies Culturaf ! sndecape]
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Stcwardship casements should be beld by privete entitics -Florida Community Trust provided 630
tidkison collars between ARIT and J0US and have encoumged amd fostered public and prvabe
partnesships, [Naples Cultural Landseape]

%8.A, Crodit agreements should include the Department of Conmmunity Affairs and Flarida Forever
programs & the signatories  [Naples Cilnwal §anderape]

Policy L1
Do tt remsorve all the layers in the matrix antil & Historic and Culture] study hes been done
o see how the pasi pioncers used the Natral Resources of the land. if & exitical bayes i removed in
wespect iy a Historic or Cultural site all futare uses and acdvities in thet laver sre eliminated forever
[Napiles Cultural Landsesipe)]

Poliey 1.12
Presently only credits for S.R.A. can be transfored for lands that mect the defined Suitability
Standard i the B.L.S.A_ for S.R.A.$ e lnguage needs 1> be established 10 cncompass criteria for

L33
Do the procedures for the transfer of credils indade language fior Historical or Cuttaral
Resources gince Stewardship eredite do nil require sny GM.F. amendments.

[Naples Cultumal Landscipe]

Pollcy 158
Heww uny stuilics oo impleanented w sus wierns ibe highest groand aveilable cm be used for

the Mistorical or Cultural Heritoge Trail and will it hawe shigh cnough ground elevation sc that it will
6ot be prone to fooding? [Naples Caltural Landscape]

Is there 4 provision or a percenlage allocated fos any educational programs that isterpret o the
public ury parof o Vikacrical or Culisrally relaced demme in e TILS. Are theos any incersives w
awmers io seil Crodite tha will go for uny progrems thal bave bo do with the county’s past bistory?
[Maples Cultursl Landscape]

Pelicy 4.7.1

i s wro deecribed as having “Individual identity and Chamcier” to what extent will the
EdcTprebicn i e coimanmily parks aflow for Hisioric o Cultural valos ond i there s cortain
perventage in spece or luids ullocated indhe plans or designs and what will thwe wwis displey or
incarporste i educale the public aboot the county’s Caltaral past. [Mapics Culteral Landsenpe]

Poliry 4.1.2

I vilbamcs have “Charcicr” saled to cach pargeular village b what exuient does this parmaliel
exbsiid bt ia ke packs ang Cirgen Spaces on o Tlistorical love] and what sasociation does thia have with
e past Cubtaral §xeulany of the pasl small iowny of Collizr County [Naples Cubtural Landscape]

Folicy 413
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To what axesnt will the comunumities in the: Hanlers contribute to the Historical and Culitursl
walues that were a past part of ithe coumty's history and how oill this bt redlected n ihew public Cineen
Spmm‘_, [(Neples Caltural Landscape]

Pubiiic acoees thould be allowed o all right of ways, Stewandship easements or Conservation
cascmends in amy arca of lamnd that is rated in A NRL index of 1.2 or higher. By restricting any
Gireexroanys or Butfer Zones the Historical and in particular the Cultural and scenic pesources of the land
will not allow for full emjoyment of auy future proposed Fisborical and Calural Herilage trail and will
limit Beo Tourism to unsatisfyiing scenic endeavors. Sinoe Unere is only 2 % of hands that will qual ify for
o 1.2 o1 higher mting e sbaol ale bost lands ot be weed o the trail and am cxception in the langiage
mitxst b mado ans it will bo the Commty™s only chanoe o interporet to the public in the troe scenic besty of
the tand. [Naplas Cultursd Tandscapa]

"Paliey 411
Whene existing Agricultural activity joins a S.R.A. the degign of the 8.0_A. should not have

muore: than two geographical eides conmecting cther in landom or apposiic that will impede sy
Tecreationfopet space For a better poszibility of having a more plassi og envizomment.
[Naples Cultumal Landscape]

For clarification all language gpokcn of 88 “Public: Bencfir* choulid jochde whniber ihiy
mietms —Public sccess.  [Naples Cultural Fandscapsc]
Thow do you quantify a percontage of Publiic encfit relating 1o Fowns, Villages, and Hamlcts

wind i3 Uzerc a coraim pottion off “Public Bonellic™ thal has in any tangilde wary a reflection of xuy part of
Collier County™s prd Culture o [lcritage, [MNeples Cualtural Landscape]
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APPENDIX R

Econoric DEVELOPMENT COUNCL OF COLEIER CoLbay
303) Horseshoe Drive North, Suile 120 « Napias. FL 34104 m
Phane (237 2638989 » Fox (239] 263-4021 E '
i ECONOMIC
; D PMENT
MEMORANDUM UNCIL
of Callier County; Florida
i g !

Tax Tom Greenwood

From: Tammbe Nemecek

Date: November 5, 2008

Re:  Economic Development Policy Changas

in order to strangthan the economic developmend saction of the RLSA, the Econamic
Development Council of Collar Caunty would like 1o propase s clarifying languags.
Thank you for the censxderation. bMadlfications are highligiied in RED.

Policy 4.7.1

Towns ore the largest and mopl diverse form of SRA, with a full range of housing types and mix
of mses. Towns have urban level services and infrestructure thai euppon development the is
codupacl, mixed use, human scale, and pravides o balmee of land wscs 1o reduce sutocobils tips
snd increape livabllity. Towns shall be oot less than 1,000 acres or more than 4000 5,000 seccs
and are compmsed of several viilages andfar oeighbarhoods that bave individual idemity snd
charsoter. Towns ehall hinve 8 mixed-use town center that will serve 25 o focal poind for
commmmity facilities and support services. Towns shall be degigned 10 encourage padustrian and
bicytls tirculstion by inchoding an imterconnected sidewalk and pathway aysicmi serving all
LSS RS Bl e ekl gt FOLETL | L o 1
comnection pomnt for inteypal md exie pubils qiiog, Towns shall hawe at lenst gpe
commumity park with a minizmum size of 208 square feet per dwelling unit in e Town. Towm
ghall also e purks or public green spaces within neighborhoods,
Tovwms shall inchude both comnmanity aid seighborhood scabed retwil and affoe uses, inaswio a3
’mhwwm Towns may aleo ischode hase compatible carporme
and light industrinl mses 22c0 as those penmicied in the Buginess Park and
Reacarch and Technology Park Subdistricts of the FLUE and hoss included m Policy 4.7.4.
Towns shall be the preferred Jocstion for the full range of schools, and to the extent possikie,
schools and peries shall be located abwtting cach other 10 allow for the sharing of recrestional
facilities aod as provided in Polickes 4,152 and 4153, Design erieria for Towns skall be
inchuded i the LDC Stewardship Distric. Towns shall not be locsted widhin ik ACSC.

Policy 4,7.2

CADoccrents 5o SexingrihomasgmenmoodLoca] Senbagy Teergasiry Infereet FaxConint Oudeal sl MY I ipaticy
mediSaion 1 -FR400
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Villages are puimarily residentiol commumities with a giverity of howsing fypes and misx of uses
spproprisic w mmmmarmmmvmpsMb:mmmmm

putside the Aren of Criticall Coneem, meﬂwmﬁfmmammmmm
ﬂﬂlmnmﬁwﬂhﬂmmsmuﬁMﬁxﬂmmmmMMWn
mmfaﬁmuu Villages shall be dzsigned o ancorage pedesirian and bewels qotulatan
by inchedimg &n tmerconsected sidewalk and patbwey gysiem serving gl resldeos al
meighborboods. Villages shall have parke ot pubsic green tpnnumthmmmihmvm
mﬁn!l inchude n:@lbghmd amlud retall and offfice uses, m a miio as provided in Policy 4.15,
aled uecs dicacribed in Policy 4.7.4 shall also be permitied in Villages, Villages
mmmeﬁnﬁ;ﬂmdm& To the extent posalble, schools and perfs
mnmmmwmmmnhmmmrmmmgwmmmﬂmﬁ.w
crieria for Villsges shall be included in tve LDC Stewmrndship Distrist.

Policy 474 4.7.3
Compsct Rural Deve lopmerit (CRLY) i & ﬁ:mufmm_ e
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Wlhmmpimﬂym&@nlmmhuwﬂudmm&ufmmmmm*m
apprypriate on the aeals afd charicier nflﬂ'ﬂ [mﬂm-nhr wilkagr Villnges challl he god lesp ihan 006
aenes or moee than 1,000 scréa nside 1be Ares of e and not moge than. 1,300 scres
putside the Area of Criseal Comem, Vﬂaﬁﬂmﬂmﬂfmmﬂmwﬁmm
shll include 4 mixed-1ee village center to serve a8 the focal pols for the cocmmumity

pervices il feiliGes. Vmwahﬂbudﬂ@mmmmmmwm
by inclading an interconsecssd sdevalk and pathway sysiem serving all res dendisl
neighborboods. Villages shadl bscss parke oF pribdic preen. spaces withiy neighberhoods., Villages
skl mluﬂ: 1:!5&% acnled potwkl mduﬂb;:ama,mnm;:: ’.umn]m. au. Puliy 4.13,
A neroni S0 UBEH G880 Wt In Jiﬁ ics 4‘? shall sl be pemitied MBES. Tln‘ﬂﬂ
mmwh&smﬁmmmﬂwufmch Tnth:mwmmlbﬂ&emﬂa&;mﬂ arics
shall be located adiscent 16 each other to allow for the sharihg of recy=atinnal kcﬁilrim.l‘halgn
eriterin for Villages shall be ncluded i the LDC Stemandship District.

Polley 474 4.7.3
Compact Rars] Dievelopment (CRLY o & Emmﬂtfmw with

mﬁlmh. bui:mm fln lumpﬁ'mm mﬂbﬁﬂﬂmm i



Policy 4.1%

The SRA will bt plenned and designesd to be fiscally neutral or positive to Collier County a the
borizon year baptd on & costbenefit fiscal impact malytis model scceptable to or s may be
adogried by the County, The BOC may grant excepifions 10 this policy 1 accommodate afondsble-
workfaroe bousing, as it deems appropriste, Techniques that may promote fiscal neulrality swch
48 Comonmity Development Districts, and atber special districts, shall be encoursged, Ar a
minitrurn, tie analysis shall consider the following public fanilities and services: transpertation,
poinble wabew, wastewater, imigation waier, momwansr management, salid waste, pariks, law
enfoecement, and schools. Development phasing, developer comributbons snd mitigation, and
other public/privete partnerships shall address any posemtial adverse impacts to sdopted levels of
eervice slandards,
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