MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE COLLIER COUNTY
RURAL LANDS STEWARDSHIP AREA REVIEW COMMITTEE
Community Development and Environmental Services [CDES] Building; 2800 North
Horseshoe Drive, Rooms 609/610, Naples, Florida, 34104; September 16, 2008
LET IT BE REMEMBERED, that the Collier County Rural Lands Stewardship Area
Review Committee in and for the County of Collier, having conducted Business herein, met
on this date at 9:00 A.M. in REGULAR SESSION at the CDES Building, Rooms 609/610
2800 North Horseshoe Drive, Naples, Florida, with the following members present:
CHAIRMAN: Ron Hamel
VICE CHAIRMAN: Neno Spagna
Brad Cornell
David Farmer (left at 12:00pm)
Gary Eidson
Bill McDaniel (arrived at 10:30am)
Zack Floyd Crews
Tom Jones
Fred Thomas
ALSO PRESENT: Thomas Greenwood, AICP, Principal Planner and Michael DeRuntz, Principal
Planner, Comprehensive Planning Department; Laura Roys, Senior Environmental Specialist,
Environmental Services; and approximately 20 members of the public.

I. Call Meeting to Order
The meeting was called to order at 9:07 AM by Chairman Hamel.
II. Roll Call
Roll call was taken, and a quorum was established as 8 of 12 members were present initially
with Bill McDaniel arriving at approximately 10:30am.
III. Approval of Agenda
Mr. Thomas moved to approve the agenda as presented and seconded by Mr. Crews. .
Voice Vote - Unanimously approved
IV. Approval of Minutes of the August 5, 2008 Meeting
Mr. Spagna moved and Mr. Farmer seconded to approve the minutes as distributed. Voice
Vote - Unanimously approved. Mr. Hamel pointed out that page 2 of the minutes states that
there will be complete review by the Committee of the entire draft report, so that there will be
a second chance to review the entire document
V.

Presentations
A. Mr. Greenwood referred to and made a part of the minutes the following as emailed and as
provided in hard copy and discussed at today’s meeting:
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•
•

Committee tasks by meeting dates for September 16, 23, 30 and October 7 and EAC
meeting of November 12, CCPC on December 1, and BCC on January 29, 2009.
[attached to minutes]
Potential RLSA….Potential Maturity under the existing RLSA Credit System.
[attached to minutes]

With respect to the Committee tasks, the attached was reviewed by the Committee and it was
stated that the goal today is to finish the Group 3 Policies and hear from the Transportation
Planning Department at 11am regarding transportation issues related to development and the
RLSA, in particular.
Mr. Greenwood reviewed the September, 2008 version of the “Potential Maturity under the
existing RLSA Credit System” stating the following:
• It is based upon the existing system and the experience in the RLSA Overlay during
the first 5 years.
• It assumes that 100% of the owners of the environmentally sensitive lands will
participate in the RLSAO.
• It assumes that the average household size would be 2.5 persons/household and the
average gross density would be 2.5 units/acre which is similar to Ave Maria and the
proposed Big Cypress DRI.
• Other assumptions are provided on the spreadsheet.
• The number of dwelling units calculated is very close in number to the calculations
provided by Van Buskirk and Associates for the East of 951 Infrastructure Study.
He stated that he would like to have the Committee endorse this or a similar document for
inclusion in the Phase 2 Report, but that no action was required today. There were a number
of questions and answers generated by the Committee and the public and, at the end of the
discussion, Tom Jones thanked and complimented staff for the preparation of this document.
B. Presentation of Nick Casalanguida, Director, Transportation Planning Department
[presented at 11am following action taken on Policy 3.11]
Norman Feder, Director of the Transportation Division, stated that:
• the Committee meetings conflict with the Tuesday BCC meetings;
• Transportation in the 1990’s and before dealt mainly with providing transportation in
the urban area but now needs to concentrate in the rural lands area as well;
• There is a need to share information between the public and private sectors if the
planning for public infrastructure and services in the RLSA is to be in a
comprehensive and meaningful way.
• Most of what he knows about the RLSA is what he has read in the newspaper.
Nick Casalinguida, Director of the Transportation Planning Department, stated the following:
• The East of 951 Study group is looking at rural design roads rather than urban
standard roads.
• Van Buskirk, the consultant on the East of 951 Infrastructure Study, has developed
dwelling unit and population projections by Transportation Analysis Zones for the
RLSA and other major geographies east of CR 951.
• The county does not have the funds to build the roadway network.
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•

There must be some agreement on a transportation network and alternative
transportation modes for the build-out in the RLSA.
• There must be funding methodology made available in the RLSA to allow for the
fiscal neutrality of the public infrastructure upon the County. A memorandum of
agreement needs to be developed between the county and the developer to identify
where the toads will be located and how the roads will be funded.
• Need to address panther crossings and how to fund them.
• Need to address who is going to pay for what.
• Must be a unified roadway network meeting the water management plan standards.
• He stated that 2/3 of the projected county population at build out is expected to be
east of CR 951.
• Need a check and balance for public improvements. An analysis needs to be done.
The transportation department will have one done in about 6 months.
• He stated that impact fees cannot provide all the needed improvements, but this has to
be looked at as a three legged stool where land owners, county and the state each
participating.
Mr. Eidson stated that Transportation is asking the Committee to do something. Bill McDaniel
stated that the interactive growth model developed by Van Buskirk will provide an on-going
guide as to infrastructure needs as times and developments change in the East of CR 951 area.
Mr. McDaniel asked what additional sources of funding would be available for future roadway
construction other than the sources currently available. Mr. Casalanguida stated that an increase
in the sales tax, transfer fees, a raise in the millage rates, and the proposed Panther fees are
examples. Mr. Jones stated that there is some coordination going on between transportation
planning and it needs to continue and that coordination may get to about 80% of what Nick is
asking for by mid-October. He referred to the possible limit of a 45,000 acre SRA footprint in
the RLSAO. He stated that a model can show where land uses could go, but that it is a long-term
model and it will change over time. Mr. Farmer stated that he feels that the population and
dwelling units are important in the RLSAO planning in that they can translate into lane miles and
other governmental services. Norman Feder stated that the data and analysis do not have to be
cast in stone, but the data and analysis need to address the big picture of what could happen in
this geography [the RLSAO]. Bill McDaniel stated that he would like the Transportation
Division’s review of the RLSA Overlay, in particular Group 4 policies which relate to SRAs and
with the transportation-related policies. He would get Dr. VanBuskirk to address the Committee.
Mr. Greenwood stated that one of the functions of the RLSA Review Committee is to educate
and promote the RLSAO and stated that there have been about 15-20 articles relating to the
RLSA in the NDN since the November, 2007 inception of the Committee; that there have been at
least three Transportation Department employees on the participant email list; and that the Group
4 policies in the on-going report include comments from Mike Greene and that any other
Transportation Comments should be received this week for referral to the Committee on
September 23rd when it goes through Group 4 SRA policies. Mr. Jeff Perry of Wilson Miller
stated that his firm has been doing work with the Eastern Collier property owners over the years.
At the time the original RLSA Overlay was adopted there was an absence of data and analysis.
He will be meeting with Van Buskirk and the County to provide the necessary data and analysis
to clearly indicate what infrastructure will be needed to support future developments in the
RLSA.
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VI. Old Business
A. Phase 2… Review of Group 1-Group 5 Policies of the Rural Land Stewardship
Overlay [continuation]. Mr. Greenwood stated that whatever action the Committee
takes will appear in the DRAFT Phase 2 Report and will be subject to a second overall
review by the Committee prior to its issuance of its final recommended report.

Policy 3.8
Compensation to the property owner may occur through one or more of the following mechanisms:
creation and transfer of Stewardship Credits, acquisition of conservation easements, acquisition of less
than fee interest in the land, or through other acquisition of land or interest in land through a willing seller
program.
Public Input on September 16, 2008
Mr. Dane Scofield stated that he would like to broaden the language to allow other avenues to use credits.
Staff Comments: Staff suggested adding the words, “such as, but not limited to Conservation Collier” to
the end of Policy 3.8. After Committee discussion, a motion was made by Mr. Eidson with a second by
Mr. Thomas. Upon vote, the motion failed by a vote of 7-1 with Mr. Spagna voting in favor of the
motion to strike the proposed language.
Committee Action on September 16, 2008: Motion by Mr. Eidson with a second by Mr. Thomas to not
change Policy 3.8. Upon vote, the motion carried, 8-0.

Policy 3.9
1. Agriculture will continue to be a permitted use and its supporting activities will continue to be
permitted as conditional uses within FSAs and HSAs, pursuant to the Agriculture Group
classifications described in the Matrix. The Ag 1 group includes row crops, citrus, specialty farms,
horticulture, plant nurseries, improved pastures for grazing and ranching, aquaculture [limited to
Open Land designation only] and similar activities, including related agricultural support uses. In
existing Ag 1 areas within FSAs and HSAs, all such activities are permitted to continue, and may
convert from one type of Agriculture to another and expand to the limits allowed by applicable
permits. Once the Stewardship Credit System is utilized and an owner receives compensation as
previously described, no further expansion of Ag 1 will be allowed in FSAs and HSAs beyond
existing or permitted limits within property subject to a credit transfer, except for incidental clearing
as set forth in Paragraph 2 below.
2. In order to encourage viable Ag 1 activities, and to accommodate the ability to convert from one Ag 1
use to another, incidental clearing is allowed to join existing Ag 1 areas, square up existing farm
fields, or provide access to or from other Ag 1 areas, provided that the Ag 1 Land Use Layer has been
retained on the areas to be incidentally cleared, and the Natural Resource Index Value score has been
adjusted to reflect the proposed change in land cover. Incidental clearing is defined as clearing that
meets the above criteria and is limited to 1% of the area of the SSA. In the event said incidental
clearing impacts lands having a Natural Resource Index Value in excess of 1.2, appropriate mitigation
shall be provided.
Public Input:
1. Review of the SSAs currently designated indicates that out of the approximately
23,000 acres that are in SSA easements, only 650 acres have been taken down to
their conservation land use. The Conservancy believes that Collier County should
be more active in securing lands that will be maintained for conservation
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purposes. While grazing may sometimes be compatible with conservation uses,
more active agricultural activities may not, especially if the environmental value
of the land would benefit from restoration activities. Collier County should
revisit the SSA Group 3 policies to require more SSAs be taken down to
conservation through incentives or regulations. A better understanding of the uses
removed within SSAs could be vetted if SSA designation was required to go
through the EAC, CCPC and Board of County Commissioners for approval. [Conservancy]
Note: Also related to policy 3.10
ECPO Comments: The Conservancy’s statement does not acknowledge that of the 24,124 acres within
approved SSAs, 19,034 acres (79%) are designated as Ag-2 lands. Of the 19,034 acres under Ag-2 land
uses, 16,334 acres exist under native vegetation, and an additional 1,781 acres are comprised of pastures.
These Ag-2 land uses retain only grazing rights and other low-intensity agricultural uses that are entirely
compatible with listed species conservation. Lands within approved SSAs “maintained for conservation
purposes” are therefore more accurately quantified as the sum of Ag-2 and Conservation land uses
(19,684 acres), or 82% of all approved SSA lands.
The designation of an SSA is a voluntary process, through which a property owner relinquishes private
property rights, reduces the residual land use value of their property, and provides a public benefit by
permanently protecting natural resources and agriculture, without requiring publicly funded
compensation. The rules and requirements for establishing an SSA are clear, straightforward, and are not
subject to the imposition of conditions and stipulations. RLSA incentives are designed to minimize
obstacles to property owners in implementing the program. Multiple public hearings are costly and time
consuming. Members of the public, including advisory board members, are not precluded from
commenting on an SSA at the BCC hearing.
2. Provide incentive for organic farming for ag remaining in FSAs and HSAs [FWF]
3. Continuing agricultural use in the SSAs should be with Best Management Practice (BMP)
standards, at a minimum.
ECPO Comments: The RLSA agricultural areas have been farmed for decades, utilizing standard
agricultural operations that are covered by existing state agricultural regulations. Additional restrictions
could potentially render these agricultural operations unprofitable, counter to the goals of the RLSA. The
prescription of BMPs could also create disincentives for land owners to include agricultural areas within
SSAs, thereby fragmenting landscape mosaics that would otherwise be protected as large, interconnected
blocks of land.
Discussion during September 16th Meeting.
Mr. Jones stated that he was not in favor of the Best Management Practices language because it will lead
to more confusion as to who will verify it is being done, which BMP to use and for what use. Laura Roys
stated staff suggested the BMP because SSAs should have higher standards and that the BMP language
could be added to the Stewardship Credit Agreements. Dane Scofield stated that all his uses of land
generate BMPs. Who will decide which BMP to use and how. He stated that he is opposed to the
proposed BMP language. Brad Cornell stated that we should find a way to incentivize BMPs. Mr.
Farmer stated that the incentives are already in place such that the property owner is not found in
violation [SFWMD requires BMPs for developments of 10+ acres and DEP requires as well]. Nicole
Ryan stated that her organization would support BMPS in that the property owners are receiving SSAs.
Mr. Eidson stated that we do not need more laws as we are short of staff to enforce the ones we have. Mr.
Standridge stated that the BMPs are not regulatory. Mr. Farmer disagreed stating that property owners
must use BMPs for 10+ acre developments approved by SFWMD and DEP. Russ Priddy stated that he
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takes special care of his lands over the years and is opposed to BMPs being placed in the RLSA Overlay
and that such is a huge disincentive to participate in the RLSAO.
Staff Comments:
1. Continuing agricultural use in the SSAs should be with Best Management Practice (BMP)
standards, at a minimum. [Engineering and Environmental Services Department]
Committee Action on September 16, 2008: Motion by Mr. Thomas to add Best Management Practice
to Policy 3.9 and second by Mr. Jones and, upon vote, the motion failed 8-0. Motion by Mr. Thomas
and second by Mr. Jones to not amend Policy 3.9 and, upon vote, the motion carried 8-0. Brad Cornell
stated that he would like to see aquaculture addressed in the LDC.
Mr. McDaniel, having not been present when Policy 3.9 was discussed above, asked to consider having
the language, “limited to Open Land designation only”, added after the word “aquaculture” in line fourth
line of Policy 3.9. After discussion, Mr. McDaniel moved and Mr. Thomas seconded to insert the
language in policy 3.9 in the first paragraph to allow aquaculture in Open Lands only in the RLSA.
Upon vote, the motion carried 7-0 [Mr. Farmer left the meeting at 12:00pm and did not vote].

Policy 3.10
Ag 2 includes unimproved pastures for grazing and ranching, forestry and similar activities, including
related agricultural support uses. In existing Ag 2 areas within FSAs and HSAs, such activities are
permitted to continue, and may convert from one type of Agriculture to another and expand to the limits
allowed by applicable permits. Once the Stewardship Credit System is utilized and an owner receives
compensation as previously described, no further expansion of Ag 2 or conversion of Ag 2 to Ag 1 will
be allowed in FSAs or HSAs beyond existing or permitted limits within property subject to a credit
transfer.
Public Input:
1. The uses retained on lands, such as Ag 2, are not preservation lands yet they are proffered as such
in subsequent development analysis. This then supports arguments to completely remove
wetlands within the areas where development was to take place when in reality the ratios of
natural set aside preservation lands were much smaller in comparison to the wetlands being
destroyed if the Ag2 lands were excluded. While some A2 lands are in more natural states, the
fact they are not truly conservation lands is misleading. [Mark Strain]
ECPO Comments: The majority of SSA lands designated as Ag-2 consist of native vegetation
communities and unimproved pastures and rangelands that contain both wetland and upland land cover.
Once an SSA easement is placed on such property, the residential, earth mining, recreation, and intensive
agriculture land use rights are removed and no further intensification of these natural areas is allowed. As
a result, there is little difference between “preservation or conservation lands”, and Stewardship Sending
Area lands at the Ag 2 level, other than the fact that the land owner is obligated to continue to manage the
land in accordance with the Stewardship Easement Agreement, rather than the public incurring this
obligation and cost for public preservation land. One critical land use that is retained by the Ag-2
designation is the right to graze cattle, which is an important land management tool. In natural forest
communities within the RLSA, grazing of cattle enhances forest function by suppressing exotic
vegetation and controlling overgrowth in the understory. Ultimately, these Ag-2 lands do provide
conservation benefits similar to those provided by public lands within and adjacent to the RLSA.
With respect to wetland impacts in SRAs, the RLSA is a planning tool that works in a complimentary
fashion to wetland and wildlife regulatory programs, not as a replacement. Any proposed wetland impacts
and mitigation requirements are assessed and approved by the regulatory agencies for each SRA
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independently of RLSA process, using standard methodologies such as the Uniform Wetland Mitigation
Assessment Method (UMAM). The RLSA program addresses the issue on a major system basis, which
regulatory programs do not, and protects vast acreages of regional flow ways and larger high-quality
wetland systems that greatly exceed the wetland mitigation ratios typically required by SFWMD and the
US Army Corps of Engineers. This is one reason why the Collier County RLSA is held in high regard by
the SFWMD, Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission, and the US Fish and Wildlife Service.
Staff Comments:
Committee Action on September 16, 2008: Mr. Thomas moved and Mr. Jones seconded to not amend
Policy 3.10. Upon vote, the motion carried 8-0.

Policy 3.11
1. In certain locations there may be the opportunity for flow-way or habitat restoration. Examples
include, but are not limited to, locations where flow-ways have been constricted or otherwise
impeded by past activities, or where additional land is needed to enhance wildlife corridors.
Priority shall be given to restoration within the Camp Keais Strand FSA or contiguous HSAs.
Should a property owner be willing to dedicate land for restoration activities within a FSA or
HSA the Camp Keais Strand FSA or contiguous HSAs, four two additional Stewardship Credits
shall be assigned for each acre of land so dedicated. An additional two Stewardship credits shall
be assigned for each acre of land dedicated for restoration activities within other FSAs and
HSAs. The actual implementation of restoration improvements is not required for the owner to
receive such credits and the costs of restoration shall be borne by the governmental agency or
private entity undertaking the restoration. Should an owner also complete restoration
improvements, this shall be rewarded with four additional Credits for each acre of restored land
upon demonstration that the restoration met applicable success criteria as determined by the
permit agency authorizing said restoration. The additional Credits shall be rewarded for either
caracara restoration at 2 Credits per acre, or for exotic control/burning at 4 Credits per acres, or
for flow way restoration at 4 Credits per acre, or for native habitat restoration at 6 Credits per
acre. Within the area proposed for restoration, Land Use Layers 1-6 must be removed. The
specific process for assignment of additional restoration Credits shall be included in the
Stewardship District of the LDC.
2. In certain locations, as generally illustrated in the RLSA Overlay Map, there may be
opportunities to create, restore, and enhance a northern panther corridor connection and a
southern panther corridor connection. Should a property owner be willing to dedicate land for the
purpose of establishing and maintaining the northern or southern panther corridor, 2 additional
Stewardship Credits shall be assigned for each acre of land so dedicated. Should an owner also
effectively complete the corridor restoration, this shall be rewarded with 8 additional Credits per
acre.
3. In order to address a significant loss in Southwest Florida of seasonal, shallow wetland wading
bird foraging habitat, restoration of these unique habitats will be incentivized in the RLSAO.
Dedication of any area inside an FSA, HSA, or WRA for such seasonal wetland restoration shall
be rewarded with 2 additional Credits per acre. Should the landowner successfully complete the
restoration, and additional 6 Credits per acre shall be awarded.
Only one type of restoration shall be rewarded with these Credits for each acre designated for
restoration.
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This policy does not preclude other forms of compensation for restoration which may be
addressed through public-private partnership agreement such as a developer contribution
agreement or stewardship agreement between the parties involved. Also not precluded are
various private and publicly funded restoration programs such as the federal Farm Bill
conservation programs. The specific process for assignment of additional restoration credits shall
be included in the Stewardship District of the LDC.
Public Input:
1. Many acres within SSA’s are Ag lands that have been used in the past for a
variety of activities that have the potential to cause soil and water contamination.
These uses include cattle dipping, petroleum spillage from wells and even solid
waste disposal areas from hunting or remote camps. Since the SSA’s are given
credit for their environmental value a requirement for a clean environmental audit
prior to the SSA’s credit issuance on all property within the SSA should be
mandatory. [Mark Strain]
ECPO Comments: Cattle grazing (and its related uses), is a permitted use throughout the RLSA, and
may be allowed to continue when property is voluntarily placed within an SSA by its owners depending
upon the land use layers removed. Land within an SSA that has been cleared or altered for agricultural
support activities will be scored accordingly. SSA lands normally remain in private ownership and the
property owner retains the obligation for land management, including compliance with regulatory
requirements associated with agricultural practices. Environmental Audits are typically required only in
conjunction with a change in ownership. Requiring an environmental audit to be performed on thousands
of acres of land would be an extraordinary expense and is therefore a disincentive for property owners to
consider placing their property within an SSA.
Cattle dipping vats were constructed throughout the State of Florida as a result of local, state, and federal
programs conducted from 1906 through 1961, for the prevention, suppression, control, or eradication of
the disease commonly known as tick fever by eradicating the cattle fever tick. Most vats were
constructed with public funds and operated under local, state, and Federal Government supervision and
control, and participation in the eradication program was mandated by state law and not voluntary.
Chapter 376.306(2), Florida Statutes states:
Any private owner of property in this state upon which cattle-dipping vats are located
shall not be liable to the state under any state law, or to any other person seeking to
enforce state law, for any costs, damages, or penalties associated with the discharge,
evaluation, contamination, assessment, or remediation of any substances or derivatives
thereof that were used in the vat for the eradication of the cattle fever tick. This provision
shall be broadly construed to the benefit of said private owner.
Any potential oil spills are closely scrutinized by the Florida Department of Natural Resources (DNR),
and should there be an occurrence, immediate action is required. DNR maintains records of all petroleum
spills and the action taken to address said spills. When wells are abandoned, oil companies and property
owners are required to plug the wells and clean up the site under the direction of DNR.
Hunting camps are handled via written leases with the property owner. The stipulations of these legal
leases include the requirement for any lessee to properly dispose of all solid waste and also include annual
inspection by the property owner to insure the terms of the lease are being met. Private property owners
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take great care in the protection of their land when allowing others to use their property for hunting or
camping purposes.
2. The Conservancy believes that retention of AG1 or AG2 uses on lands where
credits are generated for restoration activities creates the potential for
incompatibility. Even lower-impact agricultural uses, such as unimproved
pasture, may present conflicts to replanting and management for lands based on
the restoration plan. The Conservancy suggests that on lands where stewardship
credits are generated for restoration plans and actual restoration activities, all land
use layers should be removed down to the conservation use. In addition,
appropriate fencing should be required to provide a sufficient separation between
agricultural uses and restoration areas. [Conservancy]
ECPO Comments: The process for restoration credits requires the removal of AG1 uses, so there is no
potential for incompatibility between restoration and AG1 uses under the RLSA program. Cattle grazing
is a proven land management tool. When properly managed, cattle grazing limits under brush from
becoming an extensive fire hazard, keeps exotics from more rapid proliferation, and requires more
continuous oversight of the land. Removing all agricultural uses from the land would be a disincentive to
restoration because there is a cost associated with land management. There must be a mechanism
available to ensure that restoration and conservation remain viable options in the market.
3. The Conservancy believes Policy 3.11 should be reexamined as to the ability for
additional Stewardship Credits to be obtained for dedication of land for
restoration. The Conservancy believes credit should be given only on lands
dedicated for restoration, where restoration has been implemented. [Conservancy]
ECPO Comments: In the RLSA, restoration is a two step process. First land is dedicated for restoration,
and then the restoration is completed. The RLS program assigns credits for each step. By assigning credits
for the first step, dedication, the program sets aside and protects lands for a future restoration activity.
When viewed in a regional context this dedication process is useful to other entities, such as Conservation
Collier, when prioritizing which lands to protect and restore. To eliminate the dedication step from the
credit system would be a disincentive to property owners to dedicate any restoration land until the
restoration is to be completed, thereby depriving those other entities of knowing what the true regional
restoration plan is.
4. Incentives for restoring farm fields in receiving [Open] areas [FWF]
ECPO Comments: This comment is apparently referring to the potential for restoring farm fields within
the “Open” overlay designation. The RLSA program was designed to achieve a balance between
agricultural sustainability, environmental protection, and economic development. As noted in the previous
response, ample opportunities for farm field restoration already exist within the FSA and HSA overlays.
While restoration within the FSA and HSA overlays can occur within a landscape matrix of native
vegetation communities, restoration within the Open overlay lacks a landscape-scale context, and should
not be a priority.
5. Better handle on potential credits and restoration credits that can be generated - too many credits.
[FWF]
ECPO Comments: Both Collier County staff and ECPO are preparing more accurate estimation of total
potential stewardship credit generation, including restoration credits.
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6. Why have credits been established to be awarded just for preparing a restoration plan that does
not have to be implemented? [CCPC]
ECPO Comments: (See response to 3 above).
7. Restoration credits: credit should be generated only for actual restoration work, this could be a
two step scale involving the start of restoration and meeting specified success criteria. [Defenders
of Wildlife]
ECPO Comments: The purpose of providing restoration designation credits is two-fold. One, the
restoration designation credits can provide a source of capital necessary to initiate the restoration work,
including the costs of permitting, detailed restoration planning, etc. Secondly, there are situations where a
land owner may be amenable to allowing a local (such as Conservation Collier), state or federal agency to
perform restoration work on their land. The restoration designation credits provide an incentive for land
owners to cooperate with agencies where they otherwise may have declined to participate, and the
agencies can implement the restoration program.
Staff Comments:
1. Any level of restoration or maintenance receives the same amount of credits. The credit value
should be tied to the functional lift and there should be levels of credit that could be earned.
[Engineering and Environmental Services]
2. The management plan should include more than the 1 exotic plants listed by County Code
(FLEPPC Category 1). Various other exotics have been observed. [Engineering and
Environmental Services]
3. The LDC should define more specific requirements on what management plans entail.
[Engineering and Environmental Services]
4. Restoration should be to a native habitat. [Engineering and Environmental Services]
ECPO Comments: ECPO agrees that a tiered system of restoration credits, tied to the restoration
functional lift, the difficulty of restoration, and the cost of restoration would be beneficial. An approach
will be provided to the RLSA Review Committee in the near future.
Management plans are currently incorporated into Stewardship Credit and Easement Agreements, so
enforceability is already present in the system. We agree that it is appropriate to include the 12 Category 1
exotic plant species identified by FLEPPC in future management plans. The SSA restoration management
plans submitted to date have included sufficient specificity to ensure the achievement of restoration goals,
but we will work with the RLSA Review Committee and staff if a standardized checklist will provide
clarity for all parties while preserving flexibility in restoration implementation.
We disagree that restoration should be limited to native habitats. Emphasis on pasture-dependent species
highlights the need for inclusion of pastures as potential restoration habitat. Caracaras, for instance, prefer
properly managed pastures over any other habitat, including native dry prairie. Restricting restoration to
native habitats could potentially compromise recovery efforts for these species.
Public Discussion on September 16, 2008
Mr. Greenwood stated that there was a proposal submitted on September 2 to provide for amendments
to Policy 3.11 prepared by Wilson Miller and intended to the provide language to accommodate the
Panther Protection Program. Mr. Cornell prepared and distributed at the beginning of today’s meeting
a revised Policy 3.11 [attached] which was aired by those present as follows:
• Mr. Farmer stated that he was concerned about unintended consequences.
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•

Mr. Jones stated that he thinks the breakdown is covered well and covered under the habitat
language.
• Mr. Farmer stated that he will vote in favor of the amendment, but wants to know how we are
going to spend all the extra credits.
• Tim Durham stated that Brad has the right idea.
• Judy Hushon stated that caracara restoration is easy to do and that there may be too many credits
being proposed for this restoration.
• Mr. Jones stated that this language would go into the management plan for R-1 and R-2 credits.
• Russ Priddy stated that this language would go into the management plan for R-1 and R-2 credits.
• Laurie McDonald stated that she supports elimination of oil wells as permitted uses certain land
use categories of the Land Use Matrix and that the words, “restore, and enhance” should follow
“create” in the second line of paragraph 2 and that the words “and maintain” should be inserted
directly after “establishing” in the fourth line of paragraph 2.
• Laura Roys stated that it should be made clear that the credits will not be cumulative.
• Russ Priddy stated that he has an oil well with a location that is in some of the best habitat for
bear, etc. and that there is no science that shows that oil wells are degrade the habitat.
• Nancy Payton stated that there is a map which has been circulated which shows the panther
corridors.
• Noah Standridge asked if there had been consideration given to bonding out panther credits for
up front dollars.
Committee Action on September 16, 2008: Mr. Jones moved and Mr. Eidson seconded to amend
Policy 3.11 as shown with Brad Cornell’s recommendations including the recommendations of Laurie
McDonald and Laura Roys above. Upon vote, the motion carried 9-0.
Motion to extend meeting end time to 12:30pm
Mr. Hamel stated that he would like to finish Group 3 policies today, but would need Committee
approval to continue the meeting beyond the advertised time. Mr. Thomas moved and Gary Eidson
seconded to extend the end time for today’s meeting from 12 pm to 12:30pm to provide time for
completion of the Group 3 Policies. Upon Vote, the motion carried, 9-0 with Mr. Farmer stating that he
had to leave for another appointment.

Policy 3.12
Based on the data and analysis of the Study, FSAs, HSAs, WRAs, and existing public/private
conservation land include the land appropriate and necessary to accomplish the Goal pertaining to natural
resource protection. To further direct other uses away from and to provide additional incentive for the
protection, enhancement and restoration of the Okaloacoochee Slough and Camp Keais Strand, all land
within 500 feet of the delineated FSAs that comprise the Slough or Strand that is not otherwise included
in a HSA or WRA shall receive the same natural index score (0.6) that a HSA receives if such property is
designated as a SSA and retains only agricultural, recreational and/or conservation layers within the
matrix.
Public Input:
1. The Conservancy believes that wider buffers around HSAs, FSAs and Water
Retention Areas (WRAs) should be required and should be examined during the five-year
assessment [Conservancy]
2. More upland buffers for Camp Keais Strand & OK Slough [FWF]
ECPO Comments: The need for more upland buffers adjacent to existing FSA and HSA areas has not
been demonstrated or supported by any data and analysis. Aside from that fact, Restoration Zone overlays
were already designated in 2002 along key portions of both regional flow ways, and comprise over 2,000
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acres of potential buffers. These 500-feet wide Restoration Zones create incentives for restoration of
buffers, and can work in conjunction with SRA buffers as well.
Staff Comments:
Committee Action on September 16, 2008: Mr. Jones moved and Mr. McDaniel seconded to not
amend Policy 3.12. Upon vote, the motion carried, 7-0.

Policy 3.13
Water Retention Areas (WRAs) as generally depicted on the Overlay Map have been permitted for this
purpose and will continue to function for surface water retention, detention, treatment and/or conveyance,
in accordance with the South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) permits applicable to each
WRA. WRAs can also be permitted to provide such functions for new uses of land allowed within the
Overlay. WRAs may be incorporated into a SRA master plan to provide water management functions for
properties within such SRA, but are not required to be designated as a SRA in such instances. However, if
the WRA provides water treatment and retention exclusively for a SRA, the acreage of the WRA shall be
included in the SRA. WRA boundaries are understood to be approximate and are subject to refinement in
accordance with SFWMD permitting.
Public Input:
1. Currently, WRAs are allowed to be used as either SSAs or as part of the water
management system for a SRA. The Conservancy believes the appropriateness of
utilizing WRAs as part of stormwater management should be reevaluated,
especially for those WRAs that are part of historic wetland flowways and would
benefit from restoration. However, if certain WRAs are deemed acceptable for
stormwater treatment and are incorporated as part of the development's
stormwater treatment system for a development project, their acreage should be
included within the maximum acreage of the SRA. The Conservancy would like
to see this changed in Policy 3.13 and other applicable policies.[Conservancy]
ECPO Comments: The comment refers to Water Retention Areas or WRAs, which are one of three
types of SSA classification. Two Policies are relevant to the comment:
Policy 3.13
Water Retention Areas (WRAs) as generally depicted on the Overlay Map have been permitted for
this purpose and will continue to function for surface water retention, detention, treatment and/or
conveyance, in accordance with the South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) permits
applicable to each WRA. WRAs can also be permitted to provide such functions for new uses of
land allowed within the Overlay. WRAs may be incorporated into a SRA master plan to provide
water management functions for properties within such SRA, but are not required to be designated
as a SRA in such instances. WRA boundaries are understood to be approximate and are subject to
refinement in accordance with SFWMD permitting.
Policy 3.14
During permitting to serve new uses, additions and modifications to WRAs may be required or
desired, including but not limited to changes to control elevations, discharge rates, storm water
pre-treatment, grading, excavation or fill. Such additions and modifications shall be allowed
subject to review and approval by the SFWMD in accordance with best management practices.
Such additions and modifications to WRAs shall be designed to ensure that there is no net loss of
habitat function within the WRAs unless there is compensating mitigation or restoration in other
areas of the Overlay that will provide comparable habitat function. Compensating mitigation or
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restoration for an impact to a WRA contiguous to the Camp Keais Strand or Okaloacoochee
Slough shall be provided within or contiguous to that Strand or Slough.
The SFWMD will encourage or require that storm water continue to be directed into these reservoirs,
even after converting adjoining land uses from farm to development. This is anticipated by RLS Policy
3.13 and 3.14. There will be many cases where on-going agricultural operations continue to use the WRA
simultaneously with the developed land. In these cases, there is no purpose served by trying to
distinguish how much of the WRA is serving the farm, and how much is serving the development, as the
overall acreage of the WRA will not change.
Continuing to use these systems for water retention is efficient and beneficial to the environment, and
results in land use patterns that are more compact and cost effective. Eliminating water flows would
negatively impact hydrology and hydroperiod and would cause detrimental changes to the habitat values
of these reservoirs. These reservoirs are typically large (over 100 acres), and often are located between
the developable land and ultimate outfalls to flowway systems.
In instances where a WRA is permitted to function solely for SRA water quality treatment and detention,
it may be appropriate to include this acreage in the SRA acreage calculation.
Public Discussion on September 16, 2008
Mr. Jones stated that he supports the proposed change as outlined above because the water treatment has
to be done on-site and gives the developer the ability to use the remaining lands in the SRA. He stated
that they were criticized with the Town of Ave Maria SRA because they were not counting the WRA as
part of its SRA.
Staff Comments:
Committee Action on September 16, 2008: Mr. Thomas moved and Mr. Eidson seconded to add the
additional language to Policy 3.13. Upon vote, the motion carried, 7-0.

Policy 3.14
During permitting to serve new uses, additions and modifications to WRAs may be required or desired,
including but not limited to changes to control elevations, discharge rates, storm water pre-treatment,
grading, excavation or fill. Such additions and modifications shall be allowed subject to review and
approval by the SFWMD in accordance with best management practices. Such additions and
modifications to WRAs shall be designed to ensure that there is no net loss of habitat function within the
WRAs unless there is compensating mitigation or restoration in other areas of the Overlay that will
provide comparable habitat function. Compensating mitigation or restoration for an impact to a WRA
contiguous to the Camp Keais Strand or Okaloacoochee Slough shall be provided within or contiguous to
that Strand or Slough.
Public Input:
Staff Comments:
Committee Action on September 16, 2008: Mr. Thomas moved and Mr. McDaniel seconded to not
amend Policy 3.14. Upon vote, the motion carried, 7-0.
___________________________________________________________________________

VII.

New Business [none]

VIII. Public Comments [none]
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IX. Next Meeting
Mr. Hamel stated that he will not be able to attend the next meeting but that it will be held on
September 23, 2008, in Rooms 609/610 of the CDES Building, 2800 North Horseshoe Drive, in
Naples, Fl. from 9:00 A.M. – 12 Noon. Mr. Greenwood stated that there is a meeting scheduled
for this room between 7:30am and 9:00am and that the RLSA Review Committee meeting start
may be delayed slightly.1
X. Adjournment
Mr. Thomas moved to adjourn the meeting, seconded by Mr. McDaniel with the motion
approved unanimously with adjournment at 12:25PM.

Rural Lands Stewardship Area Review Committee
_________________________________
Neno Spagna, Vice-Chairman
These minutes approved by the Committee on _________________, as presented________ or as
amended ___________
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June 17, 2008

MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE COLLIER COUNTY
RURAL LANDS STEWARDSHIP AREA REVIEW COMMITTEE
CDES, Naples, Florida, June 17, 2008
LET IT BE REMEMBERED, that the Collier County Rural Lands Stewardship
Area Review Committee in and for the County of Collier, having conducted
Business herein, met on this date at 9:00 A.M. in REGULAR SESSION at the
CDES Building, 2800 North Horseshoe Drive, Room 609 – 610, Naples, Florida,
with the following members present:
CHAIRMAN: Ron Hamel
VICE CHAIRMAN: Neno Spagna
Tammie Nemecek (10:15)
David Farmer
Gary Eidson
David Wolfley
Bill McDaniel
Jim Howard
ALSO PRESENT: Thomas Greenwood, AICP, Principal Planner, Comprehensive
Planning Department
Michael J. DeRuntz, Principal Planner, Comprehensive
Planning Department
Michael Greene, Planning Manager, Transportation Planning
Department
Laura Roys, Senior Environmental Specialist, Engineering and
Environment Services Department
Approximately 15 members of the public
I.

II.

III.

Call Meeting to Order
The meeting was called to order at 9:05 AM by Chairman Hamel.
Roll Call
Roll call was taken, and a quorum was established.
Approval of Agenda
Mr. Farmer moved to approve the agenda as presented, Second by Mr. McDaniel.
Voice Vote - Unanimously Approved 7-0.
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Mr. McDaniel moved to recommend to the Board of County Commissioners (BCC) to not
replace the vacant committee position created by Mr. Nance’s resignation, Second by Mr.
Eidson. Voice Vote - Unanimously Approved 7-0.
IV.

Approval of Minutes: June 3, 2008
Mr. McDaniel moved to approve the minutes of the June 3, 2008 committee meeting, as
presented, Second by Mr. Howard. Voice Vote - Unanimously Approved 7-0.

V.

Presentations
A. Robert L. Duane, AICP. Hole Montes on behalf of Half Circle L Ranch Partnership.
Mr. Greenwood read the transcript of the Board of County Commissioners’ (BCC) action
taken during the April 29 transmittal hearing for the Growth Management Plan
Amendment (GMPA) Petition CP-2006-10, regarding re-designation of 2,431.8 acres of
land under the RLSAO from an “Open” to a “Habitat Stewardship Area” classification.
He stated the BCC requested that the Rural Lands Stewardship Area Overlay Committee
review, “as to how they see this fitting into the overall picture as a side note for us to
consider at the time of adoption.”
Mr. Duane stated that this GMPA is currently under review at the Department of
Community Affairs (DCA). He stated the SSA-8 was approved previously, but due to
high quality of environmental characteristics for this property, they were proposing the
re-designation of 2,431.8 acres of land from an “Open” to a “Habitat Stewardship Area”
(HSA) classification. The re-designation not only would generate a potential of 7,306
additional stewardship credits, but will preserve the 2,431.8 acres as HSA and restrict the
use of that area to Natural Resource Index (NRI) Agricultural R-1, Agricultural R-2, and
Conservation land uses.
Mr. Wolfley inquired as to the reason for the petition. Mr. Duane stated that the property
owner is attempting to secure the most stewardship credits that his property could
generate.
Mr. Spagna questioned that part of this property is located in Henry County, to the west,
and what were the plans for the use of that property. Mr. Duane stated that Henry
County does not currently have a Rural Lands Stewardship Area Plan as Collier County
has, but the property will be continued to be used for agricultural purposes.
Mr. McDaniel inquired if property owners could come back for additional credits as is
being proposed through this petition. Mr. Greenwood stated that they can.
Mr. Schofield, Property Owner, stated that this property is their family farm. They were
not actively involved with the initial RLSAO plan in 2003. He is not sure what the future
of farming will be for is family on this property, but was very interested in securing all of
the stewardship credits available on this property.
Mr. Farmer questioned if this action was an example of premature conversion, as warned
against within the goal of the RLSAO plan. Mr. Schofield stated that his family is not
proposing any modification of the land use of this property at this time. If the
amendment was approved, and if they prepared a restoration plan, they would be eligible
for stewardship credits.
Mr. Farmer questioned why a density of 4 residential units per acre was used in the
application in determining the potential total residential load, when greater residential
densities should be associated with the compact development in the RLSAO. Mr.

2

June 17, 2008
Greenwood stated that base density for the underlying zoning is one dwelling unit per 5
acres. The RLSAO plan provides for a gross maximum density of four units per acre.
Ave Maria’s density was approved at 2.2 units per acres.
Mr. Eidson questioned how this petition impacts transportation in this area. Mr.
DeRuntz stated that, based on Policy 4.14, each Stewardship Receiving Area (SRA) is
required to be located on a collector or arterial road or the developer is responsible for
constructing their access road. Each SRA will be analyzed and required to meet
transportation concurrency.
Mr. Howard moved that the Committee recommend to the BCC that GMPA Petition CP2006-10 (Half Circle L Ranch) is consistent with the goals and objectives of the RLSAO,
and that Mr. Greenwood should prepare a memo for the BCC reflecting the committee’s
action, Second by Mr. McDaniel. Voice Vote – Unanimously Approved 7-0.
B. Mike Greene – Collier County Transportation Development Trends in the RLSA
Mr. Greene briefed the committee on Transportation Planning’s efforts with evaluating
the transportation needs in the RLSA. They have evaluated the proposed future needs
and, to meet these needs the county, it is estimated to that the cost will exceed the 10
Year plan by $2 billion dollars. Currently road construction and maintenance have
limited funding, and it is imperative the developers work with the county with
transportation impacts on existing roadways. He added that the county can react to
density (such as a new town in the RLSA), but is harder to react to sprawl (such as in
Golden Gate Estates). Interconnections between SRAs are very important, and will be
considered during each SRA application review.
Mr. McDaniel questioned, citing the state mandated reductions in revenue and the
downturn in the economy and development, where the funds are to come from for needed
improvements in the County’s Roadway System. Mr. Greene reiterated the importance of
the public/private partnerships in addressing these needs.
Mr. Eidson asked Mr. Greene if roads should come before development or if the
development determines the road needs. Mr. Greene stated that development generally
determines the timing and character of the roads being developed because growth pays
for growth since so much of the cost of funding roads comes from impact fees. Mr.
Greene stated that there is a county-wide roads plan but the exact timing of construction
is based upon needs and availability of funding as compared with other projects listed in
the capital improvement element of the Growth Management Plan. There is a
requirement for concurrency with respect to new developments and, in the RLSAO
Policy 4.14 provides guidance for road construction.
Mr. Eidson asked if the Transportation Planning Department included rail transportation
in their analysis. Mr. Greene stated that rail planning falls under State and Federal
Transportation Planning Agencies. He added that the Metropolitan Planning Organization
(MPO) incorporate these issues while taking a global perspective.
Mr. Farmer stated that it is imperative that the future SRAs share the costs of roadway
improvements as well as incorporating roadway and multi-modal interconnections. He
hoped that the Transportation Planning Department would be able to provide a map
showing potential roadway networks for the RLSA. He also recommended that the
Transportation Planning Department talk with the land owners in the RLSA to initiate
those public and private partnerships.

3

June 17, 2008
Mrs. Hushon, Environmental Advisory Council (EAC) agreed that a map depicting
future roadway would be extremely helpful in helping to meet the needs for the
development of this area.
VI.

Old Business
A. Phase 2… Review of Group 1-Group 5 Policies of the Rural Land Stewardship
Overlay
Mr. Greenwood asked the committee to review the “Technical Committee Operating
Procedure” outline that he had prepared following the June 3 meeting discussion of the need
for such a committee and any additions or corrections.
Mr. Hamel asked if Ms. Jenkins and Mr. Durham, with WilsonMiller, were representing the
property owners on this committee. They indicated that they were.
Mr. Farmer stated that he would be interested in attending these Technical Committee
meetings.
Mr. McDaniel moved to appoint Mr. Farmer to the Technical Committee as the RLSAO
Committee representative, Second by Mr. Howard. Voice Vote – Unanimously Approved 80.
Mr. Hamel called for a ten minute recess.
The meeting was called to Back of Order at 10:50 AM.
RLSAO Plan – Goal [A copy of the preliminary RLSAO changes agreed to during the
June 17 meeting are attached.]
Mr. Greenwood reviewed the public comments.
Mr. Wolfley stated that there seems to be an imbalance of area and steps for protection
between the agricultural and environmentally sensitive areas.
Mr. McDaniel moved to keep the wordage change from “premature” to “retain”, to better
describe the intent of the Goal, Second by Mr. Eidson. Voice Vote – Unanimously Approved
8-0.
Ms. Hushon suggested that the term “utilize” should be replaced with “employs.”
Mr. Eidson moved to confirm the committee’s previous action, with the addition of the
change from “utilize” to “employs,” by retaining the existing language as sufficiently
addressing the public comments, Second by Mr. Farmer. Voice Vote – Unanimously
Approved 8-0.
RLSAO Plan – Objective
Ms. Hushon suggested some grammatical revisions to separate the description of the various
Groups into individual sentences.
Mr. McDaniel moved to accept the recommended grammatical changes, Second by Mr.
Spagna. Voice Vote – Unanimously Approved 8-0.
RLSAO Plan – Policy 1.1
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Ms. Hushon suggested some grammatical revisions to add the Letter “s” to the words
“contribute,” “protect,” and “enhance” to keep the same tense as the work “uses”, and to
hyphenate the phrase “community-based.”
Mr. McDaniel moved to accept the recommended grammatical changes, Second by Mr.
Eidson. Voice Vote – Unanimously Approved 8-0.
RLSAO Plan – Policy 1.2
Mr. Greenwood reviewed the public comments.
Mr. McDaniel stated that he understood that each development was responsible to meet the
State and Federal environmental regulations.
Mrs. Roys, Environmental Specialist, Collier County Environmental Services Department,
stated that it was true that each development is required to provide the most currents
environmental data available for the analysis.
Ms. Payton, Florida Wildlife Federation, questioned how the County “complementing”
existing local, regional, state and federal regulatory programs?
Ms. Nemecek moved to retain the existing language for it sufficiently addresses the public
comments, Second by Mr. McDaniel. Voice Vote – Unanimously Approved 8-0.
RLSAO Plan – Policy 1.3
Mr. Spagna moved to retain the existing language, Second by Ms. Nemecek. Voice Vote –
Unanimously Approved 8-0.
RLSAO Plan – Policy 1.4 & 1.5
Mr. Greenwood reviewed the public comments.
Ms. Payton expressed her concern about the development of the areas between SRAs. She
stated that development in these areas should be restricted similar to that provided for in the
Rural Fringe Mixed Use Area.
Mr. McDaniel stated that he was not supportive of taking a property owner’s development
rights away. The base agricultural zoning allows for 1 dwelling unit per five acres.
Mr. Eidson suggested that those areas could be used as “Victory Gardens” outside the SRAs.
This could be something that could be facilitated with the establishment of agricultural
incentives for open classified areas.
Ms. Hushon stated that she agreed with this concept and emphasized the importance of trying
to keep these areas as buffers.
Mr. Standridge stated that there is lack of a vehicle by which small acreage property owners
can participate in the RLSAO Plan. He suggested that the County could serve as a “clearing
house” for the small acreage property owners.
Mr. Eidson stated that this is something which the Committee may want to take into
consideration when they look into the “Agricultural Policies.”
Mr. McDaniel moved to approve Policies 1.4 and 1.5 with the staff corrections, and to
reconsider the recommendations for the County serving as a “clearing house” for the small
acreage property owners and establishment of agricultural incentives for open classified areas
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when the Committee is reviewing Group 2 policies, Seconded by Mr. Eidson. Voice Vote –
Unanimously Approved 8-0.
VI.

VII.

IX.

New Business
None
Public Comments
None
Next Meeting
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Mr. Hamel stated that the next meeting will be held on July 1, 2008, at Ave Maria from 9:00
A.M. – 12 Noon.
X. Adjournment
Mr. Farmer moved to adjourn the meeting, Second by Mr. McDaniel.
Unanimously Approved 8-0. Adjournment 12:01PM.

Voice Vote -

Rural Lands Stewardship Area Review Committee

_________________________________
Ron Hamel, Chairman

These minutes approved by the Committee on _________________,
as presented________ or as amended ___________.

Attachment: RLSAO Plan 6/17/08 preliminary RLSA Overlay revisions
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Attachment
Rural Lands Stewardship Area Overlay

Goal
Collier County seeks to address the long-term needs of residents and property owners
within the Immokalee Area Study boundary of the Collier County Rural and Agricultural
Area Assessment. Collier County’s goal is to protect retain land for agricultural activities,
to prevent the premature conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural uses, to direct
incompatible uses away from wetlands and upland habitat, to protect and restore habitat
connectivity, to enable the conversion of rural land to other uses in appropriate locations,
to discourage urban sprawl, and to encourage development that utilizes employs creative
land use planning techniques and through the use of established incentives.
Public Input:
1. The Governor's order was aimed at creating a balance between Agriculture, development and
environmentally sensitive land. What ended with up is a plan that can create an imbalance as the
program is geared to produce more environmentally set aside land and development and greatly
reduces agriculture. This will result in Agriculture being pushed further out and destroying more
pristine systems under the auspices of the Right to Farm Act.[Mark Strain].
Staff Comments:
1. This is considered a major amendment. The elimination of the word “premature” from the
goal may seem like an innocuous change. However, this proposed deletion of “premature” raises
a flag because the existing phrase has its genesis in the Final Order No. AC-99-002 of the
Administrative Commission and is the basis for the current RLSA Overlay which was initiated
prior to the enactment of the State RLSA Program. Any step perceived as undoing the Final
Order-based GMPAs (established in the RLSA and RFMUD) might cause issue at Department of
Community Affairs (DCA), especially if DCA is leaning towards trying to make Collier County’s
RLSA subject to compliance with statutory RLSA provisions.
June 17, 2008 Committee Action:
The above proposed draft amendments are based upon an email received from Review Committee
member Tom Jones on March 28, 2008, distributed to Committee members on March 28, and
preliminarily approved during the April 1, 2008 Committee meeting. The Committee position is that the
word “premature” cannot be defined for use in the RLSA Overlay and should be stricken. Additionally,
there was one grammatical correction to the Policy. The Committee revisited the staff’s comments and
that the proposed amendments would strengthen rather than weaken the RLSAO.

Objective
To meet the Goal described above, Collier County’s objective is to create an incentive based land
use overlay system, herein referred to as the Collier County Rural Lands Stewardship Area
Overlay, based on the principles of rural land stewardship as defined in Chapter 163.3177(11),
F.S. The Policies that will implement this Goal and Objective are set forth below in groups
relating to each aspect of the Goal. Group 1 policies describe the structure and organization of
the Collier County Rural Lands Stewardship Area Overlay. Group 2 policies relate to agriculture.
Group 3 policies relate to natural resource protection, and . Group 4 policies relate to conversion
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of land to other uses and economic diversification. Group 5 are regulatory policies that ensure
that land that is not voluntarily included in the Overlay by its owners shall nonetheless meet the
minimum requirements of the Final Order pertaining to natural resource protection.
Public Input: Minor grammatical recommendations are shown.
Staff Comments: no comments
June 17, 2008 Committee Action: Proposed grammatical recommendations as shown were approved by
the Committee.
Group 1 - General purpose and structure of the Collier County Rural Lands Stewardship Area
Overlay
Policy 1.1
To promote a dynamic balance of land uses in the Collier County Rural Lands Stewardship Area (RLSA)
that collectively contributes to a viable agricultural industry, protects natural resources, and enhances
economic prosperity and diversification, Collier County hereby establishes the Rural Lands Stewardship
Area Overlay (Overlay). The Overlay was created through a collaborative community-based planning
process involving county residents, area property owners, and representatives of community and
governmental organizations under the direction of a citizen oversight committee.
Public Input: Minor grammatical recommendations are shown.
Staff Comments:
June 17, 2008 Committee Action: Proposed grammatical recommendations as shown were approved by
the Committee.

Policy 1.2
The Overlay protects natural resources and retains viable agriculture by promoting compact rural mixeduse development as an alternative to low-density single use development, and provides a system of
compensation to private property owners for the elimination of certain land uses in order to protect natural
resources and viable agriculture in exchange for transferable credits that can be used to entitle such
compact development. The strategies herein are based in part on the principles of Florida’s Rural Lands
Stewardship Act, Chapter 163.3177(11) F.S. The Overlay includes innovative and incentive based tools,
techniques and strategies that are not dependent on a regulatory approach, but will complement existing
local, regional, state and federal regulatory programs.
Public Input:
1. The intent of Policy 1.2 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." The compatibility of the RLSA to
regulations, such as the Clean Water Act and the Endangered Species Act, must
be assessed during the five-year review and changes made where necessary to
ensure compatibility. In addition, if new agency data is obtained or new
regulations are enacted, the RLSA should be reassessed and amended at that time,
not waiting for another five-year review process.[Conservancy]. Laura Roys stated that the most
recent available data is required and usually is less than one (1) year old and Environmental Services
checks for this as well as all required federal and state permits.
2. Clarify how RLS interacts with state and federal permitting agencies [FWF]. The Committee was
informed that all permits must be obtained regardless of whether or not a project is in the
RLSAO.
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Staff Comments: No comments.
June 17, 2008 Committee Action: To retain the existing language which sufficiently addresses the
public comments.
Policy 1.3
This Overlay to the Future Land Use Map is depicted on the Stewardship Overlay Map (Overlay Map)
and applies to rural designated lands located within the Immokalee Area Study boundary of the Collier
County Rural and Agricultural Area Assessment referred to in the State of Florida Administration
Commission Final Order No. AC-99-002. The RLSA generally includes rural lands in northeast Collier
County lying north and east of Golden Gate Estates, north of the Florida Panther National Wildlife
Refuge and Big Cypress National Preserve, south of the Lee County Line, and south and west of the
Hendry County Line, and includes a total of approximately 195,846 acres, of which approximately
182,334 acres is privately owned. The Overlay Map is an adopted overlay to the Future Land Use Map
(FLUM).
Public Input: No public discussion was held.
Staff Comments: No comments.
June 17, 2008 Committee Action: The Committee recommended no change to this policy.
Policy 1.4
Except as provided in Group 5 Policies, there shall be no change to the underlying density and intensity of
permitted uses of land within the RLSA, as set forth in the Baseline Standards, as defined in Policy 1.5,
unless and until a property owner elects to utilize the provisions of the Stewardship Credit System. It is
the intent of the Overlay that a property owner will be compensated for the voluntary stewardship and
protection of important agricultural and natural resources. Compensation to the property owner shall
occur through one of the following mechanisms: creation and transfer of Stewardship Credits, acquisition
of conservation easements, acquisition of less than fee interest in the land, or through other acquisition of
land or interest in land through a willing seller program.
Public Input:
1. What happens to baseline density - should disappear as in Rural Fringe TDR program [FWF]
Note: Also related to policy 1.5.
Staff Comments: No comments.
June 17, 2008 Committee Action: The Committee position is that property owners must have the ability
to use their properties and that the baseline density should not disappear but that the Committee would
study providing incentives for retaining agricultural uses.
Policy 1.5
As referred to in these Overlay policies, Baseline Standards are the permitted uses, density, intensity and
other land development regulations assigned to land in the RLSA by the GMP Growth Management Plan
(GMP), Collier County Land Development Regulations and Collier County Zoning Regulations in effect
prior to the adoption of Interim Amendments and Interim Development Provisions referenced in Final
Order AC-99-002. The Baseline Standards will remain in effect for all land not subject to the transfer or
receipt of Stewardship Credits, except as provided for in Group 5 Policies. No part of the Stewardship
Credit System shall be imposed upon a property owner without that owners owner’s consent.
Public Input: None.
Staff Comments: Minor correction and amendments for clarification purposes only.
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June 17, 2008 Committee Action: The Committee approved with staff’s correction and to study
agricultural incentives when the Committee reviews Group 2 policies regarding agriculture.
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MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE COLLIER COUNTY
RURAL LANDS STEWARDSHIP AREA REVIEW COMMITTEE
Naples, Florida, February 5, 2008

LET IT BE REMEMBERED, that the Collier County Rural Lands Stewardship
Area Review Committee in and for the County of Collier, having conducted
Business herein, met on this date at 9:00 A.M. in REGULAR SESSION at the
Ave Maria University Academic Building 07 Conference Room 5, 5050 Ave
Maria Boulevard, Ave Maria, Florida, with the following members present:

CHAIRMAN: Ron Hamel
VICE CHAIRMAN: Neno Spagna
Brad Cornell
Zach Floyd Crews
David Farmer
Gary Edison
Tom Jones
David Woodley
Bill McDaniel
Timothy Nance
Fred Thomas
Tammie Nemecek
Jim Howard
ALSO PRESENT: Noah Standridge, Senior Planner, Comprehensive Planning
Michael J. DeRuntz, Principal Planner, Comprehensive
Planning,
Thomas Greenwood, Principal Planner, Comprehensive
Planning,
Approximately 20 members of the public and staff
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I.

II.

Call Meeting to Order
The meeting was called to order at 9:14 AM by Chairman Hamel.
Roll Call
Roll call was taken, and a quorum was established. Chairman Hamel noted that the entire
committee was in attendance.

III.

Approval of Agenda
Mr. Farmer moved to approve the agenda as presented, Second by Mr. Thomas.
Voice Vote - Unanimously Approved 13-0.

IV.

Approval of Minutes: January 22, 2008
There was a discussion as to the validity of the minutes if the persons that “second” motions
were not noted in the minutes. Mr. Standridge checked with the County Attorney’s Office
and reported that having only the motion maker noted was acceptable. Some of the
committee stated that they had not received a copy of the January 22, 2008 minutes.
Chairman Hamel circulated a copy of his minutes to those members that had not received
their copy. Action for approval of the minutes was temporally tabled.

V.

Old Business
A. Technical Review
Item 1. Mr. Standridge reviewed the changes.
o Mr. Edison stated that the website for the study should be identified in
the footnote.
o Nicole Ryan, Conservancy of South West Florida, suggested that in
addition to the website, the data sources for the study be listed.
o Mr. Thomas moved to approve Item 1 with the changes and to add the
website for the study in to the footnote, second by Mr. Edison.
Voice Vote - Unanimously Approved 13-0.
Item 2. Mr. Standridge reviewed the changes.
o Timothy Nance suggested that the definitions for R1 and R2 reflect the
language stated in the text.
o Mr. Thomas moved to approve Item 2 with the suggested edited
changes, second by Mr. Farmer.
Voice Vote - Unanimously Approved 13-0.
Item 4. Mr. Standridge reviewed the changes.
o Mr. Hamel stated that “Ave Maria: 2002 Land Use Breakdown, Exhibit
Table 4-C” be spelled out and displayed in the study.
o Nancy Patton, Florida Fish and Wildlife Federation, suggested that
Table 4-A should reflect additional land uses that would bring the total
RLSA acreage into balance.
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o

Mr. Thomas moved to approve Item 4 with the suggested changes to
Table 4-A and Map 4-C, second by Mr. Crews.
Voice Vote- Unanimously approved 13-0.

Item 5. Mr. Standridge reviewed the changes.
o Mr. Thomas moved to approve Item 5 with the suggested changes,
second by Mr. McDaniel.
Voice Vote - Unanimously Approved 13-0.
Item 6. Mr. Standridge reviewed the changes.
o Mr. Cornell suggested that the reference to other agencies that have
acquired properties within the RLSA.
o Mr. Cornell moved to approve Item 6 with the suggested additions,
second by Mr. McDaniel.
Voice Vote - Unanimously Approved 13-0.
Item 7. Mr. Standridge reviewed the changes.
o Mr. Thomas moved to approve Item 7 with the suggested changes,
second by Mr. Edison
Voice Vote - Unanimously Approved 13-0.
Item 2A. Mr. Standridge reviewed the changes.
o Mrs. Nemecek moved to approve Item 2A with the suggested changes,
second by Mr. Nance.
Voice Vote - Unanimously Approved 13-0.
Mr. Thomas moved to approve Phase I Technical Review Evaluation as amended, with the
additional changes, and the minutes of the January 22, 2008 meeting, second by Mr.
Crews.
Voice Vote - Unanimously Approved 13-0
Mr. Jones moved to forward the corrected draft of the Phase I Technical Review
Evaluation to the Board of County Commissioners (BCC) with a cover letter signed by the
chairman, second by Mr. Thomas.
Voice Vote - Unanimously Approved 13-0.
Mr. Cornell suggested that staff try to coordinate speakers such as Daryl Land and Fritz
Rocka, who have various expertises that could speak to the committee.
Mr. Hamel requested that Mr. Standridge provide copies of the corrected Phase I Technical
Review Evaluation Report to the committee members for their review prior to sending the
copies to the BCC.
Mr. Thomas moved that the committee respond to staff with their corrections before
February 10, 2008.
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Mr. Standridge requested that the committee review the goals of the RLSA program in
relationship to the completed Phase I Technical Review Evaluation Report, discussion
followed
Mr. Edison moved to proceed to New Business, second by Mr. Jones.
Voice Vote - Unanimously Approved 13-0
VI.

New Business
A. Policy Review Schedule
o Mr. Standridge reviewed upcoming meeting schedule.
o Mrs. Nemecek requested that the review should include the policies of the GMP
relating to the RLSA program.
o Mr. Jones stated that Mr. McIvoy would be a good speaker about leaf vegetable
farming for the March 4, 2008 meeting.
o Mr. Edison moved to meet on March 4, 2008 to set the agenda for the Phase II
Policy Review Report with the recommendations, second by Mr. Thomas
Voice Vote - Unanimously Approved 13-0
o A round table discussion occurred whereby each committee member expressed
their perspective of objectives, successes and concerns of the RLSA program.
o Mr. Hamel added that the two professors from Gulf Coast University, who just
completed a study on “Agricultural Activities in Southwest Florida” should also
be added as future speakers for the committee.

VII.

Committee Comments
o Mr. Hamel stated that Mr. Standridge may not be assisting the committee in the near
future. He stated that he believed that Noah had done a very good job.
o Mr. Thomas concurred with Mr. Hamel’s statements. He added that he hoped that
continuity in a committee is very important in an activity such as this, and he hoped that
Noah would be allowed to stay until the completion to this 5-Year Review.
o Mr. Spagna suggested that Mr. Hamel and he speak to Noah’s director about this
situation.
o Mr. Thomas moved for Mr. Hamel and Mr. Spagna make an appointment to speak to
Noah’s director about Noah’s importations to the present and future success of the RLSA
5-Year Review.
o Mr. Cornell suggested including Group 1,6, and 8 Policies in the agenda as well.
o Mr. Jones suggested that the committee send a list of speakers, which they believe would
be advantageous to the committee completion of Phase II Policy Review, to Noah as soon
as possible so this compiled list could be presented at the next meeting.

VIII.

Staff Comments
o Mr. Standridge stated that the next meeting will occur on March 4, 2008 in the Academic
Hall at Ave Maria. He stated that lunch is available for purchase in the cafeteria at the
Student Union Building, and after lunch there will be a guided tour of Ave Maria.

IX.

Public Comments
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❖ Nancy Patton suggested that a speaker on “Climate Change” would be very important.
She also suggested that Dr.’s Dan Smith, Reed Noss and Marty Main, who published the
“Eastern Collier Wildlife Crossing Study” should also be invited to speak to the
committee.
❖ Nicole Ryan stated that the Conservancy of South West Florida is requesting that the
committee review their comments and DCA’s comments which were prepared about this
plan in 2002, and the Conservancy’s concerns with the program over the past couple of
years. She provided copies of those comments to each of the committee members and is
attached.
❖ Dan Scolfield stated that this program has been voluntary for the property owners in the
RLSA overlay area, and the RLSA program has experienced a lot of acceptance and
successes. He recommended that if the committee would like to see this program
continue to succeed, the committee needs to keep the property owners in mind. He also
suggested that the word “term” needs to be defined.

X.

Lunch (at university cafeteria) Adjournment
o Mr. Hamel stated that the meeting will be “Suspended” for a lunch break.
Meeting suspended at 11:54 AM.
There being no further business for the good of the County, the meeting was adjourned
by order of the chair at 11:54AM for lunch.

XI.

Tour of Town of Ave Maria

XII. Adjournment. Adjournment of the RLSA Review Committee meeting occurred following
lunch and a tour of the Town of Ave Maria.
Rural Lands Stewardship Area Review Committee

_________________________________
Ron Hamel, Chairman

These minutes approved by the Board/Committee on _________________,
as presented________ or as amended ___________.
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MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE COLLIER COUNTY
RURAL LANDS STEWARDSHIP AREA REVIEW COMMITTEE
Naples, Florida, January 22, 2008

LET IT BE REMEMBERED, that the Collier County Rural Lands Stewardship
Area Review Committee in and for the County of Collier, having conducted
Business herein, met on this date at 9:00 A.M. in REGULAR SESSION at the
Collier County Community Development & Environmental Services
Room #609/610, 2800 N. Horseshoe Drive, Naples, Florida, with the following
members present:

CHAIRMAN: Ron Hamel
VICE CHAIRMAN: Neno Spagna
Brad Cornell
Zach Floyd Crews(absent)
David Farmer
Gary Eidson
Tom Jones
David Wolfley
Bill McDaniel
Timothy Nance
Fred Thomas
Tammie Nemecek
Jim Howard
ALSO PRESENT: Noah Standridge, Senior Planner, Comprehensive Planning
Jeff Wright, Assistant County Attorney
Michael J. DeRuntz, Principal Planner, Comprehensive
Planning,
Approximately 20 members of the public and staff
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I.

II.

Call Meeting to Order
The meeting was called to order at 9:08 AM by Chairman Hamel.
Roll Call
Roll call was taken and a quorum was established.

III.

Approval of Agenda
Mr. Eidson moved to approve the agenda as presented.
Voice Vote - Unanimously Approved 12-0.

IV.

Approval of Minutes: December 4, 2007
Mr. Wolfley moved to approve the minutes of the December 4, 2007 meeting.
Voice Vote - Unanimously Approved 12-0

V.

Old Business
o Chairman Hamel expressed his appreciation to all those who helped in putting
together the January 18, 2008 Public Information Workshop and making it so
successful.
o Gary Eidson stated that he hopes that the significance of the values in the GIS
polygons area is dynamic and can emphasize in this 5-Year Review Report.
o Fred Thomas expressed his interest for the report to not only consider water and
endangered species flow but also consider human activity flow.

VI.

New Business
A. Robert’s Rules Presentation – Sue Chapin
This item was not discussed per the action taken by the committee at the January
18, 2008 Public Information Workshop.
B. Phase I Technical Review Evaluation
i. Policy 1.22, Item 1-8
Mr. Tom Jones moved to focus specifically on Policy 1.22, Item 1-8.
Voice Vote - Unanimously Approved 12-0.
Question #1 – Chairman Hamel read the question and Mr. Standridge
reviewed the data.
o Mr. Cornell stated that the commission should be focusing on the
question “is the plan accomplishing the goals that were identified for the
RLSA of Collier County.
o Mr. Eidson moved to proceed through each table and map.
Voice Vote - Unanimously Approved 12-0.
o Mr. Spagna questioned the number of total credits that have used to
date. Mr. Standridge stated that 11,000 have been used.
Questions from the Floor
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❖ Niccole Ryan suggested that the sources for the base natural
resource data be referenced.
❖ Nancy Payton stated that natural resource data is reviewed with
each SSA and SRA application submittal, but she suggested that a
pre-RLSA map be included within the study.
❖ Russell Priddy Sated that the property owners in the area
designated as RLSA have taken a “Leap of Faith” to participate in
this program and are banking that the credits that could and have
been generated on their property will be there in the future. He
also stated the current GMP/LDC regulations relating to the
“Review Process” for the RLSA only call for an initial 5-Year
Review process, and that the committee may consider
recommending a future “Reoccurring 5-Year Review Process.”
o Mr. Thomas moved to approve the technical materials for Question #1
with the addition of noted recommendations from the public to the
Question 1’s reference materials.
Voice Vote - Unanimously Approved 12-0.
Question #2 – Chairman Hamel read the question and Mr. Standridge
reviewed the data.
o Mr. McDaniel suggested that the uses and the acreage that have removed
through the SSA approval process be provided within the review
materials.
Questions from the Floor
❖ Judy Hushon stated that the environmental enhancements within
the SSA and the SRA should be detailed within the review
materials.
o Mr. Thomas moved to approve the technical materials for Question #2
with the addition of noted recommendations from the Committee and the
public to the Question 2’s reference materials.
Voice Vote - Unanimously Approved 12-0.
Question #3 – Chairman Hamel read the question and Mr. Standridge
reviewed the data.
Questions from the Floor
❖ Judy Hushon suggested that the descriptions of R-1, R-2,
Agricultural Types, and Early Entry Credits be added to the
Definition Section.
o Mr. Thomas moved to approve the technical materials for Question #3
with the addition of noted recommendations from the public to the
Question 3’s reference materials.
Voice Vote - Unanimously Approved 12-0.
Question #4 – Chairman Hamel read the question and Mr. Standridge
reviewed the data.
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o Mr. McDaniel suggested to breakout the loss of agricultural acreage for
both the designated SSAs and SRAs.
o Mr. Thomas moved to approve the technical materials for Question #4
with the addition of noted recommendation from the committee to the
Question 4’s reference materials.
Voice Vote - Unanimously Approved 12-0.
Question #5 – Chairman Hamel read the question and Mr. Standridge
reviewed the data.
Questions from the Floor
❖ Michael DeRuntz recommended that the verbiage should be
changed to state “Ave Maria SRA was approved for and may be
developed to.”
❖ Nancy Patton suggested that the acreage should be included.
❖ Russell Priddy stated that the development of a quarry in the
RLSA not only changes the land uses that could possibly occur
on that site, but restricts the potential number of credits which
could be generated from that property.
❖ Nancy Patton stated that those properties converted from
agricultural activities to conservation need to be identified and
included in the review materials.
o Mr. McDaniel moved to approve the technical materials for Question #5
with the addition of noted recommendation from the public to the
Question 5’s reference materials.
Voice Vote - Unanimously Approved 12-0.
Question #6 – Chairman Hamel read the question and Mr. Standridge
reviewed the data.
o Mr. Cornell stated that the Natural Resource and Conservation Service
(NRCS) and Conservation Collier should be referenced in the review
materials.
o Mr. Thomas moved to approve the technical materials for Question #6
with the addition of noted recommendation from the committee to the
Question 6’s reference materials.
Voice Vote - Unanimously Approved 12-0.
Question #7 – Chairman Hamel read the question and Mr. Standridge
reviewed the data.
o Mr. Cornell suggested that a map of the designated “Restoration Areas”
be added to the review materials.
o Mr. Farmer moved to approve the technical materials for Question #7
with the addition of noted recommendation from the committee to the
Question 7’s reference materials.
Voice Vote - Unanimously Approved 12-0.
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Question #8 – Chairman Hamel read the question and Mr. Standridge
reviewed the data.
o Mr. Thomas moved to approve the technical materials for Question #8.
Voice Vote - Unanimously Approved 12-0.
VII.

Public Comments
❖ Laura McDonald Defenders of Wildlife suggested that the Natural Resource and
Conservation Service, Conservation Collier, and other Environmental Agencies and
Organization would be an excellent source to assist the committee with their Phase II
Review and Analysis.

VIII.

Committee Comments
o Mr. Thomas stated that the study needs to focus on the need for the interconnection for
potential Human Habitat Conservation Areas (HHCA).
o Mr. Cornell stated that he believed that the Committee needs to have Technical Advisory
input from the Phase II Review.
o Mr. Thomas inquired into the comment that he heard, that this was Noah’s last meeting.
o Mr. Hamel stated that he also would like to know more about this situation. Mr.
Standridge stated that he would need to speak with his Director.

IX.

Staff Comments
o Mr. Standridge stated that the next meeting will occur on February 5, 2008 in the
Academic Hall at Ave Maria. He will be emailing directions to the commission. At this
meeting, the committee will be reviewing the revisions to the Phase I Review and making
a recommendation for approval.
o Mr. McDaniel suggested that at the next meeting, and after the Phase I Review, he would
suggest that the committee begin the Phase II Review.
There being no further business for the good of the County, the meeting was
adjourned by order of the chair at 12:20 P.M.

Rural Lands Stewardship Area Review Committee

_________________________________
Ron Hamel, Chairman

These minutes approved by the Board/Committee on _________________,
as presented________ or as amended ___________.
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December 4, 2007

MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE COLLIER COUNTY
RURAL LANDS STEWARDSHIP AREA REVIEW COMMITTEE
Naples, Florida, December 4, 2007

LET IT BE REMEMBERED, that the Collier County Rural Lands Stewardship
Area Review Committee in and for the County of Collier, having conducted
Business herein, met on this date at 9:00 A.M. in REGULAR SESSION at the
Collier County Community & Environmental Development Services Conference
Room #609/610, 2800 N. Horseshoe Drive, Naples, Florida, with the following
members present:

CHAIRMAN: Ron Hamel
VICE CHAIRMAN: Neno Spagna
Brad Cornell(absent)
Zach Floyd Crews
David Farmer
Gary Eidson
Tom Jones
David Wolfley
Bill McDaniel
Timothy Nance
Fred Thomas
Tammie Nemecek
Jim Howard

ALSO PRESENT: Noah Standridge, Senior Planner, Comprehensive Planning
Jeff Wright, Assistant County Attorney
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I.

II.

Call Meeting to Order
The meeting was called to order at 9:04 AM by Chairman Hamel.
Roll Call
Roll call was taken and a quorum was established.

III.

Approval of Agenda
Mr. Thomas moved to approve the agenda subject to the following change:
Item VI.B – postponed
Second by Mr. McDaniel. Carried unanimously 12-0.

IV.

Approval of Minutes: November 20, 2007
Mr. Eidson moved to approve the minutes of the November 20, 2007 meeting subject to the
following change:
Page 2, item 2, paragraph 4, Mr. Spagna is “not retired”.
Second by Mr. Nance. Carried unanimously 12-0.

V.

Old Business
A. January Meeting Date
Mr. Thomas moved to approve the next scheduled meeting date as January
22, 2008. Second by Mr. Crews. Carried unanimously 12-0.
B. Meeting Location
Mr. Spagna moved to approve Collier County Community Development Services
Conference Room #609/610, 2800 N. Horseshoe Drive as the location for the next
meeting. Second by Mr. McDaniel. Carried unanimously 12-0.

VI.

New Business
A. BCC Rural Lands Presentation
Al Reynolds, CEO of Wilson Miller appeared before the Committee to provide
an overview of the Rural Lands Stewardship program. His overview consisted
of 2 phases:
1) The presentation of a video regarding the “Immokalee Area Study Stage 1”
that was shown to the Board of County Commissioners’ in September of 2001.
2) A power point presentation on the details of the program that was originally
shown to the Board of County Commissioners in June of 2002 when the
program was originated.
Both these presentations are available from the County and Mr. Reynolds will
provide copies to the Committee.
Following the presentation detailed questions were posed on exactly how the
program works, how much a credit is worth, specific acreages used in
calculations, restoration requirements and credits, how land use layers are
removed, etc.
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Chairman Hamel noted that the purpose of the Committee was to determine if
the Goals of the Rural Lands Stewardship Area are being met, not to change the
details of the programs implementation. These goals were adopted in the
Growth Management Plan.
Mr. Thomas suggested that the Committee study Ava Maria in detail as it is the
only project that has been approved through this program to date. Big Cypress
is the only other proposal that is processing through the program, but is not yet
approved.
It was noted that some of the Committee members have an in depth knowledge
of the program, while others is limited.
Noah Standridge, Senior Planner suggested any Committee members that need
a detailed overview of the program meet with him one on one.
Jeff Wright, Assistant County Attorney stated that this is an acceptable practice
under the requirements of the Sunshine Law.
Public Speakers
Nicole Ryan of the Nature Conservancy of Southwest Florida addressed the Committee
regarding the Technical Review and noted the following:
• Town of Big Cypress has not yet been approved and should be removed from
the report
• More research should be conducted on the Agriculture data on page 4
• An appendix should be included with updated data on MERIT maps of Panther
habitats, Fish and Wildlife least cost pathways report, potential generation of
Stewardship Sending Area Credits, etc.
• She has data that will be provided to Noah Standridge
• The Technical Review be completed as soon as possible
Chris Straton representing the League of Women Voters addressed the Committee and
noted the following:
• The length of the meetings should be more than 2 hours to conduct the necessary
business
• Opposition to a Committee member meeting one on one with Noah Strandridge,
the public needs an understanding of the background and knowledge of the
Committee members; said understanding should be gained through the public
forum.
Mr. Thomas stated that the Committee should investigate an overall land use plan for
the Stewardship area with considerations given to locations of future infrastructure.
Mr. Standridge noted it was determined in the first Committee meeting; the
Committee should address the Technical Review in Phase 1 and Policy Review in
Phase II. Phase II would be the place to address this concern.
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He further noted that in response to meeting times, ample time will be allotted for the
Committee to address all the issues, there was a time constraint of 9-11 AM today for
the meeting.
Mr. McDaniel welcomed the public participation and noted the Committee will spend
the necessary time to complete a proper review of the program.
Mr. Jones left the meeting at 10:45 AM
Elizabeth Fleming, Florida Defenders of Wildlife addressed the Committee and noted
the following:
• Several Counties are poised to adopt a similar program as Collier County’s
• There is updated data available to the Committee (regarding wildlife, etc.)
• Build in a monitoring aspect of this program to judge its future success
Chairman Hamel noted the time constraint advertised and if it had to be adhered to.
Jeff Wright, Assistant County Attorney noted that the Committee is limited to the time
advertised, with a vote they could extend the time but this could face future scrutiny
regarding notification for public participation.
Mr. Thomas moved to extend the meeting for an additional 20 minutes. Second by
Mr. Eidson. Carried unanimously 11-0.
B. Collier Rural Land Program vs. State Statute
Postponed
C. Technical Review
1. Success Criteria
Ms. Nemecek recommended that 2 weeks prior to the next meeting a
detailed outline be provided on the subjects to cover in the Technical
Review.
Mr. Eidson noted that some of the data in the Technical Review appeared
to be outdated and wanted to ensure that all data provided in the Technical
Review is accurate and up-to-date and requested any parties such as Ms.
Ryan forward any data of interest to the Committee.
Mr. Standridge noted that some of the updated information does not exist
at this point and any updated data will be provided to the Committee as it
becomes available. He wanted to ensure the Committee focus on the
specific items in the Technical Review. He will provide an outline of the
Technical Review for the next meeting.
VII.

VIII.

Public Comments
None
Committee Comments
None
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IX.

Staff Comments
None

There being no further business for the good of the County, the meeting was
adjourned by order of the chair at 11:20 A.M.

Rural Lands Stewardship Area Review Committee

_________________________________
Ron Hamel, Chairman

These minutes approved by the Board/Committee on _________________,
as presented________ or as amended ___________.
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MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE COLLIER
COUNTY RURAL LANDS STEWARDSHIP AREA
REVIEW COMMITTEE
Naples, Florida, November 20, 2007

LET IT BE REMEMBERED, that the Collier County Rural Lands Stewardship
Area Committee in and for the County of Collier, having conducted business
herein, met on this date at 9:00 A.M. in REGULAR SESSION in Conference
Room #610 in the Collier County Community Development and Environmental
Services Center, 2800 N. Horseshoe Drive, Naples, Florida, with the following
members present:
CHAIRMAN: Ron Hamel
Vice-Chairman: Neno Spagna
Brad Cornell
Zach Floyd Crews
David Farmer
Gary Eidson
Jim Howard
Tammie Nemecek
Tom Jones
David Wolfley
Bill McDaniel (Excused)
Timothy Nance (Excused)
Fred Thomas (Excused)

ALSO PRESENT:

Noah Standridge, Senior Planner, Comprehensive Planning
Laura Roys, Senior Environmental Specialist
Jeff Wright, Assistant County Attorney
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1.

Call to Order
The meeting was called to order at 9:07 AM by Noah Standridge, Senior Planner,
Comprehensive Planning.

2.

Staff and Committee Introductions
Noah Standridge announced that he would be the Staff Liaison for the Committee and
stated future meetings will be held on the first Tuesday of each month at 9:00 AM, and
the last meeting is scheduled for October 7, 2008.
He explained the Committee had been established by the Board of County
Commissioners in October, 2007. He reviewed the Attendance Policy: if a member
misses two meetings on an unexcused basis, the Committee may nominate other
individuals to serve on the Committee, subject to confirmation and appointment by the
Board of County Commissioners.
He introduced the Staff members: Laura Roys, Senior Environmental Specialist, and
Assistant County Attorney Jeff Wright.
The Committee Members introduced themselves:
• David Wolfley – former member of the Collier County Planning Commission
• Ron Hamel – with Gulf Citrus Growers Association and a former member of the
initial Rural Lands Study Commission
• Zach Crews – resident of Immokalee and a Fire Commissioner for District #5
• Jim Howard – with Wachovia Bank and a former member of the initial Rural
Lands Study Commission
• Tom Jones – Barron Collier Company
• David Farmer – Engineer and Planner, and resident of Golden Gate Estates
• Gary Eidson – N. Naples resident – member of Citizens Transportation Coalition
• Neno Spagna – retired, was Collier County’s first Planning Director
• Brad Cornell – Collier County Audubon Society and Audubon of Florida

3.

BCC Resolution 2007-173 creating the RLSA Review Committee
Packets containing information concerning the Board of County Commissioner’s
Resolution and applications of the Members were distributed to the Committee. The
Committee will elect its Chair and Vic-Chair during the meeting.

4.

Overview of Committee Scope and Purpose
The Committee is mandated to:
• Review the data concerning the effectiveness of the RSLA Overlay in meeting the
goal, objective, and policies of the Future Land Use Element (“FLUE”) of the Growth
Management Plan (“GMP”)
• Make recommendations to the BCC to increase the effectiveness of the Overlay;
• Assist in determining the most effective dates and venues to hold public
presentations;
• Aid and assist in promoting public interest in the Review process.
The Rural Land Stewardship Area (“RLSA”) is 300 square miles, approximately
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200,000 acres, located in northeastern Collier County.

The goal is:
• To address the long-term needs of the residents and property owners within in the
Immokalee Area Study boundary of the Rural Land Stewardship Area;
• To protect agricultural activities, preventing the premature conversion of agricultural
land to non-agricultural uses;
• To discourage urban sprawl;
• To direct incompatible uses away from wetlands and upland habitats;
• To enable the conversion of rural land to other uses in appropriate locations;
• To encourage development that utilizes creative land use management techniques.
Noah Standridge gave a presentation which explained the various land designations.
Presentations were made by Nancy Peyton of the Florida Wildlife Federation and by
Al Reynolds of Wilson Miller, Inc., which provided a history of the RSLA and Collier
County’s efforts to protect wetlands, wildlife and its natural resources. Items discussed
included the data gathering process concerning identification of the rural lands, wildlife
corridors and panther crossings in addition to the Growth Management Plan and long-term
“smart” community development.
(9:50AM – Tammie Nemecek arrived)
5.

Sunshine Law Presentation - Assistant County Attorney Jeff Wright
He stated the Sunshine Law applies whenever there is a meeting of two or more members
of the Committee because the Committee is an advisory board of Collier County
government.
• A “meeting” may take place via phone or internet/email communication, as well as in
person.
• Whenever a meeting takes place, it must first be “noticed” (or publicized), (b) it must
be open to the public, and (c) minutes must be taken.
• The County Attorney’s Office cautions all members to not discuss the business of
their Committee or Board outside of the formal meeting environment.
• Penalties: for a non-criminal infraction, the member may either be a fined up to
$500.00 or removed from elected office
Assistant County Attorney Wright advised the members he is available if they perceive
of a potential conflict of interest concerning any item before the Committee. He stated he
would explain the appropriate procedure to abstain for that Member. He also suggested
the Committee members should keep their notes and materials for one year and to give
them to Staff at the end of the Committee’s term.

6.

Elections
Nominations were made by various Committee Members and a vote was taken. Ron
Hamel was elected as Chairman and Neno Spagna was elected as Vice Chairman by
majority vote.
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Mr. Hamel accepted the nomination and expressed his desire to work with the Members.
Mr. Spagna also accepted and thanked the Members.

7.

New Business
Chairman Hamel asked the Members for their input.
Gary Eidson asked if a map could be produced that defined the property of the six
landowners who comprised 84% of the land within the RLSA.
Mr. Wolfley suggested the map could present public versus private ownership without
identifying specific owners.
Chairman Hamel stated this information was already available and the Committee
should focus on the global picture..

8.

Committee Comments
The date for the January meeting was discussed.
Noah Standridge will poll the Committee members for their availability via email and
suggest a mutually convenient date in order to achieve a quorum.
Chairman Hamel suggested that Al Reynolds present the 30-minute program that had
previously been made to the Board of County Commissioners at the next meeting. He
stated the program would give a good overview for the new Members and assist them
with the review of the technical report.
Mr. Farmer asked for specific guidance as to which items in the information packet
provided should be reviewed in preparation for the next meeting.
Noah Standridge suggested reading the following topics:
• the BCC Resolution;
• the Sunshine Law requirements;
• the Technical Review (under a separate tab);
• the original Rural Lands Study, located under “Support Documentation.”
He also mentioned the Growth Management Plan and the Land Development Code
policies were also contained in the packet.
It will be the determination of the Committee as to whether or not the participation to
date has been successful.

9.

Public Comments
Speakers:
Russell Priddy, one of the six large landowners, suggested holding meetings at various
locations rather than just at the County’s offices.
Zach Floyd Crews supported this suggestion.
Noah Standridge stated he was in the process of evaluating other possible locations
such as the University Extension Office, as well as potential space at Ava Maria. He
stated options would be presented to the Committee for its consideration.
Judy Hushon – Vice Chair of the Collier County Environmental Advisory Committee –
offered her Committee’s services as part of the Review process.
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Laurie MacDonald – Florida Director for Defenders of Wildlife – stated she hoped the
new data would also be made available to the public.
Noah Standridge stated everything except the Technical Review was already on the
website.

Nancy Payton – Florida Wildlife Federation – stated the Technical Review, even though
it was a “working document,” should also be available on the website.

10.

Next Meeting
Chairman Hamel announced that the next meeting will be held at the County’s office at
2800 N. Horseshoe Road on Tuesday, December 4th at 9:00 AM.
Tammie Nemecek moved to adjourn. Second by Dave Wolfley . Carried
unanimously, 8-0.

There being no further business for the good of the County, the meeting was adjourned by
order of the Chair at 11:15 AM.

RURAL LAND STEWARDESHIP AREA
REVIEW COMMITTEE

___________________________________
Ron Hamel, Chairman

These Minutes were approved by the Board/Committee on __________________________, as
presented _______, or as amended ________.
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