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The intent of the RLSAprogram was to find an alternative that was superior to the baseline zoning of 1
unit per 5 acres, and to create an incentive-based program to achieve a system as to i ncentivize
landowners to protect environmentally sensitive and rural lands in exchange for transferring
development credits, thus allowing more compact, fiscally prudent development in less sensitive areas.
This is a valid premise, assuming that development is directed to appropriate locations and that the
program balances the amount of development allowed with protection of natural resou rces and
agricultural uses. 1000 Friends of Florida was impressed with this program as originally proposed and
envisioned, in 2005 recognized the Collier County Commission with a Better Community Award for this
innovative work.
In 2007, Collier County conducted a review of the RLSAas a retrospective assessment of the program. In
doing so, it became clear that more intensive development, in the form of towns and villages (called
SRAs),was much greater under the RLSAthan was initially anticipated by the County Commissioners and
the original RLSAcommittee. This initial RLSAcommittee was told that the program would not
significantly increase the amount of density available in the Eastern lands, but that it would allow for
this density to be compressed onto a smaller footprint, with the addition of necessary infrastructure.
This was clearly stated in the Commission's Executive Summary from the 2002 RLSAtransmittal hearing:
It is believed that the adoption and implementation of the Rural Lands
Stewardship Area Overlay will not result in an increase to the total number of
allowable dwelling units or population in the Eastern Lands area, but rather
result in a re-allocation of the density and population allowed under the
baseline standards {pre-Final Order conditions) from a land-consuming
checkerboard pattern into compact, clustered development.
The complexity of the system resulted in excessive credits beyond what was initially anticipated and well
outside the land planning and management goals and objectives of the RLSAprogram. Importantly, the
spatial extent of Open Land available for SRAsis too large and much greater than t he original 16,805
acres of development footprint.
Moving forward Collier County must reassessthis land development and conservation tool to ensure it
benefits the citizens of the County (existing and future). The RLSAincentive-based program must
achieve a system to incentivize landowners to protect environmentally constrained lands and rural
agricultural lands in exchange for transferring development credits to more compact, fiscally prudent
developments lands in less sensitive areas.
The following analysis and discussion presents problems or weaknesses of the current program and
make suggestions regarding how improvement might be made. The analysis and suggesti o ns follow the
section below.
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1.

Re-evaluate the RLSACredit System and the Spatial Extent of Potential New SRAs
relative to the clear objectives to protect environmentally sensitive and rural lands
which serve to condense the development footprint.

2. Sustain rural and agricultural working lands within the Collier County Rural Lands
Stewardship Area by strengthening both the policy and the Stewardship Credit Matrix
by directing development to appropriate locations and providing incentivizes that
support this policy.
3.

Promote the stewardship rural agricultural landscapes in support of updated panther
telemetry and mortality data and in furtherance of the identified primary habitat areas.

4.

Build towns in appropriate places that make economic and environmental sense --the
pattern of development (development-appropriate

locations) is critical to supporting

compact development, especially as it relates to infrastructure costs.
5.

For existing and future residents that must pay, address infrastructure costs - they have
not been sufficiently addressed - especially relative to pattern of development, i.e.,
compact pattern, maximizing existing assets, and minimizing costs to existing and future
residents.

6. The Big Cypress Area of Critical State Concern (ACSC)is a recognized State assetDevelopment and infrastructure should be extremely limited.
7.

lmmokalee - lmmokalee is estranged or separated from the RLSA. Instead, it should be
combined with the RLSAto form a coherent whole development and stewards hip area.

8.

Make sure that the renewal of stewardship agreements are limited to one year
extensions so that the county commission can make any necessary adjustments to
ensure the integrity of the RLSAprogram.
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2. Sustain rural and agricultural working lands within the Collier County Rural Lands Stewardship
Area by strengthening both the policy and the Stewardship Credit Matrix by directing
development to appropriate locations and providing incentivizes that support this policy.
The current RLSAis not structured to sufficiently protect agricultural lands and economy.

Valuable blocks of rural agricultural lands are under the RLSA's"Open Lands" category with no specific
criteria or guidance provided on long-term stewardship and retention.
Background

Collier County is an important and productive agricultural area in Florida. A significant part of the
County's economic production directly and indirectly links to agriculture (especially areas within the
RLSAaround lmmokalee and east of Ava Maria and grazing areas of the ACSC). The existing farming
landscape has been invested in heavily with specific drainage improvements, crop packing and
transportation infrastructure and the close proximity of a farm-worker population and State IFASand
farm support networks. The current reality and future strength of Collier County agriculture economy is
in recognizing and sustaining ag-infrastructural components of fields, drainage and access,nearby
packing and shipping houses, warehouses, workforce, IFASand farm bureau support networks.
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"Most of the County's agricultural production and distribution occurs in and around lmmokalee and
within the RLSAand continues to be a major industry for the Collier County and the region. It is difficult
to assessthe future of the agricultural industry in lmmokalee, but it is assumed that it will continue to
be a key industry throughout the planning timeframe ..
According to the lmmokalee Master Plan Study Economic Analysis, prepared by Regional Economic
Research Institute at Florida Gulf Coast University in 2006, more than 60 percent of all employment and
around 20 percent of all business establishments in lmmokalee were based in agriculture in 2005. To put
it another way, one out of every five businesses is related to agriculture, and over half of the em ployed
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population, more than one out of two, works in an agricultural industry." (From the Collier County
Growth Management Plan lmmokalee Area Master Plan, Data & Analysis, Prepared By lmmokalee
Master Plan And Visioning Committee - 2010). The existing farming landscape has been heavily invested
in by the County and numerous private and public resources with specific drainage improvements,
packing and transportation infrastructure, close proximity of a farm-worker population and investment
by the State's IFASand farm support networks.
Physically, from a landscape level, the pattern of many of the most intensively farmed areas (e.g., east
of Ava Maria and north of lmmokalee) represent multiple well defined fields that are often 1 mile by
1/4 mile or 1/2 mile by¼ mile. The fields are grouped together usually with some level of rural road
access.
Sustaining agricultural and ranching land uses within the RLSArevolves around recognizing and
supporting these ag-infrastructural components of multiple well defined fields and drainage networks
with worker access for planting, harvesting and management close at hand. Related are the many inplace agricultural infrastructure and services, which include packing houses, warehouses and ready
workforce with developed IFAS and farm bureau support (lmmokalee area).
If the pattern of new community development occurring within the RLSAdoes not recognize and plan
around the pragmatic economic and logistical needs of agricultural and ranching operations, the rural
land uses will not persist.
Importantly, land use planning and the general pattern of new town development in the RLSAneeds to
recognize and accommodate the fact that there are "nuisance" land use aspects to row crop agriculture
and even animal pasture operations. Large agricultural operations require distance/buffering when
siting near suburban/urban areas- e.g., ag operations are industrial in nature with fertilization, pest
management, planting and harvesting actions, including support trucking and worker access. Adequate
buffering and "greenbelting" should be planned, providing some separation between developed and
farmed areas; otherwise the growing suburban/urban SRA populations will experience the nuisance
aspects and make farming operations less likely.
As presently constructed the RLSAprogram is weak on valuing stewardship and thus sustaining
agricultural lands:
•

Lands that essentially "multi-task" in providing wildlife habitat functional value along with
valuable agricultural or ranching lands and drainage/stormwater management functions;

•

Lands that need contiguous large blocks of "Open Land" areas to have the opportunity for a
sustained economic future; and,

•

Lands the need some level of separation from more developed areas due to their inherent
"nuisance" characteristics.

Furthermore, the RLSA identifies the majority of the agricultural rural
are identified as appropriate for conversion to developed areas in the
Areas (SRA). This creates approximately a 93,000 acres footprint that
policies to sustainably protect agricultural lands or direct development
locations in the RLSA"Open Lands" .

lands as Open Areas, all of which
form of Stewardship Receiving
allows intensification, without
intensification to appropri ate
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Rural stewardship efforts to maintain viable farm and ranching landscapes must be cognizant of the
basic investment and operational needs, nuisance factors and cross-purpose uses and values of blocks
agricultural land to drainage, wildlife and rural character.
Fundamental flaws with the current RLSAprogram from an agricultural protection and growth
management perspective:
a. The program under-values working rural lands and tends to treat these lands as a
placeholder for future suburban/urban development. This is implicit i n the present wording
that says, to protect these areas from "premature conversion" when referencing rural ranch
or agricultural lands.
b. The Stewardship Natural Resources Index Factors undervalue both the Soils/Surface Water
Indices for "Flats (transitional) soils and, the indices for FLUCCSCode Group 3 Land UseLand Cover. Togetherthese two indices represent much ofthe ranching and agricultural
lands.
c. The Stewardship Natural Resource Indices factors do not recognize sufficiently and reward
(incentivize) areas of ranch and agricultural lands that provide multi-use services of both
important primary panther habitat and important rural land that has been long-developed
and used in support of the high-valued agricultural economy.
d. Existing and future agricultural and ranching investment, basic operational and nuisance
factors are not captured in the policy or Stewardship Natural Resource Index Factors.
e. The crediting system allows for more credits than initially anticipated at the 2002
Transmittal, resulting in the ability for over 43,300 acres of SRAswithin the RLSA. The initial
program was anticipated to allow for only 16,800 of SRAs,which would have been a less
impactful footprint of development within the 93,000 acres available for SRAs. However,
now that it has been demonstrated that the credits available within the RLSAcan result in
43,300 acres of SRAs,it is imperative that both the locational criteria and the crediting
system itself be revisited.
Recommendations
A. Do significantly more to protect and enhance the existing agricultural land uses and

important agricultural based economy.
a. "Collier County's goal is to retain land for agricultural activities 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 employs
creative land use planning techniques through the use of established incentives."
B. Amend the Group 2 Policies and related policies to say: protect agricultural lands and fost er
from premature conversion to other uses and the continue~ productive use and viability of
agricultural uses of the land of agric1;1lturalproduction through the Collier County Rural Lands
Stewardship Area Overlay Program.

a. The emphasis ought to be directed to "Stewardship" of rural land in this section and not
using agricultural lands as temporary placeholders for possible developme nt . Thus,
strike the words "premature conversion" that add a pejorative characterization t o Ag
land inside th e RLSA.
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C.

Amend Policy 2.5 "Agriculture is an important aspect of Collier County's quality of life and
economic well-being. Agricultural land and related infrastructural resources within the
RLSA/lmmokalee areas are a major part of the County's rural economic base and culture that
the RLSAProgram seeks to sustain."
a.

Note: The generic discussion of the Florida Right-to-Farm Act detracts and does not add
to the RLSAprogram guidance and ought to be dropped.

D. Revisit the Stewardship Natural Resource Indexing valuation system in its entirety, and as
part of this reassessment, include in future configuration of the indexing value an
Agricultural Stewardship Area (ASA} lands designation. Under the framework of the RLSA
program encouragement to landowners to seek stewardship credits, i.e., to remove
development

potential ought to be provided via permanent easement areas under a new

"Agricultural Stewardship Area" (ASA) category with incentivized values given to Stewardship
Natural Resource Index Factors (soils, land use-land cover indices and proximity to HSAs and
FSAs within primary panther habitat).
Presently, the system is skewed to result in low Stewardship Credit Workshee t values as was noted
in an evaluation of the RLSAscoring by Jesse Robertson-DuBois of the American Farmland Trust in a
Technical Memo July 2, 2003.
"The scoring of the seven Land Use Layers is weighted to value more-developed uses. Base
credits for land use restrictions range from 0.0 (all layers intact) to 1.0 (all layers restri cted .
Layers may only be eliminated sequentially, in the established order: Residential Land Uses;
General Conditional Uses; Earth Mining and Processing Uses; Recreational Uses; Agriculture
Group 1 [e.g., crops]; Agriculture Support Uses; and Agriculture Group 2 [e.g., ranching]. The
first four uses (everything except agricultural uses) account for 60% of th e base credits , with
elimination of crop agriculture bringing the total to 80%.
The Natural Resource Index does not directly consider agri cultural capability (i.e. soil
productivity) in assigning values, but current land use (including agriculture) is one of 6 factors
consider ed. Adding up th e high est scores available under each of the 6 factors, there is a
potential maximum resource index score of 3.2. The land use factor for agricul t ural land is either
0.3 (for palmetto prairie rangeland and woodlands) or 0.2 (for ot her rangeland, al l cropland,
1

orchards, groves, and pasture) . The result is that most agricultural uses will provide a maximum
of 0 .2 out of a potential 3.2 points for resource value, or 6.25 % of the total potential resource
index value . Other environmental

resources (primarily water and habitat resources ) account for

the remainder of potential natural resource value.
The combination of these two components means that in the absence of other natural resource
values to increase the Natural Resource Index of a parcel, agricultural land w hich part icipates in
the program whil e retaining all agricultural uses will receive a maximum of 0.12 stewardship
credits per acre, out of a potential maximum of 3 .2. In reality, most agricultural land will possess
oth e r environmental

attributes, but the figur es cited abov e demonstrate that while this
8
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E. Collier County should perform "Cost of Community Services (COCS) studies for agricultural
and ranch lands within the RLSA. Cost of Community Services studies are case studies used

to determine the fiscal contribution/cost of existing local land uses. In areas where
agriculture and ranching are major industries, it is especially important to consider the real
property tax contribution of privately owned working lands. Working farm and ranch lands
may generate less revenue than residential, commercial or industrial properties, but they
require very little public infrastructure and few services, thus the eventual pattern of
developed areas, to viable agricultural areas is an important consideration for RLSA
planning.

Figure 2: Notice the carefully sized and developed ag-fields that form much of the landscape
of the RLSAboth north and south of lmmokalee.
In general, COCSstudies conducted over the last 20 years show working lands generate more
public revenues than they receive back in public services. Their impact on community coffers is
similar to that of other commercial and industrial land uses. On average, because residential
land uses do not cover their costs, they must be subsidized by other community land uses.
Converting Collier County agricultural land to residential land use should not be seen as a way
to balance local budgets.
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3. Stewarding of Rural Landscapes in Support of Updated Panther Telemetry and Mortality Data and
in furtherance of the Identified Primary Habitat Areas.

Figure 3: Black dots show panther locational telemetry data, purple show road kill mortality data,
red line Big Cypress Area of Critical State Concern, yellow Ave Maria, Green lmmokalee
The RLSAprogram was developed as a voluntary land use tool whereby landowners within the program
area choose to remove various land development rights from sensitive natural and rural lands for
transferable development credits to be used in development appropriate locations within the RLSA.
Importantly in this regard, panther habitat protection has always been one of the main underlying
themes and reason for the RLSAprogram as Collier County's location in Florida's natural systems
landscape places it as a lynch-pin in panther population viability .
Since the initial adoption of the RLSA program, panther habitat research has continu ed with the
realization that sensitive lands within the RLSAare usable for primary panther habitat and co-use as
productive farm land and that these lands deserve greater preservation attention. Panther movement
telemetry data, mortality data and the careful analysis ofThe Florida Panther Protection Program
Technical Review Team (2009 Report) clearly help in development of appropriate amendments to the
RLSAprogram.
After more than a decade since the RLSAinception use of the more refined panther habitat data to
make adjustments to the program is necessary, the RLSAcrediting syst em undervalues the importance
of ag lands for panther use by giving these lands little to no natural resources credits .
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compact area, not within the panther primary habitat and increased-density
beyond the too often used suburban 4 units/acre.
More clearly identify and name the natural wildlife corridor connector of
Summerland Swamp/Mud Lake Strands that link between SSA10 and the

ACSC/Okaloacoochee Slough. This is a Panther LCPCorridor Route as identified
by the Panther Review Team (PRT). It should be clearly recommended that land
uses should be maintained at no greater than existing uses for this area and that
RLSAincentive be applied to encourage it to be a "sending area"

Amend Policy 3.11- "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 or habitat 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 FSAor contiguous
HSAs,the natural wildlife corridor connector of Summerland Swamp/Mud Lake Strands that links
between SSA10 and the ACSC and Panther LCPCorridor Routes as identified for the RLSAlands for
which the Panther Review Team (PRT) recommends that land uses should be maintained at no greater
than existing uses (See: Technical Review of the Florida Panther Protection Program Proposed for the
Rural Lands Stewardship Area of Collier County, Florida, 2009, see Figures 14, 17 and 23 of the Report.}
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 FSAsand HSAs.The actual implementation of restoration improvements is not requ ired for the
owner to receive such credits and the costs of restoration shall be borne by the governmen t al agency or
private entity undertaking the restoration .
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4. Build Towns in Appropriate Places that make Economic and Environmental Sense -The Pattern of
Development (Development-Appropriate Locations) Is Critical To Supporting Compact Development
Economics and the Pattern of Development in the RLSA

A.

One of the original rationales for the RLSAwas to help manage fragmentation of the area by urban
sprawl, (i.e., either low density suburban development at the underlying 1 unit per every five acres or
too many nodes of development across a sensitive landscape). When planning for the long-term
development pattern within the RLSAfocusing on desired outcomes need to be kept in mind that
benefit the County and exisitng and future citizens economically, socially and environmentally. Thus to
guide growth to development-appropriate locations and a pattern of development that is nonsprawlling, more compact development within the RLSAfocus on policy and results that end with:
✓

More Primary Panther Habitat left intact and useable over the long-term to the rebounding
panther population.
✓ Profitable agricultural businesses and spin-off buisnesses in the lmmokalee area and adjacent
future new towns remain viable.
✓ County/Towns/Stewardship Development District/CDDs building robust tax bases with compact
efficient service areas.
✓ Developers get a higher yeild from their land assets.
✓ Residents getting well planning places to live work and play with cost efficient infrastr ucture and
services (from EMS, Schools, Libraries to sewer and water).
✓ Businesses having larger more concentrated customer base.
✓ Personal and governmental travel/transportation costs down because Vehicle Miles Travelled
(VMT) and personal time in vehicle are reduced.
✓ County and state highway/road/stormwater management costs are more manageable.
B.

County Planners and Commissioners be Observant of the Fiscal Impact Metrics

Background on Fiscal Neutrality of Planned SRA's and Responsible Cost Efficient Provision of
Infrastructure and Services

The present structure of the RLSAprogram requires SRAsto be fiscally neutra I or positive to Collier
County at the horizon year based on a cost/benefit fiscal impact analysis model (some exceptions can be
granted by the County Commission).
Fiscal Neutrality refers to the impact of a developm ent program on the costs and revenues of the
County and the School Board. It is a compreh ensive analysis of all costs and all revenu es. In th e context
of County budgeting this entails analysis of the effects on the General Fund Special Revenue Fund and
debt service Fund of the county Enterprise Funds and enterpri se activities such as utilities are excluded
since these are self-supporting activities which do not require and do not receive any subsidies from the
County. In addition, various trust funds and inter-fund transfe rs are also excluded since these are either
accounted for elsewhere or are self-supporting. Fiscal impacts encompass both operating costs and
revenues and capital costs and revenues. The Working Model accounts for each of these separately. The
application of FIAM(Fiscal Impact Assessment Model) requires the loading of relevant proj ect dat a and
the selection of site specific parameters within th e model framework. Certain default values can also be
modified when relevant data is available. Modificat ions were made to the Collier County default values
in the FIAM Version model due to specific location and unique characteristics.
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Use of Independent Districts to Provide Infrastructure & Services

In addition to observance of general fiscal neutrality for the County's direct budgetary concerns, good
fiscal planning and protection for future constituents in RLSATowns and other developments should be
a concern. Though creation of independent development districts for provision of some infrastructure
and services may keep the taxing and monetary issues separate from the County's direct budget,
creation of multiple and sparsely populated independent districts may eventually affect the County's
bottom line. High taxes/rates to SRAresidents for infrastructure district needs, in addition to regular
county taxes and fees (which SRAresidents are not released from}, could result in slower growth in
these SRAdevelopment areas. Further, multiple smaller independent districts increase individual
user/customer costs (i.e., smaller tax/rate payer base to spread cost among} and decrease the financial
viability of the district. When such districts cannot meet financial obligations and/or environmental or
health protection needs the County will likely be brought in as part of the solutions.
✓

Capital costs for local roads, water, sewers, schools and transportation costs, fire and policing
are linked to the pattern of development. Sprawling low density development and shotgun
nodal patterns are less efficient and costly to the county or private utilities.
✓ Operations and maintenance costs for public works and related contracted government services
are more costly for sprawling low density development and shotgun nodal patterns are less
efficient and costly to the county or private utilities.
✓ County and special district tax/fee revenues necessary to provide infrastructure and services are
more costly for sprawling low density development and shotgun nodal patterns.
✓ Health services infrastructure costs, delivery cost and related EMS services (important to the
young and retirement community development market} are more costly to provide to sprawling
low density of spread-out nodal patterns than more compact patterns.
Data repeatedly shows that more efficient revenues streams and manageable costs are generated by
compact, less sprawling development patterns. Studies in Florida and elsewhere have indicated a direct
correlation between the number of years required to pay back infrastructure investment (Fiscal Impact
Quotient} and the chosen pattern of development. Most all data reflects much longer payback (i.e.,
higher costs) for sprawling less compact development.
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Thenumberof yearsrequirndto
payback the municipality's
infrastructureInvestment
Another way of looking at the fiscal equation is return on investment, or revenue dollars generated by
the pattern of development. For example , when Sarasota County performed an analysis of return on
investment looking at the two extremes of Central Business District High rise urban residential
compared to low density suburban multi-family residential, the comparative dollar rate of return for the
higher density to the lower was 35% to 2%.
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5. Infrastructure Costs Have Not Been Sufficiently Addressed - relative to pattern of development,
i.e., compact pattern, maximizing existing assets, and minimizing costs to existing and future
residents.
Roads - See the attached Appendix 1, "Road Diet for the Proposed RLSAPlanning Area Build-out
Network A Comparative of Stewardship Outcomes and Cost Linked To the Build-Out Roadway Network."
The synopsis of this attachment is that by more carefully planning a compact and efficient road network
for the RLSAin Eastern Collier County multiple economic and environmental objectives can be achieved.
Important points are:
Many millions of dollars can be saved (in the attached example from our analysis a half a billion
dollars or more) by directing the road network:
o To the more developable areas such as the lands that have been identified as secondary
panther habitat;
o Away from significant strategic blocks of important agricultural lands thus limiting the
development access and ease that new and widened roads allow; and,
o In a more compact fashion around the existing lmmokalee core.
In addition, this same logic and monetary saving to the County applies for the full complement of
infrastructure for which the County has some part and responsibility to provide (Sewer, water,
stormwater, waste management, EMS, policing, schools, etc.)
Sewer & Water
In regard to sewer and water, presently the two major providers active within the RLSAare the Ave
Maria Stewardship Community District and the lmmokalee Water & Sewer District.
a.
Ave Maria Stewardship Community District - Essentially a COD-type infrastructure and services
development and delivery taxing district create by special act of the Florida legislature for Ave Maria and
surrounding lands - it can serve an area or 10,850 acres, about double the SRAland area of t he
approved Ave Maria -the land between lmmokalee Road and Oil Well Road and Camp Keias Road.

b.
lmmokalee Water and Sewer District-Presently serves the designated lmmokalee area but has
expansion proposals to serve lands within the RLSA,especially to the north of the present lmmokalee.
The service are of the proposed expansion would make it adjacent to the Ave Maria Service area.
Below are maps of Existing Sewer and Water Areas in the RLSA: First is the lmmokalee Service Area
which has been proposed to extend well into the RLSA.Second, below is the Ave Maria Service Area {10,
805 acres) that also extends significantly beyond the Ave Maria footprint, north to abut the lmmokalee
area.
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Though Towns are not allowed within the ACSC,Villages, Hamlets and Compact rural deve lopments are
allowed. Placement of the Village land use category within the ACSCwould entail the related need to
provide essentially the full complement of urban infrastructures and services. Though described initially
as smaller than towns, development of villages in the rural areas and particularly in the eastern ACSC
will require urban/suburban levels of infrastructure and services to meet the demands of village
constituents. For this reason, we do recommend allowing any additional Villages within the ACSC.
7. lmmokalee - lmmokalee is estranged or Separated from the RLSA. Instead, it should be combined
with the RLSAto form a coherent whole development and stewardship area.

When Collier County was formed in 1923, the only non-coastal settlement in Collier Count y was located
in the lmmokalee and Corkscrew areas. Today, lmmokalee is the only community of considerable size in
interior Collier County and remains the focal point of the County's interior transportation network.
lmmokalee is essentially a non-incorporated urban area in northeast Collier County that evolved as an
important "central place" for agricultural production in the State of Florida due to its moderate winter
weather, water availability and productive soils. The transportation system in this part of the Count y
evolved in support of the ag and ranching economic aspects. A local airport is a part of this
transportation network.
lmmokalee has a large area of undeveloped lands not included in the RLSA(e.g., lmmokalee has about

8,000 "developed" acres of urban/suburban and airport lands and 9,000 acres agricultural/ranching
lands. Within these uses are about 3,000 acres of wetland/sensitive lands. These 9,000+ acres of
undeveloped ag-land, though contiguous to SRAdevelopable Open Lands of the RLSA- and developable
under the lmmokalee Plan have not been considered as a part of the RSLAeventual developed areas.

Figure 5: Green line shows lmmokalee Area that is excluded from the RLSAgrowth management
planning. The hashed areas north and south of developed lmmokalee are significant undeveloped
lands adjacent to RLSAOpen Lands.

lmmokalee is directly surrounded by the RLSAand includes areas that are likely developable consistent
with the recommendations contained in this paper (Rural and not in the Primary Panther Habitat zone).
22
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number of proposed development nodes are essentially outliers in the midst of primary panther
habitat, wetland areas and/or the Big Cypress Area of Critical State Concern. The proposed
Conceptual Build-Out Roadway Network does not tend promote stewardship of significant rural
areas other than those large wetland strands that would be protected under the state's wetland
permitting regulatory program.

Original Wilson Miller Conceptual Build-Out Roadway Network for the RLSA and eastern Collier County.
Green hexagons are proposed communities , blue presents the "island s" of secondary panther habitat in the RLSA
and outward, yellow in Ave Maria, Blue the envisioned roadway network, tan, the Big Cypress Area of Critical
State Concern to the east side of the RLSA. Immokale e is also the green enclosed area within the RLSA.
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cost savings such a stewardship-oriented configuration will provide. This analysis focuses on
transportation costs. The true cost savings to the County would of course be much greater.
Stewarding rural-agricultural areas and the more sensitive wildlife and wetland areas and
directing development in a more compact fashion away from these areas has many more cost
savings. Note that this analysis does not address other necessary development infrastructures
and services, for example sewers, water, solid waste, stormwater, electrical, policing, EMS and
Fire service. Nevertheless, the roadway analysis demonstrates the potential cost saving to the
County by carefully working to meet the rural land stewardship goals and policies.
The estimated costs are from the 2010 Collier County Transportation Impact Fee Cost and Credit
Update Study, Final Report, September 2010. The Study estimated that the cost per lane mile for
County Roads was $4,222,120 per, but included cost calculations dealing with interchange costs
that would not apply to the county road development within the RLSA. The $576,000
interchange costs were not included for consideration here, and thus the estimated cost per lane
mile was $ 3,646,120. Similar 2013 cost estimates for Hernando county estimate approximately
$3,168,000 per lane mile of County Road (2013) and approximately $3,287,700 per lane mile of
County Road for Polk County (2009). Hernando County costs generally are somewhat less as
the land has less wetland avoidance and mitigation costs than Collier County. Nevertheless, for
comparative purposes, it can be seen that the estimates used in this report are reasonably
conservative.
Estimated cost of$ 3,646,120 per lane mile for County Roads - estimated cost for non-state
roads in Collier County
The cost estimate includes:
• ROW ,
• Construction,
• Design , construction engineering/inspection (CEI),
• Utilities,
• Mitigation, and
• Carrying costs.
NOTE: An app endix is included that provides more information on the roadwa y costing estimate.

Below are the road segments removed to achieve RLSA stated stewardship goals and policies
while still directing SRA growth to most suitable area
New Roads or Road Segment Expansions Removed
1. Immokalee Loop Road (New)

Costs Saved

11.4 miles x 4 lanes x 3,646,120 = $166,263,072
Note: The FDOT SR 29 Loop around/through Immokalee may handle this route from a local and
regional traffic pass-through perspective. Nevertheless, the proposed Wilson Miller Immokalee
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benefit from a joint
planning action. This
west segment also
abuts/parallels Grove
Road and the upper
portion of Corkscrew
Swamp and the RSLA
envisioned north
greenway /wildlife
corridor. This portion
of the west portion of
the proposed corridor is
quite sensitive.
3. Little League
Road (New)

4. Gopher Ridge
(New-south
segment)

5. Gopher Ridge
(New north
segment)

From Immokalee
Road heads north
directly to intersect
proposed new County
Line Road just
outside of RLSA.
3 Segments
1. Immokalee Rd
to West Clox
Street- 6
lanes
2. Clox Street to
SR 82-4
lanes
3. SR 82 to
Proposed new
County Line
Road - 2 lanes
From intersect with
29A in Immokalee to
intersect with
proposed new
Immokalee Circle
Road

New Road
3 Segments - 10.4
miles
1. Immokalee Rd to
West Clox Street- 6
lanes- 5.1 miles
2. Clox Street to SR
82 - 4 lanes - 3.6
miles
3. SR 82 to Proposed
new County Line
Road - 2 lanes - 1.7
miles

This proposed road
would have very
significant wetland and
wildlife impacts as it is
proposed just east of
Corkscrew Swamp
major linkage corridor,
crossing important
wetland arms of the
system.
The segments north of
West Clox Street
impact wetlands and
wildlife much less and
are generally in
secondary panther area.

Existing narrow rural
road proposed for
expansion to - 6
lanes Ann.2.3 miles

From the proposed
Immokalee Circle
Road to the proposed
Immokalee Loop

Existing narrow rural
road proposed for
expansion to - .1
lanes Arm. 2 miles

Connects outwardnorth past the
Immokalee Airport into
active agricultural area.
Would increase
likelihood of ag
conversion to
developed lands. Some
wetland impacts.
Opens up the northcentral agricultural area
to more intense
development - Some
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wetland impacts.

6. EAST CR
846 Existing

From SR 29 east to
County line Rd

Existing - 2 lanes App. 5.4 miles

7. Stockade
Road

Mostly new Road - 1
mile existing - New 3
miles From
Imrnokalee Road to
proposed new
Imrnokalee Loop
Road. Two district
new segments.
West of SR 29-2
miles
East of SR 29- 1.7
miles

New- ai;m.2.7 miles
-4 lanes

8. Serenoa Circle

New- From Proposed
Little League to SR
29-App. 5.5 miles

New - 4 lanes App.
5.5 miles

9. Oil Well Road
(Existing)

From SR 29 to east
County line RD

Existing - 2 lanesApp. 4.7

Mostly passes through
ACSC and south-tonorth OK Swamp to
Big Cypress linkage.
Future Improvements
will likely have to
include panther
crossing along some
portion of its length and
funneling fencing.
Highly Sensitive Area.
West existing portion in
the secondary panther
area, proposed new east
portion in the primary
panther area.
Represents a potential
east-west panther
connector along the
south Immokalee Area
where large wetlands
almost make the link
between Ok Swamp
area and Corkscrew
Swamp and lake
Trafford
This proposed road is
mostly in the secondary
panther zone,just south
of Immokalee. Crosses
Immokalee Road.
Passes through
southeast ACSC, Ag
areas and is a direct
south-to-north natural
corridor linkage area
from Big Cypress to
Okaloacoochee Slough
State Forest - Future
improvements will
likely have to include
accommodations for
panth er crossings.
Highl y Sensitive Area
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10. Oil Well Road
(Existing)

From Camp Keais
Road to SR 29

4.7 miles 2 to 4 lane
(2 lanes)

11. Horse Trail
Road (New)

New Road from Oil
Well Road to SR 29

New - 4 lanes 2 miles
Am~-

12. Randall Ext.
(New)
13. Grove Road
(New)

14. County Line Rd
(New)
14. Citrus East Road
(New)

This segment southeast
of Ave Maria presently
serves the ag areas and
connects east-west
traffic. Crosses southto-north wetlands and
ag-lands
panther /wildlife
crossing and linkage.
The link is in out of the
secondary panther
zone, adjacent to the
ACSC. Sensitive
wildlife and active ag
area.
The route would be on
exi sting agricultural
lands squeezing
between large wetlands
that form south-tonorth a wildlifo/panther
linkage from Florida
Panth er National
Wildlife Refuge/Big
Cypress Preserve to the
south and the Big
cypress ACSA and Ok
Swamp to the north.
Very sensitive location.

1.5 miles x 6 lane

North to south 3.2
mile segment
intersects SR 82 to the
north.

a. miles x 4lane

From SR 82 to
Proposed Little
League Rd)
Portion form Citrus
West to Immokalee
Extension

4

miles x 4
lanes

3. 8 miles x 4 lanes

Along the NE side of
Corkscrew SwampSensitive and likely
panther corridor route
NE.
New road proposed for
outside the RLSA in
Hendry County
This road as proposed
is for development
access of one of the
larger block of
productive agricultural
lands
36

As an example of some of the added cost that needs to be considered for some of the proposed
roads envisioned in the RLSA are crossings for wildlife and adequate water flow. For just one of
the needed wildlife and water crossings (several such crossings are needed along the length of
this proposed north-south road adjacent to and, at times, crossing portions of Corkscrew Swamp
sloughs) on the proposed crossing on the "Little League Road" just south oflmmokalee. This
example is provided to emphasize the point that by reducing the road network to just those
segments that service development in the most suitable locations, costs can be greatly reduced!
1st crossing just south of Lake Trafford Road - 1.3 miles at 120 foot ROW inclusive of 1.3
miles of dirt crossing the slough with 1 flat slab bridged wildlife crossing and 4, 36" culvert
crossings to assure water flow and an estimated mitigation cost.
•

•

•

•

Approximately 8,000 feet of fencing on both sides of the road to guide/funnel wildlife
and prevent direct road crossings. At $30 per liner foot that is $480 ,000 per side or
$960,000 in fencing.
Main bridge & Wildlife Crossing- 12,600 square feet estimated bridge dimension for Oil
Well Road Wildlife linkage x $160 per square foot= $2,016,000 for just the bridge (A flat
slab bridge).
2-4 Box Culverts for adequate water flow and some wildlife connectivity. $100.00 per
foot for 36-inch pipe. To allow adequate water flow through the filled causeway multiple
large culvert crossings would be needed in addition to the main wildlife bridge.
120 feet of 36-inch pipe@ $100.00 per foot= culvert road crossing X 4 Culvert
Crossings= $48,000
Causeway dirt fill cost with significant wetlands mitigation cost. Approximately 1.3
mile s.
o Fill - 120 feet x 6864 feet x 5 feet= 4,118,400 Cubic feet/3= 1,372,800 cubi c
yards of fill at $5.94 per cubic yard of fill= $8,154,432
o Mitigation - 1.3 x $156,000 per lane mile x 6 lanes= $1,216,800
Minimum Total Costs of crossing one slough with 1 wildlife crossing and 4 36''
culverts: $12,395,232

Note: This does not include the actual road construction or bike & pedestrian lane consideration s
- as this road is envisioned as serving an urban/suburban part of the RLSA.
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Legalquestions Outstanding
1.

Without reducing any of the already issued credits (300,000+), can the county win a
legal challenge if, in meeting the goals, objectives and policies, including the
implementing LDRs, it prioritizes SRAssuch that the very large "open" areas depicted
on the FLUM are changed in consideration of:
a.

New info on primary and secondary panther habitat

b. Including the lmmokalee area in the RLSA
c. Avoiding sprawl with compact development patterns
d. Protecting agriculture and rural character consistent with the intent of the
RLSA
As a side question - Can lands identified as "Open", unidentified in white on the Adopted RLSA
Status Map be addressed differentially, such that distinctions in suitability, land use and
character can be preserved as the siting of SRAfootprints within occur? Can amendments to
the existing policies and implementing LDRsbe made to pursue identified County objective
(e.g., productive agricultural area conservation) without triggering successful Bert Harris
challenges?
2. Given the original stated acreage development footprint of 16,000 acres, which has now
become 43,000 acres+, could the county reduce the development footprint to some
lesser figure that would be more consistent with the statutory intent of the RLSA,GOPs
and LDRs?
3. Can the county DENYand successfully defend a request to establish a SRA based on
existing GOPs and LORprovisions?
4. Can the county DENYoutright a stewardship credit agreement (as they "expire") and/or
could it renew such agreements with conditions?
5. Can the "VILLAGE" land use be eliminated by the county successfully from Policy 4.2.1 in
recognition of its incompatibility with the overall purposes of the RLSAand the ACSC?
6.

If the county chose to increase allowable densities within a SRA in order to limit the
development footprint, does that in any way infringe on property own er rights?

