











































































































BROOKER CREEK PRESERVE
EXISTING
FUTURE LAND USE MAP
JUNE 2008
El PRESERVATION
BB PRESERVATION - RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

BBl TRANSPORTATION/ UTILITY
5 WATER FEATURE

JuswWYOeIIY



Current Situation

Permitted Uses Within the Preservation-Resource
Management (P-RM) Future Land Use Map Category

Natural
Resource and
Watershed Management,
Conservation, Passive
Recreation, Environmental
Education, Aesthetic or Other
Related Functional Open Space
Uses, Site Alterations Compatible with
Natural Resource Management, Wellfield
Protection/Recharge Areas, Wellfield
Development, Public/Semi-Public Uses and
Facilities Needed in Support of the Above Uses.

4,609 Acres

Source: Pinellas County Planning Department, July 2008
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Property Designated PR-M Only

Natural Resource Conservation & Management,
Watershed Management, Resource-based Recreation,
Environmental Education/Research,

Wellfield Protection & Groundwater Recharge, ' \L\
Replace/Repair Water Infrastructure, ]
Groundwater Monitoring, Compatible Site Alterations e T REARRVE
" POTABLE WATER RESOURCE
OVERLAYS
1,994 acres JUNE 2008

BB PRESERVATION
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Property Designated PR-M w/PWR-1 Overlay

Wellfields &
Non-vertical
Water Supply
Infrastructure

Natural Resource Conservation & Management,
Watershed Management, Resource-based Recreation,
Environmental Education/Research,

Wellfield Protection & Groundwater Recharge, N N
Replace/Repair Water Infrastructure, ]
Groundwater Monitoring, Compatible Site Alterations r BROGKER EREEKERESERVE
N POTABLE WATER RESOURCE
OVERLAYS
JUNE 2008
1 72 4 L - :RE:ERVATION
, acres @5 PRESERVATION - RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

PROPOSED POTABLE WATER
RESQURGE OVERLAY 1 (PWR-1)
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Property Designated PR-M w/PWR-2 Overlay

PWR-2 Uses Limited
Vertical «—"to 260 acres

ater Supply
Infrastructure

Wellfields &
Non-vertical

Water Supply
Infrastructure

Natural Resource Conservation & Management,
Watershed Management, Resource-based Recreation,
Environmental Education/Research,

Wellfield Protection & Groundwater Recharge,
Replace/Repair Water Infrastructure,
Groundwater Monitoring, Compatible Site Alterations

892 acres

BROOKER CREEK PRESERVE
PROPOSED
POTABLE WATER RESOURCE
OVERLAYS
JUNE 2008
ER PRESERVATION
PRESERVATION - RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
PROPOSED FOTABLE WATER
RESOQURCE OVERLAY 1 (PWR-1)
S PROPOSED POTABLE WATER
RESOURCE OVERLAY 2 (PWR-2)
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Modified DEFINITIONS Adopted in
the Comprehensive Plan

Replacing ‘Passive Recreation’

Resource-Based Recreation — Recreational activities that are

of this orientation are dependent on natural resources and a

healthy outdoor environment. These activities have little, if any,

adverse impact on a site and are compatible with natural and/or

cultural resource protection. Depending on the site, uses may

Include picnicking, low-impact camping, educational nature

studies, wildlife viewing, horseback riding on trails, fishing,

hiking, saltwater beach activities, or freshwater swimming.

Specific types of resource-based recreation for each County
Park and Preserve will be identified, where appropriate, in the
respective management plans.




Modified DEFINITIONS Adopted in
w the Comprehensive Plan

Replacing ‘Active Recreation’

« Facility-Based Recreation — Recreational activities that
are of this orientation usually require a built facility such
as a playfield, court, horse stable, swimming pool, etc. to
accommodate them. Uses may include softball, baseball,
football, tennis, basketball, soccer, playgrounds, fithess
trails, pool swimming, etc. These activities are not

natural resource dependent.




NEW DEFINITIONS proposed for |nclu3|on
in the Comprehensive Plan

* Non-Vertical Water Supply Infrastructure/Structures - Any
below ground structures such as wells, pipes, pumps, etc. (and
their supporting above-ground minor appurtenances and
structures), that facilitate the provision of high quality potable
water or reduce potable water demand. Reservoirs are not
included in this definition.

« Vertical Water Supply Infrastructure/Structures - Any building,
facility, fixture, machinery, reservoir or appurtenant structure used
or useful to the provision of high quality potable water or to
reduce potable water demand, including the development, supply.
storage, distribution, treatment, conservation, acquisition or
transfer of water to meet the needs of Pinellas County customers.




Locating Vertical Water Supply
Infrastructure/Structures

Location decisions based on:

® Project needs
® Sound engineering principles
® Environmental compatibility and function
® Economic feasibility
® Compliance with all requirements
(Including environmental regulations and the
approved Brooker Creek Preserve Management Plan)
® Compliance with the Pinellas County Comprehensive Plan
® Must be outside the 500-foot buffer adjacent to Crescent Oaks
® Public comments

Source: Pinellas County Planning Department, July 2008




Public Input in
Location Decisions for Vertical Water
Supply Infrastructure/Structures

Prior to a decision by the Board of County
Commissioners on the location of vertical water supply
infrastructure/structures within the PWR-2 Overlay,
Pinellas County will:

— Provide general notice to the pubilic.

— Hold two public informational meetings for public
review and comments.

— BCC will conduct a public hearing prior to rendering a
decision.

Source: Pinellas County Planning Department, August 2008




ASSOCIATED WITH THE PRESERVATIONICONSERVATION (PIC)
s AND PRESE'

Zoning
District

Setbacks

TION-RESOURCE MA
. ZONING DISTRICTS

Height

Area
Ratio
(FAR)

Impervious
Surface
Ratio
(ISR)

Preservation/
Conservation
(P/C)

35 feet
= Or =
75 feet for canopy walks &
observation towers

Negligible

Negligible

P-RM

25 feet

35 feet
= Or =
75 feet for canopy walks &
observation towers

P-RM

With PWR-1
Overlay on
the FLUM

25 feet

35 feet
- Or -
75 feet for canopy walks &
observation towers

P-RM

With PWR-2
Overlay on
the FLUM

25 feet
- but -
500 feet
on the
western
edge of
PWR-2
Overlay

35 feet
- Or -
65 feet for vertical water
supply structures
-or -
75 feet for canopy walks &
observation towers

5%

- Or =
25%
based on
only 260
acres

10%

- or -
50%
based on only
260 acres
_or E
100% for a
reservoir
within the 260
acres




Attachment 4

Draft PAC Minutes
October G, 2008

Proposed Amendments of the Countywide Rules Re: Resource Management
Overlay District — Mr. Crawford stated that Pinellas County has prepared and
approved the Brooker Creek Management Plan and has worked with PPC staff to
identify and coordinate the means by which to recognize this Plan within the
Countywide Plan framework. The draft ordinance proposes to create a new
Countywide Plan Map category entitled Resource Management Overlay (RMO)
that would be available to the county, or any local government jurisdiction, by
which to recognize the unique needs of providing for water supply facilities in
combination with natural resource conservation and management practices. The
map category, once established in the Rules, would be available upon application
to be considered as a map amendment based on an approved local government
management plan.

Discussion followed with Mr. Crawford noting the ordinance includes four (4)
definitions. Mr. Rinzivillo inquired as to the uses allowed in this category and
whether they are compatible with environmental sensitivity of the area to which Mr.
Crawford stated they are required to be and that a local government must
demonstrate that the area they wish this to be applied to is appropriate. Gordon
Beardslee noted that there are some who still want nothing — no Pinellas County
Utilities - in the Preserve; that the balance in their management plan is intended to
provide water resources, but still protect our environmental resources. Mr. Crawford
stated county staff has had numerous meetings on this and that this amendment of
the Countywide Rules would allow for another point for public input through the
land use amendment process.

After full presentation of the report, Dean Neal moved approval of Resolution No.
08-5 recommending approval of the amendment to the Rules; the motion was
seconded by Sharen Jarzen and carried (vote 10-0).
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Healey, David P

From: Mathew Poling [mathewpoling@gmail.com)]
Sent: Sunday, September 07, 2008 8:25 PM
To: mdelk@myclearwater.com; gina.clayton@myclearwater.com;

catherine.porter@myclearwater.com; fmetcalf@ci.gulfport.fl.us; mtaylor@ci.gulfport.fl.us;
dtaylor@irbcity.com; Inayman@myindianshores.com; bklute@largo.com; rjarzen@largo.com;
pcohen@ci.madeira-beach.fl.us; mdauphinais@ci.oldsmar.fl.us; mparisano@ci.oldsmar.fl.us;
dneal@pinellas-park.com; bbray@pinellas-park.com; townclerk@townofredingtonshores.com;
rrinzivillo@cityofsafetyharbor.com; mmclachlan@cityofsafetyharbor.com;
l.matzke@stpetebeach.org; k.holley@stpetebeach.org; julie.weston@stpete.org;
rick.macaulay@stpete.org; paul.geisz@stpete.org; mely@ci.seminole.fl.us;
sjarzen@ci.seminole.fl.us; rvincent@ci.tarpon-springs.fi.us; rchatman@ci.tarpon-springs.fl.us;
Irosetti@ci.treasure-island.fl.us; sdemerritt@mytreasureisland.org; Beardslee, Gordon R;
Cassel, Paul T; Cueva, John; millerf@PCSB.org; fairchilds@PCSB.org

Cc: Healey, David P; tblackwell@sptimes.com; Steinle@sptimes.com

Subject: Brooker Creek Preserve- Proposed "Resource Management Overlay" Category
Importance: High

Attachments: Brooker Creek Preserve

Planners Advisory Committee members:

I have significant concerns with Pinellas County’s proposed amendment creating a “Resource
Management Overlay” category in the countywide plan. I strongly urge you to oppose the proposed
amendment tomorrow at your September 8, 2008 Planners Advisory Committee meeting.

The amendment is being proposed to allow development in the Brooker Creek Preserve, our county’s
largest natural area. Currently, the entire Brooker Creek Preserve is designated Preservation on the
countywide future land use map. As it stands today, the Preservation category allows no development.
Over the past 10 years or so, Pinellas County has built (or is building) numerous structures in the
Preserve including three water treatment plants, an environmental education center and two government
office buildings. The county built these structures without receiving amendments to the countywide
future land use map as required by the countywide rules. In fact, in the case of the water blending
facility where almost 50 acres of environmentally sensitive lands in the Preserve were cleared, the PPC
even told the county that an amendment was required to the countywide future land use map (see letter
from Michael Crawford to Gordon Beardslee dated June 5, 2007). Apparently, that never happened.

With this proposal, the county is attempting to retroactively permit existing inconsistent uses and allow
new future uses in the Preserve that are not compatible with this unique natural area. This should not be
allowed. I respectfully ask you to carefully consider the implications of this proposed amendment on
the future of the Brooker Creek Preserve and vote against it at your meeting tomorrow.

Also, please see the attached email I sent to the board of county commissioners regarding this issue. If
you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,

Mathew Poling
727-580-3876

9/29/2008
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Healey, David P

From: Mathew Poling [spoling1@tampabay.rr.com]
Sent:  Wednesday, August 13, 2008 8:14 PM

To: Duncan, Ronnie E; Harris, Calvin D; Stewart, Robert B; Latvala, Susan; Seel, Karen; Morroni, John;
Welch, Kenneth
Ce: Bennett, Jim L; Davis, William M; Smith, Brian K; Marquis, Fred; Cassel, Paul T; Beardslee, Gordon

R; Crandall, Tom; Healey, David P; tblackwell@sptimes.com; 'Diane (editor) Steinle’;
schulte@sptimes.com; troxler@sptimes.com; vansant@sptimes.com,; steve -office

Subject: Brooker Creek Preserve

Dear Commissioners,

I still have significant concerns about the land use changes proposed for Brooker Creek Preserve
contained within the management plan that you will be voting on August 19, 2008.

Currently, a large portion of the Preserve is designated Preservation-Resource Management (P-RM) on
the county’s future land use map. This is the category which your staff is proposing to amend and has
included as a part of the management plan. In addition, the countywide future land use map (adopted by
special act of the Legislature and administered by the Pinellas Planning Council) designates the entire
Preserve as Preservation.

The first concern I have is that one of the uses in the P-RM category as it exists today is “wellfield
development.” This phrase has been interpreted by some to include nearly every potable water related
use including the three water treatment facilities in or scheduled for the Preserve (hydrogen sulfide,
interim chemical and blending facilities). Because of this overly broad interpretation of “wellfield
development,” it is claimed that the proposed amendments to P-RM will reduce the acreage for potential
development of “vertical structures” from nearly 4,600 acres to 260 acres. In reality, the proposed
amendments will increase potential development acreage for “vertical structures” from currently none to
260 acres. This is because “wellfield development” is the development of a wellfield including
minimally intrusive structures such as wells, pump houses and pipes directly related to pumping
groundwater. These types of structures can have minimal impact on the land and can be operated in a
manner consistent with a nature preserve. Clearly, “wellfield development” DOES NOT include uses
such as water treatment facilities requiring significant site alterations and DOES NOT mean the county
can build whatever water related facilities it desires in the Preserve without regard to the property’s land
use designation. I believe the two existing water treatment facilities and the proposed water blending
facility are inconsistent with the P-RM category and the county’s comprehensive plan. They should not
have been constructed without first receiving a land use change to the county’s future land use map.

The second area of concern is with regard to the countywide comprehensive plan. The special act
creating the Pinellas Planning Council requires that the county’s comprehensive plan and all land
development be consistent with the countywide comprehensive plan. The countywide future land use
map designates the entire Preserve as Preservation. It provides that these areas shall remain “open and
undeveloped.” In my opinion, that makes all of the utility facilities constructed in the Preserve
inconsistent with the countywide plan. They should not have been constructed without first receiving a
land use change to the countywide future land use map.

The proposed changes to the P-RM category will retroactively permit existing inconsistent facilities and

more importantly, allow for new future uses. This is not a “clarification,” but a significant change of
permitted uses. These changes will not better protect the Preserve, but rather will enable its use in ways

9/29/2008
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that were never intended and.currej@ly are not permitted.

I strongly believe that the proposed management plan and land use changes should be stopped
immediately, especially considering the possible purchase of the Eldridge Wilde Wellfield. Brooker
Creek Preserve should be designated Preservation on the county’s future land use map just as it
currently is on the countywide future land use map. If a utility use is needed in the future, the county
can get a land use change at that time to both the county and countywide future land use maps. This
existing (and mandatory) process gives the county its desired flexibility, ensures that any future project
is truly needed and provides the public with ample opportunity to comment. I believe most citizens
understand that the county may need to use the Preserve for necessary utility purposes but it must be
done in a transparent way that is in accordance with all rules and regulations.

This is a very complicated issue but I ask that you consider the ramifications of your actions. If this
management plan is adopted, this county commission will be designating land in the Brooker Creek
Preserve for more extensive and disruptive utility uses for the very first time. The Brooker Creek
Preserve is one of Pinellas County’s greatest assets and should remain as it is today for future
generations of Pinellas County citizens.

Thank you for your thoughtful consideration.

Sincerely,

Mathew Poling
727-786-6240

9/29/2008




