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Petition 42ZON-06 PB. City of Gainesville. '41nend the City of' 
Gainesville Land Development Code bv overlaving the Significant 
Ecological ~ommuni t i e s~~ i s t r i c t  on property z o n d  AGR ?~griculture 
district), I- 1 (Limited industrial district) and 1-2 (General industrial 
district) and RSF-1 (3.5 units/acre single-family residential district) 011 
ap roximately 787 acres. Generally located at 1300 and 920 Northwest E 53 Avenue. 4555 Northwest 6th Street, 5300 North Main Street, and 
3464 Northwest 2 1" Place. 

Recommendation 

Staff recommends approval of Petition 42ZON-06 PB. 

Explanation 

These parcels were continued by the City Plan Board at their April 20, 2006 meeting. At 
that meeting. the Board requested that this petition be continued until additional parcel 
ranking information could be supplied. and until a qualified environmental professional 
could attend the Board hearing to answer questions about how the parcels are ranked. 

Since the April 20, 2006 Board meeting, the City has hired an environmental consultant 
to respond to the Board requests regard~ng this (and other) Significant Ecological 
Coinmunities petitions. That consultant has prepared detailed summaries of the 
enviroilmental conditions found at each of the parcels being proposed for inclusion in the 
Significant Ecological Communities Overlay District, and those summaries are attached 
for the subject parcels. 

There are eight parcels associated with this petition. They are found in the Buck Bay 
industrial arca. Each of the eight parcels, as shown in the attached parcel evaluation 
summaries, was rated "high" for ecological value in 2001. 

Since the April 20. 2006 Board meeting, tax parcel 64 15-00 1 and 07965-002 have been 
removed from this petition because they have developnient permits. 

The consultant will be in attendance at the April 19, 2007 Board meeting to answer 
questions about the parcels and the ranking system. 
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Background 

On August 28, 2003, the City Plan Board made a final recommendation for a petition to 
the City Comnlission to establish a Significant Ecological Con~munities ordinance. The 
City Commission adopted this ordinance on Second Reading a1 their November 8, 2004 
nieeting. 

The next step necessary to implement this ordinance is to rezone parcels ranked 
"outstanding" and "high" so that the Significant Ecological Comnlunities regulatioils 
become an overlay to the land development regulations that apply to these parccls. 

Ovcr the course of the next several months, staff mrill bc presenting additional petitions 
for the Plan Board to consider regarding the remaining parcels (there arc 38 parcels 
overall) that have been ranked "outstanding" or "high" by staff. 

As an overlay district, the Significant Ecological Communities regulations shall operatc 
in conjunction with any underlying zoning district regulations for the subject parcels. The 
regulations of the underlying zoning district, and all other applicable regulations, will 
remain in effect and be further regulated by the Significant Ecological Communities 
regulations. If the provisions of the Significant Ecological Communities regulations 
conflict with the underlying zoning regulations. the provisions of the Significant 
Ecological Conmunities regulations shall prevail. 

At the request of the Plan Board, staff is sending a copy of the adopted Significant 
Ecological Conlmunities ordinance to each of the owners of tlie subject properties well in 
advance of this meeting. 

Staff does not believe it is desirable or feasible to send to the property owner the original 
source data describing environnlental features found at the subject property. 

At its March 16, 2006 meeting, the Board raised questions about the quality or reliability 
of the parcel ranking systenl used to rank the parcels in 2001, The criteria used to rank 
the parcels were modeled after the ranking criteria used in the well-known and well- 
respected KBN Alachua County Ecological Inventov Project in 1996 (a county-wide 
evaluation study of environmentally important areas). The scoring criteria used by the 
City of Gainesville in 2001 were also based on the Dade County Environmentally 
Endangered Lands Acquisition Program's Biological Scoring criteria. Finally, several 
State of Florida reference documeilts were consulted to dcvelop the City of Gainesville 
ranking criteria. 

Planning staff is therefore confident that the ranking system used by the City of 
Gainesville in 2001 can be relied upon for delivering quality rankings. 

.4 question was also raised about the maximum score that can hypothetically be given to 
a ranked parcel. As staff indicated at the March 16''' meeting, there is no maxin~um score. 
This is because two of the criteria-listed species and number of natural communities- 
are essentially "boundless." That is. a parcel is given points for each listed species and 
each community found on site, and since there are hypothetically quite a large number of 
species and communities, the scoring for these two criteria do not have an absolute upper 
limit. 
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Criteria Used to Assess Ecological Value 

The Significant Ecological Communities ordinance contains criteria that are to be used to 
determine the ecological value of a parcel. These criteria are as follo\vs: 

(a) Criteria used to evaluate parcels for ecological value. The following 
criteria are used by the appropriate reviewing board, city manager or designee to 
evaluate the ecological value of parcels: 

Size of parcel; 

Number of viable FNAI natural communities found at parcel: 

FNAI natural communities state rank; 

Condition of ecological processes found at parcel; 

Typical species found at parcel (based on Guide to Natural Comnlunities 
in FL); 

Invasive, non-native species found at parcel; 

Connectedness of parcel:, 

Water quality protection provided by parcel: 

Listed species found at parcel; 

Potential listed species that could be found at parcel; and 

Management potential of parcel 

Attached are findings prepared by City Nature Operations staff which describe how the 
subject properties meet these criteria and justify their inclusion in the Significailt 
Ecological Conlmunities overlay map. 

Exclusion from Map 

The ordinance provides the owner of a parcel proposed for inclusion within this overlay 
map (or previously approved by the City to be within the overlay map) an opportunity to 
petition the City to be excluded from the overlay map. The ordinance states that such an 
exclusion shall be based on the following criteria: 

(b) Exclusion from ecological communities map. The City assumes that 
(an) ecological fcature(s) on the property demonstrates at least 4 of the following: 

Rarity or exemplary; 

Vulnerability; 

High water quality (either through recharge, surface waters or wetlands); 

Connectedness; 
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Viability (with most ecological processes intact) 

Manageability; and 

Nature-oriented human use potential. 

Should the owner wish the property to be excluded from the map, the property 
owner has the burden to rebut this presunlption by demonstrating that at least 4 of 
these attributes do not exisr on the property. 

Summary of Significant Ecological Comniunities Provisions 

- In addition to existing zoning and other regulations that currently apply, parcels within 
the Significant Ecological Communities overlay that are proposing development 
requiring site plan review will be required to comply with the following additional 
provisions: 

Submit an Environmental Features Report based on the Environmental 
Evaluation Policy Manual adopted by the City Commission by resolution. 
Set aside up to 10 percent of the parcel, above and beyond other required set- 
asides, should City and County staff determine that additional protection of 
sensitive environmental features is needed to protect those features. 
Should they exist on the parcel, protect a majority of Heritage trees on the parcel 
and provide at least one foot of buffer for Heritage trees for each inch of 
diameter breast height of tree trunk. 
Should they exist on the parcel, avoid disturbance of sinkholes. 
Be allowed to voluntarily cluster the development as a way to further protect and 
avoid sensitive eilvironmental features on the parcel. 

For this pctition, the City Plan Board is being asked to consider evidence presented by 
City staff and citizens and make a recommendation to the City Commission as to whether 
these parcels should be included or excluded from the Significant Ecological 
Communities overlay. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Ralph Hilliard 
Planning Manager 

Attachments 
Sec. 30-309. Significant Ecological Communities District. 
Map of Parcels Proposed for Rezoning. 
Environmental Summary of the Subject Properties. 
History of Public Meetings, Notice Letters Sent, Newspaper Ads Published 
regarding the Significant Ecological Communities public meetings. 



Zoning District Categories 

RSFI Single-Fam~ly Residential (3.5 dulacre) 
RSF2 Single-Family Residential (4.6 dulacre) 
RSF3 Single-Family Residential (5.8 dulacre) 
RS F4 Single-Family Residential (8 dulacre) 
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RH 1 Residential High Density (8-43 dulacre) ! 
RH2 Residential High Density (8-100 dulacre) CON ' 1  
OR Office Residential (up to 20 dulacre) RSFl  1 i 
OF General Office 

RSFI  1 
P D Planned Development I !  064 75-06 1-000 
BUS General Business 
B A Automotive-Oriented Business 1 I 
BT Tourist-Oriented Business 
MU1 Mixed Use Low Intensity (8-30 dulacre) 
MU2 Mixed Use Medium Intensity (12-30 dulacre) 
UMUl Urban Mixed Use District 1 (up to 75 dulacre) 
UMU2 Urban Mixed Use District 2 (up to 100 dulacre) 
CCD Central City District i 
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Land Use Designations . 

SF Single Family (up to 8 dulacre) 
RL Residential Low Density (up to 12 dulacre) 
RM Residential Medium Density (8-30 dulacre) 
RH Residential High Density (8-100 dulacre) 
MUR Mixed Use Residential (up to 75 dulacre) 
MUL Mixed Use Low, Intensity (8-30 dulacre) 
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City of Gainesville, applicant 
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(#06415-001-000, 3464 NW 21st Place) 



Preservation Land Use Designations Preservation 

(Alachua County) (Alachua County) 

SF Single Family (up to 8 dulacre) 
R L Residential Low Density (up to 12 dulacre) 
RM Residential Medium Density (8-30 dulacre) 
RH Residential High Density (8-1 00 dulacre) 
MUR Mixed Use Residential (up to 75 dulacre) 
MUL Mixed Use Low Intensity (8-30 dulacre) 
MUM Mixed Use Medium Intensity (12-30 dulacre) 
MUH Mixed Use High Intensity (up to 150 dulacre) 
UMUl Urban Mixed Use 1 (up to 75 dulacre) 
UMU2 Urban Mixed Use 2 (up to 100 dulacre) #07877-000-000 
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corridor may also be considered as all other applicable re,aulations, remain in effect 
open space in calculations of lot cov- and are further regulated by significant ecolo~cal 
erage. communities district standards. If provisions of 

(b) Demonstration of compliance for develop- 
ments requiring development plan review. If a 
proposed development requires development plan 
review pursuant to article VII of this chapter, the 
showing of compliance with the requirements of 
this section shall be made in development plan 
review. The petition for development plan review 
shall provide both a hydrological report prepared 
by a qualified engineer registered in the State of 
Florida. as well as a map showing the location of 
the greenway corridor as it passes through the 
subject property. 
(Ord. No. 3777, 5 1, 6-10-92; Ord. No. 3911, 5 10, 
10-4-93; Ord. No. 4090, 5 1, 6-12-95; Ord. No. 
950600, 3 2, 9-25-95) 

Sec. 30-309. Significant ecological commu- 
nities district. 

the sigdicant ecological communities district stan- 
dards conflict with the underling zoning, the 
provisions of the significant ecological communi- 
ties &strict standards shall govern and prevail. 

ic) Definitions. For purposes of this section 
and section 30-309.1 the following definitions 
apply: 

Completeness is defined as the extent to which 
an ecological feature exhibits the species, physical 
structure, and ecological processes typical of that 
feature type. 

Connectivity or connectedness is defined as the 
extent to whch a parcel is adjacent to or near 
protected lands, and the degree to whch interven- 
ing properties could hnder  wildlife movement or 
other ecological processes that contribute to the 
overall health of the ecological community. 

(a) Purpose and intent. This section is estab- Exemplary is defined as a parcel having species 
lished to c o d e  standards to protect and restore composition and structure characteristic of an 
sigulicant ecological communities in the city while unusually high quality example of the natural 
not eliminating all economicallv viable use of a community type in question. 
parcel. The city hereby establishes a permit pro- 

High water quality is defined as a parcel con- 
cedure for development of parcels that are located 

tributing to aquifer recharge, water filtration, or 
within this district. This section provides the 

flood control; or lacking inputs of standards and criteria by which applications for 
pollutants; or a combination of these. 

permits for development on these parcels are 
considered so as to provide enhanced protection to 
the environmental features of the parcels. 

An important element of this section is the 
requirement that an environmental inventory be 
prepared as a condition for development ap- 
proval. Such a requirement ensures identification 
of vital environmental communities on the prop- 
erty proposed for development, thereby increas- 
ing the likelihood that such communities will be 
protected or restored, and enabling use of a more 
customized set of regulations, instead of more 
generalized regulations that may not be appropri- 
ate for a given property. 

(b) Effect of classification. The significant eco- 
logical communities district is an overlay zoning 
district. It shall operate in conjunction with any 
underlying zoning district on the property. The 
regulations of the underling zoning district, and 

Manageability is defined as the feasibility of 
carrying out any active management, whch is 
necessary to maintain the natural values of the 
site. 

Nature-oriented human use potential is defined 
as the extent to whch amenities necessary for 
passive recreation (access, parhng areas, trails, 
boardwalks! are present or can feasibly be devel- 
oped on a site. 

R a r i t ~  is defined as a parcel exhibiting the 
frequency of occurrence of a natural community 
or features in the state or within the City of 
Gainesville. State rankings come from the Florida 
Katural Areas Inventory's (FNAI) Guide to the 
Natural Communities of Florida (19901, Trachng 
List of Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Plants. 
Animals and Natural Communities of Florida 
(FNAI 2000), and Florida's Endangered Species, 

Supp. No. 22, 5-05 CD30:286 



Threatened Species and Species of Special Con- 
cern, Off~cial Lists (FWCC 2000). Ranhngs at the 
city level are based on the number of known 
occurrences within the city Limits. 

Viability is defined as the ex-tent to which 
ecological processes necessary to maintaining the 
natural values of the site can persist over time. 

Vulnerability is defined as a parcel facing the 
likelihood of degradation of natural values in the 
absence of protection or active management or 
likelihood of destruction due to human influence. 

(d) Procedure for issuance of development or- 
der. In order to obtain a development permit for 
any parcel within the district, an application for 
development permit shall include an environmen- 
tal features report that is prepared for the parcel 
that is proposed for development. The report shall 
comply with the requirements stated in the Envi- 
ronmental Features Evaluation Policy Manual, 
whch is adopted separately by resolution. 

(e) Set-aside. A set-aside of no more than ten 
percent of the total parcel area, in addition to 
areas required by Code or law for building set- 
backs from property lines, landscaping, parkmg, 
and stormwater management, or buffers required 
for surface waters and wetlands, heritage tree 
preservation, and utilities, may be required to 
enable the clustering of development on the par- 
cel away from significant ecological features on 
the parcel. The exact amount and location of 
property to be set aside shall be determined by 
the appropriate reviewing board, city manager or 
desi,mee on a site specific basis and shall be based 
on objective criteria that the ecological feature(s1 
on the parcel require additional protection to 
remain ecologically viable, or to restore ecological 
function in addiiion to the intensity, density and 
design of the proposed development. 

After an assessment of the si,pificant environ- 
mental featureis) on the parcel, the appropriate 
reviewing board, city manager or designee shall 
apply the following criteria to determine if the 
aforesaid set-aside is necessary so that the natu- 
ral communities, ecological processes, species and 
water quality are protected. 

Criteria: 

(1) The vulnerability of the significant envi- 
ronmental feature(s) on the parcel; 

(2) The rarity of the si,.nificant environmen- 
tal feature(s) on the parcel; 

( 3 )  The connectivity related to the significant 
environmental feature(s) on the parcel; 

(4) The completeness of the significant envi- 
ronmental feature(s1 on the parcel; and 

(5) The manageability of the significant envi- 
ronmental feature(s) on the parcel. 

(f) Heritage trees. A plan shall be prepared by 
the applicant for review and approval by the 
appropriate reviewing board, city manager or 
designee that will protect a majority of the high- 
value heritage trees on the property. High-value 
heritage trees are defined as those native species 
that are not Laurel Oaks, W-ater Oak, Sweetgum, 
Loblolly Pine, Slash Pine or Sugarberry. Develop- 
ment proposals that call for the removal of more 
than 50 percent of the hlgh-value Heritage trees 
on the property shall mitigate the loss of said 
trees by preserving smaller than heritage-size, 
hgh-value trees existing on the property. The 
total of diameter inches of hgh-value heritage 
trees destroyed shall be mitigated by preserving 
an equal number of diameter inches of smaller 
high-value trees. To protect the environmental 
features of the site, the plan shall provide for tree 
protection zones that are at least one-foot in 
diameter for each inch of hameter a t  breast 
height of the tree. These barriers must meet the 
requirements of section 30-256. 

(g) Surjace waters. In order to protect water 
quality, setbacks larger than those required in 
section 30-302 may be necessqr. The criteria 
provided in subsection (e) above shall apply. 

(h) Protection of sinki~oles and other rare nat- 
ural communities. Sinkholes are ecologically valu- 
able in that they provide a rapid means for water 
t o  flow from the surface to underground aquifers 
and because sinkholes often provide different 
temperature and moisture conditions from sur- 
roundmg areas so support a hstinct natural com- 
munity of plants and animals. many of which are 
rare or endangered. For these reasons, it is in the 

Supp. No.  22, 6-05 CD30:286.1 
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interest of the community to protect sinkholes. 
Sinkholes and other rare natural communities, as 
ranked by the Florida Natural Areas Inventory as 
Gl /Sl ,  G2/S2, or G3fS3, found on the property 
and deemed worthy of protection, based on the 
following criteria and as recommended by the city 
manager or designee or appropriate reviewing 
board, shall not be filled or otherwise disturbed. 

(1) Criteria to identifv ecologically valuable 
sinkholes: 

a. Documented occurrence of one or 
more sinkhole indicator species (see 
list below). Current or past existence 
of sinkhole-dependent species indi- 
cates that the environmental condi- 
tions capable of supporting a distinct 
sinkhole community are likely to ex- 
ist at the site. 

b. Steep sides with areas of exposed, 
shaded limestone. Species that are 
dependent on sinkholes typically 
thrive in cooler, moister microhabitats 
that occur on shaded portions of sink- 
hole walls. Many sinkhole-associ- 
ated plants grow directly on the h e -  
stone substrate, so exposed limestone 
is important. 

c. Intact vegetation surroundmg the 
smkhole. Natural vegetation sur- 
rounding the sinkhole acts as a buffer 
by intercepting rainfall, thereby re- 
ducing erosion of the sinkhole walls. 
In addition, the shade provided by 
surroundmg vegetation may increase 
the likelihood that the sinkhole pro- 
vides the temperature and moisture 
conditions required by smkhole-de- 
pendent species. 

d. Limited human disturbance (such as 
dumping or erosion) t o  the sinkhole. 

e. Limited paving or development ad- 
jacent to or upslope from the sink- 
hole. 

f. Low likelihood of agricultural runoff 
into the sinkhole based on the sur- 
rounding environment. 

g. Open or rocky bottom in sinkhole. 
This indicates that there is little 
possibility for water to be filtered by 
passage through soil before entering 
underground aquifers. 

(2) Species associated with sinkholes and doc- 
umented in Alachua County: 

1 Species I Common name / Status 
(1 I 

I auriculatus (salamander 

(ii Clusterirzg away from environmental2y sig- 
nificant features 

Venus' hair fern 

(1) Single-family residential flexibility. To im- 
prove protection of significant ecological 
communities, single-family residential de- 
velopment may cluster as provided in 
section 30-190. 

Adiantum 
tenerum 
Asplenium 
monanthes 
Asplenium 
g u m i l u m  
Asplenium 
uerecundum 
AspZenium r 

(2)  fin-single-family flexibility. Development 
that  is not single-family residential devel- 
opment may be planned to reduce any 
required setbacks (except for setbacks kom 
surface waters as provided herein), street 
widths, parhng. o r  landscaping require- 
ments if, in the opinion of the city man- 

Supp. No.  22, 5-05 CD30:286.2 

1 reptans hair fern 

E = list'ed as endangered by the State of Florida 

Brittle maiden- 
hair 
Single-sorus 
spleenwort 

E 

E 

Dwarf E 
spleenwort 
Modest 
spleenwort 
Curtiss' 

E 
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ager or designee, or appropriate review- 
ing board, such reductions are necessary 
to improve protection of significant ecolog- 
ical communities through clustering away 
from such communities. This provision 
does not permit or allow any violation of 
any applicable code or change to the ex- 
isting land use or zoning of the property. 

Cj) Administrative remedy. Any property owner 
who believes tha t  a specific decision of the appro- 
priate reviewing board, city manager, or designee, 
rendered under this section has resulted in a 
taking of the property in violation of law, or is  
otherwise entitled to compensation under law, 
shall file a n  appeal within 30 days of the decision 
with the clerk of the commission. The city com- 
mission shall hear the appeal wi thn  60 days of 
filing the appeal unless an extension is timely 
filed, in writing, by the property owner with the  
clerk of the commission. In this event, the prop- 
erty owner shall be automatically granted a 60- 
day extension. At  the hearing before the city 
commission, the  property owner has the burden 
to show how or in what respect the specific 
decision results in a talung or other remedy 
entitling the owner to payment of compensation 
under the law. In  support of such appeal, the 
property owner shall submit any plans for the  
development of the  property and show how or in 
what respect the  specific decision results i n  a 
taking or other entitlement to payment of com- 
pensation to the  owner. Additionally, the property 
owner shall submit, a t  least 30 days prior to the 
hearing, a bona fide, valid appraisal that  supports 
the  appeal and  demonsmates the loss of fair 
market value to the  property. The city shall have 
an opportunity to rebut any evidence offered by 
the property owner. At the conclusion: the city 
commission shall have the power to grant relief 
and to overturn any specific decision in order to 
avoid a t&ng of the property or the payment of 
compensation to the owner. The action of the  city 
commission shall constitute h a 1  administrative 

Sec. 30-309.1. Rezoning t o  significant ecolog- 
ical  communi t i e s  district. 

( a )  Criteria used to evaLuate parceLs for rezon- 
ing. The following criteria are used by the city to 
evaluate the appropriateness of imposing this 
overlay district on properties: 

Size of parcel; 

Number of viable FNAI natural communities 
found a t  parcel: 

FNAI natural communities state rank; 

Condition of ecological processes found at  par- 
cel; 

Typical species found a t  parcel (based on Guide 
to ru'atural Communities in FL); 

Invasive, non-native species found at  parcel; 

Connectedness of parcel; 

water quality protection provided by parcel; 

Listed species found a t  parcel; 

Potential listed species that  could be found at  
parcel; and 

Management potential of parcel. 

(b) ExcLusion from rezoning criteria. Should 
the owner believe that the property should not be 
rezoned to this classification, the  property owner 
has the burden of demonstrating to the city com- 
mission: a t  the time of rezoning, that at least four 
of the following seven criteria do not exist on the 
parcel: 

Rarity or exemplary; 

Vulnerability; 

High water quality (either through recharge, 
surface waters or wetlands); 

Connectedness; 

Viability (with most ecological processes in- 
tact); 

Manageability; and 

Nature-oriented human use potential. 

action under this section. ic) Notification. Should the city decide, based 
(Ord. No. 3777, 3 1, 6-10-92; Ord. No. 3911, 5 10, upon the criteria stated in subsection (a), to 

a 10-4-93; Ord. No. 960060, 5 24, 6-8-98; (3rd. No. rezone a property for inclusion on the significant 
020967. 5 1, 11-8-04) ecological communities &strict map, the city will 

Supp. No. 22. 5-05 CD30:286.3 



5 30-309.1 GMNESVILLE CODE 

notify the property owner(s) by letter that their 
property may be affected by these re-wlations and 
will initiate a petition to rezone the property 
within this district. 
(Ord. No. 020697, 5 2, 11-8-04) 

DMSION 4. RELIEF AND ENFORCEMENT 

Sec. 30-310. Relief fo r  r easonab le  o r  benefi- 
cia l  use. 

(a) Landscape and tree management. As re- 
gards the provisions of the  landscape and tree 
management sections of this article: 

(1) Generally. In addition to the relief provi- 
sions of this chapter, and pursuant to the 
terms of article X, pertaining to the board 
of adjustment, the  board of adjustment 
may grant  variances to the landscape and 
tree management sections, based on dem- 
onstrated hardship, to the minimum 20 
percent of areas devoted to landscape ma- 
terials requirement of section 30-251. 

(2) Preserving existing trees. The preserva- 
tion of any existing regulated tree on the 
Gainesville Tree List may be considered 
as  a basis for the granting of a variance 
pursuant to the procedures established in 
article X. 

(bj Flood control. As regards to provisions of 
the flood control sections of this article the board 
of adjustment may issue a variance in accordance 
with article X and the provisions as  follows: 

(1) Criteria for relief. In  addition to the relief 
provisions of this chapter, the following 
criteria for relief shall apply: 

a. The danger that  materials may be 
swept onto other lands to the injury 
of others; 

b. The danger to life and property due 
to flooding or erosion damage; 

c. The susceptibility of the proposed 
facility and its contents to flood dam- 

ue on age and the effect of such dama, 
the individual owner; 

d. The importance of the services pro- 
tided by the proposed facility t o  the 
community; 

e. The necessity to the facility of a 
waterfront location, where applica- 
ble; 

f. The compatibility of the proposed 
use with existing and anticipated 
development; 

g. The relationship of the proposed use 
to the comprehensive plan and 
floodplain management program of 
that  area; 

h. The availability of alternative loca- 
tions not subject to flooding or ero- 
sion damage for the  proposed use; 

i. The safety of access to the property 
in times of flood for ordinary and 
emergency vehicles: 

j . The expected heights, velocit3; dura- 
non, rate of rise and sediment trans- 
port of the floodwaters and the  ef- 
fects of wave action, if applicable, 
expected a t  the site: and 

li. The costs of providing governmental 
services during and after flood con- 
ditions, including maintenance and 
repair of public utilities and facili- 
ties such as sewer, gas, electrical 
and water systems, and streets and 
bridges. 

(2) Upon consideration of the factors of sub- 
section (b)(l) of this section, and the pur- 
pose of the flood control sections of this 
article, the board of adjustment may at- 
tach such conditions to the granting of 
variances as it deems necessary to further 
the  purposes of these sections. 

(3) The city manager or designee shall main- 
tain the records of all appeal actions, 
including technical information, and re- 
port any variances to the federal insur- 
ance administrator (Federal Emergency 
Management Administration), upon re- 
quest. 

Supp. No. 22, 5-05 



Significant Ecological Communities 

H~storq of Public Meetings. Notice Letters Sent, Newspaper Ads Published 

Date Event 

6,'28/99 At a public meeting. CC refers to staff the ide:~ of eco overla!. rcgs Sol. ~.eniaining 
sensitive. vacant lanci ill tit\, 

I Ol15i99 At a public meeting. CC rcfcrs added items for staff to consider for proposed 
ordi~~ance 

- - ~  

10/22/0 1 At a public meeting, CC approves Con~muilii). Development Conlnlitlee review of 
proposed ordinance 

12/3/01 At a public meeting. the Con~mun~ty  Development Committee re\~iews proposed 
eco ordinance 

1/7/02 At a public meeting. the Comniun~r?; Development Conlnlittee reviews proposed 
eco ordinance 

2/7/01 At a public meeting. the Community Developnlent Committee reviews proposed 
eco ordinance 

2/25/02 At a public n~eeting. CC approves revlea of proposed ordinancc 
3!5/02 Newspaper ad for 3,'21 iO1 PB public meeting for 22TCH-02. 
3/21/02 PB public meetins for proposed ordinance. 22TCH-02. Continued. 
4/2/02 Neuispaper ad for 4'1 8 0 2  PB public meeting for 22TCH-02. 
4/9/01 PB public meeting for proposed ordinance. 22TCH-02. 
31 1 SiO? PB public meeting for proposed ordinance. ETCH-02 .  Continued. 
3130iO2 Newspaper ad for 5'1 6i03 PB public meeting for 22TCH-02. 
51 IGiO? PB public meeting for proposed ordinance. 22TCFI-02. Continued. 
6/4/02 Newspaper ad for 6i20/02 PB public lxeeiing for 22TCII-02. 
6i20102 PB public meeting for proposed ordinance. 22TCH-07. Continued. 
7!3 1 i02 Kewspaper ad for 811 5/07 PB public meetins for 22TCH-07. 
6i7i02 Owilers of affected properties mailed notice letter for 8'15i02 PB meetin: about 

ordinance 
81 l5;03 PB public meetlnc for ~roposed ordinance. 22TCH-02. 

1 1 I22102 Ne\vspaper ad for 12'9102 PB public meeting for 22TCH-02 
12/9/02 CC nublic meeting for ~ ronosed  ordinance 

1 .  

1/17/03 Ouners of affected properties mailed norlcc letter i o ~  2i4i03 PB mectlng about 

1/20/03 News~aper  ad for 2/4/07 PB public meetinr. about ordinance. 23TCH-02. 
U u b l i c  meeting for proposed ordinance. ETCH-03.  

7/1/03 Newspaper ad for 7il7i03 PB public meetins for 22TCH-02. 
7/2/03 Owners of affected properties mailed notice letter for 7.11 7/03 PB meeting about 

ordinance (meetin? continued) 
711 7/03 PB ~ u b l i c  n~eetinr! for nronosed ordinance. 22TCH-02. Continued. 
81 12/03 ru‘ews~apel ad for 6'16103 PB publlc n lee t ln~ about ordinance ETCH-02 
8113103 Owners of affected p r o ~ e r t ~ e s  malled notice letter for 8 '28103 PB rneetlni~ about - .  

ordinance. 22TCH-02. 
8/28!03 PB public meeting for proposcd ordinance. Final PB recommendation to CC. 

22TCI-1-02 
61 I I i0-I Oumcrs of affected properties mailed notice letter for 6'2Si04 CC meeting about 

ordlnance. 22TCH-02 
6'13 03 hewspaper ad for 6 28/04 CC pubilc m e r t l n ~  ahout ordinance 22TCH-01 
6:25/03 CC public i~earln? for proposed ord~nance at public meetiiir 22TCkl-02 



1011103 hewspaper ad for CC 1 " Readins of ord~nance on 10,/15103. 23TCH-02 
10i25103 CC passes ordinance on I "  Readin2 at public meeting. 22TCH-01. 
1 1/8/04 CC oasses ordinance on 2nd Reading at nublic meerine. 22TCH-02. 

L 

lli22104 CC adopts Significant Ecolo~ical  Communiries Environmental Keport Polic!, 
Manual at public meeting. 

716105 Newspaper ad ror 7121105 PB public meerin; about ordinance. 109ZON-05. 
716105 Owners of affected properties near lronwood mailed norice lener for 7/21/05 PB 

meeting about applying overlay to their propcrties. 109ZOX-05. 
712 1105 PB public meeting to apply Ecological Cominunities o\rerlay to properties near. 

Ironwood Golf Course. 109ZON-05. 
8126105 Owners of affected properries near Ironwood mailed notice letter for 9/12/05 CC 

meeting about applying overia\, to their properries. 109ZON-05. 
8/28/05 Newspaper ad for 9112105 CC public meeting about ordinance. 109ZON-02. 
91 12105 CC pubiic hearing at public meeting to apply Ecological Cornrnunitics o~er la) ,  to 

properties near lronwood Golf Course. 109ZON-05. 
1011 7105 Newspaper ad for CC I " Reading of ordinance on 10i24105. 109ZON-05. 
10124105 CC I "  Reading public meeting to appl), Ecological Communities overlay to 

properties near Ironwood Golf Course. 109ZON-05. 
1 119105 Newspaper ad for CC 2"' Reading of ordinance on 1111 4105. - 109ZON-05. 
11114105 CC 2"d Rcading public meering to apply Ecological Comrnunities overlay ro 

properties near Ironwood Golf Course. 109ZON-05. 
113106 sewspaper ad for PB public meeting on 1/19/06 to apply Ecological Communities 

overlay to properties near NE 15Ih St and NE 39'" Ave. 17 1ZON-05. 
1!4106 Owners of affected properties near NE 15"'St and NE 39'" Ave mailed norice letter 

for 111 9106 PB meeting about appl!lin_r overlay to their properties. 17 1ZON-05. 
111 9106 PB public meeting to apply Ecological Communities overlay to propertics near NE 

- - 

1 5 " ' ~ t  and NE 39'" ~ v e .  1 7 1 2 0 ~ ~ 0 5 .  
1/3 1/06 Xewspaper ad for PB public meeting on 2/16/06 to apply Ecological Communities 

overlay ro properties near NE NE 39"' Ave and the airport. 15ZON-06. 
2: 1/06 Owners of affccted properties near PJE 39'"ve and the airporr mailed notice letier 

for 2116106 PB meetin? about applyinr overlay to their properties, l5ZON-06. 
21 16106 PB public meetlng to apply Ecoiogical Communilies overlay to properties near NE 

NE 39'" Ave and the airport. 15ZON-06. 
212Sl06 Newspaper ad for PB public meeting on 3/16/00 to apply Ecological Communities 

overla), to properties near the wastejvater plant, Boulware Springs and Conc Park. 

311106 Owners of affecred properties in SE Gainesl,ille near the wasrewater  plan^, 
Boulurare Springs and Cone Park mailed notice letter for 311 6/06 PB meeting about 
applving o~rerlav to their properties. 23ZOX-06. 

311 0106 Owners of affected properties near NE 3YL%ve and thc airport mailed noricc lctrer 
for 3/27/06 CC meetini about applying overlay to their properties. 1520R-06. 

31 16106 PB public meeting to appllr Ecological Communiries overlay to properties in SE 
Gainesville near the lvastewater plant. Boulware Springs and Cone Park. 33ZON- 
06. 

3/27/06 CC public meeting to appl! Ecological Communities overiay ro properties near NE 
NE 391h A\re and the airport 15ZOh-06 

- 

412010h PB public meetin9 to appl? Ecological Commun~ties 01 erla? to propcrlies 111 north 
~ v i i l e  industrial area. i 2 ~ 0 ~ - 0 6 .  

5lS106 CC public hearing to appljr Ecological Communities o\.erlay to properries in SE 
Gville near the \vasten.ater plant. Boul\vare Springs and Cone Park. 23ZON-Oh. 

CC = City Commissio11 
PI3 = Plan Board 



"GROUP SCORE SHEET'. 
City o f  Gainesville Significant Ecological Communit ies - Ecological Features Summary 

(rank~ng criteria under each variable with possible score In ~arentheses) 
Parcel Nos.: 07877-000-000; 07877-001-004; 07966-010-000: 07966-010-002; 07967-002-000; 07965-002-000; 08159-000-000 
Group No. 5 

, - .  , 
1 1 S u b  1 1 

I Score 
Size 1 
501-1000 acres or oreater (10) 

101-500 acres i 8 '  

59-100 acres 15, 

11-50 acres 13) 

1-10 acres ( I i  

FNAi S2 14, 

FNAI 5 3  (3) 

FNAI S4 12) 

Score 
10 

and NW 53rd Avenue 

1 11, 
List  o f  Communit ies 
FNAi S1 15: 

Descript ion and Feature Summary 
Group 5 consists of seven parceis that make up a total of 867.55 acres 
Parcel No. 06415-001-000 was not incluaed as it has been developed 
Many parcels were north and east of tne intersect~on of 441 and NVII 53rd 
Avenue (parcels 7877,7877-1. 7877-1-2, and 7877-1-4). Parceis 7965-2 
and 7966 are soutn of 53rd Avenue and east of the intersection of 441 and 
NW 6th Street Parcel 08159 is near the intersection of North Main Street 

No. o f  FNAl Communit ies 
5 or more 1101 1 
4 18) 

3 16) 

2 (2) 

11 

FNAI S5 (1) I 
Ecological  Processes 
infact (10) 

inrac:. Some Restorairon heeded 17) 

Moderately Altered. Major Restoration Needed (4,  

tirphlv Altereo Some Hesloralion Possible (21 

10 
The FNAl state rank for meslc flatwoods is S4, dome swamp S3, upland 
m~xed  forest S4, bas~n  swamp S4, and wet flatwoods S4 

8 

2 

This score was l~kely determined by the dlsturDed nature of tne uplands due 
to the silv~cullurai pract~ces, and the wetland communities due to their 
reiat~veiy Intact ecological condit~on. 

There was no documentation to support t h~s  score, although the presence 
of some exot~c l~nvas~ve plants (Chinese taliow) or animals (wild pig) is very 

Highly Altered, Restoralion Imoossihle (0; 1 1 

NO INS, Conoucrve tor inrrooucl~on 181 

According to the City provided [overlay-readonly.xls] spreadsheet there are 
5 vngetation communities within Group 5. They all appear to be viable FNAl 
cornmun~l~es: dome swamp, basin swamp, meslc flatwoods, upland m~xed 
fo r~s ! ,  and wet flatwoods The rest of the parcel is either cleared or in pine 
silv~culture icull~vated-CUL). Using t h ~ s  methodology the score should be a 

City staff notes, recent aerial photography, and personal slte knowledge 
~nd~ca te  that the score should be at least2, poss~bly 4, pr~marily due to the 
ecolog~cai condillon of the wetland commun~tles on site and the upiands on 
certain site (08159-000-000) 

Typical Species 
Mosl Typ~cal Soeoes ?resen! fl0) 

~ o m c  Tyorcal Soecies Present 15) 

Few Typical Soecies Presenr ( l i  

Exot ic Species 
NO INS, No1 Conducive Icrr Ir~troduclron (10, 

l~kely based on personal knov~iedge of the region 

Manv INS Extensive Conlrol Neeoed (1, 

Connectedness 
Score = Paris IA+B+C) o~v~ded oy 3 

5 

4 

Moderate INS, Control keeoeo (41 1 

Part A - Wll 1 Mile of Publlc Consew. Land 
1001 acres or greater 110,) 

501-1000 acres 18) 

101-500 acres 15) 

11-100 acres (3) 

1-10 acres (1) 

Part B - Dislancc t o  Publ~c Co~>sew. Land 
Widely Conliquoiis l l i 2  mrie or greater) 110: 

Nanowi/ Conlipuous I< 112 mile) (81 

Seoaraled bv hco-lane road (5) 

Seoarafed by four-lane road 131 

Less lhan one-rial1 rnde 121 

Grearer lnan one-nallmiie ( l i  

Part C - intcwentng Matrlx 
~ i p h  Oua/,tv Nafural Areas IIO! 

Low Oualily lvalural Areas (81 

A"ncu1lure wittl Nalural Areas or Corrioors 168 

Aoricullure (41 

Rural or Asric i i l t i i re/Resroent~ 17' 

7 The score for Part A refiects the s~te 's  prox~mlty (within one-half n ~ ~ i e )  to the 
large (3  994 acre?') GRU wellfield consewallon easement 

10 

3 

Many parcels in tne group are separated by the two iane NW 55rd Avenue 

 he ~nrewening matrix w~th in  the group conslsts primarily of agrlcullure 
(pine s~lv~cul lure),  natural areas and corridors (malniy wetiands) 

1 6 l  I 
Urban (11 1 
Water Protect ion 
Score = Pads ( A  i BI oiv~oed bf  : 
Part A - Recharge 
Yarsl Warerslled Sdeam lo Sinn / lC 

7 There were no data  res sen led to support lne overali score For Part A the 
FNAI communily types present on site indlcate that tne score of 8 may be a 
little hlgh 

Hmli Recnaroc Snmp Kaml Fca!,ires 16, 1 
hlooerate Recharce (41 

8 

LOW Recnarpr ( 2 )  1 



City of Gainesville Significant Ecological Communit ies - Ecological Features Summary 
(ranking criteria under each variable with possible score In parentheses! 

l ~ a r c e l  Nos.: 07877-000-000; 07877-001-004; 07966-010-000; 07966-010-002; 07967-002-000; 07965-002-000: 081 59-000-000 
Group No.: 5 
Part B -Surface Water 

LOW ~ u a i t t v  Weliands or Suiiace !Water 131 

Lis ted Species On-Site 

City Rev~ewer and Dale 
Water 8 Air Reviewer and Dale: Peter NeSmith 1211110E 

There were no data presented to support this score. A score of 6 would be 

54,  55 12) 

Potent ial  L is ted Species 
Ten or More Species Possible (51 

Sever] to N ~ n e  Species Possible 14) 

io11r to Six S ~ e c i e s  Possible (3)  

Two lo Three SoecissPosstble 12) 

One Soecies Possrble ( l i  

Management Potential 

rliph Ouaiily Wetlands or Suiiacn Warer ilOi consislent (for most parcels) with Clty staff notes  aerial pholography and 

61 1 personal knowiedge 

I 
O ~ h e r e  was no documented occurrence of a l~sted species noled 

1 

4 
H i ~ h  l lo i  I 

The score appears low as the wetland communities would likely altracl more 
than one species of l~sted wading b~rd.  

Although most of the uplands are ~n dense plne silvicullure, the relatively 
intact wetiand communities likely warrant at least a 4 



"INDIVIDUAL SCORE SHEET" 
City of Gainesville Significant Ecological Communit ies - Ecological Features Summary 

(ranking crlteria under each variable with ~oss ib ie  score in parentheses) 
Parcel No.: 07877-000-000 
Group No.: 5 

, - .  , 

Size 
501-1000 acres or oreafer (10) 

101-500 acres (8) 

1-10 acres (11 I I I 

Highlv Altered. Some Resloralion Possible (2) I 

51-100 acres (51 

11-50 acres (31 

No, o f  FNAl Communities 
5 or more (101 

4 (8) 

3 16) 

2 (2) 

1 (1) 

Descript ion and Feature Summary 
This  arce el conslsts of 493 acres and is located north and east of the 
~ntersect~on of North Maln Street and N W  53rd Avenue Parcel 07877- 
007-004 1s adjacent to the west 

Sub 

I I 

sco re  

0 

Highly Allered. Resloralion Impossible (O! 1 
Typical Species 
Mosl Typical Species Presenl 110) 

1 Some Typical S ~ e c i o s  ~ r e s e n l ( 5 )  

score 
8 

According to the City provided [overlay-readonly.xls] spreadsheet there 
are 4 vegetat~on communities on site. Three appear to be v~able FNAl 
communit~es: dome swamp, mesic flatwoods, and upland mixed forest. 
The rest of the parcel is either cleared or in pine silviculture (cult~vated- 
CULI. Using this methodology the score should be a 6. 

L is t  o f  Communit ies 
FNAI s I is) 

Moderare INS. Conlrol Needed (41 1 

501-1000 acres (a) 
101-500 acres 15) 

1 1 

I 
 any INS, Exlensive Control Needed (11 

only tile average of the three 

I 0 

Few Typical Specres Present /I) 1 
Exotic Species I 
NO I N S  NOI Conducive lor lnlroduclion (10) 

NO INS. Conducive for lnlroduclion 18) 

1 

1 I 

Thls score appears to be low. The FNAl state rank for mesic flatwoods 1 5  

S4. dome swamp S3. and upland mixed forest 54. The score (based on 

Tills score IS likely correct for the uplanos, due to the silv~cultural 
practices. The wetland communit~es, due to their ecological condition, 
would likely score 5 based on recent aerial photography and personal 

Narrowly Conliouous (< 1/2 mile) (8) 1 
Separated by Iwo-iane road (5) 

Separaled by four-lane road 131 

/ i e s s  lhan one-nalf mils (2' 

Grealer liian one-iiali milP (1)  

prevlous methodology used by City staff) would be 7. 

There are no data to support this score. Recent aerial photography and 
personal site knowledge ind~cate that the score should be at least 2, 
possibly 4,  due to the ecological condition of the wetland communities or 
site. 

FNAI S2 (41 1 
FNAl S3 (3) 1 
FNA I S4 (2) 1 
FNAl S5 (I) 

Ecological Processes 
Inlacl (101 

intac:, Some Rcsloralron Neeoed (7) 

Moderately Altered, Maior Resloralion Neeoed (41 

I 4 

Connectedness 1 
Score = Parts IA+B+C)dlvlded by 3 1 
Part A - WII 1 Mile of Public Conserv. Land 
1001 acres or prearer 1101 I 

1-10 acres (I) 

Par1 B - Distance to ~ u b l ~ c  C O ~ S ~ N .  Land 
I Widely ~ o n ~ i p u o u s  (1/2 mile or greater) (ID! 

Group 5 Inri~v~dunl Score Sneers xis :2!2G!2006 

0 
I 

knowledae of the site. 
There was no documentation to support this score, although the 
presence of some exoticiinvasive plants (Chinese taliow) or animals 
(wild pig) is very liitely based on personal knowledge of the region. 

1 
The site is withln and cont~guous to the GRU wellf~eld conservation 
easement. 

1.66 The overall score appears low. The score ior Part A appears low as 
portlons of the site are within tne large (3.994 acre??) GRU wellfield 
conservation easement. There appears to be no other conservation 
areas within a mile. No ~naividual scores were provided by the City staff, 



City of  Gainesville Significant Ecological Communi t ies - Ecological Features Summary  
irank~ng criteria under each variable with Dossibie score in ~arentheses) 

1 Parcel No.: 07877-000-000 
Group No.: 5 

I 1 Sub 1 
/ Score 

Part C -Intervening Matrix 
High OuaLtv Natural Areas (10) 

Score 1 Descript ion and Feature Summary  

I Based on recent aer~al photography, this score should be 6 due to 
relatively Intact and contiguous wetland ecosystems. 

Urban (I) 

Water Quali ty Protect ion ! 
Score = Parts ( A  + B) divided hv 2 

Part A - Rechargo 

Karst Warershed. Stream to Slnk (101 

High Recharge, Some Karst Features 181 

Moderate Recharge (4) 

Sum Scores I 

1 

S1, Federal LE or PE or Slate LE (51 

S2. Feoeral LT or PT, or Sfafe LT (4) 

S3. Federal C. or Stare LS /3) 

5.5 There were no data presented to support the overall score. A score of 4 
for Part A,  due to the FNAl community types present on site, would not 
be unreasonable. 

Low Recharge 12) 1 
Part B - Surface Water 
High Oualitv Weflands or Surface Water (10) 

Moderals Oualiiy Wetlands or Surface Water (61 

Low Oualrtv Wetlands or Surface Wafer i31 

Listed Species On-Site 

High (1 0) 

1 Modera l~  (7) I 
Low (4) 

City staff, recent aerial photography, and personal site knowledge 
indicate that this score would likely be a 3 or 6. 

OThere was no documented occurrence of a listed specles noted. 

s4. s5  12) j i 
The score appears low as the wetland communities would likely attract 
more than one species of llsted wading bird 
0 
Ten or Moro Species Possible 15) 

Iseven lo Nine Species Possibie (4) 

The low score was probably glven because of the intense silviculture on 
site: however. the relai~vely ~ntact wetiand communities likely warrant at 
least a 4. 

I 1 

,has the final score as 22.10 

Four lo Six Soectes Possible (3) I 
Two to Ttlree Specios Possible (2) 

One Species Possible (1) 

Management Potential  

Too Small or Degraded, Liltis Hone ( 1 )  

City Reviewer and Date: 
Wafer & Air Reviewer and Date: Peter NeSmitn 12i07/OF 

1 

1 

Group 5 Individual Score SneeIs.xls 1?.'261200il 

TOTAL: I 1 22.16 
Additional Notes: Large amounts of pine silviculture and clear~ng on site. Note that the City provided [overlay-readonly.xls] spreadsheet 



"INDIVIDUAL SCORE SHEET" 
City of Gainesville Significant Ecological  Communit ies -Eco log ica l  Features Summary 

(rank~ng crlterla under each var iable with possible score In parentheses) 
1 Parcel No.: 07877-OD?-004 
Group No.: 5 

1 Sub I I 

10:-500 acres /BI 1 
51-100 acras 151 

11-50 acres 131 1 

1 Score 
Size - 
50' 1000 acres or weale, 1101 

Score 
5 

1-10 acrus(l! 1 I I 

Descr~ot ion and Feature Surnrnary 
Thls parcel 1s 62 acres and located northeast of the intersection of 
441 and NW 53rd Avenue The parcel 1s adlacent to parcel 07877 d 

No. o f  FNAl Communit ies 

7 ( I !  l b e a  E 
Lis t  o f  Commun l t~es  3 

FNAI S3 (3) 

FNAI $4 (21 1 
FNAl S5 (71 1 
Ecological  Processes 
lnlact (101 

lniac!. Some Reslorarion NeeO~i i  i7' 
-1 
Hrohi,~ Allered, Sane Rcstorafion ?ossrbie (2: 1 

l ~ o o e r a l e  INS, Ccnlrol Neeoe:! (dl I I 

1 1 

This score appears to be l m  Tne F N A  state rank for meslc 
flatwoods 1s S4 dome swamp 5 3  ana upland mixed forest 5 4  The 
score (based on previous melhodology used by Citv staff) would be 
7 

Typical  Species 

overall score appears to be low. The score lor Part A appears 
low as the site 1s within one-half mile of the large (3.993 acre'?) GRI 
wellf~eld conservat~ori easement. No individual scores were provided 

the average of the three. 

According lo the City 
5 or more (10) ! 
4 13) I 

' 3  (51 1 
2 121 ~ 

2 

-- - 

r501-100~acres (6)  

101-500 acres (51 

71-100 acres (3) 

there are 4 vege:ation communities on site. Three appear to be 
viat le FNAI comrnunit~es. dome swamp, mesic flatwoods, and upland 
mixed forest. The rest of lne parcel is either cleared or in pine 
silviculture (cull~vated-CUL). Using thls methodology the score should 

Recent aer~a i  Dhotography and personal site knowledge Indicate tnat 
the score should be at least 2 ,  possibly 4 ,  prlmar!ly due In  the 
ecological condition of the wetland communities on site. 

I I 

1-10acres i l i  I I 
Part I3 -Distance lo Public Conserv. Land i 

I 
Tne site is with~n one-half m e  of the GRU welifiela conservation 

Wldely C3ntrguous ( l ~  mils or orcarer) 1101 easement and is not separaled by paved roads. 

1 

Some Typical Soscras Prssenl 151 

FBYJ  i y ~ ~ c a !  Spec~es Present 11) 

Exot ic  Species 

Seoarared bv rwo-lane rcad 151 1 
Sesaraled by Iocr-lane road 13. 

Less lhan one-hall mrle (2: 

This score IS likely correzt for tne uplands, due to the s~lvicultural 
practices. The wetland communities, due to their ecological condition, 
would likely score 5 based on recenl aerial photcgraphy and personal 
knowledse of the s~ te .  

4IThere was no documentation 10 support this score. alth,oiiah :he 
iv? INS, ~ o t  Corlcucrve ;or ~ n r r o i i ~ ~ c ~ r o i ~  ( io l  presence of some exolicl~nvasive piants (Chinese tallow) or arlirnals 

(wilo p ~ g j  is very likely based on personal knowledge of the region. 

I -- 
Aprrcu1li;re wito Nalu:al Areas or Corrroors (El 

Apricu/18,re (4 

~~ - -- 

Grealer man orit-na:~ m i , ~  11 1 I 

Jrban 1' I 
Water Quality Protect ion 
Score =Par is  t i .  + BI div~ded bv 2 I 
Part A - Recharac 

-7 

Par1 C -Intervening Malrtx -+- u,?n Oualir~ Naldral Areas 1lOi 

Kaisl Wsrersnnc. Slream to S i r x  ( ? O :  1 
hiph Rciharor, Sonte Karst Feaf~irzs 16 

Mooera;n Recliaror 14! 

Low Ret.Ilaroe 121 

Based on recenl aerial photography. Ihls score snould be 6 due to 
relat~vely intact and contiguous wetland ecosyslems. 

7 

I 1 
1 I 

1 
There were no data presen~ed to supporl the o,ierall score b. score 
of 3 lor Part A due lo the FNAl commun~ty types present 0'1 slle 
wouid nst be unreasonable 



City of Gainesville Signif icant Ecological Communit ies - Ecological  Features Summary 
(ranking crlleria under each variable with ~oss ib i e  score In ~arentheses l  

/parcel No.: 07877-001-004 
Group No: 5 
Part B - Surface Water 

Mooerare (71 1 I 

C ~ t y  staff recent aerial photogra~hy and personal slte knowledge 

Moderate Ouality Welrands or Surface Warzr 16) 

Low Ouality Wetlands or Surface Water (3! 

Listed Species On-Site 
Sum Scores 

S1. Federal LE or PE, or State L t  (51 

S2, Federal LT or P i ,  or Slate LT (41 

S3, Federal C or Stare LS 13i 

S4. S5 f2I 

Potential Listed Species 
Ten or Mcre Snecres Possible ($ - 
Seven lo Nino Spscles Possible (4) 

Four lo SIX Species Possiole (3) 

Two to Three Species Possible (21 

One S~ec ies  Poss~ble (11 

Management Potential 
~ l p h  (10: 

0 

0 

2 

I 

Too Sniall or Deoraded Llrne hooe i l l  

TOTAL: 1 j 28.66) 
Addltlonal Notes - Clty notes ind~cate that the parcel land use 1s pr~marily plne s~lv,culture w ~ l h  some low qual~ly wetlands Note that 

Hioh Okalirv Wetlandr or Surface Water 1101 1 

There was no documented occurrence of a l~sted species noted 

The score appears low as the wetland commun~t~es would likeiy 
attract more than one species of l~s ted wading b~ rd  

I 

4 

L o w  14j - I 

Ithe C t y  provlded [overlay-readoniy xis] spreadsheet has the final score as 35 

lnd~cate that this score would llkely be a 3 or 6 

Althougn the upiands are In dense plne s~lv~culture, the relalively 
lntact wetland commun~ties Ikely warrant at least a 4 

I 

City Revlewer and Date: 
Waler &Al r  Reviewer and Date: Peter NeSm~th 12108.1 1106 



"INDIVIDUAL SCORE S t i E t T "  
City o f  Gainesville Significant Ecological Communit ies - Ecological Features Summary 

(ranking criterla under each variable with possible score In parentheses) 
Parcel No.: 07965-002-000 

! score 
Size 
501-1000 acres or orealer 1101 1 
101-500 acres (8 

51-100 acres (5) 
11-50 acres (3) 

communities: dome swamp, mesic fiatwoods, and upland mixed forest The 
rest of the parcel is either cleared or in pine silviculture (cult~vated-CULj. 
Using this methodology the score shou!d be a 6. 

: - l o  acres ( I )  I 
No. of FNAl Communit ies 
5 or more (10) 

score  1 Descript ion and Feature Summary 
5 

3 

1 11) 

List  o f  Communit ies 
F N A I S ~  (5) 

Thls parcel IS 52 3 acres and located east of the intersect~on of 441 and NU 
6th Street and south of NW 53rd Avenue 

According to the City prov~ded [overlay-readonly.xls] spreadsheet there are 
4 vegetation comrnun~ties on site. Three appear to be viable FNAl 

FNAl S3 (3) 

FNAI S4 (2) 1 
FNAI S5 (1) 

Ecological Processes 
Inlac1 110) 

by City staff) would be 7. 

9 

hrghlv Alferod Some Resroratron Possrbie (2) 

The FNAl state rank for mesic flatwoods is S4, dome swamp S3, and 
upland mixed forest 54 .  The score (based on previous methodology used 

4 

I 
Hlghlv Allered. Resiorarlon lrnpossihie (01 

Typical Species 
~ o s f  Jyp~ca! Soecies Present (10) 

Some Typical Species Present (5) 

Few T y ~ i c a l  Soecies Prsssnl 111 

Exotic Species 
No IF!S No1 Conoucrve tor lnlroduclion (10; 

NO I N S  Conducrve lor Infroo~ic:ion 18) 

Moderals INS, Conlrol Needed 14) 

Many INS. Exlensive Conlrol Neeoed (1) 

Connectedness 
Score = parts (A+B+C) dlvided by 3 

p 
1001 acres or grealer (101 

Grealer lnan one-lialf miie (11 1 1 1 
Par1 c -Intervening Matrix Basea on recent aerial photography, th!s score snould be 6 due to relat~vely 

High Oualiry Natural Areas 1101 1 intact and COntlgUOUS wetland ecosystems 

inlac1 Some Resioration Neeoed 171 I 
Moaerately Allored Mator Resloral~on Needed (4' 

City notes and recent aerial pnotographv ind~cate that the score should be 
4 The ecolog~cal cond~ l~on  of the wetland commun~ i~es  on site, natural 

1-1 0 acres (1) 

Part B - Distance lo Publ~c Conse~. Land 
Widely Configuous / l / 2  mr!e or greaier) 110) 

Narrowly Con!igrious I< 1/2 mile) (8) 

Low Orialilv Nalural Areas (81 

Aorlculli,rn with Nalural Areas or Corriaors 16,) 

~Agrrculturn 14) 

jitura! or A~riculfure/Residcnliai 12: 

regeneration of cleared areas swamp, and pond that resembles a Clastic 
upland lake were noted along with alsturnance and d~tcning 

501-1000 acres (8) 

101-500 acres (5) 

11-100 acres 131 

I 

- 

Separaled by two-lane road (5) ! 
i 

Seoaralsd oy lour-lane road 13) 

Less lnan one-hal lmi le 12) 

1 

1 

The GRU welliield easenienl is separaled from this parcel by NW 53rd 
Avenue. 

5 

I 4 

2.33 

T h ~ s  score was l~kely  determined by the d ls tu r~ed  nature of the uplands due 
to the silvicultural practices and the wetland communities due to (heir 

relatively intact ecolog~cal condition. Recent aerial photography and 
personal knowledge of the site concur 
There was no documenration to support tnis score, although the presence 
of some exoticlinvasive plants (Chinese taliow) or animals (wild pig) is very 
likely based on personal knowledge of the region. 

The overall score appears to be iow. The score for Part A appears low as 
the site is with~n one-half mile of the large (3.994 acre??) GRLI wellf~eld 
conservation easemenl. No individual score were provided. only the 
average of trie three. 



City of Gainesville Significant Ecological Communities - Ecological Features Summary 
(ranking c( 

1 Parcel No.: 07965-002-000 
Group No.: 5 

1 Low Ouaiilv Weliands or Surface Waler (3) 

L i s t e d  Species On-Site OThere was no documented cccurrence of a l~sted specles noted 

Water Quality Protection 
Score = Parts (A t B) div~ded by 2 

Karsl Watershed. Stream lo Sink (10) 

H ~ g h  Recharge. Some Karsl Fealures (8 )  

hloderare Recharge 14) 

Low Recharge (2) 

Part B -Sur face Water 

~ i g h  Quality Wetlands or S~ir iace Wafer 1101 

Moderale Oual~lv Weliands or Surface Waltr (61 

9 T h e r e  were no data presented lo support the overall score. A score of 4 for 
Part A. due lo the FNAl community types present on site, would not be 
unreasonable. 

C ~ t y  staff recenr aer~al photography, and personal s ~ t e  knowledge ~ntlicate 
that th~s  score would likeiy be a 3 or 6 

S4. S5 (2) I I 

1 Ten or More Speoes Possible 15) 

Seven lo Nine Spenes Possible (4) 

Four lo Six Specres Possibie (3) 

Two lo Three Species Possible (2: 

One Species Possibie (1) 

Management Potential 
High (10) 

Moderate (7) 

Low 14) 

(with parcel 7965. Note that the City provided [overlay-re~donly,xls] spreadsheet has the final score as 52 

Potential L is ted Species I T h e  score appears low as the welland communities would iikeiy attrac! 

Too Small or Deqraded Lillie Hope ( I )  1 

City Rev~ewer and Date: 
Water & Air Reviewer and Date: Peter NeSmith 121 106 

I 

more than one specles of l~sted wadtng bird. 

Although the uplands are in dense plne silviculture, the relat~vely in!act 
wetland communities likely warrant at least a 4. 

I 

TOTAL: 1 1 49.33 
Add~t~onal  Notes - d~sturbed area cleared w ~ t h  natural reqenerat~on swamp ex~sts on-ate, pond resembles Clast~c upland lake, cont~nuous 

7 



"INDIVIDUAL SCORE SHEET" 
City of Gainesville Significant Ecoloqical  Communit ies - Ecoloqical Features Summarv - 

irank~ng criteria under each var iable witn oossibie score In parentheses\ 
Parcel No. 07966-01 0-000 
Group No.: 5 

101-500 acres (81 I 
51-100 acres (5, i 
11-50 acres (3) I 

Size 
501 l o00  arres or greatcr 1101 

Score 1 Score 
5 

1-loacres ( $ 1  

No, o f  FNAl  Communit ies 
5 or more 110 

4 (8 

3 (6 

Description and Feature Summary 
This 70  acre parcel 1s south of NW 53rd Avenue and east of the ~nlersectior 
of 441 and NW 6th Street It 1s adjacent to parcel No 07966-010-002 

, , ., 
L is t  of Communit ies 
FNAI S I  15) 

FNAI S2 (4) 

FNAI 53 (3) 

FNAI 54 (2 )  

FNAI S5 11) 

Ecological  Processes 
intact 110: 

inract, Some Restoralion Needed (71 

Moueralely Allered Maior Resloralron Needed 141 

Highly Altered, Some Reslora1,on Possible 12! 

highly Altered, Restoration IrnDossIble i01 

Typical  Spec ies  
~ o s t  Tyoical Soecies Presen! 110. 

some Typrcal species Present (51 

Few Tyoical Specres Present (1) 

Exot ic Species 
No INS. Not Conduc~ve ior Ir~trooiicliori ( l o  

NO INS. Conducive ior introdiiction (8) 

I 

Moderarc INS. Conhol Neeoed (41 

Many INS. Exrensive Control Neeoed i l l  

Connectedness The overall score appears to be lorv. The score io r  Part A appears low as 
the s ~ t e  1s withtn one-half mile of the large (3.994 acre??) GRU wellfield 

6 

8 

4 

5 

4 

Part A - Wii 1 Mile of Pubi~c Conserv. Land I 
1001 acres or oreater I l G I  

50:-1000 acres 18) 

10:-500 acres (5) 

11-100acres (3) 

According to the Clty proviaed [overlay-readonly xls] spreadsheet there are 
4 vegetat~on commun~t~es on srte Three appear to oe viable FNAI 
comrnun~l~es dome swamp, meslc flatwoods and upiand m ~ x e d  torest The 
rest of the oarcel 1s either cleared or ~n pine siiv~culture (cuit~vated-CUL) 

Tne FNAl state rank for mesic fiatwooas is 54,  dome swamp S3, and 
upland mixed forest S4 The score (based on prevlous methodology used 
by City staff) would be 7 

Notes from Ctry staff, recent aer~al photography, and personal slte 
knowledge ind~cate that the score should be at ieast 4, possibly 7, pr~rnar~ly 
due to the ecoiogicai condillon of the wetiand communities on slle City 
describes wetlands as, "Area has some nice wetlands. Nice dome swamp 
(huge royal ferns) 1s separated by 397 Ave". 

Thts score was i~keiy determined oy the disturoed nature of the uplands due 
lo the silvtcultural pracltces and the wetiand communities due to their 
relatively intact ecological condillon. Recent aerial photography and 
oersonal knowledpe of the site concur 
There was no documentation to support this score, although the presence 
of some exot ic l~nvas~ve plants (Chinese tallow) or animais (wild plg) IS very 
lhkeiy based on personal knowledge of tne region 

conservation easemen!. No ind~vidual scores were provided only the 
average of tne three. 

i 

1-10 acres (1. 

Part - Distance to Public Consew. Land 
Wroeiv Contiguous ( i i2  m,/e or qreater) 1108 1 
Narrowly Contiouous I< 1R mrie) 1% 

Separated oy two-lane road 15) 

Seoarared by ioiir-Iaile road (31 

Less lhan one-liali mile (2) 

The s ~ t e  1s w ~ t h ~ n  one-half mile of tne GRU weilf~eld conservation easement 
and is separated by tndustrial ac t iv~ l~es 

/Greater hlan one-half m!le (1) 

Part C - Intervening Matrlx 
Hio!~ Ouaiiry Natural Areas (10, 

Based on recent aerial photography, thls score shouid be 6 due lo relalivel! 
intact and contiguous wetland ecosystems 

Low Ollalrly Ndlural Areas I81 I 

Agriculriire with Na:rrai Areas or Corrrdors 161 1 I 
~ ~ r i c u l t u r e  (41 I 
Rural or Apric~illure/Residrnl;ai 121 1 I 

I  roan 111 

Water Qual i ty Protect ion 
Score = Parts ( A  1 6) a lvaed  uy 2 

Part A - Recharge 
Karst V#atersiled Stream to Sink (10, 

t i ~ o t ~  Recnarqe. Soirle Karsl iea l i~rcc  (8 

Mooerafe Rer:tlaruf? (41 

I 
9 

1 
i 

Tnere were no data presented to support the overall score A score o f4  fo 
Part A,  due to the FNAl community types present on site, would not be 
unreasonable 

I 
1 
i 



City o f  Gainesville Significant Ecological Communit ies -Ecological  Features Summary 
(ranking criteria under each variable with ~oss ib i e  score in parenlhesesi 

Parcel No.: 07966-010-000 

H!gh Quality Weliands or Suriace Water (10 1 
lAoderare Oual~tr, Wetlands or Surface Wale,-161 1 

City staff, recent aerial photography, anrj personal site knowledge ind icate  
lnat this score would likely be 3 or 6. 

Low Oual!ty Webands or Suriace Warer (38 I 
Listed Species On-Site 0 There was no documented occurrence of a listed species noted 
Sum Scores 1 
S1, Federal LE or PE, or Slale LE 151 1 
S2, Feoeral LT or P i ,  or Srate L i  i d )  

Too Small or Deuraded Little Hope (1 1 

T0TAL:I 1 49.33 
Add~l~onal  Notes -Area has some nlce wetlands, nlce dome swamp (huge royal ferns) IS separated by 39tn ( d ~ d  lhey mean 53rd Ave?) 

53, Fedsral C. or Stare LS (3) 1 
S4, S5 (2) 

Potential L is ted Species 2 Wetland communities would likely atrracl several species of listed wad~ng 

~ e s i c  flatwoods have been cleared and growing back with thick slash pine. Note lhat the City provided [overlay-readonly.xls] spreadsheet 
I has the flnal score as 54. 

Ten or More Soecfes Possible (51 
Seven lo Nine Soecies Possible (4) 

Four lo SIX Soecies Possible (3) 

Two lo Three S?eciesPossihle 121 

C~ ly  Rev~ewer and Date 
Waler & Air Reviewer and Date. Peler NeSm~th 121106 

b~ rd .  



"INDIVIDUAL SCORE SHEET" 
City of Gainesville Significant Ecological  Communit ies - Ecological Features Summary 

i rank~ng criteria under each variable with possible score In ~arentnesesi 
Parcel No.: 07966-010-002 
Group No. 5 

, - .  , 
1 1 Sub 1 1 

) score  1 score  1 Descr ipt ion and Feature Summary 

101-500 acres (81 1 
5 i -100  acres (51 

Size 
1501-1000 acres or orearcr (10, 1 

1 1 T h ~ s  7 4 acre parcel is located soutn of NW 53rd Avenue and east of lhe 
linterseclion of 441 and NVJ6th Stree: It 1s adjacent to parcel No 7966-1 

1 l 11; 

List  o f  Communit ies The FNAi state rank ror mesl; flatwoods 1s 54 ,  dome swamp S3,  and 
FNAI s 1 (5,  upland m ~ x e d  forest 5 4  The score (based on previous methodology used 
FNAI S2 14) by Clty staff) would be 7. 

, , "  -~ .,-., , ,, 
No. o f  FNAl Commun i t~es  
5 or rnore i lOi  

4 (8i 

3 (61 

2 (2) 

FNA! 53 (3, 

-- 
/ ~ c o l o ~ i c a l  Processes 2 No documentation proviaed by City staff I: appears by tne City staff 
Intact (10, 1 descr ip t~on thal the uplands are h~ghly altered by pme s~lviculture The 

1 According to the C ~ t y  proviaed [overlay-reaooniy.xq spreaasheel there are 
4 vegetal~on communities on slte. Three appear to be viable FNAI 
comrnun~ties: dome swamp, meslc flalvioods, and upland mixed foresl. The 
rest of the parcel 1s either cleared or 111 pine s~lvicullure (cultivaled-CUL). 
This score appears low. 

In lad.  Some Resloral~on Neeoed 17; 1 
ModeralelvAllere!L ivlaior Resloratlon heeded  (4 )  

hlphiv Allered. Some Restorahon Posslhie 12! 

H~ghry Arlereo. Restoratron Irn~ossibre 101 

Typical Species 
/Mas! Tynicai Species Prespn! (101 

Some Typical Soecles Presen! (5;  

Few Typical Snecies Presenr 11) 

Exotic Species 
No INS. No1 Conducive tor ln!roduc!iori 110: 

No /A'S Corioucrve for Intmduclion 18) 

laverage of the three 

Moderare INS. Control Needed (41 

Many INS. Exlenswe Control heeoed  ('! 

Connectedness I 

Score =Parts (A+B+C! divaed bv 3 1 
Part A - W/I I Mile of Public Conserv. Land 1 

1 - 1 0  acres 11, 1 
 part 0 -Distance to Publtc Conserv. Land 1 I 1 ~ h e  slle 1s wi th~n one-haif rnile of Ihe GRU welli~eid conservalion easement 

5 

2lThe overall score appears to be low The score for Pan A appears low as 
the site is within one-half miie of lne large (3.993 acre??) GRU wellfieid 
conserval~or~ easement No individual scores were provided. only the 

/ Wldely Cont~ouous ( 1 2  mire or oreater! : l o )  and 1s separated by inauslrial act~vi l~es 
Riarrowrv Controuous f <  112 n;i!er /a1 
Separaterl h;< No- lane  road 151 

Seoarared bv ioiir-la!ie road (31 

Less lhan one-flail n;rrc (2) 

Greater rnan one-!;all mile ( l !  

Part C -Intervening Matrix on recent aerial ohotograpliy, lhis score should be 6 due to relat~vel! 
Intact and contiguous welland ecosvstems with~n l h ~ s  region. 

I 

stale of the wetlands 1s unknown 

T h ~ s  score was Ihkely determined oy the disturbed nature of tne uplands due 
to the silvicullural pract~ces and the welland communities due to lheir 
relalively ~ntac t  ecolog~cai cond~tion. 

4lThere was no documentarion to supporl this score, although the presence 
of some exoticiinvaslve plants (Ch~nese tallow) or anlmais (wild pig) 1s very 
likely oased on personal knowiedge of the region. 

urnan i i I I I I 
Water Quality Protection There v ~ t r e  no oata presented to support the overall score A score of 4 fo 
hcor- = Pans f k  - Bl u ~ d c d  a i  L Part A due lo the FNAl communily types oresen1 on slte would riot be 

Part A -Recharge 
Kars! Wdt r r l t cL '  Sirearn 10 Sill* 170' 1 
Y,?h Prc l ia rp t  Some K n i s t i r a ! t ) r i . s  (8 :  I 

Moonra!e Recharoc 14 1 
LOW Rccharoe i i !  1 - 



City of Gainesville Signif icant Ecological  Communit ies - Ecological  Features Summary 
i rank~ng criteria under each variabie with possible score ~n oarentheses) 

1 Parcel No.: 07966-010-002 

Low Ouality Wellands or Siinace Water 131 1, I I 
 listed Species On-Site 01~he re  was no documented occurrence of a l~sted specles noted 

1 

readonly.xls] spreadsheet has the final score as 29.50 

Group No.: 5 

Sum Scores 

ST, Federal LE or PE, or State LE !5! 

S2. Federal L T o r  PT. or Sfare LT (41 

S3. Federal C,  or Slate LS /3! 

S4, S5 (2! I 
Potent ial  L is ted Species -- 

Cily Revlewer and Date: 
Water 8 Air Revlewer and Date: Peter NeSrnith 121 106 

Part B - Surface Water 

Hfph Ouaiifv Wetlands or Suriace Waler (101 

Moderate Quality Wetlands or Sudace Warer (6, 

There were no dala presented l o  support thls score. A score of 3 - 6 would 
be consistent with adjacent parcels. 

I 
1 \Wetland communities would likely attract several species of listed wad~ng 

Ten or More Socoes Posslbie (5; 

Seven to Nine Speoes Possible (41 

i ou r  lo S!x Soes!es Possible (3) 

Two lo T h r e ~  SrJeoes Possiole /21 

One Spec!ws Possible (11 

Management Potential 
Hfah 110) 

Moderate /7! 1 
Low 141 

Too Snlail or Degrailed, Lillla Hope ( 1 )  

TOTAL: 
Additional Notes - Disturbed, has been logged Good connectivity with other larger parcels. Note that the C ~ t y  provided [overlay- 

bird. 

4 

24.5 

Although tne uplands are in dense pine siiv~culture, the relat~vely ~n lac l  
wetiand communil~es likeiy warrant at ieast a 4.  



"INDIVIDUAL SCORE SHEET" 
City of Gainesville Significant Ecological  Communit ies - Ecological  Features Summary 

i rank~ng criterla under each va r~ab ie  with possible score In parentheses) 
Parcel No 07967-002-000 
Group No 5 

Size -- 
501-1000 acres or orcater (10 

101-500 acres (8 

51-700 acres 151 

11-50 acres (31 -- 
? - i n  arroo 111 . . "  , # 

No. o f  FNAl  Communit ies -- 
5 or morc ( lo ,  

4 18, 

3 16) 

2 :2' 
, <, 

FNAI S4 (?! 1 
FNAl S i  i l l  

Score 1 Score 
1 

I / / ,  

L is t  of Communit ies 

Descript ion and Feature Summary 
T h ~ s  5 acre parcel is locared south of NW 53rd Avenue and east of the 

1 

intersect~on of 441 and NW 6th Street It IS adjacent to parcel No 7966-1 

According to the C I I ~  prov~ded [overlay-readonly.xls] spreadsheet there are 

2 

, . . , . - , 

4 vegelallon communities on site. Three appear to be v~abie FNA! 
cornmun~ties dome swamp rneslc flatwoods, and upland m~xed  forest The 
resl of the parcel 1s etther cleared or ~n ptne silv~cullure icull~valed-CUL) 
Thls score appears lov. 

The FNAl state rank for meslc fiatwoods IS S4, dome swamp 5 3 ,  and uplanc 
FNAI s 1  (5) 

Ecological  Processes I 2 
lntac! 110) 

intact. Some Xesturalion Needed (7' 

)dooerarely Altered, Maior Rerloration Neeued 141 

H~p111v Allered, Some Renrorar~on fiusslbfr 12' 

Hghiy Altered, Resloralron lmooss~a!e (0' 

Typical  Species 
MOSI Typical Speui:s Present 1 0 1  

some Ty~r?l~:ii! SORCIBS Present 15) 

l i o w  Oua,r!v P:au,ial Areas l a )  

m~xed  forest 54.  The score (based on prevlous methodology used by City 
staff) would be 7. 

No aocurnentat~on provided bv  City staff It appears, by the Clty stafi 
descr~ptton, that the uplands are h~ghly  altered by pine silv~culture The  stat^ 

Greater thail one-nalfmile (11 ! I 

Aprrcullure 141 

Rura i  or Aqr~cu;lure/Residrni~;i 12, 

I 5 

Par! C -Intervening Matr~x 

;sir Tvo!cal specres Presort 17) i 
E x o t ~ c  Species 
~ J O  llJS NO: Conducive for Inlroduclion (10' ! 
NO INS. Conducwe for lnlroduclron 18, 1 I 

of Ihe wetlands 1s unknown. 

T h ~ s  score was ihkely deterrn~ned by the d~sturbed na~u re  of the uplands due 
to the siiv~cultural practces, and the wetland commun~ties due lo their 
relat~velv Intact ecological cond~t~on.  

Based on recent aerial photograony thls score should oe 6 oue to relattvely 

Hqrr Gual,!v Nalural Areas (70: 1 Intact and contipuous wetland ecosyslems wi th~n thls region 

Urban 1 7 :  

Water Qual i ty Protect ion 
Score = Parts i a  + €11 olvloed b i  2 

l ~ a r l  A - Rccharoe 
Yarsl Walrrslleo SUedm lo S1l;ri i ' L  

hfc; ,  Recriirpn Sonz  Kdrsl Fiiali.rei 18, 

triooi!rale Re;l,arge 14. 

1 There was no documentation to support t h ~ s  score, although the presence o 
some exot~c/~nvas~ve piants [Ch~nese tallow) or an~mais  (wild pig) 1s very 
likeiy based on personal knowiedge of Ihc reglon. 

2.5 

lThe overall score appears 13 be loc The score for Par: A appears low as 
the site IS within one-half mile of tne large i:!.?liJ acre')')) GRU wellf~eld 
conservat~on easernen: No indtv~dua! scores were prov~ded, oniy Ihe 
average of the three 

IThe s ~ t e  IS within one-half mile of the GRU wellf~eld conservation easement 

There were no d a ~ a  presented to support the overall score A score oi .: for 
Part k due to the FNAl community types presenl on slle wouid not be 

1 
Maor INS. Exlensive Conlrol Iveened (7) 

Connectedness 
Score = Park  IA+H+Cj dviaed b v  3 

Pad A - Wll 1 Mile of Publ~c Consew. Land 
1001 acres or preatcr (10) 

501-1000 acres iBi 

101-500 acrer 15; 

11-100 acrf?s 131 

7-70 acres ili 
Pad 6 -Distance to Publ~c Conserv. Land 

, urireasonabie. 

I 

wtdeiv Con~iciious I l l 2  mile or grearerl (10, 

1 

land is separated by ~ndustrial activities and IJW 53id Avenue 



City of Gainesville Significant Ecological Communities - Ecological Features Summary 
(ranki-er~a under each variable with possible score in parentheses) 

IParcel No.: 07967-002-000 

s u m  Scores - I 

(Group No.: 5 
There were no dala presented to support this score, k score of 3 - 6 would 
be consistent with adjacent parcels 

OlTnere was no documented occurrence of a lisled species noted 

Port B - Surfaco Water 

Hign Oua11i.v Wetlands or Siinacs Watsr 170) - 
Moorrate Ouaiilv Wrllanos ar Surfacn Walrr  i s '  
Low Oua1,tv Werlanos or Surface Water 131 I 
L isted Species On-Site 

S ! .  Federal L i  or P i ,  or Sta!e iE 15i 

- 
S 3  Feoeral C, or Stare i S  131 

S4. S5  (2) 

Potential L is ted Species 1 
Ten or More Soecies Poss:bie (5) 

Seven lo Ntne Snecies Possrbie 14' I 
Folir to Six Specjcs Possrbie 131 

Two lo Three SoeCIeS POSSibie (2) 

~readonly.xis] spreadsheet has the i n a  score as 21.50 

-1 

One Soecies Possible Il l  

Management Potential 
H~pn i l o )  

City Rev~ewer and Date: 
Waler & Air Revlewer and Date: Peter NeSmllh 121 106 

0 Welland comrr~uni l~es would likeiy attract several species of l~s ted wad~ng 
bird 

1 ~ l t h o u g h  the uplanas are ~n dense plne silviculture, tne relatively intact 
weliand communities l~kely warrant at least a 4.  

Tau Small or Deuraderi, Li!lfr Hope 11) 

TOTAL: I 16.5 
bddit ional Noles - Dlslurbed, probably was hi fiat woods,^ resemble upland m~xed  forest. Note that tne City prov~ded [overlay- 



"INDIVIDUAL SCORE SHEET" 
City of Gainesvilie Significant Ecological  Communi t ies  - Ecological Features Summary 

iranklng criter~a under each var iable with possible score in oarentheses1 
IParcel No. 08159-000-000 
Group No.. 
1 1 Sub 1 1 

101-500 acres (8' 

51.100 acres (51 
I 

11-50 arres 13: 1 

Size 
501-IDDO acres or orsarer 110, 

! I I 
I According to the Clty provided [overlay-readonly.xls) spreadsheet there are 

4 vegelation communities on site. All o i  them appear to be viable FNAl 
(cornmunitles: b a s ~ n  swamp, aorne swamp, meslc i latwoods, and wet 

I ! 4 (fiatwoods. The score would be 8 
17 111 ! I 

Score / score  I Description and Feature Summary 

FNAI S5 (7,' 

Ecological  Processes 140 specific documentation provided by City staK. It appears, by tne City 
rnracr 110) staff descr~ption, that the uplands and wetlands are altered by some dltcnir 
iniaci, Some Resiorarioii Neeoco 17' and some retent~on ponds (rnitrgation  ban^ ponds?j. Recent aerial 
Uoderalery Ai terer Ms!or Hes!oratrorl lveeneo (4 

I 
photography and personal knowledge ~ndlcate tnat ttie wetlands and 

! 

( i i r o h ! , v ~ l r e r e ~ .  s o m e  Restoialmrr Passibie (2' 1 (upianas are ln a moderately altered state 

Thls 113 7 acre parcei is southwest of the intersect~on of North Main Street 
and NW 53rd Avenue. The score would be 8 .  

HrghIy AIIeieo Fiesloralion irnoossiOlr i01 I 1 
Typical Species The reialively undisturDed nature of tne upland and weliand comrnur~~ties, 

o o s l  Typ~uai  Soecies ?resent (10: levidenl by C t y  stafi notes recent aer~ai photography, and personal 
k r n e  ~ y o i r a l  ~ner,res ~ r e a e n t  (5) 1 1 knowledge lndlcate at leasr some typical species present 
Few i y ~ i c a !  Soecies Fresenl  i l !  1 
Exotic Species 1 There was no documenial~on for tnis ca tegov,  aithough the presence o i  
NO INS, NOI Conduove  ior lnrroduclron 11 0: exoticiinvasive plants (Chinese tailow) or anlnials (wild plg) 1s very likely 

h'o INS. Canoucrve lor !n:raduclion 1'6: 
I basea on  persor;al knoviiedge of the region 
I Modera le  IN:, Control Neederi 14j 

Many INS. Ex!er~stve Conrroltdeeded 111 

Connectedness The overall score apoears to be low. The score for Part H appears low as 
Score =Parts lA+R+Cl  d lvoed  b,  3 tne site is within one-half rniie o i  the large (3  99-1 acrs??) GRU welliield 
Pad A - Wil 1 Mile of Public Conserv. Land 

I 
conservatron easement 

1001 acres or oreale: 1161 

501-1000  acres ( a )  

101-500 acres :51 

1 7 : - 1 0 0 a c r e  (3, 

~ r e s  /f; 

I I Part B . D~stance to ~ u b l ~ c  Consew. Land The sire is witnln one-tlali mile o i  the GKU weliield conservalron easemerl 
Widelv Con!iouous 11/2 irriie or pree!erj 1101 and is separaled by NLI' 55rd Avenue. 
Nnnowi ,~  Conliguous lc 1/2 m ~ l o j  181 

Ssoaraleri by lwo-lane road (5) 

Separared h i  lour-larle road  131 

Less rhan one-hall m;lc (21 I 

Hrptl Ooairly Narilral Areas l lG i  

Low Ouai,iv Natural Areas ( 8 '  

t C -intervening Malr~x 1 Basea on recent aerial pnotograoh) this score shouid be 6 or 8 due 10 

relat~vely Intact ano conllcuous wetland ecosrstems withln lhls region 
~ n t e r s ~ e r s e d  h i l n  plne slivlcullure 

part A - Recharge 1 unreasonable 
rtarsf Waterrrte.:. S ! ieam ~r Sine 110  4 



City of Gainesville Signif icant Ecological  Communit ies - Ecological  Features Summary 
franklng criteria under each variable with possibie score in parentheses) 

1 Parcel No.: 081 59-000-000 

Low Qualily Pfellands or Sunace Waler i 3  

Lis ted S p e c ~ e s  On-Site 
I 

g 

Sum Scores 1 
S1. Federa! iE or PE. or SlaIe LE (5:  I 

S1, Federal LT or PT, or Stale LT 141 

Part B -Surface Water 

High Ouaiity Wetlandsor Surface Waler /lo1 

Moderare Oiiaiitv Wellanos or Surface Water 16' 

There was no documented occurrence of a listed soecies noted 

Tnere were no data presented to support lhis score. A score of 6 would be 
consistent with City Staff notes, aerial photography, and personal 
knowledge 

Wetland communities would likely attract several species of llsted wad~ng 
bird 

City Rev~ewer and Dale: 
Water & Air Rev~ewer and Date. Peler NeSrnith 121 106 

One SpscieP Possfble (1 '  

Management Potential 
H I Q ~  (IOI 

Moueratp (7) 

The uplanu and wetlands are moaerately ~ntac t  and would likely warrant al 
least a 4 and possibly a 7 

I 



Minutes 
City Plan Board DRAFT 

April 19, 2007 

Petition 42ZON-06 PB City of Gainesville. Amend the City of Gainesville Land 
Development Code by overlaying the Significant Ecological Communities District on 
property zoned AGR (Agriculture district), (Limited industrial district) and 1-2 
(General industrial district) and RSF-1 (3.5 unitslacre single-family residential district) 
on approximately 787 acres. Generally located at 1300 and 920 Northwest 53rd Avenue, 
4555 Northwest 6t" Street, 5300 North Main Street, and 3464 Northwest 21" Place. 

Dom Nozzi, Sr. Planner noted to the Board that a corrected map was distributed this evening 
showing another parcel that will be affected by this petition. Mr. Nozzi gave the Staff 
presentation and stated that the City hired a consultant to analyze the parcels to give an 
understanding of how the ranking system works; and recommended approval of the overlaying 
application to the parcels in the petition with the exception to parcels 6415-001 and 7965-002. 

Lynn Mosura-Bliss, Ecologist from Water & Air Research stated that the score sheet that was 
included in the Boards' packet explains how the point system was derived and according to 
that data, the parcels listed for this petition have a high ecological value. 

The Board asked questions of Ms. Mosura-Bliss about the point system and the rating factors. 

Steve Cullen, Engineer for Cougar & Associates gave a brief presentation and stated he is 
representing two of the six property owners and has been authorized to speak in opposition to 
this petition by every other affected land owner. Mr. Cullen further stated that the City 
notification letter to the property owners was not specific to the owner, nor did it say that the 
owner's property will be affected; as none of the property owners he spoke with are in favor 
of this rezoning. Mr. Cullen requested that this petition be denied and would like 90 days to 
develop more information to bring back to the Board. 

The Board discussed the petition. 

Patrice Boyes, Attorney for the White Fainily Trust, stated the concern she has is that the Plan 
Board needs to be very careful about exercising its police powers anytime property owners' 
rights are involved. Ms. Boyes further stated that this type of ordinance involves complcx 
scientific facts, and if the Board will not entertain a denial, then the Board pass a motioil that 
will give 60 days to get the data and define the issues. 

Motion By: Bob Cohen 

Moved To: Approve. 

Ralph Hilliard, Planner Manger stated that this Board is advisory to the City Commission, as 
the property owners have the right to ask the City Commission for a 60 day extension. 

Seconded By: David Gold 

Upon Vote: None taken. 

The Board had further discussion. 

These minutes are not a vcrbatim account of this mccting. Tapc recordings from which thc minutes were prepared are available from 
the Community Development Department of the City of Gainesville. 

DRAFT 



Minutes April 19, 2007 
City Plan Board 
42ZON-06PB DRAFT 

Page 2 

1 Motion Bv: Bob Cohen 1 Seconded Bv: David Gold 

Citizen came forward and stated that two parcels that Staff excluded froin the petition this 
evening are still showing as part of the Board's motion. 

k d  To: Aoorove. 

1 Motion Bv: Bob Cohen 1 Seconded Bv: David Gold 

U ~ o n  Vote: None taken 

Moved To: Amend motion to exclude Upon Vote: 4 - 0. (1. Walls abstained from 
parcels 6415-001 and 07965-002 from the 
oetition. 

DRAFT 

These minutes arc not a verbatim account of this meeting. Tape recordings from which the minutes were prepared are available froni 
ihc Community Dfvclopmcnt Departrilelit of the City of Gai~iesville. 


