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Introduction 
The North Florida Land Trust (NFLT) was engaged by the Highlands County Board of County 
Commissioners (BoCC) to assist the County with determining the feasibility and nature of a 
locally funded land conservation program. NFLT was selected based on its response (Exhibit A – 
Schedule/Service Overview) to Highlands County RFP NO: 24-016-SDQ RIDGE TO RIVER  
CONSERVATION PLANNING STUDY. 
 
The County Commission sought this assistance in response to citizen concerns that the County 
was facing unprecedented development pressure. That pressure resulted in the conversion and 
loss of agricultural and natural lands. A tipping point may have been after the recent freezes, 
citrus canker, and citrus greening episodes that have significantly impacted traditional citrus 
production lands. This has forced producers to consider alternative ways to forestall continued 
economic losses and make a living, including letting the land go out of production or convert it 
into non-agricultural use. This has devastating effects on the local economy and on the many 
natural resource benefits such lands provide the community.  
 
Highlands County lags other Florida Counties in percentage of lands in conservation use. While 
the Florida Natural Areas Inventory lists 33% of the County in “conservation use”, this figure is 
misleading. It includes Avon Park Air Force Range in its data for Federally managed lands. 
While much of AVAFR is managed as conservation lands, it is not permanently protected; its 
primary purpose is national security. Removing the acreage of the Range in Highlands County 
from the data results in Highlands County having 25% of its area in conservation, lower than the 
average of 33% for other Florida counties (Table 1, below).  
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Table 1. 

 
(https://www.fnai.org/PDFs/MAxCounty_202501.pdf) 
 
Goal of the Ridge to River Conservation Planning Study.  
In recognition of the losses in agricultural and natural lands, the County issued the RFP to 
determine ways to protect its open space. The goal of this Planning Study was “…to establish a 
conservation program that will guide the protection of our natural resources, reflect the 
environmental conservation values of the community, and lay out a financial path for achieving 
conservation goals and objectives.” A commonly asked question is, “How much land?” or 
“When will we know we have enough?” There are several metrics that can be used to determine 
success: increase the total to the State average or increase just the amount of locally owned 
conservation lands to the state average of 1.5% of County area. Table 2 shows how much 
additional conservation acreage would be needed, if this was the metric the community wanted 
to use.  
 
However, NFLT recognizes that communities are not homogenous and necessarily adjust their 
conservation goals according to the resources present, their economic conditions, and their socio-
political values. This is why the NFLT uses a collaborative approach, with a heavy emphasis on 
community input and transparency. How much is enough ultimately depends on each 
community’s tolerance.  
 
Table 2.  

 
 
To address this question of community values and tolerances, NFLT is facilitating community 
discussions about the need, values, structure and operation of a potential land conservation 
program. Protecting the appropriate lands in the desired quantity to achieve the conservation 
objectives can be achieved by creating sound strategies for the identification and preservation of 
appropriate lands across the County.  
 
Two important notes before we proceed.  

1. Any proposed Highlands County program, like all State, federal, and other County 
programs in Florida are “Willing Seller” only. This means the County may not use its 
power of condemnation nor eminent domain to acquire property for conservation. Each 
acquisition is voluntarily negotiated, in good faith by the parties, in an arm’s length real 
estate transaction, using market values for property value. 

LOCAL STATE FEDERAL PRIVATE
TOTAL 
CONSERVATION

Highlands County 1,450       80,220 115,770       21,000  218,440               657,920      33%
Avon Park Air Force Range 53,436         53,436                 
Net APAFR: 1,450       80,220 62,334         21,000  165,004               657,920      25%

CONSERVATION ACREAGE

HIGHLANDS 
COUNTY 
AREA

PERCENT OF 
COUNTY IN 
CONSERVATION

LOCAL STATE FEDERAL PRIVATE TOTAL COUNTY AREA
Highlands 1,450           80,220       62,334       21,000       165,004       657,920            
Percent of County 0.22% 12.19% 9.47% 3.19% 25.08%
Average of All Counties 1.58% 17.68% 12.22% 1.02% 32.50%
Acreage Needed 8,976           36,118       18,043       (14,319)      48,818          7%

https://www.fnai.org/PDFs/MAxCounty_202501.pdf
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2. The term “county-owned” when used in this context, applies to both County ownership of 
lands in fee simple title and the County holding conservation easements on private 
property. It should be a goal to acquire the minimum interest in title of a property that 
protects its identified conservation value.   

 
Strategic Conservation Planning. 
Open space provides a myriad of benefits that flow to a community including cleaning air and 
water, attenuating and storing storm floodwaters, preserving agricultural productivity and rural 
lifestyles, recharging drinking water supplies, providing recreational opportunities, and 
economically enhancing community aesthetics. None of these benefits are guaranteed unless that 
property is protected. A strategic conservation plan will help Highlands County identify, 
prioritize, acquire, and protect land that effectively achieves their conservation objectives. 
Strategic Conservation Planning helps visualize a future for the community and charts a course 
to realize that vision. A well-executed strategic conservation planning process will include 
community input obtained using a defensible scientific process so that decision makers know 
that their decisions are sound and reflect community values. In addition, by having clearly 
identifiable goals, potential funding partners can easily identify joint priorities to bring outside 
funding to the table. The strategic conservation plan identifies known conservation resources. 
Using the plan, County staff and elected officials can understand what open space benefits its 
community values and where those resources are located. 
 
Conservation Land Acquisition Program. 
The Conservation Land Acquisition Program implements the vision of the strategic conservation 
plan in Highlands County. It sets out a sensible, efficient, and transparent public and real estate 
process for the acquisition of interests in lands, covering the nomination, public decision making, 
and real estate process for acquisition. The process in Figure 1 below represents a linear path 
from public concern about the loss of their open spaces, to final acquisition and management of 
County-owned conservation lands. Each step in the figure below represents a milestone, which 
will be presented to County staff for approval before taking any further steps.  
 
Figure 1. 
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Status. 

NFLT completed Phase 1 of the Scope with this Interim Report following the Highlands County 
Board of County Commissioners (BoCC) workshop on March 4, 2025. NFLT will initiate Phase 
2 and will present its findings and recommendations to the BoCC at a subsequent meeting later 
around the end of the year. 

Key Findings – Subject Matter Expert Panels 

Prior to making any recommendations or meeting with elected officials, NFLT met with 
community members with critical roles, or a vested interest, in open space in Highlands County. 
Exhibit A has a list of the members and which panels they were assigned to based on their 
connection to the land. The Panels were Agriculture, Cultural, Historic, & Recreational, Non-
governmental entities, and Resource Agencies. Not everyone invited was able to attend and 
NFLT grouped the Cultural & Historic and Recreation & Economic representatives together in a 
single meeting. Each panel was asked to respond to the same polling questions. These questions 
were grouped to elicit information about the Expert’s opinions on Water Issues, Habitat and 
Species Protection, Working Lands & Rural Lifestyles, and Outdoor Recreation & Quality of 
Life. Exhibit B has copies of the presentation and the results of the polling questions. The 
members’ responses are summarized in Exhibit C. Exhibit D lists the additional comments that 
were submitted by the members. 

Three questions generated the highest level of response (as indicated by them being voted as the 
#1 concern for Highland County). These were Surface Water Quality, Most Vulnerable Habitats 
and Existing Farms and Ranchlands Vulnerable to Conversion. See Figure 2. Concern for the 
most vulnerable lands did not appear to diminish when it was pointed out that the most 
vulnerable lands were typically those closest to developed areas and therefore would command 
the highest prices per acre. Ranking fourth was Proximity to Planned and Existing Trails and 
Blueways.  

Figure 2. 
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Key Findings – March 4, BoCC Meeting. 

In the first part of the workshop, NFLT presented the County Commissioners with an outline of a 
local program and how one is set up and implemented, and several organizing principles.  NFLT 
then asked for consensus on Question #1: “Is there sufficient interest on part of Highlands 
County BoCC to work towards a November 2026 Referendum?” After some discussion, the 
County Commissioners agreed that there was unanimous agreement for NFLT and County staff 
to proceed with Phase 2. The BoCC Presentation is included as Exhibit E. 

The idea of a referendum was raised during this portion of the workshop in the interest of 
disclosing the full cost of a land conservation program. Any land conservation program needs to 
be funded not only in terms of purchasing property interests and land stewardship, but also the 
operating costs. Land conservation is not considered a core service of local government like 
policing, emergency services, water & wastewater, etc. As such, it is appropriate to ask residents 
to tax themselves to fund such a program, so that it does not impact core service funding. 
Typically, these questions are settled at the ballot box. NFLT recommends holding these 
referenda during a Presidential or Mid-term election year when most residents are likely to come 
out to vote. NFLT was asked if there was any information of referendum passage rates for 
Presidential year, versus Mid-term year, versus off-year elections. That information is below in 
Table 3 and indicates better success when it is held on Presidential election year cycles. 

Table 3.  

Row Labels # Approved # Total Referenda % Approved Conservation Funds 
Approved % Yes 

Mid-Term 21 26 81% $    1,253,380,529 60% 

Off Year 21 25 84% $        768,463,610 61% 

Presidential 45 52 87% $    2,778,845,041 63% 

Grand Total 87 103 84% $    4,800,689,180 62% 

Source: The Trust for Public Land, LandVote Database. https://tpl.quickbase.com/db/bbqna2qct?a=dbpage&pageID=8 

With consensus that the Highlands BoCC was interested in hearing from the community on 
whether a program should be developed, NFLT started the second part of the Workshop 
explaining to the BoCC generally the seven main conservation value themes that are typically 
put before voters in local referenda. These are: Threatened & Endangered Species and Habitats, 
Surface Water Features, Drinking Water, Wildlife & Conservation Corridors, Agriculture, 
Access to Recreation, and Historic and Cultural Resources (see Exhibit E for slides and 
explanations of each). 

After discussion, NFLT asked Consensus Question #2: “What are the conservation values of the 
Highlands County BoCC?” NFLT asked the individual Commissioners to vote for their priorities 
by placing up to five dots on any of the conservation theme maps provided in the slides. 
Commissioners were free to place as many of their dots on any map as they wished. The results 
of that dot-matrix voting are summarized in Table 4 below.  

 

https://tpl.quickbase.com/db/bbqna2qct?a=dbpage&pageID=8
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Table 4. March 4, 2025, BoCC Workshop Conservation Theme Consensus Question #2 

Conservation Theme BoCC #Votes BoCC Rank SME Rank 

Access to Recreation 7 Tied #1 #4 

Drinking Water 7 Tied #1  

Agriculture 4 3 #2 

Surface Water Features 3 4 #1 

Wildlife & Conservation Corridors 2 5  

Historic and Cultural Resources  1 Tied #6  

Threatened & Endangered Species and Habitats 1 Tied #6 #3 

 

We have also presented an interpretation of the SME responses as they relate to the seven 
conservation themes. There is some correlation between the two sets of responses. After NFLT 
gets responses from the Community Workshops, all of the ranks will be weighted, and a final set 
of recommendations will be provided.  

Next Steps – Phase 2; Community Workshops. 

A well-executed strategic conservation planning process should include broad and deep input to 
reflect the community’s values. NFLT will help County staff develop and present public 
workshops to allow the community to speak to their “conservation values” and quantify them in 
measurable terms for staff and elected officials. As with the BoCC, the participants will be asked 
to rank and prioritize what they think are the important conservation values to be protected by a 
program. NFLT will compile the results into a draft Highlands County Land Conservation 
Program Greenprint. NFLT will develop a GIS model that incorporates those priorities and 
produce a heat-map that visually displays the results in the Greenprint.  This is not intended to 
identify individual properties, but to demonstrate visually that the values that folks want 
protected do exist here. 

The draft report will include model Program Ordinances that can be used to establish the 
Program, and outline of an operating manual which. It will include a land nomination form and 
evaluation tool with which County staff can evaluate how well property nominations meet the 
Program goals as they were expressed in the Referendum.  

NFLT will work with County staff to present the draft report to the BoCC for consideration and 
comment. NFLT will incorporate members’ recommendations as to the land acquisition and 
management process, such as approving institutions or boards, acquisition processes, criteria, etc. 
into the draft Report.  The revised Report will be brought back to the BoCC for consideration 
and adoption as a roadmap to move forward. 

Finally, NFLT will recommend the BoCC hear from our partner, the Trust For Public Land 
(TPL). They will conduct a Feasibility Study in Spring 2026. Using detailed polling information 
from a cross-section of likely voters, TPL will provide a winning formula for a Referendum, or a 
sense that the timing is not conducive, and the project be shelved until it is likely to pass. 
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It is our pleasure to assist Highlands County in this Study and we are pleased to be moving 
forward with bringing this out into the community for their input. 
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Exhibit A.   Subject Matter Panel members: 
 

Panel Organization Name 

Agricultural Total: 14   

Agricultural Farm Bureau Trevor Murphy 

Agricultural Citrus Growers Association  Ray Royce (Heartland Ag 
Coalition)  

Agricultural Highlands Chapter of FL Cattlemens’ Association Sarah Childs  

Agricultural Highlands County Soil & Water Conservation 
District Susie Bishop  

Agricultural UF/IFAS Extension  Kati Lawson  

Agricultural UF/IFAS Extension  Alissa Hevesh 

Agricultural UF/IFAS Extension  Alexandra Bennett 

Agricultural Citrus League Bert Harris, President, 
Heartland Law 

Agricultural Rafter T Ranch, Cattle Jimmy Wohl 

Agricultural Butler Dairy, Cattle Ben Butler 

Agricultural President of the Cattlemen’s Association Sarah Childs  

Agricultural Lykes Bros engineer and land manager Noah Handley 

Agricultural Swaine, Harris & Wohl, P.A. Bert J. Harris, III 

Agricultural Citrus and on IFAS Citrus Board Emma Ezell  

Quality of Life Total: 7   

Recreational, economic Mason G. Smoak Foundation – Deena Wright  

Recreational, economic All Florida Travis Thompson 

Recreational, economic Highlands County Economic Development Sarah Beth Murphy 

Recreational, economic Heartland Association of Realtors Robert Hinerman, incoming 
President 

Cultural, historic Highlands Historic Commission Joe Gentili 

Cultural, historic Avon Park Air Force Range   Buck MacLaughlin 

Cultural, historic Seminole Tribe of Florida Tribal Historic 
Preservation Office Tina Osceola 

Natural Resource Agencies Total: 17   

Natural Resource Agencies FWC Alex Seasholt 

Natural Resource Agencies FWC Cory Snyder 

Natural Resource Agencies FWC  Allie McCue 

Natural Resource Agencies FWC  Noel Ethan 

Natural Resource Agencies FWC  Elysia Dytrych 

Natural Resource Agencies FDEP Heidi Hoffman 

Natural Resource Agencies FDEP Tory Gray 

Natural Resource Agencies FDEP Victor Morgan Tyrone 

Natural Resource Agencies NRCS Carlos Torres 

Natural Resource Agencies FDACS Bret Hader 

Natural Resource Agencies FDACS Amy Philips 

Natural Resource Agencies FDACS Sue Mullins 

Natural Resource Agencies SWFWMD Cindy Rodriguez 

Natural Resource Agencies SWFWMD Mike Singer 

https://nam02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.masongsmoakfoundation.org%2Fabout-us-mgsf&data=05%7C02%7Crbuch%40nflt.org%7C83aadad636f343354b1e08dcfa7e24c1%7C29093a0f7abb40df95f27fdbc33ea3fe%7C1%7C0%7C638660666936302015%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=1KMksAqAoXWJj2c3De9yc8gEwA%2BpcUhE1DHbCJs9%2BBw%3D&reserved=0
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Natural Resource Agencies SFWMD Jenna Bobsein 

Natural Resource Agencies SFWMD Libby Pigman 

Natural Resource Agencies SFWMD Stephen Collins 

Ecological/NGO Total: 18   

Ecological/NGO Florida Native Plant Society – Heartland Chapter Ed Murawski 

Ecological/NGO The Nature Conservancy  Cheryl Millet 

Ecological/NGO The Nature Conservancy  Chris Bergh 

Ecological/NGO Florida Wildlife Corridor Foundation  Jason Lauritsen 

Ecological/NGO Archbold Josh Daskin 

Ecological/NGO Archbold Zach Franco 

Ecological/NGO Archbold Vivienne Sclater 

Ecological/NGO Highlands Audubon Ken Keck 

Ecological/NGO Highlands Audubon Paul Gray 

Ecological/NGO Highlands Audubon Steve Blair 

Ecological/NGO Conservation Florida Chelsea Wisner 

Ecological/NGO Ducks Unlimited Elizabeth Guthrie 

Ecological/NGO Green Horizons Land Trust Rachelle Selser 

Ecological/NGO Green Horizons Land Trust Suzanne Lindsey 

Ecological/NGO Green Horizons Land Trust Tom Palmer 

Ecological/NGO Florida Conservation Group Julie Morris 

Ecological/NGO Wildlands Conservation Dave Sumter 

Ecological/NGO Wildlands Conservation Eric Sievers  
Highlands County (Non-
voting) Total: 2   

Highlands County Highlands County Sam Ericksen 

Highlands County Highlands County Dawn Ritter 

Total (not incl. County) 56   
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Exhibit B. SME Presentation: 
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Exhibit B Cont’d. SME Presentation and Polling Responses: 
 

 Q1: Which of the 
following areas will 
be of greatest 
concern to the 
County going 
forward? 

Q2: Which of the 
following areas will 
be of greatest 
concern to the 
county going 
forward in the 
category of Water 
Issues? 

Q3: Which of the 
following areas will 
be of greatest 
concern to the 
County going 
forward in the 
category of Habitat 
and Species 
Protection? 

Q4: Which of the 
following areas will 
be of greatest 
concern to the 
County going 
forward in the 
category of Working 
Lands and Rural 
Lifestyles? 

Q5: Which of the following 
areas will be of greatest concern 
to the County going forward in 
the category of Outdoor Nature-
based Recreation and Quality of 
Life? 

  
AGR: Agriculture 
CHR: Cultural, Historic, & Recreational 
NGO: Non-governmental entities 
RES: Resource Agencies. A
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Group Name 1A 1B 1C 1D 2A 2B 2C 2D 3A 3B 3C 3D 4A 4B 4C 4D 5A 5B 5C 5D 5E 5F 

AGR Ally Bennett 2 3 1 4 3 1 4 2 4 3 1 2 3 4 2 1 1 5 3 2 4 6 

AGR Ben Butler 2 4 1 3 1 3 2 3 3 3 1 2 2 3 3 1 3 4 1 2 5 6 

AGR Bert Harris 2 3 4 1 1 3 2 5     1 2 3 4  3 1 2 4  

AGR Emma Ezell 3 5 1 2 1 2 3 4 2 3 1 4 5 3 2 1 4 1 2 3 5 6 

AGR Noah Handley 1 5 2 3 1 2 2 3 2 3 3 2 3 2 1 4 3 5 2 1 6 4 

AGR Ray Royce 3 5 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 2 1 4 1 4 3 2 4 3 2 1 5 6 

AGR Sarah Childs     1 3 2 1 2 3 1 4     4 3 2 1 6 5 

AGR Susie Bishop 3 2 1 4 3 4 2 1 3 1 2 4 2 4 3 1 2 6 4 1 5 3 
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AGR Trevor Murphy 2 3 1 4 2 4 3 1 4 2 3 1 2 4 3 1 4 3 2 1 5 6 

CHR Beneshea Frazier 4 3 1 2 2 3 1 4 1 3 4 2 3 4 1 2       

CHR Deena Wright 3 2 4 1 1 2 4 3 4 1 2 3 2 3 4 1 6 2 3 1 5 4 

CHR Joe Gentili 4 1 2 3 1 3 2 4 3 2 1 4 2 4 3 1 1 4 6 5 3 2 

CHR Sarah Beth Murphy 2 2 2 2 1 2 3 4 4 3 2 1 2 4 3 1 4 5 1 2 3 6 

CHR Sheila McNamara 1 3 2 5 3 2 4 1 3 4 1 2 1 2 3 4 4 2 6 3 5 1 

NGO Chelsea Wisner 3 1 2 4 3 1 4 2 3 2 4 1 4 3 2 1 3 2 4 1 5 6 

NGO Chris Bergh 3 1 2 4 1 4 3 2 1 3 4 2 4 2 3 5 5 3 2 5 6 1 

NGO Elizabeth Guthrie 1 3 2 4 1 3 2 4 4 2 3 1 1 4 3 2 1 4 3 5 6 2 

NGO Joshua Daskin 3 1 2 4 3 1 2 4 1 4 2 3 2 4 3 1 1 2 3 5 6 4 

NGO Ken Keck 4 2 1 3 2 4 3 1 4 1 3 2 3 4 2 1 4 2 3 5 1  

NGO Paul Gray 3 4 1 2 1 4 2 3 2 4 1 3 1 3 4 2 5 1 2 3 4 6 

NGO Rachelle Selser 2 1 4 3 3 4 2 1 2 1 3 4 2 3 4 1 4 3 2 1 5 6 

NGO Steve Blair 2 1 4 3 1 5 2 3 2 1 3 4 1 2 3 4 4 2 3 1 3 1 

NGO Vivienne Sclater 2 4 1 3 1 2 4 3 1 4 3 2 2 4 3 1 2 1 3 4 5 6 

NGO Zach Franco 3 1 2 4 1 3 2 4 3 4 1 2 3 1 4 2       

RES Alex Seasholtz  2 1 4 3 1 5 2 3 3 4 1 2 2 1 5 3 7 3 2 1 1 3 

RES Buck MacLaughlin 2 4 1 3 3 1 4 2 4 3 1 2 4 3 2 1 1 4 4 6 3 2 

RES Cindy Rodriguez 1 2 2 2 2 1 3 2 2 2 1 2 2 1 2 1 1 2 2 1 2 1 

RES Cory Snyder 4 2 1 3 1 4 2 3 2 4 1 2 1 4 5 3 4 5 1 2 6 3 

RES Elysia Dytrych 4 1 3 2 1 4 3 2 1 4 2 3 2 3 4 1 4 5 1 2 6 3 

RES Jenna Bobsein 1 2 4 3 1 4 2 3 2 3 1 4 2 3 4 1 2 1 5 3 4 6 

RES Libby Pigman 1 3 4 2 1 5 2 3 5 2 3 1 3 5 2 1 3 7 1 2 7 2 
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Exhibit C. SME Polling results Summarized: 
 

  

Q1: Which of the 
following areas will be of 
greatest concern to the 
County going forward? 

Q2: Which of the following 
areas will be of greatest 

concern to the County going 
forward in the category of 

Water Issues? 

Q3: Which of the following 
areas will be of greatest 
concern to the County 
going forward in the 

category of Habitat and 
Species Protection? 

Q4: Which of the following 
areas will be of greatest 
concern to the County 
going forward in the 
category of Working 

Lands and Rural 
Lifestyles? 

Q5: Which of the following areas will be of 
greatest concern to the County going forward 

in the category of Outdoor Nature-based 
Recreation and Quality of Life? 
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1A 1B 1C 1D 2A 2B 2C 2D 3A 3B 3C 3D 4A 4B 4C 4D 5A 5B 5C 5D 5E 5F 

AGR AVG 2.3 3.8 1.5 2.9 1.8 2.9 2.3 2.4 2.9 2.5 1.6 2.9 2.4 3.3 2.5 1.9 3.1 3.7 2.1 1.6 5.0 5.3 

CHR AVG 2.8 2.2 2.2 2.6 1.6 2.4 2.8 3.2 3.0 2.6 2.0 2.4 2.0 3.4 2.8 1.8 3.8 3.3 4.0 2.8 4.0 3.3 

NGO AVG 2.6 1.9 2.1 3.4 1.7 3.1 2.6 2.7 2.3 2.6 2.7 2.4 2.3 3.0 3.1 2.0 3.2 2.2 2.8 3.3 4.6 4.0 

RES AVG 2.1 2.1 2.7 2.6 1.4 3.4 2.6 2.6 2.7 3.1 1.4 2.3 2.3 2.9 3.4 1.6 3.1 3.9 2.3 2.4 4.1 2.9 

 

Total AVG 2.4 2.5 2.1 2.9 1.6 3.0 2.5 2.7 2.7 2.7 2.0 2.5 2.3 3.1 3.0 1.8 3.3 3.2 2.6 2.5 4.5 4.0 
Percent 
Voting #1 20 30 40 7 61 16 6 19 17 17 47 17 23 10 7 60 21 14 21 38 7 15 
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Exhibit D. SME Comments received: 
 
  In response to Q1 What is the most significant issue facing the County.: 

 “Water issues should be funded by the broader area not our county.   Because the District is 
using our county for a recharge area for other cities.” 

   “The public should be allowed to use the land we pay [for].” 

   “Development of cities/towns” 
 
  In response to Q2 Water Resources issues priorities. 

   “Water Storage and Watershed Restoration Opportunities” 

   “Water Supply” 

   “Aquifer recharge should be paid by others.” 

   “Water Quality should be our local expense to cure our impacts.” 
 

    In response to Q3 Which of the following areas will be of greatest concern to the County going 
forward in the category of Habitat and Species Protection? 

   “I do not like this limitation created by this question. “ 

   “T&E Plant Species.” 
 

  In response to prioritizing Q4 Which of the following areas will be of greatest concern to the 
County going forward in the category of Working Lands and Rural Lifestyles? 

   “Pay for the cheapest lands first.   Forget the ag lands near downtown.  Those should be 
developed.” 

   “Consider working lands that are important for wildlife corridors” 

   “Private Landowner engagement and "buy in" to conservation programs. I.E. NRCS Farm 
Bill Programs, USFWS Partners Programs, FWC Panther PES Program” 

   “Do we consider solar fields an aspect of agriculture? That would fall into the working lands 
category to me. That is [pertinent] to the current state of citrus industry in Highlands County” 

    “Partially impacted but with high ecological value/connectivity, or restoration opportunities” 
 
  In response to Q5 Quality of Life priorities. 

   “Emphasis on passive recreation for the agency.” 
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Exhibit E. NFLT Presentation to BoCC, March 4, 2025  
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