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February  09 ,  2012 
 

The Honorable Charlie Green Clerk, Lee County 
 
Re:  Lee County Government-Division of County Lands 
 
Dear Mr. Green: 

 
      The Internal Audit Department has conducted an Audit of Lee County Government-Division of 

County Lands.  Lawrence M. Haut, CGAP, CFE and Roy Hyman, Consultant have completed 
this review.  This is the Final Report.   

 
 The response to the auditor’s conclusions, issues and recommendations are embedded in this 

report to this report.  The auditor wishes to thank the Lee County Government Division of 
County Lands employees for their assistance and cooperation during the review. 

 
 This Report has been posted to the Clerk of Courts website www.leeclerk.org under Internal 

Audit, Audit Reports.  The hyperlink to the report has been sent to the Lee County Board of 
County Commissioners and appropriate parties. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Chuck Short, Director 
Internal Audit Department 
 
CTS/jmd 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This is the fourth audit report about County Land purchases for Lee County construction projects 
and the 20/20 Environmental Conservation Program.   
 
This report discusses the appraisal process that was used to help determine the purchase price, 
and the comparison of the LCPA’s market value to the current market; details of the County’s 

purchase of a portion of the Babcock Ranch; and the lack of full public disclosure to the Board of 
County Commissioners (BoCC) for several properties purchased. 
 
Audit work paper files contain details supporting the findings and recommendations in the 
report.  The audit was performed in accordance with general auditing standards for the 
professional practice of internal auditing. This report is not in the standard audit report format 
but, highlights the findings and recommendations. 
 

COUNTY LANDS RESPONSE DENOTED AS “DR” FOR DIRECTOR’S RESPONSE 
ARE IN BOLD PRINT. 
 

CONCLUSION: 

County Land’s policies, procedures, and practices did not fully:  

Ø Ensure all significant information was disclosed at the BoCC meetings for 
consideration when the Commission was voting on million dollar property purchases;  

 
DR Staff provides full disclosure of parcel information in the Agenda Item 
Package.  In addition, Staff is available prior to and during BoCC 
meetings to answer questions. 
 

Ø Determine appropriate market value;  
 

DR The following is the definition used by the County’s appraisers: 
“Market Value means the most probable price which a property should 
bring in a competitive and open market under all conditions requisite to a 
fair sale, the buyer and seller each acting prudently and knowledgeably, 
and assuming the price is not affected by undue stimulus.  Implicit in this 
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definition is the consummation of a sale as of a specified date and the 
passing of title from seller to buyer under conditions whereby: 
 

(1) Buyer and seller are typically motivated; 

(2) Both parties are well informed or well advised, and acting in what 
they consider their own best interests; 

(3) A reasonable time is allowed for exposure in the open market; 

(4) Payment is made in terms of cash in U.S. dollars or in terms of 
financial arrangements comparable thereto; and 

(5) The price represents the normal consideration for the property sold 
unaffected by special or creative financing or sale concessions 
granted by anyone associated with the sale.” 

Ø Verify the legitimacy of seller claims for contract offers and future market 
opportunities;  

DR Staff attempts to confirm all of Seller’s claims through Public Records 
research and during the negotiation process. 

Ø Verify land was zoned for Conservation 20/20 Program purchases;  

DR This conclusion is ambiguous, zoning is not a criteria for 20/20 
selection/ranking. 

Ø Ensure that adequate analysis is done for return-on-investment of construction projects.   

DR This is not a function of County Lands.  Project analysis and 
justification is the responsibility of the department managing the project 
when requesting Board approval of the Capital Improvement Project.  
However, this will be forwarded as a recommendation. 

FINDINGS  
 

1) Findings– Appraisal Process Review: 

a) The current policy to send out Notices to Proceed with the only requirement that the 
appraiser use the Uniform Standards and Practices for Appraisal (USPAP) does not 
provide adequate instruction to the appraiser on how to appraise the property. We also 
did not find any evidence indicating a Request for Proposal or Letters of Engagement 
were utilized.   
 

DR The County has a master contract with each appraiser.  A Supplemental 
Task Authorization (STA) is prepared for each assignment.  Staff routinely 
communicates or meets with the appraiser prior to preparation of the STA, 
to examine and address the appraisal assignment.  A notice to proceed is 
always given to initiate all assignments. 
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b) Several appraisals were found to be inaccurate:  Zoning, approvals or existing conditions 
and current uses were incorrectly described, and comparables used were not similar to the 
subject property.  Sales history of the subject property was mentioned but there was no 
indication they were analyzed, which is a requirement of USPAP, as well as the 
requirement for exposure time in the appraisal.   

DR No examples are given or shown in this audit report in order to 
substantiate this finding. 

c) The Division of County Lands delivered the Sellers’ appraisals to the County’s appraiser 

which could have influenced their conclusion of value.   

DR Typically sellers do not provide County with appraisal reports. 
However, when they do so, there may be pertinent site information that will 
aid the appraiser in his analysis/research. County’s appraisers value 
estimates were about half of seller’s values, as noted in Appraiser’s 
Valuation section of this report – subsection B. 

2) Findings – County-Hired Outside Appraisers: 

 

a) Outside appraisers have been using the “highest and best use” method for establishing the 

property values for those purchases reviewed by Internal Audit.  The result has been 
values based on developable status for vacant land which the county does not intend to 
develop.  
 

DR Highest and best use determination is necessary to determine market 
value, as of the effective date.  Fair market value is required by Florida 
Statute in condemnation cases and is the approved standard used 
throughout the State of Florida’s counties. 
 

 

3) Findings- Non 20/20 Properties - CR 951 Ext Project: 

 

a) In 2005, two appraisals from the same appraiser, 4 months apart, increased fair market 
value of Grandezza 17.6 acre purchase from 8.8 million to 14.8 million.  

 
DR This acquisition was proceeding to condemnation.  This was one of the 
most active and desirable areas in the County. The subject property was 
ready for development.  The seller had pre-sold the majority of the units 
(80) to numerous individuals.  The justification for paying an amount 
greater than the appraised value was future cost avoidance of the County 
having to deal with and pay for multiple ownerships, improvements and 
entitlements.  The County purchasing the vacant land prior to a home 
owner association turnover, allowed the Seller to remove the subject from 
association fees and costs.  This obligation alone would have been 
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approximately $600,000 per year, based upon current Grandezza charges 
listed in the Multiple Listing Service.  This is a cost the County would have 
had to address should the property have been bought at a later date.  
Build-out unit sale prices were estimated at $50 million per presale 
(deposits) contract information provided by Seller.  The County’s purchase 
in 2006 was in the height of market values for the geographical location. 
 

b) Factual discrepancies exist between representations made by the outside appraiser in the 
July and November appraisals, including the use of 118 developable units, though only 
110 units were actually approved.  
 

c) The same appraiser also valued the undevelopable 10 acre strip, on the northern border of 
Grandezza, as worth $2.7 million dollars.  
 

DR The ten-acre strip along the northern border of Grandezza was 
appraised as part of the original 423.30 acre, developable parent tract from 
which it was reserved. 
 

d) The removal of the proposed CR 951 Ext project from Collier to Lee County as not 
financially feasible by the Metropolitan Planning Organization in December 2005 was 
not sufficiently disclosed or discussed at public BOCC meetings prior to the purchase of 
the Grandezza tracts for $22.5 million dollars.  
 
DR The comment refers to the adoption of the new long range 
transportation plan by the Lee County MPO in December, 2005, extending 
the horizon year of the plan from 2020 to 2030.  The entire length of the CR 
951 Extension was identified as financially feasible in the prior 2020 plan. 
The 2020 Plan Highway Element was composed of two parts as identified in 
the Plan tables: 1) Feasible: Projects that public agencies have determined 
to be cost feasible based upon their projected revenue (sometimes referred 
to as the Financially Feasible Plan); and 2) Contingent: Projects whose 
feasibility is contingent upon additional funding (sometimes referred to as 
the Needs Plan).  Because the CR 951 Extension was going through a 
Project Development and Environmental (PD&E) Study at the time the MPO 
2030 Plan was adopted (with a BoCC-approved alignment by then), and was 
being discussed as a limited access highway to be possibly funded by 
tolls, it fell into the “contingent” category in the Plan.  All five 
Commissioners sit on the MPO Board and had been made aware of the 
MPO Plan distinction, and they were also aware of the on-going County-
funded PD&E Study effort at the time the Stock property was purchased. 
 
 In addition, in November 2010 the MPO adopted a new long range 
transportation plan with a horizon year of 2035. That plan shows the 
segment of the CR 951 Extension from Corkscrew Road to Alico Road 
(which encompasses the parcel in question) as financially feasible with 
traditional funding sources (not tolls) in the 2031-2035 timeframe. 
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4) Findings- Non 20/20 Properties -Wachovia- Admin East Building and Parking Lot: 

a) There was insufficient and inaccurate disclosure on the actual future expenses and lack of 
expected revenue from non-rent paying government tenants for the building. 

b) There was no disclosure in the information provided for the public BoCC meeting and no 
discussion at the meeting of the large difference between the County’s purchase price and 
the seller’s purchase price one year earlier.   

DR As stated in response to previous Audit Report #1, the “blue sheet” was 
presented by the Construction and Design department, not County Lands. 
County Lands did not determine the justification to purchase the building 
as this is not a function of County Lands. It was County Lands 
understanding, the building would be used for County Government (BoCC) 
and Courts and Constitutionals purposes, whereby non-County tenants 
would be replaced by County tenancies as the current leases terminated. 
The centralization would create efficiencies in operations, building 
management, termination of outlying office leases, create conveniences for 
the public, and help in the redevelopment of downtown Fort Myers. It was 
also County Lands understanding that the second floor would be filled in (it 
had an open design) which would create additional usable area. This may 
explain some of the difference in the rentable area as noted in the previous 
Audit #1 report.  

A straight revenue amount was used in the blue sheet to help justify the 
purchase of the building, assuming expected lease payments from County 
Government and remaining tenants. 

 By owning the building, the County is reducing its leasing expenditure and 
ultimately moving to a breakeven point, having then, only maintenance and 
operating expenses. 

 

5) Findings- Non 20/20 Properties - Waterway Estates:  

a) There was insufficient public disclosure and discussion of all possible options and 
possibilities, including that the existing plant would be dismantled. 

b) There was inadequate disclosure in the information provided for the public BoCC 
meeting and no discussion at the meeting of the large difference between the County’s 

purchase price and the seller’s purchase price two years earlier.  

DR A 5 year sales history was provided with the blue sheet package and 
showed prior sales. 
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c) There was inadequate disclosure in the information provided for the public BoCC 
meeting and no discussion at the meeting of why a $5 million dollar difference existed 
between the County’s outside appraiser’s valuation of $14.9 million dollars, secured 
several working days before the BOCC meeting, and the Seller’s appraiser valuation of 

$10 million dollars. The County paid $13.8 million dollars.   

DR Seller’s appraisal report estimated the improved site at $23,270,000.  
The seller was prepared to begin construction. The improved cost could 
easily have been $9 million more. 

d) County Land’s records pertaining to potential dockominium sales, lost by the seller, did 
not reflect direct third party contacts to confirm the validity of the potential sales. The 
subsequent records reflected that less than 10% of the prospective dry docks and 38% of 
the wet slips had deposits placed. The owner had to return $210,000 in total deposits. No 
construction work had been performed on the site by the seller.  

DR As stated in Audit #1 Response, the subject property is adjacent to the 
existing Waterway Estates Waste Water Treatment Plant which is located 
on a peninsula.  The peninsula consists of only these two properties.  This 
is the only site available to expand the existing facility.  The Seller had 
development entitlements established and they were ready to proceed with 
construction.  The Seller had a written construction proposal in the amount 
of $3,750,785 for Phase I of the proposed development.  The Seller had an 
appraisal performed in January 2007 for the land value of $10,000,000.  In 
March 2007, County Lands was “hired” by the Utilities Department to 
pursue the acquisition.  County Lands ordered an appraisal.  As the 
appraisal was being performed for the County, the Seller first offered to sell 
the land to the County for $15,000,000.  Staff rejected the offer.  The owner 
then offered to sell the property for a total of $13,800,000, which included 
the added development entitlements they had recently received.  However, 
the Seller’s offer had to be accepted by May 1, 2007, because at such time, 
the Seller would enter into a contractual agreement for construction at an 
initial cost of $3,750,785.  The County’s appraisal was received on April 27, 
2007 for an amount of $14,900,000. Staff received copies of supporting data 
from the Seller prior to purchase. 

 

6) Findings- Non 20/20 Properties - Fisherman’s Coop: 

a) The records reviewed do not reflect sufficient due diligence to establish the viability and 
reliability of the purported signor of a $16 million dollar third party offer made to the 
sellers, which influenced the County’s decision to not utilize eminent domain, but rather 

pay $16 million dollars for a property their own outside appraiser valued at $2.3 million 
dollars.  

DR The assigned Assistant County Attorney opined the existing contract 
created the potential for a $16 million condemnation claim plus costs. As 
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stated in previous Audit Report #1, there had been 4 previous Board 
meetings prior to the Board meeting of November 29, 2005 when the “blue 
sheet package” was presented, whereby the Board had been made fully 
aware of the premium being paid. County staff made it completely clear to 
the Board that the purchase price of $16,000,000 was not supported by the 
appraised value of $2,575,000. Board Meeting Dates: August 23, 2005; 
August 30, 2005; October 4, 2005; October 25, 2005; November 29, 2005.  
However, there were other public policy concerns to be considered, i.e. a 
stable and permanent mainland base for the free flow of goods and 
services to and from the Outer Islands. 

b) A $6 million dollar Municipal Services Taxing Unit (MSTU), for outer island residents 
who most benefitted from the purchase, was not established after it was used as a cost-
sharing argument in favor of the purchase. 

DR  This was only a recommended option.  There never was a consensus 
to implement. 

 

7) Findings - CLASAC: 

a) Members of the public and elected officials have occasionally attended CLASAC 
meetings. They requested/spoke in favor of and recommended certain properties for 
purchase to the full BOCC.  

b) Some CLASAC members have had to disqualify themselves from consideration on 
certain properties, in which they acknowledged having a personal conflict of interest 
relating to the particular transaction in question, as required by Florida State law. They 
are required to file 8B forms when this occurs.  

 

8) Babcock Ranch Findings - Agreement and Sales Conditions: 

 

DR It is important to note, County Lands did not handle the 
negotiation/purchase of the Babcock Ranch. 
 
a) A review of the deed shows a discrepancy between one strap number from the Agreement 

of Sale, the County Appraiser’s website and, the Conservation 20/20 information page on 

their website. County Lands Division has corrected this discrepancy. 
 

DR The discrepancy mentioned above, which County Lands corrected, was 
on the Conservation 20/20 website only. 
 

b) The owners of Babcock Ranch granted themselves all rights to use Lee County lands for 
the drainage easement which the County continues to maintain for the benefit of the 
seller. Documents reviewed appeared to be signed only by the seller, not the County.  
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DR This was to maintain the historical flow-way to maintain hydrology of 
the region (provided by County Attorney’s office). 
 

c) There is a Management Agreement that allows the seller to maintain management of all 
lands at the Ranch including the County’s land, whether owned by them or not, for a 

period of 5 years with a 5 year option to extend.   
 
i) Any maintenance expenses will be paid pro-rata by the amount of property owned by 

the various entities. 
ii) There will be no public access while the Ranch is being managed by the seller and 

Ranch operations will continue as before the sale. 
 

d) A National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) grant for $2.8 million 
applied for in 2006 was not received until July 2009 and money was then paid back to 
Conservation 20/20.  
 

DR Grants take a considerable amount of time to fulfill specific 
requirements and guidelines. Receiving $2.8 million makes the effort worth 
it. 
 

e) The Babcock Ranch land purchased by Lee County has not yet been included as 
“conservation” zoned land status three years after the purchase.  The County has pointed 
to the Management Agreement as the reason to hold-off changing the status.  

 

9) Babcock-Appraisal Review and Findings: 
 

a) Lee County purchased only 5,620 acres (8%) of the 71,471 acres the governmental 
entities bought, but agreed to pay 50% of the appraisal costs of $160,000, or $80,000.  
There was no separate appraisal for the specific parcels of land purchased by Lee County. 
There was an overall value listed for the category of acreage attributable to Lee County 
for the closing by the appraisers, and it was used for calculation of Lee County’s share of 

the overall purchase price.  
 

DR The State hired the appraisers  (provided by County Attorney’s office). 
 

b) No government sales were used as comparables, since the State Division of Lands does 
not encourage their use.  

  
c) In both of the appraisals, the comparable land sales used were hundreds of miles away 

from the subject Babcock Ranch property, and they were much smaller properties. 
 

d) One appraiser adjusted (raised) the comparables @ 3% per month and the other @ 2% 
per month. The state used the higher of the two in their final values set.  That adjusts to 
increase the value at 36% per year. 
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e) In their “updated” addenda the appraisers revised the amount and type of acreage to value 

which caused the Lee County portion to be higher than originally agreed to. 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
Recommendation:  Utilize Request for Proposals (RFP’S)to contract with the best qualified 
appraiser at the lowest cost to the Taxpayers.  Expand the field of qualified appraisers to 
choose from.  Utilize Letters of Engagement that describe the County’s intended use and 

type of appraisal required, as well as time for delivery.  A checklist of technical verification 
should also be included in the appraisal in order to insure the appraiser conformed to 
USPAP regulations. 

Recommendation:  The County should have a full time appraisal reviewer devoted to only 
reviewing appraisals.  Require a 5 year sales history of the subject property. Discourage 
Governmental purchases, as comparables, as the state does, so that the Commissioners get a 
better understanding of the property value before voting on these purchases.   

Recommendation:  Do not deliver the Seller’s appraisals to the County appraiser.  The only 

information conveyed to the appraiser should be the legal description and intended use by 
the County in a Letter of Engagement. 
 
Recommendation:  County Commissioners should receive the appraisal summary as well 
as the review appraiser’s sign-off. This would help to insure the accuracy of the appraisal. 

 

Recommendation:  Any purchase by the county of $500,000 or more, should be placed on 
the Administrative Agenda and discussed in an open forum at the BOCC meetings.  This 
would allow public participation when the BOCC is contemplating spending the taxpayers’ 

money. 

 

Recommendation:  Any purchase by the County exceeding $500,000 should require two  
outside appraisals to determine value. 

 

Recommendation: Consider alternate methods of appraising properties, including methods 
that assess the property as only vacant land, not future potential for developable land. 

 

Recommendation: That there be public disclosure and discussion at BOCC meetings of all 
information relative to the purchase, including the seller’s purchase price, the LCPA’s 

market valuation, the undeveloped and current value of unimproved properties,  the outside 
appraiser’s valuations of highest value and current zoning and development permits. 

 

CLASAC Recommendation: Have a referendum to determine if voters want to continue 
the Land Purchase Program under Conservation 20/20. 

 
CLASAC Recommendation: Consider requiring recusal when an elected County 
Commissioner appeared before a screening committee and recommended purchasing a 
particular property. This occurrence should be fully disclosed and announced at the 
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beginning of any public BOCC meeting and prior to any deliberations and or vote taken by 
the full Board of County Commissioners. 
 
 
 
CLASAC Recommendation: CLASAC members engaged in other dealings with 
prospective sellers involving any other related properties or ventures, not just the property 
under consideration, should be required to disclose potential conflicts. This may result in 
grounds for disqualification as a matter of County policy.                                                                                                

CLASAC Recommendation: Individuals interviewed have recommended that a Land 
Purchase Advisory Council be established for purchases over $1 million dollars to enhance 
the process and bring an additional set of evaluation components, beyond those provided by 
outside appraisers, into the process. The individuals appointed could include brokers, land 
acquisition experts, national homebuilders and commercial developers who have at least 15-
20 years of experience in the local market.   

 

DR These recommendations are appreciated and will be discussed at a future 
Management and Planning Meeting of the BoCC. Staff will provide comments 
and additional recommendations at that time. 

ADDITIONAL SUPPORTING INFORMATION  

      1.  Appraisals, Market Valuations and County Purchase Prices  
 
 

Payments to Outside Appraisers: 

  

Eighteen independent appraisal firms were approved to provide services to the County from 
2003 to the present. 
 
Service Provider Agreements are signed by the Companies and the County after BoCC 
designation as an approved real estate appraiser or consultant: 
 
Disbursements by the County for independent appraisals and litigation support related 
expenditures during the last seven years, was a total of $2.8 million dollars. 
 
A. Two companies received a total of $1.8 million dollars or 64% of total monies expended for 

appraisals and litigation support activities. 

B. Five of the companies received 98% of the total fees paid.  

C. One vendor received over $1 million dollars (37%) of total payments. 

D. Another vendor received a total of $763,981.  
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DR At least one-half of the $2.8 million is attributable to the litigation support, 
which is handled by the County Attorney’s Office, not County Lands. 

 

Appraisers Valuations: 

 
A. For several properties reviewed in the audits, there was a significant difference between the 

market values established by outside appraisers hired by the seller and outside appraisers 
hired by the County.  

B. As one example, the seller’s appraiser established significantly higher market values than 
the County appraisers on the North of the Slough purchases. 

 
County Outside Appraiser #1        County Outside Appraiser #2       Seller’s Appraiser   
 
2008- $45.7 Million (Dec)                     NA                                         2008- $85.6 Million 
 
2009- $33.95 Million (August)        $39.69 Million (July)                  2009- $73.25 Million (June) 
 

(County purchased for $35.8 million dollars) 
 
 

2. Babcock Ranch Purchase ($41.5 million dollars.) 
 
Background: 

 
County Lands had limited involvement in the Babcock Ranch purchase, although it was the 
largest individual purchase with 20/20 monies. The majority of the negotiations were handled by 
the County Attorney’s office. 

 

The State of Florida and Lee County jointly offered to purchase 71,471 acres at a price of $350 
million dollars.   In December 2005, Lee County agreed to purchase 5,620 acres of the total at a 
price not to exceed $40 million dollars.  Prior to the closing in May 2006, the State required the 
County to pay $41.5 million dollars because there was more valuable “transition” land in the 

County’s portion. The BOCC approved the increase. 
   

Ten parcels located in Lee County.  Approximately half of the Babcock Ranch’s Lee County 

acreage was purchased by the County. Cost to the County was $7,391 per acre. 

 

 Purchase Information: 

 
A. The State purchased a total area of 91,361 acres of which 11,041 acres or 12% is located in 

Lee County. 

B. There were many meetings of interested groups in 2003 & 2004, until in November 2004, 
when it was suggested that Lee County could contribute up to $40 million dollars towards 
purchasing Ranch property located in Lee County. 
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C. December 2004- The State offered $400 million dollars for the entire ranch, but the 
Babcock family wanted $480 million dollars. 

D. July 2005 –Babcock Ranch went under contract with a new owner.  They commenced their 
due diligence to determine the feasibility of buying the entire property and selling a portion 
to the State and Lee County. 

E. October 2005 - BOCC meeting where the purchase was approved in concept and the money 
was to come from Conservation 20/20 funds. 

F. December 2005- The State and Lee County offered to buy all but 19,890 acres of the 91,361 
acres for $350 million dollars. In the agreement Lee County was to pay an amount not to 
exceed $40 million dollars, and the State and other entities pay the balance of $310 million 
dollars. 

G. May 2006- The BOCC approved the actual transfer of funds from Conservation 20/20. 
Although the original agreement stated that Lee County was to pay an amount not to exceed 
$40 million dollars, the BOCC agreed to the amendment with the higher amount.  

    

H. The final amounts were: State of Florida- $308.5 million dollars and Lee County-  $41.5  
million dollars. 

 

                     3.   Construction Project (Non 20/20) Property Purchases 

 

Background: 

 
The County paid a total of $64.8 million dollars in 2006 and 2007, for four construction project 
properties that were purchased by the sellers, between 2002 and 2005, for $13.4 million dollars.  

 

 Property       Seller Purchase County Purchase     Difference          Project Status 

 
Grandezza  $4,770,800           $22,500,000           $17,729,200    CR 951- No funds 
CR951Ext  129 Acres          (40 months later)                                and no budget for project. 
 Project                                     17.6 acres purchased                             $10 Million more spent                           
   + 10 acres undevelopable                    $32.5 million dollars total                                                                                             
                                                                      
       

Wachovia   $3,022,300           $12,500,000             $9,477,700    Additional $16.5 Million  
Bldg + Lot                                (18 months later)                               spent for renovation. 
    No future revenue                                                                                                            
                                                                                                                from Govt. tenants. 

 DR Does not appear 
 to be arms length  
 transaction. 
 
Waterway    $3,300,000         $13,800,000          $10,500,000   Bought to expand plant.          
Estates                                       (26 months later)                              Plant to be dismantled  
    in 2011 
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 DR Additional  
 $4,260,000 was also  
 paid for business  
 interests per auditors 
 May 2011 report. 
                                                                                         
*Fisherman’s $2,275,000          $16,000,000           *$13,725,000         Eminent Domain   
Coop           Appraised        (11 months later)      from Appraisal      not utilized.                    
                        3-29-2005                                                                                No MSTU.                                                          
          Only 1.5 acres-    
                                                                                           useable.                                                                                                            
  * Appraisal figure is used since the seller originally purchased the property in 1979

 
Totals           $13,368,100         $64,800,000            $51,431,900         

 

DR Sellers acquired their properties years before the County pursued acquisition.  
The time period in which they were acquired and/or entitlements gained between 
sellers’ purchase and County’s purchase are not addressed by the auditor, 
therefore, an inaccurate comparison is shown.  See EXHIBIT A attached hereto.    
 

 

 Seller’s Purchase Prices and LCPA Values: (See item 1 C in Executive Summary). 

 

1.   Wachovia - Admin East Building: 

 

 

 

 2.  Waterway Estates Waste Water Treatment Plant 

 
     Date of Purchase       By                            Amount Paid          LCPA Valuation that Year 

       1-15-2004              WCSSRIV Corp               $3,300,000               $3,333,370 
7-17-2007           Caloosa Marine Trust       $3,300,000               $3,260,580 
7-17-2007            Lee County                    $13,800,000               $4,504,180 

 DR An additional $4,260,000  
 was also paid for business 
 interests per auditor’s May 
 2011 report. 
 

 4.   Conservation 20-20 Program and Purchase Information: 
 

Background: 

     Date of Purchase        By                        Amount Paid         LCPA Valuation that Year 
       9-22-2004               First State                   $3,769,500                   $3,876,530 
       3-24-2005               ROEFSCO                  $3,000,100                   $3,688,970 
       9-14-2006               Lee County               $10,000,000                   $3,564,280 
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The 20-20 program is a voluntary land purchase program initiated in 1997, as the result of a non 
binding referendum approved by the voters. The purpose of the program is for the County to 
purchase and preserve environmental and conservation properties. Willing sellers initiate the 
process of offering land for sale to the County. 

 

20-20 Program Goals: 
 
The County Lands Division lists the following 4 main objectives, pertaining to 20/20, in the Lee 
County Sustainability Assessment: 
 
A. Protect and preserve natural wildlife habitat 

B. Protect and preserve water quality and supply 

C. Protect developed lands from flooding 

D. Provide resource-based recreation 

 

1. General Financial Information in Previous Reports for 20-20 Land Purchases: 

 

A. 24,039 acres have been purchased at a sales price cost of $295 million dollars. 

B. From program inception to present, for all purchases, the average cost  per acre has been 
$12,280.  

C. From 1997-2005 a total of $84.1 million dollars (28%) of the purchase monies were 
expended.  

D. From 2006- April 2011- $211 million dollars (72%) of the purchase monies were expended.  

E.  The average cost per acre more than doubled from $7,247 per acre, prior to 2006, to 
$16,978 per acre, from 2006 to 2011. 

 

2. Conservation Lands Acquisition and Stewardship Advisory Committee (CLASAC) 

 

A. The purpose of CLASAC is to advise and provide objective recommendations to the Board 
of County Commissioners concerning the County's environmentally critical or sensitive land 
purchase and improvement program. 

B. The Committee is responsible for designating which properties they recommend and which 
properties are not recommended for purchase by the five elected Commissioners, at a future 
public BOCC meeting. 

C. The committee reviews and rates land voluntarily offered by sellers, and determines if the 
property should be recommended to the BOCC to pursue for acquisition. The Committee 
does not participate in market value appraisal or purchase price recommendations or 
decisions. 
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D. Current and former members of CLASAC, as well as others in the community engaged in 
real estate related activities, have made recommendations for improvement of processes 
utilized to screen and review prospective 20-20 purchases.  

 
A. Minutes of CLASAC and the Criteria Ranking Subcommittee reflect multiple discussions 

pertaining to whether or not certain practices and policies should be adjusted. The issues 
have included, but are not limited to, the following: 
a. Should CLASAC be able to consider the price and cost for purchases? 
b. How should previous properties which were not initially recommended for purchase be 

“reconsidered” for later purchase, upon resubmission?      
c. Should ranking and point criteria be adjusted? 
d. What priority should be given to CLASAC rankings when making purchase decisions?     
e. Should 20-20 be buying properties that already have development entitlements? 
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