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ABSTRACT

This report details the ongoing maintenance and enhancement of the Critical Lands and Waters
Identification Project (CLIP) database. The culmination of this effort is the release of CLIP
Version 2.0, a substantial update of the database originally released as CLIP Version 1.0 in 2008.
CLIP version 2.0 is a hierarchical GIS database consisting of 20 core natural resource data layers
grouped into five Resource Categories: Biodiversity, Landscape, Surface Water, Groundwater,
and Marine. Water Restoration priorities are also assessed and may form a sixth Resource
Category in the future. For each of the Biodiversity, Landscape, and Surface Water categories
we developed Resource Priority models using simple rule-based selections. Those three models
were further combined into an Aggregated CLIP Priorities model based on both rule-based
selections and overlap between resource category priorities.

In addition to updating the GIS database that forms the core of CLIP 2.0, this project explored
additional analyses relevant to or based on CLIP resource data. These include a Landscape
Context Analysis, an assessment of Ecosystem Services, and evaluations of the relationship
between CLIP priorities and Sea Level Rise, Future Development, and Working Landscapes.

Of the three primary Resource Categories, the Biodiversity Resource Priorities model shows the
most substantial change from CLIP version 1.0. The Landscapes Resource Priorities model
shows minimal change, and the Surface Water Resource Priorities model shows moderate
change from CLIP version 1.0. The new Aggregated CLIP Priorities model shows a reduction in
acreage in Priority 1 of approximately 3.3 million total acres compared to CLIP 1.0, including
about 2.4 million fewer acres on private land. Priorities 1 and 2 combined show about 420,000
fewer acres total, with about 540,000 fewer acres on private land. High priority acreage is also
shifted geographically, with substantial areas added in north Florida, and reductions concentrated
in central and south Florida.

We recommend that users look beyond the Aggregated CLIP Priorities model and incorporate
Resource Category priorities and core data layers into analysis and decision-making, particularly
given that with the CLIP 2.0 update the aggregated model no longer includes all CLIP core data
layers or Resource Categories. We identify needs for the CLIP database to be maintained and
updated in the future, including further development of analyses related to Climate Change,
Water Restoration, and Ecosystem Services. We also suggest relevant uses for CLIP including
regional visioning efforts.
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CLIP Version 2.0
Aggregated Resource Priorities

I Friority 1 - highest
- Priority 2
- Priority 3
[ Priority 4
[ | Priority 5

These data are primarily intended for conservation
planning purposes, and should not be used as primary
criteria for regulatory decisions. Any prioritization de-
picts statewide conservation priorities and might not
reflect local or regional conservation priorities.

Figure 24. Aggregated CLIP Resource Priorities

increase in Priorities 2-5. There are approximately 3.3 million fewer total acres in P1 compared
to CLIP 1.0, including about 2.4 million fewer acres on private land. This reduction is due both

to core data layer revisions (primarily SHCA, FNAIHAB, Wetlands), as well as to the rule



CLIP 2.0 Technical Report 55
Table 5. Aggregated CLIP Resource Priority Acres—CLIP 2.0

Version 2.0
Conservation Private Private Up-
Total Acres Land Lands Lands lands

Priority 1 18,312,370 14,053,022 8,565,170 5,487,851 3,242,866
Priority 2 6,781,560 6,492,697 1,271,194 5,221,503 3,554,615
Priority 3 5,972,002 5,809,119 104,013 5,705,106 4,837,205
Priority 4 5,732,592 5,125,458 51,732 5,073,726 4,722,949
Priority 5 1,349,011 1,123,953 1,112 1,122,841 1,098,457
Total 38,147,534 32,604,249 9,993,221 22,611,027 17,456,093

Priority 1-2 25,093,929 20,545,719 9,836,364 10,709,354 6,797,482

Version 1.0
Conservation Private Private Up-
Total Acres Land Lands Lands lands

Priority 1 21,565,782 17,361,939 9,477,510 7,884,429 4,805,895
Priority 2 3,648,964 3,604,590 240,489 3,364,101 2,389,076
Priority 3 5,404,912 5,634,227 172,034 5,462,193 4,576,578
Priority 4 4,334,769 4,069,593 43,026 4,026,568 3,851,717
Priority 5 1,122,381 1,029,881 1,485 1,028,396 1,013,034
Total 36,076,809 31,700,230 9,934,544 21,765,687 16,636,300

Priority 1-2 25,214,746 20,966,529 9,717,999 11,248,530 7,194,971

changes demoting SHCA P2 and restricting overlay promotion. Priorities 1 and 2 combined
show about 420,000 fewer acres total, with about 540,000 fewer acres on private land. High
priority acreage is not simply reduced however, but also shifted geographically (Fig. 25). Sub-
stantial areas have actually been added in north Florida, primarily due to the addition of black
bear habitat to the SHCA model. Reductions are concentrated in central and south Florida, pri-
marily due to the reduction of high priority acres in the FNAIHAB model, as well as scattered
reductions throughout the state attributable to Natural Community and Wetlands model revi-

sions as well as FNAIHAB.

Additional Analyses
Landscape Context. — The Landscape Context model is classified into 9 values, with 1

representing the lowest landscape integrity/compatibility and 9 representing the highest. The
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CLIP Aggregated Priorities 1 & 2
Comparison of 1.0 vs. 2.0

I Fi-2in CLIP 1.0 only
I Fi-2in CLIP 2.0 only
[ ] P1-2in both CLIP 1.0 and 2.0

These data are primarily intended for conservation
planning purposes, and should not be used as primary
criteria for regulatory decisions. Any prioritization de-
picts statewide conservation priorities and might not
reflect local or regional conservation priorities.

Figure 25. Comparison of High Priorities in CLIP Version 2.0 vs. 1.0
results show a distinct pattern of areas with higher landscape context scores dominated by the

Everglades, water conservation areas, and Big Cypress in south Florida, the large ranch and
prairie landscape of southwest and south-central Florida, Green Swamp in west-central Florida
the Ocala National Forest and remaining private forest lands east of the Ocala National Forest

in central Florida, the Osceola National Forest and surrounding lands in Northeast Florida,
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Landscape Context

UF Certer for Landscape Conservation Planning

- T Lowest

B ¢ Highest

These data are primarily intended for conservation
planning purposes, and should not be used as primary
criteria for regulatory decisions. Any prioritization de-
picts statewide conservation priorities and might not
reflect local or regional conservation priorities.

Figure 26. Statewide Landscape Context Analysis
much of the Big Bend coast, and then a large area in the Florida panhandle ranging from the
Apalachicola National Forest on the eastern end to Eglin Air Force Base-Blackwater State For-
est and surrounding private lands on the western end (Fig. 26). Table 6 shows the breakdown
of landscape context values into existing conservation lands (from the FNAI managed areas
data layer that includes both public conservation lands and protected private lands including

easements) and other private lands.
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Table 6. Statewide Landscape Context Values on Conservation and Private Lands (acres)

Finally, we also clipped the Landscape Context layer to the CLIP aggregated priorities

Conservation
Context Rating Land Private Land
9 1,092,935 9,730
8 5,340,607 5,019,687
7 2,254,065 5,960,362
6 666,715 2,882,247
5 268,180 2,627,146
4 183,817 2,563,940
3 62,734 1,693,957
2 35,033 1,627,971
1 7,555 1,899,320

58

P1 and P2 classes (Fig 27, Table 7). This analysis provides an initial step towards assessing the

landscape context of higher CLIP priorities to inform protection and management strategies as

well as to potentially determine where buffers or other areas might be added to CLIP high pri-

orities to ensure maintenance of their landscape scale ecological integrity.

Table 7. Landscape Context Value on CLIP Priorities 1-2 Only (acres)

Conservation
Context Rating Land Private Land
9 1,092,935 9,730
8 5,326,037 3,890,809
7 2,224,864 3,307,757
6 642,642 1,253,185
5 234,657 819,622
4 137,504 593,508
3 47,493 326,603
2 21,505 198,640
1 3,280 64,637

Ecosystem Services. — Based on the preliminary storm protection analysis, the highest

value coastal natural areas for storm protection include the following locations (Fig. 28a-b):
Escambia Bay near Pensacola; barrier islands near Ft. Walton Beach and Destin; St. Andrew,
North, and East Bays around Panama City; coastal areas of Hernando, Pasco, and Pinellas

Counties; Tampa Bay in Hillsborough and Manatee Counties; Charlotte Harbor and San Carlos
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Landscape Context on CLIP P1-2

UF Center for Landscape Conservation Planning

- 1 Lowest

B ¢ Highest

These data are primarily intended for conservation
planning purposes, and should not be used as primary :
criteria for regulatory decisions. Any prioritization de- T el 3
picts statewide conservation priorities and might not N ,«ab«ig%,- v
reflect local or regional conservation priorities. Sy b

Figure 27. Landscape Context Analysis on CLIP Priorities 1 and 2

Bay; Key West and Boca Chica Key; Biscayne Bay; Indian River in St. Lucie and Martin Coun-
ties; intra-coastal zone from Daytona Beach to Mosquito Lagoon; Matanzas River in St. Johns
and Flagler Counties; St. Johns River east of Jacksonville; and Tiger/Little Tiger Islands in

Nassau County.
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These data are primarily intended for conservation . ;
planning purposes, and should not be used as primary | Storm Protection AnaIyS|s
criteria for regulatory decisions. Any prioritization de- 3

picts statewide conservation priorities and might not Map 1 - North Florida
reflect local or regional conservation priorities. g,
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Figure 28b. Preliminary Storm Protection Analysis—South Florida
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Threats and Opportunities. —

Sea level rise. — An overlay of CLIP priorities 1-2 on potential sea level rise
scenarios shows that a substantial portion of high resource priorities would be impacted
by rising sea levels (Fig. 29, Table 8). The impacts would be concentrated in south
Florida due to relatively flat topography south of Lake Okeechobee, but impacts to re-
sources could be seen all along Florida's coast line, as well as far up the St. Johns River
watershed. Much of the Florida Keys could be inundated even at 1 meter of sea level
rise.

Development. — The overlay of CLIP priorities 1-2 on the Florida 2060 growth
projection model show substantial impacts to high resource priorities, particularly in
southwest and south-central Florida, but also in northeast Florida and across the panhan-
dle (Fig. 30, Table 9). Note that the map shows only impacts to high priority resources;
additional development is projected in moderate and lower resource priorities as well.

Working landscapes. — More than one-third of the area of CLIP high priorities
on private lands occurs on working landscapes (Fig. 31, Table 10). These areas are no-
tably divided into primarily silviculture in north Florida and primarily ranch and pasture
lands in south Florida. Resources occurring on working landscapes tend to include
habitat for wide ranging species, large landscape hubs, and landscape corridors. Water
resources and natural communities tend to be concentrated on natural land cover

(natural communities by definition).
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CLIP 2.0, Priorities 1-2
Potential Impacts from Sea Level Rise

- CLIP Priorities 1-2 Impacted at 1 meter Sea Level Rise

- CLIP Priorities 1-2 Impacted at 2 meters Sea Level Rise
- CLIP Priorities 1-2 Impacted at 3 meters Sea Level Rise
[ other CLIP Priorities 1-2

These data are primarily intended for conservation
planning purposes, and should not be used as primary
criteria for regulatory decisions. Any prioritization de-
picts statewide conservation priorities and might not
reflect local or regional conservation priorities.

Figure 29. Potential Impacts of Sea Level Rise on CLIP High Priorities

Table 8. Impact of Sea Level Rise on CLIP High Priorities

Percent of
CLIP P1-2 0n

SLRon CLIP acres land

0-1 meter 1,711,237 6.9%
1-2 meters 1,574,447 6.3%
2-3 meters 986,873 4.0%
0-3 meters 4,272,558 17.2%
other CLIP P1-2 (land) 16,273,156 65.6%
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CLIP 2.0, Priorities 1-2
Potential Impacts of Projected Development

Based on Florida 2060 Growth Projection Model

- CLIP Priorities 1-2 Projected Developed by 2020
- CLIP Priorities 1-2 Projected Developed by 2040
- CLIP Priorities 1-2 Projected Developed by 2060
- Other CLIP Priorities 1-2 (on Private Lands)
[:, Conservation Lands

These data are primarily intended for conservation P
planning purposes, and should not be used as primary ~

criteria for regulatory decisions. Any prioritization de-

picts statewide conservation priorities and might not
reflect local or regional conservation priorities.

Figure 30. Potential Impacts of Future Development on CLIP High Priorities

Table 9. Impact of Florida 2060 Growth Projection on CLIP High Priorities

Percent of
Percent of CLIP P1-2
Projected Future CLIP P1-2 on on private
Development on CLIP acres land land
2020 602,612 2.9% 5.6%
2040 910,954 4.4% 8.5%
2060 955,281 4.6% 8.9%
other CLIP P1-2 (land) 18,076,868 88.0%
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CLIP 2.0, Priorities 1-2
on Agriculture and Silviculture Lands

- CLIP Priorities 1-2 on Agricultural Lands
I CLIP Priorities 1-2 on Silvicultural Lands

|:| Conservation Lands

I Other CLIP Priorities 1-2 (on Private Lands)

These data are primarily intended for conservation
planning purposes, and should not be used as primary
criteria for regulatory decisions. Any prioritization de-
picts statewide conservation priorities and might not

reflect local or regional conservation priorities.

Figure 31. CLIP High Priorities on Agricultural and Silvicultural Lands

Table 10. Agriculture and Silviculture on CLIP High Priorities

other CLIP P1-2
(land)

Percent of Percent of
CLIP P1-2 0on Private land CLIP P1-2 on
acres land acres private land
Agriculture 2,731,937 13.3% 1,997,888 18.7%
Silviculture 2,398,640 11.7% 1,878,751 17.5%

15,415,137 75.0%
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DISCUSSION

CLIP Database Structure

With the formal completion of the Marine and Groundwater Resource Categories, the
CLIP database has now expanded to five Resource Categories with a total of 20 core data lay-
ers. However, there was strong consensus among TAG members that the Marine and Ground-
water categories are fundamentally different from the Biodiversity, Landscape, and Surface
Water categories, and as such should not be included in any aggregated priority models. The
marine resource data layers are generally not as fully formed as terrestrial data — gaps are
known to exist and no prioritization of resources has been attempted. Aquifer recharge is also
unique among CLIP data layers. Impacts to recharge quantity and quality are generally cumula-
tive over large spatial extents. Relatively intensive development can potentially be compatible
with recharge, assuming appropriate landscape and site design. For these reasons the TAG
agreed that attempting to combine spatial priorities for marine and groundwater resources with
those of biodiversity, landscapes, and surface water would likely create more confusion than
clarity for policymakers, land owners, and the general public.

As a result, it is even more important that CLIP 2.0 be perceived and used as a natural
resource inventory; a database of 20 distinct core resource layers, rather than simply a single
map of conservation priorities (ie., the Aggregated Priorities map). Although the Aggregated
CLIP Priorities synthesis is a useful indicator of collective priorities for Biodiversity, Surface
Water Resources, and Landscapes, it does not include all CLIP core data and does not address

all relevant resource priorities at state, regional, and local scales.
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Challenges in Aggregating Resource Priorities

The original objective of the Critical Lands and Waters Identification Project, when it
was requested by the Century Commission in 2006, was to develop a single map of natural re-
sources that were critical to a sustainable Florida over the Commission's 50 year planning hori-
zon. If policymakers were to take Florida's natural resources into account in addressing the sus-
tainability of land, water, and energy use, they needed to know where those natural resources
occur on the landscape. In addition, CLIP was originally envisioned as an expedited synthesis
of best available data. From the start then, CLIP developers and TAG members have faced the
challenge of aggregating a variety of distinct and sometimes conflicting natural resource priori-
ties into a single statewide map, using existing data and a concise methodology, and for a broad,
open-ended purpose (as compared, for example, to the Florida Forever Conservation Needs As-
sessment, whose purpose is focused on land acquisition within the scope of the Florida Forever
program).

The rule-based method developed for CLIP 1.0 and continued with CLIP 2.0 was cho-
sen for transparency, repeatability, ease of building onto existing data layers, and straightfor-
ward model construction. TAG members also decided to prioritize resources into five classes
rather than present a single value of all critical resources. Since that time there has been a ten-
sion between two concerns: 1) refining the prioritization so that the highest priorities represent a
relatively small proportion of total natural resource values and ensure that the most important
resources and places are highlighted and receive the most attention, and 2) not excluding re-
source values from potential consideration by CLIP users, especially given the open-ended na-
ture of potential applications of CLIP. For CLIP 2.0, we were also mindful of wanting to avoid

significant changes to CLIP priorities from version 1.0, which has gained significant exposure
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and application around the state, primarily due to its contribution to the FWC Cooperative Con-
servation Blueprint. We and the TAG recognize a need for continuity between versions of the
CLIP database, and we also agree that all priorities in the CLIP database represent important
natural resources that should be addressed in state, regional, and local conservation planning.
This includes consideration by CLIP users that conservation decision-making should not be
limited to planning efforts to protect only the resources represented in the P1 and P2 classes of
the Aggregated CLIP Priorities model. With this said, as future funding allows, we expect that
there will continue to be changes and refinements in CLIP priorities that will affect the distribu-
tion of resource areas included in the various CLIP priority classes.

The resulting three Resource Priorities models and the Aggregated Priorities model
therefore very much represent a compromise of those two issues. Upon completion of the pri-
orities models, we polled TAG members in order to ensure we were achieving consensus
among the group. Of 25 TAG members who have participated to some extent over the past
year, eight responded in approval of the priorities, five approved with reservation or concerns,
and none explicitly disapproved (remaining members did not respond). Concerns ranged from
a desire to see CLIP high priorities further refined/reduced, to concerns that the current reduc-
tion of high priorities now excluded important resources or locations, to a preference for avoid-
ing any rule changes whatsoever.

The TAG also had particular concerns regarding the loss of certain resource values from
CLIP Priorities 1-2 due to data revisions and rule changes, together with a pronounced shift in
the balance in representation among the three resource categories. Revisions to the FNAIHAB
model (described above) that resulted in fewer acres in high priorities were primarily responsi-

ble for the reduction in acreage of CLIP P1-2 in CLIP 2.0 vs. 1.0 (Table 11). Those reductions,
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Table 11. Reasons for Losses from Priorities 1-2 in CLIP 2.0 vs. 1.0 (red areas on Fig. 25)

Percent of

Acres Total
FNAIHAB revision (no longer P1-3) 915,333  52%
Wetlands revision (no longer P1-2) 335,770  19%
Natural Community revisions (no longer G1-G4) 223,892 13%
SHCA revision (no longer P1-2) 59,521 3%
Hotspots revision (no longer 8-13 spp.) 1,851 0.1%
Combinations of the above data 94,292 5%
Other changes (mostly change in overlay promotion rule) 116,047 7%
TOTAL 1,746,706 100%

along with the demotion of SHCA P2 to CLIP P2, resulted in a shift in representation in CLIP
P1 from the Biodiversity to the Landscape Resource Category (Table 12). This issue is allevi-
ated somewhat by examining resource category representation in CLIP Priorities 1 and 2 com-
bined (Table 12).

Table 12. Resource Category Contributions, CLIP 2.0 vs. CLIP 1.0

CLIP Priority 1 Only: CLIP Priorities 1-2:

CLIP 1.0 CLIP 2.0 CLIP 1.0 CLIP 2.0
CLIP Criteria Met By: % of CLIP P1 | % of CLIP P1 |% of CLIP P1-2| % of CLIP P1-2
Multiple resource categories 56% 45% 58% 60%
Biodiversity Resource Category only 24% 11% 20% 20%
Landscapes Resource Category only 11% 32% 6% 6%
Surface Water Resource Category only 8% 12% 15% 13%
Overlay promotion rules 1.4% 0.8% 1.3% 1.7%

There are at least two approaches to addressing the challenges described above. First,
TAG members seemed to agree that the three Resource Category Priority models (Biodiversity,
Landscape, Surface Water), are potentially more useful individually than the Aggregated Priori-
ties model. Core data layers within resource categories are generally more consistent in meth-
odology and prioritization than data from different categories. Second, we have explored the
possibility of further defining resource priorities according to preferred conservation strategy.
For example, some resource types such as rare, pristine natural communities or some critically

imperiled species, would ideally require acquisition and active management, while other re-
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sources such as some wide-ranging species, certain water resources, or landscape corridors,
could persist with low-intensive land uses found on working landscapes, via easements or in-
centives to ensure sound management practices. We apply such an approach to the CLIP 2.0

data as outlined below.

Conservation Strategy Categories. — The following conservation strategy categories
are still in draft stage and all criteria, data, and maps should be considered hypothetical. In or-
der for this approach to be fully implemented, a more refined set of criteria would be needed.
This analysis has not been reviewed or approved by the CLIP Technical Advisory Group.

Conservation Strategy Category A. —

Objective: Actively manage these areas for natural conditions to maintain or
enhance resource value.

Primary Methods: Fee simple acquisition and management, or easements or
other landowner incentives with a focus on active resource management.

Resources Included: High quality examples of rarest (G1-G3) natural communi-
ties (and very highest quality of G4); species that require relatively pristine natural ar-
eas.

Conservation Strategy Category B. —

Objective: Maintain land uses compatible with natural resource value, and/or
maintain connectivity between core natural areas through priority corridors.

Primary Methods: Conservation easements, landowner incentives, best manage-
ment practices.

Resources Included: Lower priority natural community areas (mostly G4-G5);
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rare species that are compatible with low-intensity working landscapes; Greenways criti-
cal linkages and priority corridors; highest priorities for Surface Waters, and Floodplain.

Conservation Strategy Category C. — NOTE: all resources identified in
CLIP Priorities 1-2 would fall into Categories A & B, so Category C is not shown on the
map (Fig. 32). If the Conservation Strategy approach were extended to lower CLIP pri-
orities, Category C could apply as follows:

Objective: Avoid cumulative impacts to natural resources in these areas (i.e.,
localized impacts representing a small proportion of the resource area could occur with-
out fundamentally impacting the resource).

Primary Methods: Planning and zoning, water resource permitting, development
regulations.

Resources Included: Highest priorities of Aquifer Recharge, moderate to high
priorities of Surface Water and Floodplain, possibly other resources.

Caveats. — These conservation strategies, even if/when in a final form, should
not be implemented in any location without further consideration of local site character-
istics, which should include site surveys and relevant, credible local data and expertise.
Figure 32 is an example of how these Conservation Strategy categories could be applied

to CLIP Priorities 1 and 2. Note that Category C does not apply to CLIP P1-2, but could apply
to lower CLIP priorities. This approach helps illustrate that many CLIP priority areas are com-
patible with low intensity land uses such as those found in Florida’s working landscapes where
the application of conservation easements and incentives, and use of Best Management Prac-
tices may typically be sufficient to protect these resources. We hope to explore this approach in

more depth in consultation with the CLIP TAG in the future.
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Conservation Strategies
Applied to CLIP P1-2

- Category A
- Category B

- Conservation Lands

These data are primarily intended for conservation
planning purposes, and should not be used as primary
criteria for regulatory decisions. Any prioritization de-
picts statewide conservation priorities and might not
reflect local or regional conservation priorities. I

Figure 32. Example of Conservation Strategy Categories on CLIP Priorities 1-2

Overall, we are confident that the prioritization of resources in CLIP 2.0 is an improve-
ment over CLIP 1.0 (particularly given the refinement of several core data layers) without dra-
matic changes to the methodology or resulting priorities, and represents the consensus of the

experts who made up our Technical Advisory Group. Given more time and funding, additional
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data gathering, and more complex analysis, CLIP could be improved (and hopefully will con-
tinue to be in the future), but the current database and priorities are a valuable tool to inform

conservation planning in Florida.

Informing Conservation in Florida

Since 2007, the CLIP analysis has been conducted in collaboration with the Florida Fish
and Wildlife Commission's Cooperative Conservation Blueprint. The Blueprint was initially
charged with developing a map of conservation priorities to be used in conjunction with land-
owner incentives to identify and protect natural resources through innovative approaches be-
yond existing acquisition/management and regulatory efforts. For these purposes, there has
been some discussion of using Aggregated CLIP Priorities 1-2 as at least a base foundation for
the Blueprint map. More recently, the Blueprint has shifted focus to regional pilot projects with
additional mapping efforts. CLIP priorities will contribute to those mapping efforts, but will
likely be combined with regional data and more tailored to regional issues. CLIP was used in
similar fashion for the Heartland 2060 visioning project (TNC 2010). We recommend this as
the preferred approach for using CLIP to inform conservation planning: using individual CLIP
core data layers relevant to the specific project, together with additional data suitable for the
location or issues of concern, and consulting CLIP resource category and aggregated priority
models as checks against the analysis to avoid gaps in natural resource values identified.

In order to further the use and appropriate interpretation of CLIP across the state, we
have also developed a user-friendly, non-technical tutorial to assist users who lack expertise in

GIS and/or natural resource data.
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The Future of CLIP

An initial goal of this project was to form an Inter-Agency Policy Advisory Committee
(IPAC) to oversee the long term interests and needs of the CLIP effort. In consultation with
FWC staff we met with the existing Cooperative Conservation Blueprint Inter-Agency Coordi-
nation Group and they agreed to act as the IPAC as needed in future meetings. We met with
this group again in July 2010 and consulted them on potential coordination of statewide land
cover mapping efforts. Since that meeting the group has not been active and we have not pur-
sued further efforts to sustain an IPAC. While there was enthusiasm among agency representa-
tives, regular meetings to focus specifically on CLIP-related conservation planning issues —
with attendance by representatives high enough in agency organizations to have direct influence
over specific policy implementation and funding — appears to be impractical. It will likely be
more effective to work through existing projects and partnerships, such as the Cooperative Con-
servation Blueprint and likely the US Fish and Wildlife Service Landscape Conservation Coop-
eratives.

One important step in sustaining CLIP has been to formalize the relationship between
the three partner agencies involved in this project: the Florida Natural Areas Inventory, the
University of Florida GeoPlan Center, and the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commis-
sion. The three agencies have signed a Memorandum of Understanding that governs responsi-
bilities for coordination, maintenance, storage, and distribution of the CLIP database (see Ap-
pendix F).

There are clear and compelling needs to continue maintaining and enhancing the CLIP
database. At least three core data layers: the Florida Ecological Greenways Network, FNAI

Rare Species Habitat Conservation Priorities, and Natural Floodplain, are scheduled for major
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revisions within a year of this report (funded through other projects). New analyses focusing on
the impacts of climate change on natural resources are underway. Water restoration needs are
receiving increasing attention in south Florida. Major conservation planning efforts such as the
Cooperative Conservation Blueprint and Landscape Conservation Cooperatives will likely con-
tinue to rely on CLIP as their major data source for statewide natural resource priorities in Flor-
ida. We will continue to pursue funding opportunities for CLIP, whether as a component of

other efforts or a successor to this project.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The CLIP database should continue to be maintained to incorporate new or revised core

data layers as they become available.

» Users should look beyond the Aggregated CLIP Priorities model to incorporate Re-
source Category Priorities and core data layers into analyses and decision-making.

» Data and policies available to inform Climate Change, Water Restoration, and Ecosys-
tem Services continue to evolve — those analyses should continue to be developed.

+ Continue to encourage more coordinated updates to state land cover data (particularly
FLUCCS) and increased coordination in classification of natural land cover types. In
general, there is good will among staff from the water management districts and DEP to
increase coordination of these efforts, but no formal steps have been taken. This re-
mains a strong need for the benefit of a broad spectrum of users of land cover data
across Florida.

+ This version of CLIP includes a simple user tutorial to facilitate appropriate uses of

CLIP at state, regional, and local scales. However, in future versions, with appropriate
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funding, other tools such as offline data viewers, ArcGIS analysis tools, and other deci-
sion support tools and information should be considered to further increase the utility of
the CLIP database.

» CLIP data are relevant to regional natural resource assessments, including “visioning”
efforts that project trends and develop strategies to encourage development patterns that
avoid impacts to important natural resources. CLIP could be used as a starting point for
identifying state and regionally significant natural resource areas. At the same time,
use of CLIP data, and comparison to any available regional data, may serve as a useful
means to determine other potential gaps in CLIP data and to enhance future iterations of
the CLIP database. Regional visioning could include statewide CLIP priorities and vari-
ous overlays, incorporation of additional natural resource and other data for identifying
regional and local conservation priorities.

» State or regional growth projection modeling combined with potential impacts from sea
level rise could also be done in conjunction with CLIP data to assess the impacts of vari-
ous development (such as more or less density of residential development) and conser-
vation (such as protection of more or less CLIP priorities). This “alternative futures”
modeling could help determine the potential impacts of future growth and how various
growth management and conservation policies would affect development impacts. Such

modeling could also lead to revisions in future CLIP core data layers and prioritization.
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