
 

IN THE FOURTH JUDICIAL 
CIRCUIT COURT IN AND FOR 
NASSAU COUNTY, FLORIDA 

 
RAYONIER INC. and  
RAYDIENT LLC, 
 
 Plaintiffs, 
 
vs.        Case No. 2019-CA-000051 
        Division: A 
MICHAEL MULLIN and 
NASSAU COUNTY, a 
political subdivision of 
the State of Florida, 
 
 Defendants. 
 
       / 
 

SECOND AMENDED COMPLAINT  
 
 Plaintiffs Rayonier Inc. and Raydient LLC (f/k/a TerraPointe LLC, collectively 

“Rayonier”), by and through their undersigned attorneys, file this Second Amended Complaint 

against Defendants Michael S. Mullin (“Mullin”) and Nassau County (“County”), and state as 

follows: 

INTRODUCTION 

By switching sides and representing interests directly adverse to his former client, Mullin 

has violated and continues to violate a lawyer's most fundamental obligation - the duty of 

loyalty. Mullin represented Rayonier for approximately eight years, conceiving the strategy to 

secure fundamental land-use approvals for a 24,000 acre real estate development that would take 

decades to build out—a master-planned development project known as the East Nassau 

Community Planning Area (“ENCPA”). During that representation, Mullin negotiated a 

framework on Rayonier’s behalf that, among other things, relied on the fundamental premise that 
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Rayonier’s recreational impact mitigation requirement was limited to donating land to the 

County. Rayonier formulated the plans for its project on this framework and, with Mullin’s help 

and advice, secured the County’s approval of a detailed specific area plan that only required 

Rayonier to donate lands to the County. 

Mullin left his law firm to become County Attorney for the County and, despite owing 

Rayonier a fiduciary duty of loyalty, Mullin has represented and continues to represent the 

County adversely to Rayonier on matters that are directly related to the work he performed for 

Rayonier regarding the ENCPA.  To satisfy the political desires of the Board of County 

Commissioners – the body that hired him as County Attorney and would soon give him a second 

position as County Manager at a combined salary in excess of $270,000 – Mullin rejected the 

positions he previously took on Rayonier’s behalf and, contrary to the very legal standards he 

negotiated, argued that Rayonier had to spend millions to construct and maintain recreational 

facilities to satisfy the County’s requirements.  Though his policy was directly at odds with his 

successful efforts for Rayonier and then-existing County requirements, Mullin rejected 

Rayonier’s second detailed specific area plan (“DSAP”) application. He has effectively halted 

the forward progress of future DSAP approvals and placed a cloud over the forward progress of 

the project unless Rayonier agrees to the County’s demands for millions of dollars of additional 

spending.  

Mullin, who negotiated the applicable standards for Rayonier, knew that the County’s 

position contradicted the County’s regulations, standards and policies and his prior work for 

Rayonier, yet, he took these positions with the knowledge and intention of causing massive harm 

to Rayonier.  When others within the County’s staff expressed contradictory views as to the 

requirements applicable to Rayonier, Mullin shut them down and then lied to the Board of 



3 
 

County Commissioners about the position taken by County staff.  When inconsistencies between 

the factual record and Mullin’s invented narrative concerning the requirements of a 

“public/private partnership” were raised by the County’s public relations consultant – a 

consultant hired at Mullin’s request to spread Mullin’s views to the general public – those 

inconsistencies were ignored to mislead the general public.  Mullin undertook these acts of 

deception with the intention of harming Rayonier so that he could protect his job as County 

Attorney, his job as County Manager, and the significant benefits these positions afforded him.  

Mullin’s conduct represents a breach of his fiduciary duty of loyalty to Rayonier through 

his conflicting representation of the County as to the same or a substantially related matter to his 

prior work for Rayonier regarding the ENCPA.  Mullin has also used confidential information 

learned during his representation of Rayonier against Rayonier to try to force Rayonier to 

capitulate to the County’s demands.  Mullin’s many breaches have been undertaken at the 

insistence of the County, which, despite their knowledge of Mullin’s preexisting duties, have 

instructed him to breach those obligations to avoid the political ramifications of the County’s 

obligation to fund, build and maintain recreational facilities for its citizens.  Despite many efforts 

- both informal and formal - to convince him to stop, Mullin persists, leaving Rayonier to seek 

injunctive relief to force Mullin to cease the conflicting representation and direct relief against 

the County for aiding and abetting Mullin’s breach of fiduciary duty.  

PARTIES, JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

1. This is an action for injunctive relief as to Mullin individually and as to the 

County. 

2. Rayonier Inc. is a North Carolina corporation with its principal place of business 

in Wildlight, Florida. 
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3. Raydient LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with its principal place of 

business in Wildlight, Florida.  

4. Mullin is, on information and belief, a citizen of Florida and a resident of Nassau 

County, Florida. 

5. County is a political subdivision of the State of Florida. 

6. This Court has jurisdiction over this dispute pursuant to Fla. Stat. § 26.012(2) and 

(3). 

7. Venue is proper in this Court pursuant to Fla. Stat. § 47.011 on the grounds that: 

(1) Mullin is subject to personal jurisdiction in Nassau County, (2) Mullin is a resident of Nassau 

County, and (3) substantially all of the events giving rise to this action took place in Nassau 

County.  

FACTS TO SUPPORT THE CAUSES OF ACTION 

I. Mullin’s Representation of Rayonier Regarding the ENCPA 

8. Upon information and belief, at all material times, Mullin has been an attorney 

licensed to practice law in the State of Florida and a member of the Florida Bar.  From 2007 until 

early 2015, Mullin was engaged in private practice with the law firm of Rogers Towers, P.A. in 

Jacksonville, Florida.  Mullin primarily worked from Rogers Towers’ Amelia Island office.  

9. While an attorney at Rogers Towers, P.A., Mullin represented Rayonier in 

connection with a large-scale, master-planned development project within what became the 

24,000 acre ENCPA.  Rayonier retained Mullin to represent it in connection with all aspects of 

the County approval and regulatory process relating to the ENCPA. 

10. For almost eight years, Mullin served as Rayonier’s lead counsel in Rayonier’s 

efforts to obtain the necessary approvals to develop the 24,000 acres of land in the ENCPA.  
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Mullin developed a strategy based on Rayonier’s economic and development objectives by 

which the County would approve the necessary land use applications that would set forth the 

controlling ENCPA standards, development conditions and entitlements for a project that would 

take decades to complete and would ultimately transform the County’s economy.  In the course 

and scope of that representation, Mullin worked directly with Rayonier’s senior managers and 

executives, who were not attorneys, without the direct involvement of Rayonier’s in-house 

attorneys.  

11. Mullin’s strategy, which Rayonier adopted, was comprehensive in its approach: 

rather than secure entitlements and establish development conditions on a parcel-by-parcel 

piecemeal basis over time – a method that would subject the project to the vagaries of the 

political environment and regulatory environment at the time each new parcel came up for 

consideration – Mullin proposed that Rayonier secure a large-scale, long-term master plan land 

use approval that would control the project in its entirety.  By obtaining the land use approvals at 

the outset, all involved parties would understand the applicable standards and development 

conditions to enable the ENCPA development to proceed in a predictable and efficient manner.  

12. Beginning during the initial meetings between Mullin and Rayonier regarding the 

concept of a master-planned development with standards and requirements that would govern the 

entire life of the project, Mullin was made privy to every aspect of Rayonier’s plan so that he 

could develop a legal strategy for securing the necessary approvals for the project. This included 

all of Rayonier’s financial projections and assumptions that were necessary to make the project 

financially feasible.  

13. Mullin’s first step as Rayonier’s counsel was the establishment of the ENCPA and 

the incorporation of development conditions and standards and entitlements into the County’s 
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Comprehensive Plan to direct development within the ENCPA.  The incorporation of the 

ENCPA in the County’s Comprehensive Plan brought the entirety of the project’s 24,000 acres 

under one long-term, large-scale land use master plan, commonly referred to as the ENCPA 

Sector Plan.   

14. For over a year and a half, Mullin and James Sellen, an urban planner engaged by 

Rayonier in connection with the development of the master-planned concept, met with 

Rayonier’s team to develop Rayonier’s approach.  Once the ENCPA was established, the 

Comprehensive Plan would ultimately set the development requirements for the ENCPA through 

at least 2030, so Rayonier, with Mullin’s help, worked to influence the standards ultimately 

adopted by County in the Comprehensive Plan, including the site-specific policies related to the 

ENCPA Sector Plan, to be favorable to Rayonier’s interests. 

15. Rayonier desired, to the greatest extent possible, to satisfy its obligations through 

land donations, including provisions relating to land donation in satisfaction of Rayonier’s 

recreational impact mitigation requirements.  Mullin participated in numerous meetings with 

Rayonier personnel to provide counsel and advice concerning Rayonier’s approach to County’s 

regulatory environment and then served as the primary point of interaction with County staff and 

elected officials, leading numerous meetings to advance Rayonier’s interests in connection with 

the revisions to the Comprehensive Plan.  

16. Mullin himself has admitted publicly that there were discussions between 

Rayonier and the County regarding recreational facilities during the 2013-2014 timeframe before 

he became employed by the County. As Rayonier’s point person for relations with the County, 

Mullin represented Rayonier’s interests during those discussions.  
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17. Mullin represented Rayonier to secure the adoption of the ENCPA, which the 

County describes as a plan that “allows for large-scale planning that recognizes the integral 

relationships between transportation, land use and urban design.” Development within the 

ENCPA is intended to, among other things, “[c]reate a connected network of community 

amenities consisting of public parks, multi-use pathways, schools and playfields…” [ENCPA 

Master Land Use Plan (the “MLU”) at 220, attached at Exhibit 1].  The MLU sets forth the 

entitlements, development conditions and standards for development within the ENCPA, 

addressing all aspects of the development, including parks and recreational spaces.   

18. The MLU requires the inclusion of “common open spaces” – a term that 

encompasses parks and recreation – in all future development plans, and it sets forth the 

requirements for parks and recreation throughout the ENCPA’s development guidelines and 

standards for the various ENCPA land use sub-categories.  [See id. at 226 et seq.]  The MLU 

would include a Conservation and Habitat Network (“CHN”) that would be available to residents 

of the County “…for a variety of passive and nature-oriented recreational uses including, but not 

limited to, canoeing/kayaking, equestrian activities, walking/hiking and bicycle trails…”  [Id.] 

The CHN would be available for a wide range of recreational activities for the benefit of the 

County’s citizens. 

19. Within the guidelines for Residential Neighborhoods, the MLU requires 

neighborhood parks, which are generally private and intended for the residents, and community 

or regional parks that serve the general public and should be near planned public schools.  [See 

id. at 233].  Mullin represented Rayonier in all aspects of the development of the ENCPA and the 

MLU, helping develop strategy with the company’s executives and consultants to meet these 

requirements within the CHN and the donation of additional lands as might be required. 
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20. As planned, Mullin and his law firm represented Rayonier during the County’s 

drafting and adoption of the Nassau County 2030 Comprehensive Plan (the “Comp Plan”), which 

was a holistic, statutorily mandated update to the prior Comprehensive Plan. One of the reasons 

for the update was to assist the County in planning for the future and, given the size of 

Rayonier’s land holdings within the County, long-term planning for the ultimate development of 

the ENCPA lands had to be considered.  Mullin and his law firm represented Rayonier in the 

development of the MLU and in negotiations with the County to incorporate and ultimately 

adopt the MLU within the Comp Plan.  

21. As part of Mullin’s counsel on ENCPA matters, he also advised Rayonier as to 

the Comp Plan update and its impacts on the ENCPA development.  His advice and counsel 

during the MLU and Comp Plan approval process was instrumental to the ENCPA development 

conditions and mitigation framework applicable to the project and, more importantly, Rayonier’s 

understanding of the relevant development mitigation requirements and how they would impact 

the project going forward.  

22. The Comp Plan sets forth the County’s objectives for providing adequate 

recreational facilities for its citizens.  [See Nassau County 2030 Comprehensive Plan Capital 

Improvements Element (the “Comp Plan CI”), attached as Exhibit 2].  The Comp Plan CI 

establishes Level of Service standards for various kinds of public facilities based on population 

and other data and requires the County to maintain these standards.  [See id.]   

23. The County primarily maintains these standards by reviewing development 

applications to determine if the project will cause the Level of Service standard to be maintained 

or fail. For example, if a failure in community or regional park Level of Service occurs due to a 

proposed residential development or portion thereof, the developer may donate (as applicable) 
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community and regional park land to the County to cure the failure and allow the proposed 

development to proceed. The County is responsible for funding, constructing and maintaining 

community and regional park facilities and its funding source is derived from recreation and park 

impact fees, and ad valorem taxes and other funding sources (e.g. grants). The ability to donate 

land to meet recreational impact mitigation requirements was part and parcel of Rayonier’s 

strategy and Mullin represented Rayonier to accomplish this objective.  

24. The County has generally failed to provide adequate recreational land and 

facilities to meet the needs of its population. Notwithstanding that historical failure, the prime 

objective of the Comp Plan relative to recreational spaces states that “[t]he County shall acquire, 

develop and efficiently maintain adequate community and regional recreation facilities to 

achieve and maintain the adopted Level of Service (LOS) in order to meet projected recreational 

needs through the year 2030.”  [See Nassau County 2030 Comprehensive Plan Recreation and 

Open Space Element (the “Comp Plan ROSE”), attached as Exhibit 3].  The Comp Plan ROSE 

puts the burden on Nassau County to fund, construct, and maintain community and regional 

parks and recreational spaces in order to meet the citizens’ needs and sets out the means and 

methods to satisfy this requirement.   

25. Mullin represented Rayonier’s interests throughout the passage of the Comp Plan, 

working with the company to advise it as to the County’s recreation and other public facility 

standards for the development of the ENCPA and to ensure that the project would meet the 

County’s standards and be economically viable.  While the Comp Plan is applicable to all 

projects in Nassau County, the MLU and the ENCPA Sector Plan, which were both subsumed 

within the Comp Plan, were specifically negotiated and applied only to Rayonier’s project.  

Rayonier conformed the modeling of its project accordingly, relying on Mullin’s understanding, 
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interpretation and advice to Rayonier as to the County’s recreation and other public facility 

standards contained in the Comp Plan.   

26. Stated differently, the objectives for Mullin’s work on the Comp Plan resulted 

from Rayonier’s economic needs for the project and, once those goals were achieved, Rayonier 

revised its projections based on Mullin’s legal advice concerning the meaning and requirements 

of the standards.  Had the County refused to implement recreation standards that met Rayonier’s 

economic needs, Mullin’s efforts would have been directed to secure different countywide 

standards or standards for the ENCPA that differed from those that applied elsewhere.  But 

because Mullin successfully negotiated standards that allowed developers to meet their 

recreational mitigation requirements exclusively through the donation of land, Rayonier moved 

on and Mullin turned his efforts towards advising Rayonier how to meet the County’s 

requirements.  

27. Mullin’s advice as to public facilities provided a very necessary, predictable and 

discernable understanding for Rayonier as to recreation impact mitigation requirements for the 

ENCPA. Such predictability is essential in developing a large-scale, long-term master planned 

community like the ENCPA, as it enables developers and landowners to plan the project with the 

requisite mitigation requirements, which assists in enabling essential development and financial 

planning and prevents piecemeal development and the uncertainty of the timing, costs, location 

and other factors related to development mitigation requirements. Mullin knew this predictability 

was and would be key in Rayonier commencing development within the ENCPA as this 

development was a drastic departure from Rayonier’s core operation as a timber company. 

Predictability, viability and economic feasibility were essential to Rayonier’s long-term 

development plan. Mullin, through his legal counsel, provided the framework, entitlements and 



11 
 

development conditions that Rayonier required in order to progress the ENCPA project. Without 

Mullin’s representation, advocacy, and his ability to draft, negotiate and obtain the necessary 

ENCPA approvals (e.g. MLU, Comp Plan amendments, DSAP, etc.), the ENCPA would not 

have been successful. 

28. With the passage of the Comp Plan and the MLU, Mullin’s work proceeded to the 

development and approval of the East Nassau Employment Center Detailed Specific Area Plan 

(“DSAP 1”).  DSAP 1 specified the development conditions for the development of almost 

twenty percent of the total ENCPA land area, a 4,202 acre area along Highway A1A that 

includes the project known as Wildlight.   

29. DSAP 1 identified the initial segments of the Conservation Habitat Network 

(“CHN”), which would consist of approximately 1,700 acres within DSAP 1.  At buildout of the 

ENCPA project, approximately 12,000 acres (or half of the ENCPA property) will be protected 

as a regional CHN, which will form interconnected wetlands, uplands and wildlife habitat and 

provided much needed open space and regional park lands for the County.  Based on Mullin’s 

advice concerning the requirements of the Comp Plan and the MLU, Rayonier submitted its 

application which proposed to meet all of Rayonier’s recreational requirements for DSAP 1 

through the donation of the CHN lands.  [Original DSAP 1 Application, attached as Exhibit 4].  

Mullin  developed this approach with Dan Camp, based on confidential discussions regarding 

Rayonier’s objectives for the DSAP 1 area and the legal requirements that Mullin created on 

behalf of Rayonier and the greater ENCPA. 

30. Negotiations with County followed, with Mullin continuing to confer with 

Rayonier’s team to develop strategies that met the Comp Plan’s requirements and Rayonier’s 

objectives.  Mullin represented Rayonier throughout this process. 
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31. The County ultimately approved DSAP 1, allowing the CHN to satisfy Rayonier’s 

park mitigation requirements.  The DSAP 1 Development order also requires that “…a 

community park of approximately 20 acres is reserved within the Central Planning Area for 

conveyance to the County…” in satisfaction of the Comp Plan ROSE and CI requirements.  [See 

Ordinance No. 2013-11 (the “DSAP 1 Development Order”) at 20, a copy of which is attached as 

Exhibit 5].  The DSAP 1 Development Order also provides for neighborhood parks as required 

by the MLU.  See id.  If the County later determined to implement an impact fee (the only 

funding mechanism contemplated for public improvements within the ENCPA by the applicable 

County regulations), the DSAP 1 Development Order required the inclusion of a credit to 

Rayonier for “any and all land or public facilities” required by the DSAP 1 Development Order.  

[See id.]  Accordingly, with Mullin’s help and in furtherance of his representation of Rayonier, 

the County accepted and approved a plan that would satisfy the development conditions for parks 

of the MLU through donated lands alone, as contemplated by the Comp Plan. 

32. Importantly, the DSAP 1 Development Order recognized that, at build out, the 

public facilities within DSAP 1 would be of significant benefit to the County as a whole.  

Specifically, the DSAP 1 Development Order states that: 

Nassau County is currently deficient in recreation and open space facilities.  The 
proposed DSAP 5 year and build-out programs are estimated to increase demand 
by approximately 12 acres and 141 acres, respectively.  This demand is being met 
within the DSAP through the provision of significant open space and an 
extensive multi-use trail, bike lanes and/or sidewalk system which includes 1,700 
acres of open space in the form of interconnected wetlands, surface waters, and 
upland preserves forming a CHN.  The significant open space system provided 
by the DSAP is capable of not only accommodating DSAP impacts, but helping 
the County address a County-wide deficiency in regional parks through 2030. 
 

[See id.]  Summed up, Rayonier, represented by Mullin, agreed to dedicate 1,700 acres in the 

CHN (including over 20 miles of multi-use trails) to meet its park mitigation requirements and 
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20 acres in the planned community park to public uses, well in excess of the 141 acres Rayonier 

was obligated to provide by the MLU.  The excess 1,579 acres – land Rayonier was not obligated 

to dedicate to public use – would help remediate the County’s overall failure to provide adequate 

recreational facilities for its citizens.  Stated differently, the County gained 1,579 acres of land 

inside the ENCPA that could help it meet its open space and recreational requirements without 

any expense to the citizens outside the ENCPA.   More importantly, DSAP 1 was approved with 

the recognition that Rayonier more than met its mitigation requirement through a simple land 

donation—without any obligation to build or fund public facilities or other improvements. 

33. Mullin and his law firm also represented Rayonier in connection with the ENCPA 

Mobility Fee Agreement, which addressed the construction of transportation improvements (e.g. 

roads, multi-use trails) within the ENCPA.  Rayonier and the County entered a Mobility Fee 

Agreement, which was subsequently amended, whereby in excess of $138 million in 

transportation improvements would be provided to mitigate transportation impacts from the 

ENCPA project, funded by ENCPA developers and landowners.   

34. Thus, Mullin indisputably represented Rayonier in connection with: 

 a) the creation of the ENCPA, including the development of the overall 
strategy and the passage of the necessary implementing legislation; 
 b) the agreement negotiated with the County as to the public facility 
requirements specific to ENCPA developers, which is solely to donate lands and for 
builders to pay impact fees to maintain the recreation Level of Service standards; 
 c) DSAP 1 and the passage of the DSAP 1 Development Order, which 
allowed Rayonier to donate lands in full satisfaction of its obligations under the Comp 
Plan and yielded a massive and unnecessary surplus of recreational lands that would 
address the County’s failure to otherwise provide for its citizens; 

d) the Mobility Fee Agreement that would result in the provision of 
desperately needed roadways within the County, easing overall traffic congestion and 
dramatically improving the County’s public safety and mobility. 
 
35. To say that Mullin represented Rayonier throughout the development of the most 

significant site-specific legislation in the County’s recent history would not be an overstatement. 
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Mullin’s work established a structure for development that would correct the County’s historical 

issues, create economically efficient means for the creation of new public recreational resources 

and provide Rayonier with certainty for the decades that the ENCPA would require to reach full 

development.  For these accomplishments, Rayonier paid Mullin and his firm hundreds of 

thousands of dollars in the course of their eight-year engagement, with Mullin personally billing 

Rayonier for approximately one-half million dollars for his work. 

II. Mullin Switches Sides and Represents the County Against Rayonier  
 
36. With the unfortunate passing of David Hallman, Mullin resigned from his firm 

and returned to the County.  Rayonier reasonably believed that, in light of the purpose and scope 

of the structures created by Mullin during his time as Rayonier’s counsel and Mullin’s own duty 

of loyalty to his former client and his professional ethical obligations, Mullin’s transition back 

into service of the County would not present any issues.  Rayonier was wrong, and Mullin took 

numerous conflicting and adverse actions that have caused Rayonier extensive harm and 

significant monetary losses as a result of his breaches of fiduciary duty.  

A. The Stewardship District 

37. In 2017, the Florida Legislature established the East Nassau Stewardship District 

(the “Stewardship District”) which encompasses the ENCPA.  [See House Bill 1075, a copy of 

which is attached as Exhibit 6].   A stewardship district is a limited purpose, independent special 

district form of local government that is granted certain general and special purposes within a 

given area, akin to a homeowner’s association.  The Stewardship District is overlaid onto the 

area comprising the 24,000 acres of the ENCPA. 

38. The Stewardship District has a range of powers, but it is not under any particular 

obligation to exercise them.  Section 7(i) grants the Stewardship District the power “..[t]o 
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provide public parks and public facilities for indoor and outdoor recreational, cultural, and 

educational uses,” but the Stewardship District – an entity that holds no development rights and 

is not burdened by mitigation obligations – is not obligated to do so.  No legislation, contract or 

written obligation compels the Stewardship District to exercise this power or, for that matter, any 

of the other powers granted in Section 7. 

39. Nevertheless, as explained below, Mullin, while representing the County, now 

takes the position that Rayonier, through the Stewardship District, is obligated to construct, 

maintain and fund public facilities on the land donated by Rayonier pursuant to its recreational 

impact mitigation requirement under the ENCPA. This position—which is contrary to the plain 

language of the legislation establishing the Stewardship District and the requirements of the 

ENCPA itself— seeks to ultimately result in Rayonier not only donating the land, but building 

and funding the public facilities.  This position is directly adverse to Mullin’s representation of 

Rayonier concerning the recreational mitigation requirements applicable to the ENCPA and, if 

successful, would undo Mullin’s work in the negotiation and adoption of the ENCPA Sector 

Plan, the MLU and DSAP 1.     

40. Rayonier currently owns essentially all of the 24,000 acres within the ENCPA. By 

arguing that the Stewardship District must raise the funds from the “landowners” within the 

ENCPA to fund the entirety of the building and maintenance of any recreational improvements 

within the ENCPA, Mullin is directly undermining the regulatory structure of the MLU and the 

relevant Comp Plan policies that apply specifically to the ENCPA, all of which Mullin 

negotiated on Rayonier’s behalf.  In other words, (1) although Mullin is aware that Rayonier’s 

development approach regarding the ENCPA relied in part on the premise that Rayonier’s 

mitigation obligation was limited to donating land, with the County later building and 
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maintaining the public facilities itself, and (2) although he was instrumental in codifying that 

position for Rayonier and secured approvals in accordance with that approach, Mullin is now 

representing a client that takes the position that Rayonier— either directly or indirectly via the 

Stewardship District—is responsible for not only donation, but also funding, building and 

maintaining of the public facilities for the benefit of County. 

B. DSAP 2 

41. On March 16, 2016, Rayonier submitted an application to the County for the 

Chester Road Detailed Specific Area Plan (“DSAP 2”) on generally the same terms and 

conditions as DSAP 1, which had been approved without incident while Mullin was representing 

Rayonier.  [See East Nassau County Planning Area Detailed Specific Area Plan: Chester Road, 

attached as Exhibit 7].  Rayonier took steps to move ahead with DSAP 2, until Commissioner 

Pat Edwards, who was running for reelection against a “no growth” opponent, asked Rayonier to 

delay the approval of DSAP 2 until after the November elections.  Rayonier agreed and delayed 

its plans. 

42. As with the DSAP 1 application, Rayonier proposed to meet its recreational 

mitigation requirements with lands contained within the CHN elements of DSAP 2.  Per the 

Comprehensive Plan, DSAP 2 would, at build out, require 60.9 acres of regional and community 

parks.  The DSAP 2 application proposed to meet these requirements in the same way as DSAP 1 

proposed – through land donations within the CHN: 

The proposed DSAP land use plan includes approximately 553.6 acres of open space in 
the form of interconnected wetlands, surface waters and upland preserves forming a 
Conservation Habitat Network (CHN).  This open space system is intended to serve both 
residents and employees of the Chester Road DSAP as well as the remainder of the 
County.  The significant open space system provided by the DSAP is capable of not only 
accommodating DSAP impacts, but also addressing a County wide deficiency in regional 
parks through 2030.    
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[Appendix C to DSAP 2 Application at C-11, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit 8].  As was 

the case with DSAP 1, DSAP 2 exceeded the requirement of the Comp Plan, this time by 492.7 

acres. 

43. After the elections, DSAP 2 began to be processed and political pressure began to 

increase from County residents for the County to upgrade and provide additional community and 

regional park facilities. In response, Commissioner Edwards demanded additional development 

exactions from Rayonier and the Stewardship District.   

44. While land contribution satisfied Rayonier’s obligations with regard to DSAP 1, 

the County now represented by Mullin, took the position that Rayonier could not simply donate 

land, but had to contribute further resources, particularly with regards to the Yulee Sports 

Complex which had become a pet project for Commissioner Edwards.  The County’s demands 

were without any legal basis and were an attempt at a retroactive exaction to cure the County’s 

existing park deficiencies.  Notwithstanding the fact that these demands attempted to illegally 

modify the County park regulations applicable to the ENCPA that Mullin helped secure while 

representing Rayonier and in light of the fact that the County made it plain that DSAP 2 would 

not be approved unless Rayonier capitulated, Rayonier made proposals aimed at satisfying the 

County’s demands.  Yet, the County consistently sought to retrade the transaction; when 

Rayonier made its counters, the County would demand more and greater concessions from 

Rayonier. . 

45. During the negotiations over DSAP 2, Mullin met with Rayonier personnel to 

discuss DSAP 2’s status.  At a meeting in April 2017, Mullin told Rayonier’s representatives that 

no approval would be forthcoming  for DSAP 2 unless Rayonier fully funded the construction of 
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major additions and improvements to the Yulee Sports Complex at a cost of approximately $13-

15 million.   

46. Mullin’s demand was contrary to the structure of the ENCPA, the MLU, the 

Comp Plan and the approach Mullin successfully negotiated on Rayonier’s behalf as to DSAP 1, 

and the assumptions and interpretation that Mullin knew Rayonier required in order for the 

development to be financially feasible when he negotiated the framework in the first place.  

Mullin, as the chief legal officer for the County, not only took a position directly contrary to 

then-existing law to extract additional (and arguably illegal) exactions from Rayonier, he 

switched sides and began working against his former client on matters squarely within the scope 

of his prior representation of Rayonier.  By rejecting the notion that Rayonier could meet its 

mitigation responsibilities through land donations – the approach Mullin successfully used 

concerning DSAP 1 and consistent with the law Mullin was instrumental in obtaining approval – 

Mullin began to undermine a key element of his prior representation of Rayonier.1  Ever since 

that meeting, the County, with Mullin’s encouragement, has consistently maintained the position 

that Rayonier is now somehow obligated to fund all recreational improvements within the 

ENCPA. 

47. Discussions concerning DSAP 2 continued to deteriorate.  By the end, the County 

demanded exactions (in excess of land donations) of up to $15 million as a condition of 

approval.  Rayonier withdrew the application for DSAP 2 because of the County’s continuing 

                                                 
1 Again, the MLU provided that approximately half of the ENCPA property—all of which was 
then owned by Rayonier—would be donated to the CHN as recreational space. The notion that 
the donation of 12,000 acres of land to the County would meet Rayonier’s obligations was 
deeply embedded in the planning for the project and Mullin’s counsel was critical to this 
approach.  
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demands—losing out on a lucrative development sale that cost Rayonier tens of millions and has 

delayed the further development of the ENCPA, preventing Rayonier from selling other lands.   

48. Prior to the withdrawal of the application for DSAP 2, counsel for Rayonier 

polled County staff assembled for the negotiation as to whether Raydient's draft of DSAP 2 met 

its obligations under the County’s Comp Plan, ordinances and Rayonier’s existing development 

approvals, despite the absence of any funding of recreation facilities by Raydient. Every County 

staff member present responded in the affirmative other than Mullin, who abruptly terminated 

further discussion. When questioned by counsel for Raydient as to the source of the purported 

obligation for Raydient to fund all costs for the construction and maintenance of recreation 

facilities in the ENCPA, Mullin demurred and merely responded that it was the impression of the 

members of the BOCC that Raydient had agreed to fund those improvements.   

49. Indeed, Mullin has perpetuated this myth, even to the point of misrepresenting 

facts to the County.  Shanea Stankiewicz, the former County Manager, recently testified by 

deposition that Mullin repeatedly misrepresented to the Nassau County Board of County 

Commissioners (“BOCC”) that staff agreed with his argument that the “public/private 

partnership” excuses the County from any obligation to fund recreational facilities since, 

according to Mullin, the Stewardship District carries all responsibility for funding the public 

facilities that are at the center of this dispute.  In reality, multiple staff members did not agree 

that this was the Stewardship District’s obligation at all. Yet Mullin intentionally and in bad faith 

mispresented to the BOCC that the staff was in agreement with his interpretation, misleading the 

BOCC in order to continue the battle against Mullin’s former client.   This was done for the 

purpose of harming Rayonier and with Mullin’s full knowledge that it was contrary to law 

(including law specifically authored by Mullin at Rayonier’s request) and facts known to Mullin, 
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Rayonier’s basic objectives and confidential financial assumptions he was privy to over an 

almost eight year representation.  

50. Subsequently, Rayonier attempted to negotiate a resolution with the County, but 

the County made it plain that it believed that Rayonier, the Stewardship District and any 

developers would have to bear all costs associated with recreational facilities within the ENCPA.  

C. The MOU to Renegotiate the Terms of the ENCPA 

51. On November 15, 2017, Mullin sent a letter to Rayonier attaching a “draft 

agreement.”  [See Letter from Michael S. Mullin to Charles Adams dated November 15, 2017, 

attached as Exhibit 9].  Both the letter and the attachment referred repeatedly to the notion of a 

“public/private partnership” between the County and Rayonier; the recitals of the draft 

Agreement open with the statement that “the ENCPA Sector Plan was planned as a 

public/private partnership” and the letter asserts that Nassau County wants “…to move forward 

with the public/private partnership and we believe this agreement accomplishes that goal.”  Thus, 

Mullin, who represented Rayonier as the “private partner” in connection with the development of 

the ENCPA, now represented Nassau County, the “public partner,” in its effort to amend the 

“partnership agreement” (the ENCPA, MLU, DSAP 1 development order, and all future 

development applications) through the draft agreement, which would shift the entire burden of 

funding recreation facilities from the County to Rayonier. 

52. The reference to a “public/private partnership” is important, because it is a 

consistently moving target that Mullin uses to conceal his duplicity and to attack his former 

client.  Mullin’s November 15 letter expressly connects this concept to the ENCPA, which 

Mullin helped develop on Rayonier’s behalf.  The members of the BOCC have also been plain 

that the “public/private partnership” refers to the relationship with Rayonier: 
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Mr. Edwards: Thank you.  One other question I’ll just throw this to the Board as 
chairman.  As chairman of the board twice during this period – Mr. 
Leeper, I know you’ve served at least once or twice as 
Commissioner.  Have any of you-all ever spoken with a board 
member of the Stewardship since its inception? 

Mr. Kelley: No, sir. 
Mr. Spicer: No, sir. 
Mr. Edwards: Have any of you-all agreed to a partnership with them? 
Mr. Kelley: No, sir. 
Mr. Spicer: No. 
Mr. Edwards: The only partnership I’m aware of is our Partnership through the 

ENCPA and Raydient.  I’ve never spoken with any who is a 
Stewardship commissioner or anything else.2 

 
[Transcript of Nassau County Board of Commissioners Meeting dated February 16, 2018 at 28, a 

true and correct copy of which is attached as Exhibit 10].  Given Mullin’s express understanding 

as reflected in the November 15 letter and the BOCC’s statements as to what is meant by the 

“public/private partnership,” there can be no doubt that the term refers to the ENCPA. 

53. Mullin’s proposal was entirely adverse to Rayonier’s interests and represented a 

renegotiation of the structure of the ENCPA.  According to Mullin’s draft, “[t]he public 

recreation improvements required within the ENCPA and the Stewardship District shall be the 

financial responsibility of [Rayonier] and its successors, the Stewardship District and Developers 

within the ENCPA and the Stewardship District.”  [Exhibit 9].  The County could – but would 

not be required to – contribute impact fees collected in the county “…for supplemental funding 

of public recreation.”  [Id.]  Finally and importantly, Mullin made it clear that the County would 

not consider any further applications within the ENCPA until Rayonier, the Stewardship District 

and the County executed an agreement on public facilities within the ENCPA.  Unless Rayonier 

(a) agreed to pay for all public recreation improvements in the ENCPA and (b) agreed to 

                                                 
2 The fact that the Commissioners acknowledge that their relationship was with Rayonier and not 
the Stewardship District is significant. For the purposes of the development of the ENCPA, the 
Commissioners plainly viewed Rayonier as the pertinent party and/or one in the same as the 
Stewardship District.  
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whatever facilities the County might demand, development within the ENCPA would come to a 

stop.   

54. Mullin’s proposed agreement sought to formalize, as an invalid amendment to the 

ENCPA, the demand he made during his meeting with Rayonier personnel in April 2017 during 

the negotiations over DSAP 2.  Mullin, who masterminded the creation of the ENCPA as 

Rayonier’s counsel, knew that the MOU was entirely at odds with Rayonier’s understanding and 

position while he was Rayonier’s attorney representing it in connection with the development of 

the ENCPA and the terms of the Comp Plan Mullin negotiated on Rayonier’s behalf.  In other 

words, Mullin had not only changed sides to represent Rayonier’s adverse party, but he was 

knowingly advancing a legal position directly contrary to the position he successfully advanced 

for Rayonier as Rayonier’s counsel. And he did so knowing that his new position would 

financially impact Rayonier’s ability to continue the project as envisioned and planned while he 

was Rayonier’s attorney. 

55. Rayonier ultimately rejected Mullin’s effort to extort it into renegotiating the 

terms of the ENCPA, further preventing Rayonier from obtaining DSAP developmental 

approvals and advancing the project. 

D. Mullin’s Legislative Effort to Undermine the ENCPA 

56. In February 2018, the County learned that Rayonier and a number of industry 

groups sponsored legislation that would codify common-law standards concerning local 

government’s ability to impose impact fees on developers, would require mitigation 

requirements inside sector plans to be treated in the same manner as mitigation requirements 

outside of sector plans and impose deadlines on local governmental approval of DSAPs within 

sector plans (the “Clarification”).  Though elements of the legislation were already the law of 
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Florida, the County vehemently opposed the Clarification because it would diminish local 

governments’ ability to abuse the development process as the County had done with DSAP 2 and 

would weaken the Country’s ability to extract exactions from Rayonier beyond the requirements 

of the MLU and the Comp Plan.  

57. On February 25, 2018, Mullin decided to take the fight against Rayonier 

regarding the Clarification to the court of public opinion.  [See Email from Michael Mullin to Pat 

Edwards, Daniel Leeper, George Spicer, Justin Taylor, Steve Kelley, Shanea Jones, Justin 

Stankiewicz, Taco Pope and Joyce Bradley dated February 25, 2018, a copy of which is attached 

as Exhibit 11].  Mullin advised that: 

We have been providing info. [sic] To callers about SB 324 and we have also 
noticed “social media” info. [sic] About SB 324 and reviewed info. “put out” by 
the other side. It is crucial, in my opinion to seek professional assistance to help 
with information and responses on social media and to have assistance in co-
ordinating [sic] media responses.  I have engaged, under my office, a 
professional, [sic] to accomplish that.  The person will also scan social media and 
co-ordinate responses and research websites to insure the correct info. is being 
distributed.  The cost are reasonable.  I wanted to make you aware of this.  If you 
have any questions, please call separately and donot [sic] respond to the group e-
mail. 
 

[Id.]   

58. Mullin sent this e-mail subsequent to the engagement of Kristi Dosh, a local 

public relations specialist, who Mullin paid in excess of $5,000 to publish the anti-Rayonier 

narrative in various citizen groups on Facebook and to engage the local press.  At Mullin’s 

direction, Dosh prepared a question & answer document that purported to describe the issue of 

Rayonier’s obligations regarding recreational facilities within the ENCPA. Among other things 

the document quoted a purported statement from Rayonier employee Dan Camp from a 

September 16, 2018 BOCC meeting based on a review of the video from that meeting.  Dosh 

recently admitted in her deposition that the statement attributed to Camp was incomplete and that 



24 
 

she had commented on the draft to Mullin by stating that the attributed quote had failed to 

acknowledge that Camp had emphasized that the County was responsible for basic services (like 

the building and maintenance of public facilities) but that the landowners within the ENCPA 

would fund additional enhancements above the basic services to be provided. Camp’s full 

statement was never provided to the public as Dosh recommended.  Instead, Mullin directed the 

publication of the prior version, a version that misrepresented the true facts concerning 

Rayonier’s position.  Dosh, acting at Mullin’s direction, broadly distributed the deceptive 

document and it remains posted on County’s website, on a page entitled “BOCC Statement on 

Raydient/ENCPA.” Mullin continued to push his false narrative regarding Rayonier’s obligations 

under the ENCPA and directed the publication of an obviously misleading statement to the 

public. 

59. Ultimately, Mullin testified before the Florida Senate Appropriates Committee on 

Finance and Tax in opposition to the Clarification on February 27, 2018.  Mullin attacked the 

Clarification, claiming that it would “eviscerate” the legislation that created the Stewardship 

District.  Mullin testified that the Clarification would cost the County between $25-$50 million 

dollars—dollars Mullin now wants Rayonier to pay—although Mullin offered no basis for any of 

his statements.  Ultimately, despite the absence of any supporting facts and regardless of the fact 

that the Clarification largely reflected the common law, Mullin’s efforts succeeded and the 

Clarification failed to pass, preserving the County’s ability to extort Rayonier. 

E. Mullin Discusses Rescinding the ENCPA with the County and Both Acknowledge 
Mullin’s Conflict 
 
60. As the dispute over the Clarification escalated, the BOCC began discussing the 

rescission of the ENCPA with the lawyer who was instrumental in its creation for Rayonier—
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Mullin.  At the February 16, 2018 meeting, Commissioner Danny Leeper raised the prospect of 

undoing the ENCPA: 

Mr. Leeper: Thank you Mr. Chairman.  Mike, is there – first and foremost, I 
hope – I think it’s the wishes of everyone that we try to work this 
agreement out, if you would, this concern and get back to the 
partnership – true partnership for what it is. 
But is there – in case it doesn’t happen, worst-case scenario, do we 
have any ability – do we have an option to rescind, if you will, the 
ENCPA?  It may be – I don’t want to put you on the spot, but it’s – 
have you thought about that? 

Mr. Mullin: I have, Commissioner Leeper and let me – I want to do some more 
research on that before I get back to you on that because I 
anticipated that question and I’m certainly – as much as I don’t like 
to say it – started looking at that just because of the failure, as the 
movie said, to communicate not on your part but no one here to 
communicate.  So, yes sir.  Simple answer is I will research and get 
that back to the whole Commission. 

 
[Exhibit 10 at 29-30].  Mullin, as counsel to the County, publicly acknowledged that he had 

started work to rescind the ENCPA, which he helped pass for Rayonier, and would continue in 

that effort.   

61. Spurred on by Mullin, this concept took hold at the meeting as other members of 

the BOCC voiced support for the idea of rescission of the “public/private partnership”: 

Mr. Leeper: One more comment.  I know, Mike, you said sometimes there's 
disagreements in partnerships.  I agree with that.  We all – we all -- 
even on this board, we thankfully agree to disagree and we move 
on.  But my opinion, based on what I've learned in the last few 
days and based upon what I learned today is, again, my opinion. 
This is a very deliberate act upon what the partnership that we have 
with those officials to break the promises they've made to the 
taxpayers of this county.  That's how I feel at the moment based on 
what I know. 

Mr. Mullins:   Yes, sir. 
Mr. Edwards:  I'll agree with that. Commissioner Kelley? 
Mr. Kelley:   Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Once again, I can't stress enough just 

as Commissioner Leeper.  A group of people who have been thus 
far so concerned about public image and public perception, they're 
starting a project of this sheer magnitude that we all agreed would 
take 20 to 30 years to fully develop to enter into this type of 
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adverse relationship so early in our partnership, I am puzzled.  I am 
more than puzzled. I'm baffled.  Because, if they don't like bad 
press, I know they're not going to like the next chapter in this 
partnership.  Because it's only going to go downhill from here, I 
can assure you.  Because I don't like bad press either, and I 
answered 81,000 stockholders called taxpayers.  It's going to get 
bad.  So I'm -- like Commission Leeper, I certainly hope that there 
is some way that we can resolve it. If not -- if we can't resolve it, 
then let's dissolve it.  How's that?  Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

 
[Id. at 32-33].  Led and represented by Rayonier’s former lawyer, the County began raising the 

possibility of rescinding the ENCPA, an outcome that would have a massively negative impact 

on Rayonier and would undo the crown jewel of Mullin’s representation of the company.  More 

importantly, Mullin’s willingness to explore undoing the very framework he had negotiated on 

Rayonier’s behalf demonstrated a clear and obvious conflict of interest; a lawyer may not draft 

and negotiate an agreement and then switch sides to the other party and seek to rescind or amend 

its terms without the former client’s consent. This newfound opposition to Rayonier and the 

development of the ENCPA was a natural consequence of Mullin’s continued effort, through 

intentionally misleading representations and knowingly false statements about Rayonier’s 

obligations under the ENCPA, to turn the County against his former client in order to further his 

own interest in pleasing his new employer and client.  

62. To be sure, Mullin’s effort to assist the County with undoing or rescinding the 

ENCPA is a direct conflict—one which both Mullin and the County have ultimately 

acknowledged. The law firm of Nabors Giblin & Nickerson was engaged to assist the County in 

any rescission efforts because Mullin ultimately correctly acknowledged that he could not assist 

the County in rescinding the ENCPA. But Mullin’s acknowledgement of the conflict presented 

by his representation was limited to only recusing himself from issues involving documents 

signed prior to March 2015. Although a key component of Mullin’s prior representation of 
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Rayonier involved establishing a developmental framework whereby Rayonier would donate 

land and the County would build and maintain the recreational facilities, Mullin nevertheless has 

taken the position that any actions, agreements or other documents entered into after March 

2015—regardless of their substantial relationship to his prior representation—do not present a 

conflict for which he must recuse himself. Mullin’s view of his ethical obligations is temporal, 

rather than substantive – so long as an event occurs after the date he joined the County, Mullin 

feels free to attack his former client, regardless of the connection of the new event to his prior 

representation of Rayonier.  

F. Mullin Violates Public Records Laws and Directs County Staff to Violate Public 
Records Laws in an Effort to Avoid Production of Responsive Documents to 
Rayonier 
 
63. On January 7, 2019, Justin Stankiewicz, the County’s former Office of 

Management and Budget Director, filed a grievance asserting that he had been terminated for 

refusing to destroy documents responsive to a then-pending public records request from 

Rayonier’s counsel in October 2018.  [See Employee Grievance dated January 7, 2019, a true 

and correct copy of which is attached as Exhibit 12].  Rayonier’s public records request sought 

documents and communications relating to the County’s dispute with Rayonier over the ENCPA. 

64. Stankiewicz has now testified under oath regarding a November 6, 2018 meeting 

where Stankiewicz informed Mullin that he had text messages on his phone regarding County 

business that were responsive to Rayonier’s public records request. In response, Mullin directed 

Stankiewicz to delete the text messages on Stankiewicz’s phone despite knowing the text 

messages qualified as public records and were required under Florida law to be produced to 

Rayonier.  
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65. Stankiewicz also testified that Mullin admitted that he had deleted similar 

messages from his phone.  Thus, not only had Mullin knowingly and intentionally directed other 

County staff to destroy public records, but he had knowingly and intentionally violated Florida 

law himself as well.  

66. Stankiewicz refused to comply with Mullin’s directive to violate Florida law. He 

spoke with multiple other County staff members regarding Mullin’s directive at the November 6 

meeting to destroy public records; staff were also dumbfounded that Mullin would instruct them 

to violate the law. Unsurprisingly, he was terminated from his position with the County shortly 

thereafter upon returning from vacation.  

67. Mullin claimed that Stankiewicz’s termination related to funds missing from petty 

cash and not Stankiewicz’s refusal to violate Florida’s public records laws; the County sheriff’s 

office subsequently investigated Mullin’s allegations, but found insufficient evidence to support 

any further action.  Stankiewicz’s allegations suggest that, in addition to advising the County on 

matters adverse to his former client, Mullin was violating Florida law to impede Rayonier’s 

efforts to defend itself against Mullin’s assault on his prior work for Rayonier. 

68. Stankiewicz’s grievance attached a number of text messages between Mullin and 

various County Commissioners and senior county personnel, none of which were produced in 

response to Rayonier’s counsel’s public records request prior to their attachment to 

Stankiewicz’s grievance.  Each of them relate to the County’s attacks on Rayonier and, 

throughout, Mullin is revealed to be directing the County’s strategy in those efforts to undermine 

the ENCPA.   
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IV. Mullin is Informed of the Conflicting Representation and Refuses to Step Aside 

69. Before and during the adverse actions taken by Mullin against Rayonier as 

described above, Rayonier raised the issue of its former counsel’s adversity in a face-to-face 

meeting in early February 2018.  Rayonier explained its position and requested that Mullin step 

aside to remedy the obvious conflict of interest in light of Mullin’s duty to his former client.  

Mullin declined, refusing to acknowledge any problem with his behavior.   

70. Having attempted an informal resolution, Rayonier demanded Mullin’s recusal by 

letter, which was e-mailed  to Mullin on February 26, 2018, and which copied the BOCC.  [See 

Letter from Mark R. Bridwell to Michael S. Mullin dated February 26, 2018 (the “Conflict 

Letter”), a true and correct copy of which is attached as Exhibit 13].  Rayonier’s letter discussed 

Mullin’s multiple challenges to the ENCPA, concluding that Mullin’s conduct presented a 

violation of Mullin’s professional obligations not to undertake representations adverse to former 

clients on matters that are the same or substantially related to the prior representation. 

71. Twenty-three minutes later after Rayonier emailed the Conflict Letter, Mullin 

responded by e-mail, stating: 

I am in receipt of your letter regarding conflict.  I have not had time to review it 
or seek a legal opinion.  A cursory review leads me to a different conclusion than 
stated in the letter.  I will certainly have someone do a legal review and respond.  
The board of county commissioners, representing 81,000 residents has responded 
to actions taken by ray dient [sic] that are contrary to the public private 
partnership and everything represented to them by ray dient [sic] since late 2015 
and 2016 and  2017.  As you know the board asked for the company 
representatives to come to a public workshop for a partner discussion and the 
company refused.  They also asked the stewardship board to come to a public 
meeting and they declined. 
 

[E-mail string between Mark Bridwell and Michael Mullin, attached as Exhibit 14].  While 

claiming not to have read the Conflict Letter sufficiently to form an opinion, Mullin disagreed 

that he had a conflict.  
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72. Mullin did, apparently have sufficient time to discuss the Conflict Letter with 

various  County Commissioners and other county employees via text message.  Among the texts 

attached to Stankiewicz’s grievance is the following, which began three minutes after Mullin 

sent his terse response to Bridwell and which Stankiewicz testified he was later ordered to delete 

by Mullin: 

Shanea Jones: Oh Lordy…Raydient taking a new angle to shut 
Mike down. Lol 

Commissioner Justin Taylor: They’re pulling out all the stops. 
Mullin:   They luv me 
Taco Pope:   ?Did we miss the memo? 
Jones:    I feel the love vibes being sent your way.  I just 
forwarded the email to you Taco & Justin. 
Mullin:   I feel them everywhere 
Jones: It’s all of a sudden a conflict of interest even though 

you’ve been back since March of 2015 & had 
countless meetings with them as u represent the 
Board. 

Mullin: Yes isn’t that strange.  There goes my thanksgiving 
day invitation 

Justin Stankiewicz: Think we need a new word stronger than 
irretrievably broken 

Mullin:   Yes 
Commissioner Danny Leeper: What would happen if we deny the conflict.  

I say let them spend their money. 
Mullin: We may do that.  I guess I am off the easter dinner 

list 
Leeper:   Lol. All of us 
Mullin:   Yes 
 

[Text Messages between Mike Mullin, Justin Stankiewicz, Shanea Jones, Taco Pope, Justin 

Taylor and Danny Leeper dated February 26, 2018, a true and correct copy of which is attached 

as Exhibit 15 (emphasis added)].  Approximately twenty-six minutes after Rayonier raised the 

issue of Mullin’s conflicts, Mullin had formulated a strategy with members of the BOCC and 

senior County staff to increase the harm to Rayonier by ignoring Rayonier’s legitimate concerns 

for the purpose of making Rayonier spend money to seek a remedy for Mullin’s malfeasance, 
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despite the tacit admission of a conflict that Mullin and the County would later partially 

acknowledge  

73. Hearing nothing, Rayonier asked Mullin for a response to the Conflict Letter on 

March 7, 2018.  [See Email from Mark Bridwell to Michael Mullin dated March 7, 2018, a true 

and correct copy of which is attached as Exhibit 16].  Rayonier explained that Mullin’s  

continued representation of the County in matters relating to the ENCPA generally – in light of 

Mullin’s eight-year stint as Rayonier’s lead counsel during the formation of the ENCPA and the 

negotiation of a number of bedrock agreements and land use approvals – required him to abstain 

from continuing to represent the County.   

74. Mullin responded by letter on March 12, asserting that Rayonier’s position was 

not specific enough, but claiming that he would have outside counsel review Rayonier’s 

assertions.  [See Letter from Michael S. Mullin to Mark Bridwell dated March 12, 2018, a true 

and correct copy of which is attached as Exhibit 17]. 

75. Hearing nothing further from Mullin, Rayonier took the action it believed to be 

appropriate and filed a bar complaint against Mullin on March 29, 2018.  [See Florida Bar 

Inquiry/Complaint Form dated March 29, 2018 (the “Bar Complaint”), a true and correct copy of 

which is attached as Exhibit 18].  Generally speaking, the complaint described the scope of 

Mullin’s lengthy representation of Rayonier, discussed Mullin’s antagonistic representation since 

assuming the role of County Attorney and asked the Bar to take action to stop Mullin’s 

impermissible infidelity to his former client. 

76. Mullin responded to the Bar Complaint by letter on May 3, 2018.  [See Letter 

from Michael S. Mullin dated May 2, 2018 (the “Bar Response”), a true and correct copy of 

which is attached as Exhibit 19].  The sum of Mullin’s responsive position was that his 
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representation of Rayonier involved participation in numerous public meetings and hearings and 

helping prepare numerous publicly filed documents, such that he – despite representing Rayonier 

for eight years – had no confidential information.  Mullin also asserted that the Stewardship 

District was formed after Mullin joined the County, so that the present disagreement could not 

relate to Mullin’s service to Rayonier irrespective of the fact that the Stewardship District is an 

integral part of the overall strategy that Mullin himself devised. The Bar Complaint process has 

since concluded. 

77. Mullin became Interim County Attorney on July 2, 2018, expanding the scope of 

Mullin’s involvement in matters relating to the ENCPA.  Mullin’s appointment prompted 

Rayonier to send yet another letter concerning the conflict of interest presented by Mullin’s 

involvement in matters adverse to his former client.  [See Letter from Mark R. Bridwell to 

Michael S. Mullin dated June 29, 2018, a true and correct copy of which is attached as Exhibit 

20].  Rayonier pointed out that Mullin’s role as County Attorney left Mullin in a conflict when 

he was merely advising the County on matters relating to the ENCPA; in his new role as Interim 

County Manager, he would be making substantive decisions on matters involving his former 

client.  Accordingly, Rayonier once again asked that Mullin recuse himself from matters relating 

to the ENCPA.  As before, Mullin did not respond. 

78. Instead of withdrawing, during a September 17, 2018 meeting, Mullin asserted 

that modifications to or rescission of the Stewardship District might be necessary and discussed 

the ENCPA at length in furtherance of the County’s narrative that Rayonier made commitments 

to unilaterally fund public recreational facilities.  [See Transcript of September 17, 2018 BOCC 

Meeting, relevant excerpts of which are attached as Exhibit 21].  Importantly, Mullin’s 

comments related directly to the time period when Mullin led Rayonier’s efforts to obtain 
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approval of the ENCPA and his related work for Rayonier.  Perhaps even more importantly, 

based on Mullin’s guidance and advocacy, the BOCC continued to express its willingness to 

rescind the ENCPA in its entirety and dissolve the “public/private partnership” between the 

County and Rayonier.  [See id. at 69-72].  Both Mullin and the County ultimately acknowledged 

that Mullin is conflicted from representing the County with any effort to rescind the ENCPA 

based on Mullin’s prior engagement by Rayonier, leading the County to retain Nabors Giblin to 

provide advice on the ENCPA documents.  Mullin has separately acknowledged his conflict 

relative to the rescission of the ENCPA and the Mobility Fee Agreement.     

79. The disputes between Rayonier and the County concerning Rayonier’s duties, 

rights and obligations under the ENCPA, Mobility Fee Agreement and other associated 

development submittals and approvals continue as of the date of this filing.  Mullin has 

continued his adverse representation of the County on those matters, despite Rayonier’s multiple 

requests that he stop and the admission of the existence of a conflict of interest. 

80. Mullin has now assumed the role of County Manager, while maintaining his 

position as County Attorney.  Mullin is not only in a position to render legal opinions and give 

advice in the course of his continuing dispute with Rayonier, his new role puts him in a position 

to make decisions contrary to his former client on matters within the scope of his prior 

representation, including, among other things, pursuing dissolution of the “public/private 

partnership” in the ENCPA. 

81. In his dual roles – both considered full-time jobs – Mullin will receive two 

salaries, totaling more than $270,000, and double retirement contributions by the County.   

82. Mullin’s representation as County Attorney and his work as Interim County 

Manager and now County Manager presents a direct conflict to his prior representation of 



34 
 

Rayonier in the same or a substantially related matter and amounts to a violation of Mullin’s 

fiduciary obligation to his former client, Rayonier. 

83. Any actions taken by Mullin to investigate or provide any legal advice to his 

current client, the County, that may affect Rayonier’s ongoing development rights granted 

pursuant to the ENCPA and development conditions therein are directly adverse to Rayonier’s 

interests. Such actions violate Mullin’s common law duty of loyalty to Rayonier and constitute a 

conflict as established by Rule 4-1.9 of the Rules of Professional Conduct of the Florida Bar: 

A lawyer who has formerly represented a client in a matter must not afterwards: 
 
(a) Represent another person in the same or a substantially related matter on 

which that person’s interests are materially adverse to the interests of the former client 
unless the former client gives informed consent; 

(b) Use information relating to the representation to the disadvantage of the 
former client except as these rules would permit or require with respect to a client or 
when the information has become generally known; or 

(c) Reveal information relating to the representation except as these rules 
would permit or require with respect to a client.3 

 
84. Based on the facts above, it is indisputable that Mullin has provided advice and 

counsel to the County contrary to Rayonier’s interests on matters directly within the scope of his 

representation of Rayonier relative to the ENCPA. 

85. On learning of Mullin’s adverse representation of the County with respect to 

matters on which he previously represented Rayonier, Rayonier immediately—and repeatedly—

demanded that Mullin stop all such representation due to the obvious conflict of interest.     

86. Rayonier repeatedly informed Mullin orally and in writing over the course of 

several months that it would not consent to his representation of the County adversely to its 

interests in any ENCPA matters.  Because Mullin refused to substantively respond or to accede 

                                                 
3 Rule 4-1.11 specifically states that Rule 4-1.9 applies to attorneys serving as public officers or 
employees.  
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to Rayonier’s requests, Rayonier was forced to go so far as to file a bar complaint against Mullin.  

Still this had no effect and Mullin continued to intentionally breach his fiduciary obligations to 

Rayonier.  

87. Mullin continues to refuse to cease representing the County with respect to 

Rayonier’s ENCPA project, nor has the County undertaken any meaningful efforts to restrain 

him. Indeed, Mullin’s transition from County Attorney to County Manager appears to be part of 

an effort by Mullin and the County to avoid the strictures of his professional obligations so that 

he can continue to breach his duty of loyalty to Rayonier and its affiliates by continuing to advise 

and represent the County and the BOCC with respect to the ENCPA.   

88. Not only has Mullin intentionally engaged in a directly conflicting legal 

representation adverse to his former client, Rayonier, but Mullin has taken multiple actions with 

the malicious intention of harming Rayonier in order to benefit his current client, the County. 

Indeed, this dispute is not simply a disagreement regarding the scope of Mullin’s ethical 

obligation to not engage in conflicting representations against former clients. Rather it concerns a 

former attorney’s intentional and malicious actions in affirmatively seeking to harm that former 

client by leveraging his prior representation and exploiting his authority as the County Attorney 

and now County Manager. Such malicious, bad faith conduct includes but is not limited to: 

a. Making knowingly false statements that County staff agreed with his position that 

the Stewardship District (and therefore Rayonier) was obligated to fund and build 

improvements; 

b. Destroying public records responsive to public records requests served by 

Rayonier and directing County staff to violate public records laws by destroying 

and/or withholding responsive documents; 
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c. Advocating for denying the conflict of interest so that Rayonier would be forced 

to expend money to force Mullin to cease the conflicting representation; 

d. Attempting to extort Rayonier into renegotiating the ENCPA framework that he 

had helped establish on its behalf and refusing to process and grant lawful 

applications for development within the ENCPA unless Rayonier agreed to 

execute the MOU all the while knowing through his prior representation the 

financial assumptions and limitations placed on Rayonier’s ability to resist the 

attempted extortion; and 

e. Advocating for the rescission and/or modification of the ENCPA altogether 

Mullin’s intentional and malicious conduct and his reinforcement of the false representations is 

driven by an obvious motivation: despite serving a county of approximately 85,000 people, 

Mullin is being paid more than $270,000 for his dual roles as County Attorney and County 

Manager. By contrast, Governor Ron DeSantis, the chief executive of a state with a population of 

over 21 million people, has a salary of approximately $130,000. In other words, Mullin is 

intentionally, maliciously, and in bad faith violating his fiduciary obligations to Rayonier in 

order to maintain an income that is more than twice that of Florida’s governor and over five 

times greater than the median household income of Nassau County’s residents. 

89. Because the ENCPA dispute is ongoing, Rayonier’s confidential and attorney-

client privileged information regarding relevant business issues, risk and reward analyses, and 

possible negotiating leverage points that Mullin obtained during the course of his nearly eight 

year representation of Rayonier are, upon information and belief, being used by Mullin to 

Rayonier’s disadvantage. Indeed, Florida law presumes that Mullin has obtained privileged and 

confidential communications from Rayonier.  And there is a continuing danger that Mullin will 
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use that information to benefit the County and the BOCC to the detriment of Rayonier and its 

affiliates—his former clients. This danger is all the more pertinent given Mullin’s apparent 

willingness to ignore public records laws, misrepresent the positions of County staff regarding 

Rayonier and the Stewardship’s obligations, and openly advocate for rescinding the regulatory 

framework that he negotiated and drafted on Rayonier’s behalf for almost eight years.  

COUNT I – Injunctive Relief Against Existing and Future Breaches of Fiduciary Duty 
(Mullin) 

 
90. Rayonier realleges and incorporates Paragraphs 1-89 above as if set forth fully 

herein.  

91. This is an action for temporary and permanent injunction against Mullin to enjoin 

him from continuing to represent Nassau County in any capacity in matters regarding the 

ENCPA, including, but not limited to, the Mobility Fee Agreement, the Stewardship District, and 

any other associated land development approvals and matters relating to the ENCPA that are 

adverse to Rayonier and its affiliates’ interests and from divulging any confidential or otherwise 

privileged information concerning Rayonier and its affiliates that Mullin obtained or created 

during the course of his representation of Rayonier. 

92. Mullin occupied a special and confidential relationship with Rayonier as its 

adviser and attorney over the course of almost eight years. 

93. Rayonier reposed trust and confidence in Mullin as its adviser and attorney. 

94. Mullin knowingly accepted Rayonier’s trust and confidence and, as Rayonier’s 

adviser and attorney acted in reliance on that trust and confidence. 

95. As a result of the relationship between Rayonier, Mullin owed and owes Rayonier 

fiduciary duties, including but not limited to the duty of loyalty and the duty of confidentiality.  

Mullin’s fiduciary duties continued after his representation ceased in March 2015. 
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96. Mullin has breached his fiduciary duties to Rayonier in connection with his 

directly adverse representation of County as described above.  Mullin has repeatedly and openly 

represented County adversely to his former client Rayonier on matters that are substantially 

related to his prior representation of Rayonier in violation of his fiduciary obligations.  

97. Not only has Mullin breached his fiduciary duties to Rayonier, but he has done so 

in bad faith, willfully and wantonly, intentionally and with actual malice toward Rayonier.  

Mullin has actively sought to harm his former client, misrepresenting facts to the BOCC and to 

the public and knowingly committing violations of Florida law to conceal his duplicity. Mullin’s 

conduct goes well beyond the scope of his duties as a County employee and serves only to 

further his efforts to, at all costs, maintain his positions with County and harm Rayonier.   

98. Mullin’s current representation of the County is the same or substantially related 

to his prior representation of Rayonier and its affiliates with respect to the ENCPA and the 

regulatory environment applicable to the project. Rayonier and its affiliates have not provided 

their consent to the materially adverse representation.  

99. Rayonier and its affiliates have suffered and will continue to suffer irreparable 

injury as a result of Mullin’s actions and failures to act described in this Complaint.  Mullin’s 

violations of his fiduciary obligations have existed and continues despite Rayonier’s efforts to 

convince Mullin to cease his breaches of his obligation to Rayonier.  Mullin has encouraged 

Nassau County’s government to undermine the basic development conditions Mullin helped craft 

and on which the ENCPA rests, if not to rescind the entire ENCPA.  Mullin’s representation of 

Nassau County will continue to harm Rayonier by virtue of his obvious conflict of interest and 

will disadvantage Rayonier in its efforts before the County to move forward with the ENCPA 
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development as Mullin divulges privileged and confidential information to the disadvantage of 

Rayonier, Mullin’s former client, and to the advantage of the County, Mullin’s current client.   

100. Mullin’s actions have caused Rayonier significant damages by preventing 

progress on Rayonier’s development efforts.  Rayonier has expended millions of dollars to move 

the project ahead and, like all land development, undue delays in the life of a project result in 

financial harm.  Mullin’s conduct directly prevented the approval of DSAP 2, which would have 

resulted in a sale of land valued in the millions of dollars.  In addition, Mullin’s wrongful acts 

have forced Rayonier to expend substantial legal fees to attempt to obtain his compliance with 

his fiduciary duties, expenses that Mullin himself indicated he expected would happen in his text 

message exchanges with BOCC members.  While Mullin’s conduct has forced Rayonier to incur 

significant damages, an award of damages is not sought in this action since any such award 

against Mullin would not adequately remedy the harm Rayonier has suffered and will continue to 

suffer because of his conduct and, in any event, would be virtually impossible to quantify. 

101. Under the circumstances described in this Complaint, Mullin’s representation of 

the County as described above is a violation of his fiduciary duty of loyalty and is a direct and 

prohibited conflict of interest under the Florida Rules of Professional Conduct governing 

attorneys admitted to practice in Florida and a violation of Florida common law.   

102. As such, there is a substantial likelihood of Rayonier’s success on the merits.  

103. A temporary and permanent injunction will serve the public interest in protecting 

the attorney-client privilege, protecting Rayonier’s confidential information and upholding the 

Florida Rules of Professional Conduct. 

104. Rayonier has a clear legal right to the relief sought. 

105. Rayonier does not have an adequate remedy at law. 
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106. All conditions precedent to the maintenance of this action have been obtained or 

have been waived by Mullin.  

WHEREFORE, Rayonier respectfully requests that this Court (a) enjoin Michael Mullin 

from continuing to represent Nassau County and/or its Board of County Commissioners in any 

capacity in connection with matters regarding the ENCPA, (b) enjoin Michael Mullin from 

divulging privileged communications and confidential information he obtained during his 

representation of Rayonier, and (c) provide any other relief the Court deems just and appropriate. 

COUNT II – Injunction Against Aiding and Abetting Breach of Fiduciary Duty  
(Nassau County) 

 
107. Rayonier realleges and incorporates Paragraphs 1-89 above as if set forth fully 

herein.  

108. This is an action for temporary and permanent injunction against the County to 

enjoin it from continuing to aid and abet Mullin’s continuing breach of fiduciary duty owed to 

Rayonier. Specifically, Rayonier seeks to enjoin the County from continuing to permit Mullin to 

represent it in any capacity in matters regarding the ENCPA, including, but not limited to, the 

Mobility Fee Agreement, the Stewardship District, and any other associated land development 

approvals and matters relating to the ENCPA that are adverse to Rayonier and its affiliates’ 

interests and to prevent Mullin from divulging any confidential or otherwise privileged 

information concerning Rayonier and its affiliates that Mullin obtained or created during the 

course of his representation of Rayonier. 

109. Mullin occupied a special and confidential relationship with Rayonier as its 

adviser and attorney over the course of almost eight years.  

110. Rayonier reposed trust and confidence in Mullin as its adviser and attorney.  
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111. Mullin knowingly accepted Rayonier’s trust and confidence and, as Rayonier’s 

adviser and attorney, acted in reliance on that trust and confidence.  

112. As a result of the relationship with Rayonier, Mullin owed and owes Rayonier 

fiduciary duties, including but not limited to the duty of loyalty and the duty of confidentiality, 

including the duty to safeguard and not disclose Rayonier’s confidential and attorney-client 

privileged information.  Mullin’s fiduciary duties continued after his representation ceased in 

March 2015. 

113. Mullin has breached his fiduciary duties to Rayonier in connection with his 

directly adverse representation of the County as described above.  

114. Mullin’s current representation of the County is the same or substantially related 

to his prior representation of Rayonier and its affiliates with respect to the ENCPA. Rayonier and 

its affiliates have not provided their consent to the materially adverse representation.  

115. The County is and was aware of Mullin’s breaches of fiduciary duty.  County 

officials were aware that Mullin had previously represented Rayonier against the County for 

nearly eight years in connection with the development of the ENCPA.  And the County was 

aware of Rayonier’s repeated efforts to inform Mullin of his conflicting representation and that it 

did not consent to the representation.  

116. The County was not only aware of Mullin’s breaches of fiduciary duty, but 

encouraged his wrongdoing by refusing to instruct him to cease the conflicting representation. 

Indeed, the County communicated with Mullin that the conflict should be denied so that 

Rayonier would be forced to spend money on attorneys’ fees and costs to obtain the required 

injunction. 
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117. Rayonier and its affiliates have suffered and will continue to suffer irreparable 

injury as a result of the County’s wrongful acts and/or negligence and failures to act described in 

this Complaint.   

118. While the County’s actions in aiding and abetting Mullin’s breach of fiduciary 

duty have harmed Rayonier by preventing development from being approved, such as most 

specifically through the nonapproval of DSAP 2, an award of damages is not sought in this 

action since any such award would not adequately remedy the harm Rayonier has suffered and 

will continue to suffer because of the County’s misconduct and, in any event, would be virtually 

impossible to quantify. 

119. Under the circumstances described in this Complaint, Mullin’s representation of 

the County as described above is a violation of his fiduciary duty of loyalty and is a direct and 

prohibited conflict of interest under the Florida Rules of Professional Conduct governing 

attorneys admitted to practice in Florida and a violation of Florida common law. In turn, the 

County’s knowledge and encouragement of the breach of fiduciary duty constitutes aiding and 

abetting a breach of fiduciary duty.  The County’s wrongful acts are thus a necessary element for 

the requested injunctive relief.    

120. As such, there is a substantial likelihood of Rayonier’s success on the merits.  

121. A temporary and permanent injunction will serve the public interest in protecting 

the attorney-client privilege, protecting Rayonier’s confidential information and upholding the 

Florida Rules of Professional Conduct. 

122. Rayonier has a clear legal right to the relief sought. 

123. Rayonier does not have an adequate remedy at law. 
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124. All conditions precedent to the maintenance of this action have been obtained or 

have been waived by the County. The County received notice of the claim in accordance with 

Fla. Stat. § 768.28, and the time has expired for the County to make a final disposition of the 

claim.  

125. Rayonier and its affiliates have suffered and will continue to suffer damage as a 

result of Mullin’s actions and the County’s assistance and encouragement in Mullin’s breaches 

of fiduciary duty.   

WHEREFORE, Rayonier requests that this Court (a) enjoin the County from aiding and 

abetting Mullin’s breaches of fiduciary duty by instructing the County to relieve Michael Mullin 

of his representation of the County and/or its Board of County Commissioners in any capacity in 

connection with matters regarding the ENCPA, (b) enjoin the County from permitting Michael 

Mullin to divulge privileged communications and confidential information he obtained during 

his representation of Rayonier, and (c) provide any other relief the Court deems just and 

appropriate.  

 DATED this 9th day of September, 2019. 

      GUNSTER, YOAKLEY & STEWART, P.A. 
 
      By /s/ William E. Adams, Jr.    
       William E. Adams, Jr. 
       Florida Bar Number 467080 
       Lauren V. Purdy 
       Florida Bar Number 93943 

225 Water Street, Suite 1750 
       Jacksonville, FL 32202 
       (904) 354-1980 phone 
       (904) 354-2170 facsimile 
       Primary email:  badams@gunster.com 
       Primary email:  lpurdy@gunster.com 
       Secondary email:  lfrancis@gunster.com 

Secondary email:  awinsor@gunster.com 
Attorneys for Plaintiff Rayonier 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 9th day of September, 2019, I electronically filed the 

foregoing with the Clerk of the Court using the Florida Courts E-Filing Portal, and served the 

document electronically by email on the following: 

Robert H. Farnell, II, Esq. 
Bedell, Dittmar, Devault, Pillans & Coxe, P.A. 
The Bedell Building 
101 East Adams Street 
Jacksonville, FL  32202 
Phone:  (904) 353-9211 x 128 
Primary E-mail:  rhf@bedellfirm.com 
 

       /s/ William E. Adams, Jr.,   
        Attorney 
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OBJECTIVE FL.13 

East Nassau Co111111unity Plam1n1g At·ea 

Consistent ·with the Multi-Use Community Planning Area land use provisions of Future 
Land Use Element Policy FL.01.02, the East Nassau Community Planning Area 
(ENCPA) is hereby created and adopted. The principles and standa1'ds of the following 
policies wiU be implemented during future development orders within the EN CPA and 
are enforceable as provided for in Chapter 163, F.S. The ENCPA shall tecognize the inher­
ent, integtal relationship between transportation, land use and urban design and the de­
gree that these elements affect one another and shall p1'0vide high value regional employ­
ment and economic development oppo1'tunities thtough the promotion of compatible and 
financially sustainable land use patterns. To facilitate the use of multiple modes of trans­
portation, leading to a reduction in automobile use and vehicle miles traveled, develop­
m.ent shall be in the form of complete communities that discourage urban sprawl; 
sttengthen long 1'ange transportation planning effo1-ts through creation of parallel trans­
portation corridors, walkable and transit-supporting emrfronments; preserve environ­
mental resoutces; and create a gteater diversity of housing types and prices. 
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Policy FL.13.01 

Development Principles 

Nassau County shall promote a sustainable and efficient land use pattern within the ENCPA by requiring 
development within the EN CPA to incorporate the following development principles: 

A) Protect certain unique physical and visual characteristics of the ENCPA which include bluff topog­
raphy, the St. Mary's River, Lofton Creek and significant historic or archaeological resources; and 

B) Create a connected network of community amenities consisting of public parks, multi-use path­
ways_, schools and playfields; and 

C) Provide a variety of housing types with the higher residential densities near village centers; and 

D) Design communities that support alternative modes of transportation with an emphasis on bicycle 
and pedestrian mobility and the opportunity for rail or bus rapid transit component located along 
the existing railroad corridor and U.S. 17 corridor; and 

E) Dedicated rights-of-way designed to accommodate necessary utility infrastructure, dedicated bike 
lanes and a variety of transit opportunities; and 

F) Enable regional employment and activity centers that encourage targeted economic development 
and job-supporting uses that maximize the benefits of existing or reserved highways, rail and tran­
sit-accommodating corridors; and 

G) Conserve energy, conserve water resources and reduce greenhouse gas emissions through innova­
tive, energy-efficient building construction and development practices; and 

H) Establish a Conservation and Habitat Network of uplands, wetlands, blackwater creeks and wildlife 
corridors that define, connect and protect significant natural habitats; and 

I) Accommodate a new interchange at Interstate 95 to serve the ENCPA and facilitate implementa­
tion of the Long Range Transportation Plan. 
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Policy FL.13.02 

Definitions and Interpretations 

For the purpose of Objective FL.13 and its supporting Policies, the following terms, phrases, words and their 
derivations shall have the meaning contained herein, except where the context clearly requires otherwise. 
Terms not otherwise defined herein shall be first interpreted by reference to the Nassau County Land Devel­
opment Code, if specifically defined therein; and secondly by reference to generally accepted planning, en­
gineering, or other professional terminology if technical, and otherwise according to common usage, unless 
the context clearly indicates otherwise. In each case, the range of allowable uses shall be broadly interpreted 
so as to allow those types of uses compatible with listed uses in these ENCP A policies and consistent with 
the overall intent of the applicable land use sub-category. 

A) Block: A unit of land bounded by streets or a combination of streets and public land, railroad rights­
of-way, waterways, or other barrier to the continuity of development. 

B) Block, Civic: A block where civic space or uses exceed 7 5% of the total block land area. 

C) Block, Mixed-Use: A block with a minimum of two (2) land uses, with one (1) of the land uses be­
ing residential. For any mixed use block containing only 2 land uses, neither land uses shall repre­
sent less than 25% of the total block floor area. For any mixed use block containing three (3) or 
more land uses, none of the land uses shall contain less than 15% of the total block floor area. 

D) Block, Office: A block where office uses exceed 75% of the total block floor area. 

E) Block, Residential: A block where residential uses exceed 75% of the total block floor area. 

F) Block, Retail: A block where retail, eating/ drinking and service uses exceed 75% of the total block 
floor area. 

G) Common Area: Any portion of a development designed and intended to be used in common by the 
owners, residents or tenants of the development. These areas may contain such complementary 
structures and improvements as are necessary and appropriate for the benefit and enjoyment of the 
owners, residents or tenants. 

H) Common Open Space: All open space, or portions thereof, including landscaping, screening, and 
buffering, which is part of a common area. 

I) Density (Residential): The number of residential dwelling units per unit of land. 

J) Density, Average Net (Residential): The residential density, based on the area of a development 
site, less waterbodies, wetlands, designated public lands, conservation uplands, public open space 
and stormwater management areas. 

K) Development Site: The property under consideration for a development, which may contain one or 
more potential building sites. Where the development site may contain more than one building site, 
any applicable development site setback requirements may be established from the development 
site perimeter. 

L) Intensity (of Use): The bulk or mass of a use upon a building site or development site, as expressed 
by either residential density or non-residential floor area ratio (F.A.R.), which is the gross floor area 
of all buildings or structures on a development site divided by its developable area. 

M) Minimum/Maximum Intensity Criteria: In land use sub-categories where mixed use development 
is permitted or required, a development site shall meet the following minimum and/ or maximum 
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intensity criteria. 

1. Minllnum intensity criteria: 

a) Residential development shall meet the minllnum residential average net density required 
within the land use sub-category; or 

b) Non-residential development shall meet the minimum F.A.R. required within the land use sub­
category; or 

c) Where both residential and non-residential development is proposed or required, the percent­
age sum of both the minllnum residential average net density and the minimum F.A.R., when 
calculated separately, equals or exceeds 100%. 

2. Maximum intensity criterion: 

a) Where both residential and non-residential development is proposed or required, the maximum 
residential average net density and maximum F.A.R. standards shall be considered and applied 
separately. 

N) Preliminary Development Plan (PDP): The procedures, review criteria and application require­
ments provided for in the Nassau County Land Development Code. To ensure that development in 
the ENCPA achieves the principles of Policy FL.13.01, the PDP shall include a minimum of one­
hundred (100) gross acres. 
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Policy FL.13.03 

Green Development Practices 

Development within the ENCPA shall promote sustainable community and building design techniques and 
energy conservation strategies consistent with recognized green building standards. These techniques and 
strategies shall be established during the Nassau County development review process and shall include the 
following: 

A) Protecting and enhancing natural systems, as provided for in Policy FL.13.07.(A); 

B) Considering surface waters, conservation lands and environmental open space as a visual amenity; 

C) Encouraging alternative modes of transportation that reduce the average vehicle miles traveled and 
greenhouse gas emissions; 

D) Developing incentives for water conservation; 

E) Incorporating Florida water-wise vegetation and natural (native) planting area into site landscaping 
to limit and reduce the use of potable water; 

F) Providing education to promote green living practices; and 

G) Promoting energy conservation by encouraging green building practices. 

Policy FL.13.04 

Recreational Trails and Multi-Use Pathways 

As a means of promoting walkability and connectivity, recreational trails and multi-use pathways shall be 
required as an integral component of development in the ENCPA Such trails and pathways may be devel­
oped in lieu of a sidewalk when located alongside an arterial, collector or local roadway. In addition, mini­
mum design and safety standards for all recreational trails and multi-use paths shall be established during 
the Nass au County development review process. 
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Policy FL.13.05 

Multi-Modal Transportation District Design 

In accordance with the requirements of Chapter 163.3184 F.S. and subject to approval by the Florida Depart­
ment of Community Affairs (DCA) and the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT), Nassau County 
may designate the ENCPA Regional Center as a Multi-Modal Transportation District (MMTD). In antici­
pation of a future designation, development within the ENCP A Regional Center shall incorporate the fol­
lowing: 

A) A complementary mix and range of land uses, including educational, recreational, and cultural 
uses; 

B) Interconnected networks of streets designed to encourage walking and bicycling, with traffic­
calming where desirable; 

C) Appropriate densities and intensities of use within walking distance of transit stops; 

D) Daily activities within walking distance of residences, allowing independence to persons who do 
not drive; and 

E) Public uses, streets, and squares that are safe, comfortable, and attractive for the pedestrian, with 
adjoining buildings open to the street and with parking not interfering with pedestrian, transit, 
automobile, and truck travel modes. 
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Policy FL.13.06 

U.S. 17 Transit Oriented Development (TOD) 

Transit Oriented Development (TOD) areas are designated on the Master Land Use Plan along the existing 
U.S. 17 and adjacent rail corridor. The Transit Oriented Developments (TOD) will be designed to support a 
multimodal transportation center. The TODs shall consist of residential, commercial, office, and employ­
ment generating land uses that benefit from the adjacent rail and highway corridor and will be designed to 
encourage walking, biking and transit ridership. The TODs shall be characterized by the following: 

A) Compact building and site design; 

B) A walking and biking environment; 

C) A mix of transit-supportive uses; 
D) Attention to pedestrian access; 

E) Highest concentration of population and employment will be located closest to transit stations; 

F) Transit-supportive parking; 

G) Development within an area designated as TOD shall contain the following percentage of block 
types. 

1. Mixed Use Blocks - 15% to 80% 

2. Retail Blocks - 0% to 50% 

3. Office Blocks - 0% to 60% 

4. Residential Blocks - 15% to 60% 

5. Civic Blocks - 5% to 30%; and 

H) On-site parking for commercial and office land uses shall be located behind or beside buildings 
fronting on primary streets (excluding internal access lanes). 
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Policy FL.13.07 

Land Use Sub-Categories 

The following land use sub-category descriptions and general development guidelines and standards shall 
be used by Nassau County in conjunction with the adopted ENCPA Master Land Use Plan (FLUMS-6) to 
implement the criteria of Objective FL.13: 
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A) Conservation and Habitat Network (CHN) 

The Conservation and Habitat Network as depicted on Map FLUMS-6 (Master Land Use Plan) is 
designed to provide viable enviromnental communities that are sustained during and after develop­
ment of the ENCPA. The CHN consists of natural waterbodies, wetlands, buffers and other up­
lands which will not be converted to development uses, but will allow for a variety of passive and 
nature-oriented recreational uses including, but not limited to, canoeing/kayaking, equestrian ac­
tivities, walking/hiking and bicycle trails as well as timber management. The CHN contains the 
connected wetland strands encompassing over 80% of the ENCPA wetlands; and over 80% of the 
mapped 100 year floodplain. The CHN, as placed under a conservation easement, may be used as 
mitigation areas for state, Federal and local wetland permitting; and as protected habitats to fulfill 
state and Federal protected species permitting requirements. 

1) CHN General Guidelines and Standards 

The Conservation and Habitat NetWork shall be subject to the following general guidelines 
and standards: 

a) Prior to development of portions of the ENCPA that abut boundaries of the CHN which 
preserve wildlife habitat, a management plan shall be developed that promotes mainte­
nance of native species diversity in such areas and which may include provision for con­
trolled burns. 

b) New roadway crossings of wildlife corridors within the CHN for development activity shall 
be permitted in conjunction with the design of the internal road network, but shall be mini­
mized to the greatest extent practical. 

c) Road crossings within the CHN will be sized appropriately and incorporate fencing or 
other design features as may be necessary to direct species to the crossing and enhance 
effectiveness of such crossings. 

d) Prior to commencement of development within the ENCPA, an enviromnental education 
program shall be developed for the CHN and implemented in conjunction with a property 
owners association, enviromnental group or other community association or governmental 
agency so as to encourage protection of the wildlife and natural habitats incorporated 
within the CHN. 

~) The boundaries of the CHN are identified on Map FLUMS-6. The boundaries of the CHN 
shall be formally established as conservation tracts or placed under conservation easem~nts 
when an abutting development parcel to portions of the CHN undergoes development per­
mitting in accordance with the requirements of the St. John's River Water Management 
District (SJRWMD) and pursuant to the following criteria: 

i. As to wetland edges forming the CHN boundary, the final boundary shall be consis-
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tent with the funits of the jurisdictional wetlands and associated buffers as established 
in the applicable SJRWMD permit; 

ii. As to upland edges forming the CHN boundary, the final boundary shall be estab­
lished generally consistent with Map FLUMS-6, recognizing that minor adjustments 
may be warranted based on more or refined data and any boundary adjustments in the 
upland area shall (i) continue to provide for an appropriate width given the functions 
of the CHN in that particular location (i.e., wetlands species or habitat protection), 
the specific site conditions along such boundary and the wildlife uses to be protected 
and (ii) ensure that the integrity of the CHN as a wildlife corridor and wetland and 
species habitat protection area is not materially and adversely affected by alteration of 
such boundary; and 

iii. Boundary modifications meeting all of the criteria described in this Policy subjection shall 
be incorporated into the Conservation and Habitat Network and the ENCPA Master Land 
Use Plan upon issuance of the applicable SJRWMD permits and shall be effective without 
the requirement for an amendment to the Nassau County Future Land Use Map, ENCPA 
Future Land Use Element Policies or any other Nassau County Comprehensive Plan Ele­
ments defined in Chapter 163, F.S. 

f) Silvicultural and agricultural activities allowed in the Agricultural classification of the Future 
Land Use Element of the Nassau County Comprehensive Plan, excluding residential land uses, 
shall continue to be allowed within the CHN. When the final boundaries of any portion of the 
CHN are established as described above, a silvicultural management plan will be developed in 
accordance with best management practices to protect the overall conservation objective of 
such portion of the CHN. 
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B) Regional Center (RC) 

The Regional Center land use sub-category shall be used to reflect compatible locations for a mixture of high 
density residential, highway commercial/interchange-related uses, regional-scale retail, commercial, hotel, 
office, business/ research parks and light industrial development. The Regional Center shall provide residen­
tial and employment opportunities designed to be supported by the adjacent highway and rail corridors, while 
encouraging multi-modal transportation options and Transit Oriented Development ("TOD") as located on 
the Master Land Use Plan. 

Range of Allowable Uses: Residential, retail (including highway-oriented, regional malls), vehicle sales, res­
taurants, big box retailers, and hotels/motels), office, research parks, personal services, business service and 
light industrial, parks/plazas and other civic uses, public facilities, transit stations and other land uses that 
are similar and compatible. 

Average Net Density: Minimum - 4.0 du/ ac.; 7 .0 du/ ac. in the TODs Maximum - 30 du/ ac. 

Intensity*: Minimum - 0.25 F.A.R.; 0.50 F.A.R. in the TODs Maximum - 3.00 F.A.R. 

* W11ere residential and non-residential uses are included within the same structure, floor area ratio will ex­
clude those portions devoted to residential dwelling units. 

1) Regional Center General Development Guidelines 

Development within the Regional Center land use sub-category shall be zoned to one or more zoning dis­
tricts consistent with the uses, densities, intensities described above, which zoning shall include County 
approval of a Preliminary Development Plan (PDP) and shall be consistent with the following general 
development guidelines: 

a) The Regional Center shall be designed to incorporate the key elements of a Multi-Modal Transporta­
tion District, pursuant to Policy FL.13.05. 

b) Residential development shall be permitted as detached single family units, attached townhomes, 
multi-family units; and live-work units; residential units may be located above ground floor commer­
cial and professional office. Residential development within the Regional Center is not subject to 
density bonuses found elsewhere in the Comprehensive Plan. 

c) Subject to a binding agreement, shared parking areas shall be permitted for all Regional Center uses, 
including any public and civic land uses. The County's land development regulations may provide 
reduced minimum parking ratios for development located with a 15-minute walk of a rail transit stop 
or within a 5-minute walk of a feeder transit line. 

d) Development shall be designed to incorporate landscaping and pedestrian amenities such as benches 
and bicycle parking along neighborhood sidewalks and multi-use paths. 

e) Development shall be designed to incorporate high quality plazas and parks that serve resi­
dents, employees and visitors of the Regional Center. 

f) Development shall be designed to accommodate feeder bus/transit stops. 
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C) Employment Center (EC) 

The Employment Center land use sub-category is intended to provide residential, office, research park, tech­
nology, office and service uses, manufacturing, warehousing distribution, commercial and civic uses that serve 
greater Nassau County and the region. Employment Centers shall be located adjacent to or near other intense 
land uses and potential transit corridors, including Interstate 95, U.S. Highway 17, S.R. 200/ A-1-A and exist­
ing rail lines. 

Range of Allowable Uses: Multi-family residential dwellings (whether free standing or part of a mixed use 
structure), office, personal services, research park, high technology, high value business industry and service 
uses, manufacturing, warehousing distribution, commercial, hotel and civic uses, public facilities, transit 
stations and other land uses that are similar and compatible. 

Average Net Density: Minimum - 5.00 du/ ac. Maximum - 20.00 du/ a~. 

Intensity*: Minimum - 0.00 F.A.R. Maximum -1.00 F.A.R. 

* Where residential and non-residential uses are included within the same structure, floor area ratio will ex­
clude those portions devoted to residential dwelling units. 

1) Employment Center General Development Guidelines 
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Development within the Employment Center land use sub-category shall be zoned to one or more zoning 
districts consistent with the uses, densities and intensities described above. Such zoning shall be subject to 
County approval of a Preliminary Development Plan (PDP) and shall be consistent with the following gen­
eral development guidelines: 

a) Development in the Employment Center land use sub-category shall be subject to the following land 
use mix percentage requirements: 

i. Office, research park and business service - 15% to 90%; 
ii. Industrial (manufacturing and warehousing distribution) - 0% to 60%; 
iii. Support retail, hotel and services - 0% to 10%; 
iv. Civic, public facilities and transit stations - 10% minimum; and 
v. Residential - 0% to 10% 

b) Shared parking areas and garages shall be permitted for all Employment Center uses, including any 
civic and public facilities. 

c) Development shall be designed to incorporate landscaping and pedestrian amenities such as 
benches and bicycle parking along sidewalks and multi-use paths and streets. 

d) Development shall be designed to accommodate feeder bus, bus rapid transit and other transit stops. 



D) Village Center (VC) 

The purpose of the Village Center land use sub-category is to recognize areas within the ENCPA 
which shall include a mixture of higher density residential development and larger-scale commer­
cial, office or civic (including schools) land uses are appropriate. Village Centers are intended to 
support the needs of more than one neighborhood. 

Range of Allowable Uses:· Single family, two-family, ancillary (accessory) dwelling units; multi­
family residential either free standing or in mixed use structures, retail sales, personal services, 
business and professional offices, recreational and commercial-working waterfront uses, parks/ 
plazas, recreation and open spaces, government, other public uses and other land uses that are 
similar and compatible. ' 

Average Net Density: Minimum - 7 .0 du/ ac. Maximum - 20.0 du/ ac. 

Intensity*: Minimum - 0.20 F.A.R. Maximum -1.00 F.A.R. 

* W1iere residential and non-residential uses are included within the same structure, floor area ratio 
will exclude those portions devoted to residential dwelling units. 

1) Village Center General Development Guidelines 

Development within the Village Center land use sub-category shall be zoned to one or more zon­
ing districts consistent with the uses, densities, intensities described above. Such zoning shall be 
subject to County approval of a Preliminary Development Plan (PDP) and shall be consistent 
with the following general development guidelines: 

a) Residential development shall be permitted as single family, multi-family or attached live­
work units and shall be permitted above ground floor commercial and professional office. 

b) On-site parking for commercial and office land uses shall be located behind or beside build­
ings fronting on primary streets. 

c) Shared parking areas shall be encouraged for all Village Center uses, including any public and 
civic land uses. 

d) Sites shall be designed to incorporate landscaping and pedestrian amenities such as benches 
and bicycle parking along neighborhood sidewalks and multi-use paths. 

e) Sites shall be designed to incorporate plazas and parks that serve the Village Center and sur­
rounding neighborhoods. 

f) Sites shall be designed to accommodate existing or future feeder bus/transit stops. 
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E) Residential Neighborhood (RN) 

The Residential Neighborhood ("RN") land use sub-category is intended to create a variety of resi­
dential densities, housing types and neighborhoods that are organized around a community Village 
Center. Development shall be designed using compact land use patterns that are conducive to 
walking or bicycling. 

All neighborhoods shall be served by a connected transportation network suitable for pedestrians, 
bicycles and motorized vehicles. Streets are to be constructed for slower vehicular travel speed and 
designed to accommodate transit through reservation of bus bays, etc. Neighborhoods should also 
be designed to provide public parks and accessible open space, including multi-use paths and 
trails. 

The RN land use sub-category shall be based on a three-tiered residential density approach around 
designated Village Centers. Tier 1 shall be adjacent to, and generally within, a % mile of designated 
Village Centers and shall include the highest minimum average net densities of the three (3) tiers. 
Tier 2 shall be generally located within one (1) mile of designated Village Centers and include 
slightly lower minimum average net densities. Tier 3 shall be generally located beyond one (1) mile 
from Village Centers and provide opportunities for the lowest minimum average net densities and 
large rural lots, while allowing for a clustered residential development pattern. The allowable uses 
and average net densities for each tier are described below. 

Table 18 Averqge Net Dcns1zy Pmxi.mate to T 71/qge Centers (EI\JCP.rl) 

1;• ,,.,,_......_ *·;;·»1-.;.,0,''I-- .. "' " *8$"" N ""2i:':l.: ~ m""~" "* " "=""'""'" ~i 
, . ,, : • L m 1 . '!& ?ii 

0 
" *~ ', '£\zJl,erl\ge !Jjgel) • • ;:~g<&!Nfet 11.iqi.isi~'?,,' 

~~l~~ ':. ~:~f: ::, , , l:,, ,•:.' •" ~~;~~W~t: :. ~ ~!f~;·,~;~, '*::i~ 
Tier 1-Adjacent to and generally 5.0 du/ac. N/A 
within V. mile from Village Ceri-
ters 
Tier 2 - Generally between 1;. and 2.5 du/ac. N/A 
one (1) mile from Villaj.!e Centers 
Tier 3 - Generally beyond one (1) N/A 0.50 du/ac.* 
mile from Village Centers 

"I.Vim residential denkipment is not cb1stmd as described in 
Policy FL 13.07(E)(2)(b), Tier 3 shall be limited to a maxim11m residentwl 
densil)1 ef one (1) dwelling 11nit per 10 gross deve/opable acres. 

Range of Allowable Uses: Single family detached, two-family, townhomes and multi-family resi­
dential; ancillary (accessory) dwelling units; clustered residential lots (in Tier 3); parks; schools and 
day care centers; other public/ civic facilities; and neighborhood scale commercial and office (in 
Neighborhood Centers), and other land uses that are similar and compatible. 
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1) Residential Neighborhood General Development Guidelines -Tiers 1and2 Only 

Development in Tiers 1 and 2 of the Residential Neighborhood land use sub- category shall be 
zoned to one or more zoning districts consistent with the uses, densities, intensities described 
above. Such zoning shall be subject to County approval of a Preliminary Development Plan 
(PDP) and shall be consistent with the following general development guidelines: 

a) Private neighborhood parks, plazas and civic areas shall provide an identity for individual 
neighborhoods. 

b) Community or regional parks and community facilities shall be located near or adjacent to 
planned and existing public school facilities. Joint-use recreational facilities with a public 
school facility shall be encouraged. 

c) Private neighborhood parks are improved areas and shall provide recreational space and 
may include such amenities as informal play fields, play equipment, seating areas and 
other such improvements. 

d) Private neighborhood parks shall be generally a minimum of 1/4 acre in size and publicly 
accessible. 

e) Public schools shall be located in accordance with the goals, objectives and policies of the 
Public Schools Facilities Element. 

f) Stormwater management areas shall be designed as a visual amenity and may count to­
wards the minimum park and common open space requirements when publicly accessible. 

g) Transit stops, where public transit is available, should be incorporated as a focal point and 
designed as a civic featrire in a visible and secure setting of the neighborhood. 

2) Residential Neighborhood General Development Guidelines -Tier 3 Only 

Within Tier 3, the County shall establish measures to achieve the desired rural land use pattern. 
Development in Tier 3 shall be zoned in one or more districts consistent with the uses, densities, 
intensities described above. Such zoning shall be subject to County approval of a Preliminary 
Development Plan (PDP) and shall be consistent with the following general development guide­
lines: 

a) Development shall not exceed an average maximum density of one (1) dwelling unit per ten 
(10) gross acres. However, where development is clustered to preserve open space, the 
County shall permit densities up to an average maximum net density of one (1) dwelling 
unit per two (2) acres. 

b) Clustered development areas shall contain a minimum of eight (8) lots and a maximum of 
thirty (30) lots, with a maximum front lot width of 150 feet. 
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3) Neighborhood Center (NC) 
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General Development Guidelines 

The Residential Neighborhood land use sub-category may contain centrally located 
''Neighborhood Centers" that serve as a focal point of a neighborhood and provide limited 
neighborhood-serving land uses designed to support the daily needs of residents in accordance 
with the following criteria. 

Range of Allowable Uses: General retail, personal services, offices, attached residential and civic 
uses including religious institutions, day care facilities, parks/plazas, other neighborhood- serv­
ing uses, and other land uses that are similar and compatible. 

Average Net Density: Consistent with the Residential Neighborhood land use sub-category cri­
teria above 

Intensity: Maximum - 0.20 F.A.R. 

Development within Neighborhood Centers shall he zoned to one or more zoning districts con­
sistent with the uses, densities, intensities described above. Such zoning shall he subject to 

· County approval of a Preliminary Development Plan (PDP) and shall he consistent with the fol­
lowing general development guidelines: 

a) The gross land area for Neighborhood Centers shall include a maximum of twelve (12) 
acres and shall include a park square or green of at least one (1) acre in area. 

h) Residential development shall he permitted as attached live-work units or located above 
ground floor commercial and professional office. 

c) Shared parking areas shall he permitted for all neighborhood center uses, including any 
public and civic land uses. 



F) Resort Development (RD) 

The Resort Development land use sub-category is intended for a mixture of seasonal and year­
round housing types in a neighborhood- like setting. Non-residential uses such as hotels, restau­
rants and resort-serving commercial, retail and service uses shall be permitted in the Resort Devel­
opment land use sub-category. 

Range of Allowable Uses: Seasonal and year-round single family detached, two-family, townhomes, 
apartments, condominiums, timeshares, and ancillary (accessory) dwelling units; parks; golf 
courses; resort commercial, personal services and office uses; recreational and commercial­
working waterfront uses; hotels; educational facilities and day care; other civic facilities essential to 
neighborhood residents; and other land uses that are similar and compatible. 

Average Net Density: Minimum - 4.0 du/ ac. Maximum - 20.0 du/ ac. 

Intensity*: Minimum - 0.00 F .A.R. Maximum - 2.00 F .A.R. 

* Where residential and non-residential uses are included within the same structure, floor area ratio 
will exclude those portions devoted to residential dwelling units. 

1) Resort Development General Development Guidelines 

Development in the Resort Development land use sub-category shall be zoned to one or more 
zoning districts consistent with the uses, densities, intensities described above. Such zoning 
shall be subject to County approval of a Preliminary Development Plan (PDP) and shall be con­
sistent with the following general development guidelines: 

a) Neighborhood parks may provide recreational space and include such amenities as play 
fields, play equipment, seating areas and other such improvements. Open space may pro­
vide alternatives to parks when it provides areas for uses such as hiking, biking or picnick-
ing. 

b) Parks shall be a minimum of 1/. acre in size. Parks shall be privately owned and main­
tained, unless accepted for public dedication. 
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Policy FL.13.08 

General Development Standards 

When applicable, the following General Development Standards shall be addressed for development within 
each land use sub-category, with more specific development standards established during the Preliminary 
Development Plan (PDP) review process. 

A) Block size and connectivity standards; 

B) Minimum and maximum lot area and size; 

C) Maximum lot depth and width; 

D) Principle building setbacks (buildings close to and oriented to the street); 

E) Other building setbacks (including balconies, canopies, accessory structures, porches, stoops, 
driveways, other encroachment limitations, etc.); 

F) Building heights measured by the number of stories; 

G) Accessory dwelling unit standards; 

H) Street-front building transparency standards (window and doors); 

I) Other building fas:ade and street orientation standards; 

J) Parking location, delivery and loading standards; 

K) Multi-use pathways, sidewalks and roadway standards (conflicts between pedestrian 
and vehicular movements decided in favor of the pedestrian); 

L) Street cross sections; 

M) Alley requirements for residential lots less than sixty-feet (60') in width; 

N) Common open space and storm water retention location and general design; 

0) Landscaping standards; 

P) Pedestrian amenities such as benches and bicycle parking along neighborhood 
sidewalks and multi-use paths; 

Q) Buffering and screening standards; 

R) Sign standards; 

S) Public, civic and park space standards; and 

T) Public area lighting standards. 
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Policy FL.13.09 

St. Marys River Greenway 

The St Mary's River Greenway ("Greenway") shall consist of areas with uniquely high topography adjacent 
to the St Mary's River or Bells River in locations as depicted on the adopted ENCPA Master Land Use Plan 
(Map FLUMS-6). The Greenway shall be developed in a manner to protect the view shed to and fr-om the 
river bluffs and preserve portions of the unique visual and physical characteristics of the riverfront and its 
bluffs. The following development gnidelines shall be enforced to ensure consistency with this Policy: 

A) The Greenway shall have an average minimum width of one-hundred feet (100'), with a minimum 
width of fifty feet (50'); 

B) Development within the Greenway shall include points of public ;iccess for the purposes of provid­
ing non-vehicular pedestrian connectivity to key locations in the resort area and to the internal 
EN CPA multi-use pathway system; and 

C) Development within the Greenway shall be limited to river access facilities, observation decks and 
walkways, educational or conservation centers, golf courses, walking trails and other passive recrea­
tional uses. Golf course areas within the Greenway shall not be permitted within the minimum re­
quired fifty feet (50') buffer area. 

Policy FL.13.10 

Sustainable Development Program 

For the purpose of providing a more sustainable land use pattern, the ENCPA has been designed to restrict 
development within the designated Conservation Habitat Network and to establish a new regional employ­
ment center for Nassau County. Given the significant economic development potential formed by access to 
planned regional rail service along the U.S. 17 corridor, two existing interchanges and a planned new inter­
change for Interstate 95, these areas of the ENCPA are uniquely sitnated to foster job growth and have been 
designated as a regional employment center. To ensure that a functional land use mix is realized through 
the ENCP A, the following maximum development program quantities are hereby established: 

Tab/iJ 19 Maxim11m ENCPA De.vdop.ment Progmtll 

Residential 24,000 Dwelling Units 

Non-Residential 11,000,000 Sq. Ft. 
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Policy FL.13.11 

jobs-to-Housing Balance 

The ENCPA shall provide a functional mix of land uses to assist the County in achieving a countywide jobs­
to-housing balance goal of 1.19 jobs per employed resident. The primary intent for establishing an appropri­
ate jobs-to-housing balance program is to: 

A) Support sustainable, energy efficient development patterns by placing residential and non­
residential uses in close proximity to each other and thereby, effectively reduce commuting dis­
tances for a significant percentage ofENCPA and county residents; 

B) Encourage land use patterns that help attract additional job growth for Nassau County; and 

C) Maintain a mix of residential and non-residential land uses within the ENCPA that will meet or 
exceed the established jobs-to-housing balance ratio at buildout, while taking market conditions 
into consideration. 

For purposes of this Policy, ENCPA development shall be considered to have an acceptable jobs-to-housing 
balance GHB) if the ratio of proposed jobs to the number of projected employed residents (jobs divided by 
employed residents) meets or exceeds 0.84 at buildout. Calculations shall be based upon 1.21employed resi­
dents per household and typical 450 square feet per employee by land use. 

Policy FL.13.12 

Distribution of Uses by Land Use Sub-Category 

The following minimum and maximum uses within each ENCPA land use sub-category are required to im­
plement mixed-use controls, ensure an appropriate spatial relationship between housing and services and 
demonstrate the ability to achieve the desired jobs-to-housing balance ratio in Nassau County. The specific 
mixture of uses shall be established and monitored by the County through the Preliminary Development 
Plan review processes. 

Table 20 Disf1ib11tion r:f Uses in ENC'P,4 !~y La11d Ure S ub-Catego~-y 

Regional Center and Employment Center 
(combined**) 

Resort Development 

Village Center 

Residential Neighborhood 

7,500-9,000** 9,000,000 -10,000,000 

2,500 - 3,500 400,000 - 500,000 

2,000 - 3,000 700,000 - 850,000 

9,000 -11,000 150,000 - 200,000 

*Tow/ 1"side11tial 1111its and 11011-widential sq11an joottJge shall 11ot ex,ted the committed deidopme111 pi.gram of 2./-,000midential1111its and 11,000,000 sq11an feet of 
11on-tuide11tial 11.res 

**Residential Use,· i11 the EmpmJlment Ce11ter land use subcategof)' shall 11ot exceed 1,500 1111its 
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Policy FL.13.13 

Silvicultural and Agricultural Activities 

The size and scope of the EN CPA contemplates a long range planning horizon and the desire to allow for 
continued silvicultural and agricultural activities until parcels are otherwise developed. Silvicultural and ag­
ricultural activities, which include residential uses at a density not to exceed one dwelling unit per 20 acres, 
shall be allowed within planned development parcels of the ENCPA until such time as building permits are 
issued for a development parcel. Thereafter, such activities shall be limited to the range of allowable uses for 
the applicable land use sub-category, unless silvicultural and agricultural uses are otherwise provided for by 
the development order applicable to such parcel. 

Policy FL.13.14 

Master Land Use Plan 

The East Nassau Community Planning Area (ENCPA) Master Land Use Plan, illustrated at a measurable 
scale on Map FLUMS-6, is adopted as part of the Future Land Use Map series. It is a guide for the develop­
ment pattern within the ENCPA and depicts the general location ofland use sub-categories required to sup­
port the ENCPA development principles and policies. The character of each land use sub-category is further 
defined by residential density, range of permitted uses and non-residential intensities. The Master Land Use 
Plan may be modified in conjunction with a Preliminary Development Plan without a Comprehensive Plan 
amendment, provided that: 

A) The modification does not increase or decrease the ENCPA boundary; and 

B) The modification does not increase the overall development program as identified in Policy 
FL.13.10; and 

C) The modification is found consistent with the development principles and respective ENCP A 
FLUE policies; and 

D) The modification is approved in conjunction a development order, resolution or ordinance adopted 
by the Board of County Commissioners pursuant to public notice and public hearing; and 

E) Modifications to the Conservation Habitat Network (CHN) boundaries shall follow the general 
guidelines and standards set forth in Policy FL.13.07(A)(1). 

Policy FL.13.15 

Common Open Space 

In addition to water bodies, wetlands, greenways and conservation areas which appear on the EN CPA Mas­
ter Land Use Plan (Map FLUMS-6), the EN CPA land use sub-categories shall include areas designated as 
common open space. Common open space shall be in the form of neighborhood parks, squares, mews, 
greens, recreational trails and/or multi-use paths and shall be distributed throughout each respective Pre­
liminary Development Plan. Stormwater facilities that are designed as a visual project amenity may also be 
counted towards this requirement. 
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Policy FL.13.16 

Public Water and Wastewater Utilities 

All development within the ENCPA shall be served by central water and wastewater service. 

Policy FL.13.17 

New Interstate 95 Interchange 

The new Interstate 95 interchange depicted on the East Nassau Community Planning Area (ENCPA) Mas­
ter Land Use Plan (MLUP) serving the regional center is conceptual in nature. Illustration of the inter­
change has been provided as an aid for understanding the components of the County's long range transpor­
tation network and its location does not bind any public or private entity for its future construction. A final 
decision on the planning design and construction of an iuterchange iu this general location shall be subject 
to federal and state requirements for iuterchange justification. 
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Nassau County 2030 Comprehensive Plan 
Capital Improvements Element (CI) 
Goals, Objectives and Policies 

 

 

Goal  

 

Based on the premise that existing taxpayers should not have to bear the financial burden 

of growth-related infrastructure needs, Ensure the orderly and efficient provision of 

infrastructure necessary to serve existing and future population and development in a 

manner that creates a fiscally sustainable community.  

    
 
OBJECTIVE CI.01  
 
Capital improvements shall be provided to: correct existing deficiencies, accommodate desired 
future growth and replace worn-out or obsolete facilities as indicated in the Schedule of Capital 
Improvements.    
 
Policy CI.01.01  
 
Capital improvements, in the context of the Comprehensive Plan, shall include improvements 
necessary to achieve and maintain adopted level-of-service (LOS) standards for the transportation 
system, potable water, sewage, solid waste disposal, stormwater management, and recreation and 
open space facilities. Capital improvements shall be defined as those improvements which are 
limited to a one time minimum expenditure of $50,000 including land, buildings, design and 
permitting and do not include expenditures for equipment, operations and maintenance costs.  
    
 

Policy CI.01.02  
 
The County shall maintain a minimum five (5)-year Schedule of Capital Improvements (SCI) which 
will include any publicly funded projects of federal, state, or local government, as well as privately 
funded projects necessary to ensure that any adopted level-of-service standards are achieved and 
maintained for the 5-year period. Projects must be identified as either funded or unfunded and given 
a level of priority for funding.  
    
 
Policy CI.01.03 
 
The Schedule of Capital Improvements shall include all projects identified as necessary to achieve 
and maintain adopted level-of-service standards within Nassau County including, but not limited to, 
projects identified in the following:  
A) The County’s Capital Improvement Plan(CIP) 
B) The FDOT District 2 Five-Year Work Program 
C) The Nassau County School District Five-Year Facilities Work Program 
D) The JEA Annual Water Resource Master Plan 
E) Projects identified as part of a Proportionate Fair Share or Development Agreement.  
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Policy CI.01.04  
 
The County shall review and monitor outstanding development orders and agreements to ensure 
that public facility obligations are being met and appropriately incorporated into the five (5)-year 
Schedule of Capital Improvements.  
    
 
Policy CI.01.05  
 
The County shall review all proposed new capital facilities against the criteria contained in the 
various Comprehensive Plan Elements to ensure that the proposed facilities are in conformance 
with the planned goals and objectives.  
    
 

Policy CI.01.06  
 
The County shall consider creation of an expanded 10 to 15 year Schedule of Capital Improvements 
in the Comprehensive Plan for the purpose of projecting future infrastructure needs, estimating 
future costs and revenue, guiding future growth to appropriate areas, and use as a criterion for 
review of FLUM amendments. 
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OBJECTIVE CI.02  
 
The County shall adopt Level of Service (LOS) standards against which the adequacy and 
deficiencies of facilities may be measured.  
    
 
Policy CI.02.01  
 
Nassau County adopts the Level of Service (LOS) standards for public facilities and services as 
shown below.  The County may not issue a development order or permit that results in a reduction 
in the level of service (LOS) for the affected public facilities below the minimum level of services 
established in this plan. Public facilities and services must meet or exceed the level of service 
standards established in this plan and must be available when needed for the development as 
specified in this plan. 
   
A)  Transportation 
 

Road Classification Minimum LOS 

 Rural  Transitioning to 
Urban 

Urbanized 

    

Limited Access (Freeways)    

4-lane D D D 

6-lane D D D 

8-lane D D D 

    

Principal Arterials    

2-lane D D D 

4-lane D D D 

6-lane D D D 

    

Minor Arterials    

2-lane D D D 

4-lane D D D 

6-lane D D D 

    

Collectors    

Major D D D 

Minor D D D 

Notes: 
1. Level of service letter designations are defined in the FDOT 2013 Quality/Level of Service 
Handbook. 
2. It is recognized that certain roadways (i.e., constrained roadways) will not be expanded by the 
addition of through lanes 
 
 
 
B)  Public School Facilities 
 

1. LOS for Elementary Schools: 95% of permanent FISH capacity 
 

2. LOS for Middle and High Schools: 100% of permanent FISH capacity 
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3. LOS for Combination Schools (Grades K-8 or 6-12, for example): 100% of 

permanent FISH capacity  
 
 
C)  Recreation and Open Space 
 

Type 
Service 
Radius 

Minimu
m Size 

Area 
/1000 

Residen
ts 

Other Requirements 

Community 
Parks 

1- 5 
miles 

10 
Acres 

3.35 
Acres 

 
 

Regional 
Parks- 

General 

County
-wide 

 

30 
Acres 

10 
Acres 

 
 

Regional 
Parks- Beach 

Access 

County
-wide 

Variable .25 Acre 

 
At .5 mile linear increments with 

adequate space for parking 
 

Regional 
Parks-  

Boat Facility 

County
-wide 

Variable .40 Acre 1 ramp lane per 5,000 population 

 
 
D)  Potable Water 
 

Provider 
LOS                      

gpd per capita 
peak 
factor 

JEA 100.0 2.0 

   

Nassau Amelia Utilities 81.0 1.5 
 
 
 
E)  Sanitary Sewer 
 

Provider 
LOS                      

gpd per capita pk 

JEA 85 1.2 

   

Nassau Amelia Utilities 76.8 1.2 
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F)  Solid Waste Disposal 
 

Measure LOS                       

Lbs. per capita/day 4.91 lbs. 

  

Tons per capita/year .90 ton 

  
Fill Rate per capita/year 
(cubic yards)   1.4 cy 

  
 
 
G)  Stormwater Management 
 

1. Projects which discharge or contribute runoff to downstream areas which are not 
volume sensitive and have adequate capacity to accept and convey stormwater runoff 
from the project site without increasing flood levels shall limit peak rates of discharge 
for developed conditions to pre-developed or existing conditions for the 5-year, 10-
year, and 25-year design storm event. 

 
2. Projects which discharge or contribute runoff to downstream areas which are volume 

sensitive and/or do not have adequate capacity to accept and convey stormwater runoff 
from the project site without increasing flood levels shall provide detention of the 25-
year discharge volume for developed conditions such that the volume released from 
the project during the critical time period is no greater than the volume released under 
pre-developed or existing conditions during the same time period. For the purposes of 
this requirement the critical time period shall be the storm duration based on the 24-
hour duration rainfall event unless a detailed hydrologic study of the contributing 
watershed demonstrates otherwise. 

 
3. All projects shall meet state water quality discharge standards as regulated by the St. 

Johns River Water Management District pursuant to Rule 40C-42 F.A.C., and must 
submit of a copy of a valid St. Johns River Water Management District permit as part 
of the development review process. 

 
 
Policy CI.02.02  
 
The County shall continually review the established level of service (LOS) standards on the basis 
of consistency with the Schedule of Capital Improvements, local comprehensive planning activities, 
cost feasibility and effectiveness, relative magnitude and term of need, the ability to use other 
jurisdictional capital improvements through interlocal agreements, and overall budget impacts.  
    
 
 
Policy CI.02.03  
 
The applicable Mobility Fees for new development must be paid in accordance with the County’ s 
adopted Mobility Fee ordinance prior to a development order or permit being issued for the project.    
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Policy CI.02.04  
 
The land, or equivalent funds, for parks and recreation facilities required to maintain LOS for new 
development must be dedicated to, or acquired by, the County prior to the issuance of a residential 
certificate of occupancy.  
    
 
Policy CI.02.05  
 
Potable water, sewer, solid waste and stormwater management facilities required to maintain LOS 
for new development must be in place and available for use prior to the issuance of certificates of 
occupancy.    
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OBJECTIVE CI.03  
 
The County shall establish a system for prioritizing the scheduling of County-funded capital 
improvements to mitigate existing or projected deficiencies and to accommodate new growth at the 
adopted LOS.      
 

Policy CI.03.01 
 
The County shall, in accordance with its adopted Financial Policies, evaluate and prioritize its 
capital improvement projects based upon the following criteria: 
   
A) Preservation of the health and safety of the public 
B) Compliance with all mandates and prior commitments 
C) Elimination of existing deficiencies 
D) Maintenance of adopted level of service standards 
E) Protection of existing capital investments 
F) Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan and plans of other agencies 
G) Eligibility for grants 
H) A demonstrated relationship between projected growth and capital project 
I) Impact on operating costs 
J) Utilization of economies of scale and timing of other projects 
K) Adjustment for unseen opportunities, situations, and disasters 
L) Funding sources 
 

 

Policy CI.03.02  
 
Nassau County shall continually review its established capital improvement prioritizing criteria on 
the basis of: the maintenance of LOS standards, County comprehensive planning activities, cost 
feasibility and effectiveness, relative magnitude and term of need, intergovernmental agreements 
to use other jurisdictional capital improvements and overall budget impacts.  
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OBJECTIVE CI.04  
 
The County shall continue to limit the expenditure of public funds in Coastal High Hazard Areas 
(CHHA) as defined in the Florida Statutes.    
    
 

Policy CI.04.01  
 
The County shall, where feasible, limit public expenditures that subsidize development within the 
Coastal High Hazard Area (CHHA), as defined, to those which are deemed necessary to:  
 
A) maintain existing level-of-service standards; 
 
B) maintain the health, safety and welfare of the residents of these areas, and;  
 
C) facilitate public access to natural open space  and recreation areas.  
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OBJECTIVE CI.05  
 
The County shall continue to coordinate development or redevelopment proposal approvals 
consistent with existing services availability, or time development impacts to be concurrent with the 
programmed provision of required infrastructure in the Schedule of Capital Improvements so as to 
maintain the adopted Level of Service.  
    
 

Policy CI.05.01  
 
The County shall utilize existing and improved development permitting procedures to review 
development proposals for compliance with the County's adopted LOS, and where appropriate, the 
time frame for implementation of additional facility improvements shall be determined.  
    
 

Policy CI.05.02  
 
To the extent practicable, the County shall channel development into area where services are, or 
will be made, available at the adopted LOS.  
    
 
Policy CI.05.03  
 
County approval of proposed development or redevelopment projects shall be based on the 
condition that project related infrastructure is, or will be available at the adopted level of service 
standards.  
 
 
Policy CI.05.04  
 
Land use decisions and timing shall be reviewed against existing and future facilities as proposed 
in the adopted Schedule of Capital Improvements for maintenance of the adopted Level of Service.  
    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Last update: 10/22/18: Ord. 2018-38 
 

 

 
Nassau County 2030 Comprehensive Plan 

Capital Improvements Element 
Goals, Objectives and Policies 

Page 10 
 

OBJECTIVE CI.06  
 
The County shall continue to enforce the Land Development Code to ensure that new development 
pays its share of costs necessary to maintain the level of service standards adopted herein.  
    
 
Policy CI.06.01  
 
The County shall require the construction and/or posting of financial surety of project related 
infrastructure improvements necessary to accommodate the development of vacant parcels or 
substantial redevelopment of existing properties.  
    
 

Policy CI.06.02  
 
Credit for shall be granted against required mobility fees for the construction of off-site road 
improvements and/or dedications of right-of-way to mitigate the transportation impacts of new 
development.  
    
 
Policy CI.06.03  
 
Nassau County may collect impact fees for transportation(i.e. mobility fees), parks and recreation, 
fire-rescue, law enforcement and administrative capital facilities.   The amount of the impact fee 
cannot exceed the cost per unit of demand needed to accommodate new development at the 
adopted LOS standard less the value of future non-impact fee revenues that will also be used to 
pay for the needed capital facility expansion.  
    
 
Policy CI.06.04  
 
Cooperate with the Nassau County School Board to collect education impact fees for the capital 
improvements to public school facilities necessary to serve new residential developments.  
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OBJECTIVE CI.07  
 
The County shall identify dedicated funding sources, non-ad valorem revenue streams, developer 
contributions, impact fees, grants and other possible fiscal resources to ensure the provision of 
needed capital improvements  
    
 
Policy CI.07.01  
 
The County shall consider project cost projections based on inflation and contingency costs.  
    
 
Policy CI.07.02  
 
Nassau County's adopted Schedule of Capital Improvements shall incorporate specific funding 
sources for identified projects.  
    
 
Policy CI.07.03  
 
The Budget Officer shall prepare annual estimates of available capital funding sources.  
    
 
Policy CI.07.04  
 
The County shall annually review its Schedule of Capital Improvements in accordance with Sec. 
163.3177, F.S. and the goals, objectives and policies of this Comprehensive Plan. 
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OBJECTIVE CI.08  
 
The County shall continue to coordinate with the Florida Department of Transportation and the 
North Florida Transportation Planning Organization to advocate the inclusion and funding of certain 
long-range transportation improvements which are necessary to support development and maintain 
level of service standards within Nassau County.   
 
 

Policy CI.08.01 
 
The transportation improvements identified in the Mobility Plan for the ENCPA and its adopted 
Detailed Specific Area Plans (DSAPs) shall be included as long term (unfunded) needs on the 
Future Transportation Map Series (Map FTMS-  ) and shall be considered by the County when it 
reviews and updates the adopted Mobility Plan and the Schedule of Capital Improvements.   
 
 
Policy CI.08.02 
 
The County will participate with the North Florida TPO in the update of the TPO’s Long Range 
Transportation Plan and the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).   
 
 
Policy CI.08.03 
 
The County will coordinate the updating of the Schedule of Capital Improvements with the North 
Florida TPO’s Transportation Improvement Program, FDOT’s  Five-Year Work Program, and the 
County’s adopted Mobility Plan. 
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OBJECTIVE CI.09  
 
The County shall manage the timing of residential growth to ensure adequate school capacity is 
available consistent with adopted level of service standards for public school concurrency.  
    
 
Policy CI.09.01  
 
The uniform, district-wide level-of service standards for public school facilities shall be based upon 
the Florida Inventory of School Houses (FISH) maintained by the Department of Education (DOE). 
These standards shall be consistent with the Inter-local Agreement agreed upon by the School 
District, and the local governments within Nassau County.  
    
 
Policy CI.09.02  
 
The County hereby incorporates by reference the Nassau County School District’s Five-Year 
Facilities Work Program for fiscal years 2015-2016 through 2019-2020 adopted September 14, 
2015, that includes improvements to school capacity sufficient to meet anticipated student demands 
projected by the County and its municipalities, in consultation with the School Board’s projections 
of student enrollment, and based on the adopted level of service standards for public schools. 
 
     
Policy CI.09.03  
 
The County, in coordination with the School Board, shall annually update the Capital Improvements 
Element by adopting an ordinance that incorporates by reference the School District’s Five-Year 
Facilities Work Program to ensure that level of service standards will continue to be achieved and 
maintained during the five-year planning period. 
 

  
Policy CI.09.04  
 
The County shall ensure that future development pays a proportionate share of the capital costs of 
public school facilities needed to accommodate new development and maintain adopted level of 
service standards .  
    
 
Policy CI.09.05  
 
The County shall include public school facilities as part of the development approval process by 
conditioning development orders upon the availability of public school facilities at the adopted Level 
of Service.  

 



 
 
 

EXHIBIT 3 
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Nassau County 2030 Comprehensive Plan 
Recreation and Open Space Element (ROS) 
Goals, Objectives and Policies 
 

Goal  

 

Provide and maintain sufficient public parks, recreation facilities, and open space to meet 

the recreational needs of County residents and visitors.  

    
 

OBJECTIVE ROS.01  
 
The County shall acquire, develop and efficiently maintain adequate community and regional 
recreation facilities to achieve and maintain the adopted Level of Service  (LOS)  in order to meet 
projected recreational needs through the year 2030.  

    
 
Policy ROS.01.01  
 
The County shall prepare and maintain a Parks and Recreation Master Plan in cooperation with 
appropriate agencies to guide the development and maintenance of County parks and recreation 
facilities. The Plan should accomplish the following:  
 
A) Inventory the County parks system;  
 
B) Recommend guidelines for the size, timing and phasing of parks in the County by using 

population trends and projections;  
 
C) Establish criteria for, and priority ranking of, lands for acquisition and development;  
 
D) Consider existing and potential funding sources as well as programs for implementation 

and a long-range capital improvements plan for future parks and recreation facilities.  
 

 

 
Policy ROS.01.02  
 
The County should select and assemble an advisory committee representing both the public and 
private sector to guide the development of the Parks & Recreation Master Plan.  Extensive public 
involvement including surveys, public workshops, and extensive discussions with community 
organizations should be required in order to develop a plan that reflects the needs and values of 
the County. 

 

 
Policy ROS.01.03 
 
Parks shall be defined in this Plan as follows: 
 
A) "Neighborhood Park" shall mean a local park, which is typically less than 10 acres in size and 

may include landscaping and recreational improvements such as sandboxes, play sculpture, 
playground equipment, benches, shelters, trees and fencing.  These parks are used by the 
residents of one or more nearby neighborhoods, typically those within a half-mile radius of the 
park. 
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B) "Community Park" shall mean a park, which is designed to serve the recreation needs of 
several communities in the unincorporated areas of the County generally within a 1-5 mile 
service radius.  They may include restrooms, onsite parking, large landscaped areas, 
community centers, lighted sports fields, athletic complexes, large swimming pools, and other 
specialized recreational facilities. These parks are generally at least 10 acres in size. 
 

C) "Regional Park" shall mean either water-based recreation sites or a large, resource-based park 
of at least 30 acres or more in size and intended to serve residents of the entire unincorporated 
area, as well as residents of the municipalities.  These parks contain recreation uses, such as 
water-based recreation, beach access sites, boating facilities, camping, fishing, trails and 
nature study, but may also provide specialized recreational facilities, such as a sports complex. 

 
 
Policy ROS.01.04 
 
The County shall acquire, maintain, or manage through agreement, community and regional park 
facilities to achieve and maintain the adopted levels of service (LOS) shown below.  
 

Type 
Service 
Radius 

Minimum 
Size 

Area 
/1000 

Residents 
Other Requirements 

Community 
Parks 

1- 5 
miles 

10 
Acres 

3.35 
Acres 

 
 

Regional 
Parks- 

General 

County
-wide 

 

30 
Acres 

10 
Acres 

 
 

Regional 
Parks- Beach 

Access 

County
-wide 

Variable .25 Acre 

 
At .5 mile linear increments with adequate space for 

parking 
 

Regional 
Parks-  

Boat Facility 

County
-wide 

Variable .40 Acre 1 ramp lane per 5,000 population 

 
    

 
Policy ROS.01.05  
 
In general, the County shall not seek to acquire neighborhood park facilities. Land and 
improvements for neighborhood parks shall be provided by new development through the site plan 
review process. Criteria for the location and design of such facilities shall be included in the Land 
Development Code (LDC),  Planned Unit Development (PUD) or Development of Regional Impact 
(DRI) development order. 
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Policy ROS.01.06  
 
In order to address existing deficiencies and future needs in a fiscally responsible manner, the 
County should consider the development of a 10 year + long range capital improvements plan for 
parks and recreation facilities to achieve and maintain the adopted level of service (LOS).  

 

   
Policy ROS.01.07 
 
The County shall plan recreation facilities based on the following planning guidelines from the State 
Comprehensive Recreation Program (2000). These guidelines are for planning purposes only and 
may be used to help determine how grant funds and county funds could be used to improve county 
recreation facilities.  Upon adoption of the Parks & Recreation Master Plan as described in Policy 
ROS.01.01, these guidelines may be updated to reflect the needs of county residents. 
 
 

 

   Resource/Facility Population per Unit (Median) 

  

Baseball/Softball field 2,500 

Basketball Court 5,000 
 

Football/Soccer Field 6,000 
 

Equipped play area 10,000 
 

Exercise/Parcours Trails 15,000 
 

Aquatic Center 25,000 

Tennis Court 5,000 

 
 

Policy ROS.01.08  
 
Recreation impact fees may be implemented and updated as necessary as a funding source for 
new parks and recreation facilities.  

 

 

Policy ROS.01.09  
 
The County should investigate flexible administration of impact fees and land dedication to help 
accomplish the County’s parks and recreation goals. This may include payment in lieu of land or 
purchase of credits from the County. 

    
 

Policy ROS.01.10  
 
The County shall seek interlocal agreements for the collection and disbursement of recreation 
impact fees with the municipalities within the County.  
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Policy ROS.01.11  
 

The County shall cooperate with public agencies and private landowners to continue to provide 
public access for hunting and fishing.  

 

 

Policy ROS.01.12 
 
The County shall encourage and create incentives such as cluster development standards, density 
bonuses, mixed use development etc., for the dedication of recreational land. 

 
 
Policy ROS.01.13  
 
The County shall pursue available grant sources for the acquisition and development of park and 
recreation areas, including but not limited to Federal and State funding.  

    
 
 
Policy ROS.01.14  
 
The County shall maintain and develop existing parks to their optimal level with consideration given 
to the needs of the community served and the functional capacity of the parks.  

    
 

Policy ROS.01.15  
 
The County shall review each new development as to the need for public parks and recreation 
facilities that are necessary to maintain adopted levels of service. Required park land should be 
identified for dedication during the review process for a subdivision, Planned Unit Development 
(PUD), or Development of Regional Impact (DRI) and a schedule should be established for 
construction of facilities. The County may consider funds to be donated in lieu of land in cases 
where the required aggregate land dedication is less than the minimum standard of useable acres 
established in Policy ROS.01.03. 

    
 

Policy ROS.01.16  
 
To increase efficiency and convenience in the recreation system, the County will coordinate through 
interlocal agreements with other public agencies which have recreation areas in the County.  

    
 
Policy ROS.01.17  
 
Whenever possible, recreation sites should be established with multi-use purposes to provide both 
recreation facilities and to ensure preservation or conservation of environmentally sensitive lands.  
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OBJECTIVE ROS.02  
 
The County shall assure appropriate multi-modal access to all public recreation areas maintained 
by the County, including beach and waterfront facilities. Recreational facilities required for new 
development shall be constructed to maximize appropriate multi-modal access.  

    
 

Policy ROS.02.01  
 
The County will provide for adequate vehicular parking and bicycle racks at all new County 
recreation areas and will ensure the installation of such facilities at the time of the reconstruction or 
additions to existing County recreation areas.  

    
 
Policy ROS.02.02  
 
Sidewalks, bicycle paths and multipurpose trails shall be provided at the time of construction or 
reconstruction as defined in the County Land Development Code along public roads which provide 
access from neighborhoods to County parks.  

    
 
Policy ROS.02.03  
 
The County will provide accessible parking and barrier-free access to all types of County 
recreational facilities.  

    
 

Policy ROS.02.04  
 
The County shall require as a condition of site plan approval, that easements for public beach 
access be provided by a developer of beachfront property, at an average of one-half mile intervals.  

   
 

Policy ROS.02.05  
 
As a condition of development approval, all developers constructing recreational facilities shall be 
required to provide adequate access of all kinds to recreational facilities and public water bodies to 
meet Objective ROS.02.  
 
 
Policy ROS.02.06  

 
The County shall provide in the Land Development Code a requirement that any access to public 
beaches and shorelines or other recreational sites required as a condition of concurrency or 
development approval, shall be of sufficient size to accommodate adequate vehicular parking and 
bicycle racks within the access easement.  

 

 
Policy ROS.02.07 
 
The County shall require developments with significant frontage along navigable waterways to 
provide, at a minimum, easements for, or the construction of, boat ramps and/or parking facilities 
for public use. Such easements may be calculated as part of the development’s  open space 
requirements. Criteria for developments subject to this requirement are to be specified in the Land 
Development Code (LDC).  



Last update: 08/28/17: Ord. 2017-21  

 
Nassau County 2030 Comprehensive Plan 

Recreation and Open Space Element 
Goals, Objectives and Policies 

Page 6  

 

Policy ROS.02.08  
 
The County shall consider greenways to link existing and proposed nature reserves, parks, cultural 
and historic sites with each other. Greenways may include pedestrian and/or bike trails.  
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OBJECTIVE ROS.03  
 
The County shall ensure the provision of open space as required in the County's Comprehensive 
Plan.  

    
 

Policy ROS.03.01  
 

The County shall adopt ,in the Land Development Code, specific standards for the provision and 
protection of open space.  

    
 
Policy ROS.03.02  
 
The County shall regularly review the Land Development Code to maximize the preservation of 
open space consistent with the goals ,objectives, and policies of this element and the future 
recommendations of the Parks and Recreation Master Plan. 

    
    

Policy ROS.03.03  
 
PUD and other mixed use developments shall be encouraged to provide large areas of open space 
and to provide recreation facilities beyond those necessary to be concurrent with the additional 
community needs they create. 
    
 
Policy ROS.03.04  
 
Conservation areas, including wetlands shall be reviewed for inclusion in a greenway system if they 
would provide a link to nature reserves, parks, cultural or historic sites or extensive floodplains, 
wetlands, lakes or waterways. Any area designated as a greenway shall count towards the 
development’s open space requirement. 
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OBJECTIVE ROS.04  
 
The County shall support and encourage appropriate and effective participation and partnership 
with non-governmental organizations in meeting Level of Service for parks and recreational 
facilities  

 
 

Policy ROS.04.01  
 
The county shall maintain partnerships with organizations such as Florida Communities Trust, the 
Trust for Public Land (TPL), The Nature Conservancy, The North Florida Land Trust, and other 
organizations to assist in providing the necessary funds to implement a long-range, financially 
feasible plan for the identification and acquisition of environmental resources, including lands for 
parks and recreation facilities of all types. 

 

 
Policy ROS.04.02  

 
The County shall encourage the creation of appropriate public-private partnerships as a model for 
structuring, funding and operating certain parks and recreation facilities, when it is beneficial to 
the citizens of the County. 



 
 
 

EXHIBIT 4 
  






































































































































































































































































