
Hello Miss. Tappen, 
  
Could you send me a copy of what you went over in the last meeting?  I think it was a PowerPoint 
application but you printed it.  Do you have it in a PDF doc or PowerPoint?  Thanks. 
  
Howard Fein 

 
 

Broward   Palm Beach  

phone: 954.921.7781 

fax: 954.921.8807   
phone: 561.684.6161 

fax: 561.684.6360 

 

 

This transmission may contain information that is privileged, confidential and/or exempt from 

disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified 

that any disclosure, copying, distribution, or use of the information contained herein (including 

any reliance thereon) is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. If you received this transmission in error, 

please immediately contact the sender and destroy the material in its entirety, whether in 

electronic or hard copy format. Thank you. 

 

 
Please Note: Florida has very broad public records laws. Most written communications to or from County officials regarding County business 
are public records available to the public and media upon request. It is the policy of St. Lucie County that all County records shall be open for 
personal inspection, examination and / or copying. Your e-mail communications will be subject to public disclosure unless an exemption 
applies to the communication. If you received this email in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete all materials from all 
computers. 

 

http://www.calvin-giordano.com/
http://www.calvin-giordano.com/
http://www.zweigwhite.com/pressitem.aspx?pressID=98


From: reachmucklows [reachmucklows@att.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 16, 2010 10:46 PM 
To: Britton Wilson 
 
Re:  County Comprehensive Plan 
  
     These amendments, as presented in the St. Lucie County Comprehensive Plan Update,  are 
antithetical to the basic ideas of the United States Constitution.   
     They limit the freedoms of life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. 
     They are based on the hoax of global warming,  and are retro grade with respect to the economic 
freedom that is the key to salvaging our nation's economic recovery. 
  
                                                                                Sincerely, 
  
                                                                                Robert B. & Debra L. Mucklow 
                                                                                Port Saint Lucie,  Florida 
 



Comments on St Lucie County EAR-based Comprehensive Plan Amendments 

March 18, 2010 

 

Submitted by:  H.M. Ridgely III  

Taken in their entirety the proposed changes to the St Lucie County Comprehensive Plan based on the 

Evaluation and Appraisal Report, the EAR, represent an overarching desire to make development and 

growth very difficult or near impossible to achieve.  Policy after policy adds additional financial burdens 

and uncertainty to the possibility of getting a project approved in a way that makes economic sense.  

Given the current economic times, it seems to me that the county should be encouraging economic  

growth in hopes of creating jobs for the nearly 15% of the county population that is unemployed.  

Potential employers will not seek to come to St Lucie county a due to the perception that they are “not 

open for business.”  It is cheaper and easier to go somewhere else.  Higher costs of doing business and 

uncertainty will guarantee that St Lucie county remains in its current economic torpor.  

A few specific comments are as follows.   

Future Land Use Element “FLUE” 

Policy 1.1.1.2 A. Agricultural-5 (AG-5) 

The third bullet point requires that all development activities other than crop or food production on 

parcels or combinations of parcels in excess of 200 acres be required to establish a Community 

Development District ”CDD”  to  finance any necessary infrastructure.   This policy was previously in the 

Data and Analysis portion of the FLUE.  This policy should be eliminated simply for the reason that CDD’S 

are extremely expensive to create and with a base density of 1 unit per five acres this policy will 

effectively stop anyone from developing any parcel if a CDD is required.  This appears to be the intent. 

This significantly devalues the value of any contiguous land owned by a single owner of greater than 200 

acres.   

This comment also applies to section B. AG-2.5 

Objective 1.1.4 

What is “Smart Growth” There is no definition.   

Policy  1.1.4.3  

States as a matter of fact that development outside the urban service area is a fiscal burden to the rest 

of the community.   Unless this can be empirically proven then this policy should be stricken.  Policies 

based on opinions are a poor way to create a comprehensive plan.   

 



 

Policy 1.1.4.7  

Requiring a needs analysis before being able to amend the FLU map to increase densities assumes that 

all density is fungible and the consumer should take the next available unit before any more are created.   

This is not how vibrant communities are created.  The consumer needs to have choices between housing 

products and location to entice them to move to the community. 

Policy 1.1.7.1 

 Clustered housing within a PUD just to achieve some sort of open space for the sake of open space is 

not a sound policy.  Fragmented open space of no real environmental value only achieves the goal of 

making the landowner poorer by requiring him to provide a disproportionate share of some fictional 

level of service for open space.   

 

Policy 1.1.9.7 

Removing the definitions for the boundaries of water bodies merely subjects potential future 

development to be subjected to the whim of the county on what they may require.  Since when is 

subjectivity and less certainty a good comprehensive plan policy? 

Policy 1.1.11.4 

Bullet 1. States that “The extractive operation does not adversely affect areas determined to be 

environmentally significant.  Who makes the determination?  What criteria are used?  This is another 

ridiculously subjective policy that needs to be stricken.   

Policy 1.2.1.5  

The 2008 Greenways and Trails Study is flawed in theory and practice and should not be implemented.  

Landowners whose property is “underneath” the map are merely being held to some future donation of 

their property.  Again, another devaluation for the landowner.  In  practice even a landowner whose 

land is not “underneath” the planned routes can be subjected to such a forced donation if his land is 

deemed a reasonable substitute for the actual planned path.    

Goal 1.3 

Apparently developing a comprehensive plan to be energy efficient through land use patterns that 

reduce drive times and greenhouse gases doesn’t apply to the Greenways and Trails Study which 

essentially desires to create a network of trails and paths throughout the western agricultural portion of 

the county.  Wouldn’t citizens who live inside the urban service area currently and the future need to 

drive many miles west to even the nearest access point to such a network?  Even if the Greenways and 

trails network were fully built out the nearest access point to the edge of the urban service area is 



approximately five miles.  Since most residents do not live right on that edge their drive will likely be 

substantially further.   There are many policies relating to the Greenways and Trails Study throughout 

the revisions to the comprehensive plan that should also be stricken.   

Policy 1.3.2.3 

Requiring all new residential structures to adhere to green building standards will be costly and put such 

new homes far out of reach financially for the vast majority of St Lucie County residents.   Green building 

should be an option and if the market desires it, builders will build them.  

Infrastructure Element 

Policy 4A.1.1.3  

Define sprawl.  Subjectivity is the death of good growth.   

Policy 4A.1.2.6 

Requires that no development can occur anywhere in the unincorporated county unless they provision 

water and sewer from one of the three existing utilities.  Since the county has a policy of no utilities 

outside the Urban Service Area “USA” the county is taking away the right to build anything outside the 

USA. Can anyone say taking?  

Additionally, specifically naming the three existing utilities excludes will limit options for projects in the 

future.   

Conservation Element 

Policy 6.1.2.15 

Define “untreated” stormwater discharge.  How will any commercial projects get built?   

Policy 6.1.5.3 

It can easily be argued that all human activity adversely affects quality and quantity of water sources. 

And recharge areas.  This policy is designed to give the county a way to object to any project they do not 

like.  It should be stricken on the grounds of being entirely subjective.  

Policy  6.1.8.2 f 

Policy needs to exclude bona-fide agricultural activities. 

Policy 6.1.8.12  

Clustering is an undefined term. Requiring a project to meet such a subjective standard is bad policy.  

This should be stricken.  I’m also not sure what exactly “micro-siting” is.   

Objective 6.1.15 



What is the Wetland Inventory and Evaluation Study and how much will it cost?  GIS, read “aerials” is 

not a tool that can be used for  inventorying what’s on the ground.   

Intergovernmental Coordination Element 

Policy 8.1.1.1 

How do you implement a Western Land Study that is nowhere near completion? I wonder if the 

Western Land Study has a foregone conclusion? 

Transportation Element  

Policy 2.3.1.1 

To reiterate, the Greenways and Trails Study is flawed and should not be implemented as it is a waste of 

financial resources for a specious purpose that will only serve a very small segment of the population.  

Additionally is requires citizens to drive long distances to the rural areas to access such a system. 

Policy 2.3.2.5 

Sidewalks should not be required in rural areas.  It should be encouraged based on a case by case basis. 

 

Economic Development Element 

 

Policy 10.1.1.7 

A jobs / housing balance of 1.5 is unrealistic given that St Lucie county has historically been a bedroom 

community for many jobs outside the county.  This policy will merely be used a yet another excuse to 

not approve any residential development.  Additionally, retirees, which make up a sizeable portion of 

county residents need to be taken into account and subtracted from both the numerator and 

denominator to arrive at the proper ratio.  In fact, I would posit that the county is already at a 1.5 ratio if 

they were taken out of the denominator for the current ratio.   



From: reachmucklows [reachmucklows@att.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 16, 2010 10:46 PM 
To: Britton Wilson 
 
Re:  County Comprehensive Plan 
  
     These amendments, as presented in the St. Lucie County Comprehensive Plan Update,  are 
antithetical to the basic ideas of the United States Constitution.   
     They limit the freedoms of life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. 
     They are based on the hoax of global warming,  and are retro grade with respect to the economic 
freedom that is the key to salvaging our nation's economic recovery. 
  
                                                                                Sincerely, 
  
                                                                                Robert B. & Debra L. Mucklow 
                                                                                Port Saint Lucie,  Florida 
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