Hello Miss. Tappen,

Could you send me a copy of what you went over in the last meeting? | 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 phone: 561.684.6161
fax: 954.921.8807 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 IlI

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? | 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, | 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



*

JOHNATHAN A. FERGUSON
ATTORNEY AT LAW

*Board Certified City, County and Local Government Law

2366 S. Brocksmith Rd. fergusonlanduselaw.com Ofc. 772-465-0729
Fort Pierce, FL 34945 fergusonlanduselaw@gmail.com Cell 772-971-7506
May 17, 2010
Via E-Mail

Mark Satterlee, Director

Planning & Development Services
St. Lucie County

2300 Virginia Avenue

Fort Pierce, FL 34982

Re: EAR Based Amendments — Comments
Dear Mark:

I offer the following comments on the February 2010 draft of the EAR based
comprehensive plan amendments. In general, many of the proposed amendments do one of two
things: they make it more expensive to develop in St. Lucie County without a corresponding
public benefit or they commit the County to expensive reviews, studies and programs with no
indication as to how much such work will cost or where the County will obtain the funds to do
such work.

I realize that there is a May version now posted, however, I did not have the time to go
back through to compare the May version to the February version. I recognize that the latest
version may have addressed issues raised by myself and others. I will be happy to sit down with
you or Britton to go through my comments in more detail if you feel that would be helpful.

Sincerely,

Johnathan ' A. Fefguyw

Enc.

Cc: Britton Wilson



COMMENTS ON FEBRUARY 2010 VERSION
EAR BASED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENTS
COMMENTS PREPARED MAY 15,2010

Page references are to the February 2010 version and the language in italics is from the proposed
text.

1) Page 1-16, Policy 1.1.1.2.:

The requirement to develop as a Planned Development (PD) for projects in excess of 8 lots
should be deleted and, as with all other property, the PD rezoning should be optional.

There should be no requirement to create Community Development Districts (“CDD”) if the
project is larger than 200 acres. Creating a CDD may be an unnecessary cost.

2) Page 1-21, Policy 1.1.2.2.:

The requirement to develop as a Planned Development (PD) for projects in excess of 8 lots or
more than 160 acres should be deleted and, as with all other property, the PD rezoning should be
optional.

3) Page 1-24, Objective 1.1.4.

Consider changes to the future land use plan based upon smart growth, energy efficient land use
patterns and discouraging the proliferation of urban sprawl.

This objective uses the appropriate buzz words but adds no substance to the Comprehensive Plan
(“Plan”) because the buzz words are undefinable. As a result it adds uncertainty to the Plan
which in turn simply adds an entry point for future disagreements. The objective should be
deleted.

4) Page 1-24, Policy 1.1.4.3.:

Retain an urban service area boundary to restrict the negative impacts of a sprawling low
density development pattern and the fiscal burden that pattern of development has on the ability
of the community to meets its service needs.

At this time this policy reflects an unsupported conclusion and should be deleted. If such a
policy is inserted in the Plan, it should be based on empirical data. To date there is no such data

for St. Lucie County unless you want to refer to Dr. Stronge’s Economic Analysis prepared for
the Western Lands Study which supports the opposite conclusion.

5) Page 1-24, Policy 1.1.4.7.:
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Future land use map amendment applications that increase residential development must
demonstrate a numerical population need unless the amendment enhances urban infill or
redevelopment projects.

This policy should be deleted unless “need” is defined by objective standards. A needs analysis
is a complex operation and to add this simple policy without addressing the complexities of a
needs analysis is irresponsible.

6) Page 1-28, Policy 1.1.5.13.:

Require that new development be designed and planned in a manner which does not place an
unanticipated economic burden upon existing taxpayers, services, and facilities of St. Lucie
County.

Without standards this policy is unenforceable and does nothing but add uncertainty to the
process and will inevitably lead to arguments. It is also poorly written. For example,
“anticipated” economic burdens would be allowed, it is only “unanticipated” economic burdens
which are prohibited. This policy should be deleted.

7) Page 1-31, Policy 1.1.8.1.:

This policy should be amended to read as follows:

All new subdivisions, planned unit developments and site development plans shall be designed to
include an efficient system of internal traffic circulation that does not require internal trips or

trips of short duration to be forced onto the major roadway network. Connections to new and
existing subdivisions shall be encouraged but shall not be required.

8) Page 1-43, Policy 1.2.1.5.:
This policy should be amended to read as follows:

The County shall coordinate with the St Lucie TPO and FDOT to implement the
recommendations of the 2008 SLC Bicycle, Pedestrian, Greenways <& Trails Study
(“Greenways”) when funding is available. Individual property owners shall not be required to
contribute to the funding of the Greenways different from the contribution of the St. Lucie County
population at large.

9) Page 1-43, Policy 1.2.1.6.:
Explore and implement innovative transportation funding practices that discourage sprawl such

as a mobility fee that charges all new developments with costs varying on location and vehicles
miles traveled (VMT) per the Transportation Element.
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This is an unworkable policy and should be deleted. The County does not have the time or
resources to “implement” an unproven and non-existent system. The Plan should not contain
policies that cannot be effectively implemented.

10)  Page 2-62, Policy 2.1.2.7.:
This policy should be amended to read as follows:

e. If the County Tper adopstien of—the a _mobility fee, the County may consider the
elimination or re-evaluation of the Level of Service standards.

11)  Page 2-63, Policy 2.1.2.12.:

The County shall consider implementing a mobility fee in accordance with requirements adopted
in SB 360 that charges all new developments with costs varying on location and vehicles miles
traveled (VMT) by December 201 1.

The County does not have the resources to comply with this policy and it should be deleted.
12)  Page 3-17, Objective 3.1.1.:

This objective requires the County to interfere with the “affordable housing” market. The
County cannot successfully manipulate the housing market and cannot successfully ensure
“affordable housing.” However, the County can take steps to assist the housing market by
removing unnecessary impediments that drive up costs without a corresponding benefit.
Towards that end, the objective could read as follows:

The County shall review existing and proposed regulations for their negative financial impacts
on_affordable _housing for all current and anticipated residents; on residents with special
housing needs, including rural and farmworker housing; and on workforce housing.

13)  Page 4-31, Policy 4A.1.1.3.:

In order to prevent sprawl and leapfrog development in the unincorporated areas of the County,
no water or sewer utility companies shall be permitted to construct or install water or sewer
facilities to serve or provide water or sewer utility service to new development within the
unincorporated areas of the County without the consent of the County Commission.

The Plan should not contain standardless policies. This policy prohibits an activity without
providing the reader with any idea as to what the standards might be other than “sprawl and
leapfrog” development. Such a policy grants the County Commission the incorrect notion that it
can deny a request for utility service based on this policy because the County Commission gets
to define “sprawl and leapfrog development” without the guidance of enumerated standards and
on a case by case basis. Such a policy should only be adopted if it is accompanied by standards
in the Plan or adopted in the LDRs.
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14)  Page 4-32, Policy 4A.1.2.6. [and similar Policy 4D.1.2.5.]:

Development within the unincorporated areas of the County will only be permitted when such
development ties into or makes provision for obtaining water or sewer utility service from the St.
Lucie County Water and Sewer Utility District, the Ft. Pierce Utility Authority or the City of Port
St. Lucie Utzlzty wzthm their respecﬂve service areas. Tying—into-aregional-or—sub-regional

oy t1; vailable o i tho o ervieeAvailability-Report [staff proposed

changes].

This policy, as amended, prohibits all development outside the urban service area. The policy
should remain unchanged.

15)  Page 5-17, Policy 5.1.1.10.:

The County shall continue to monitor all credible climate change and sea level rise data and
what direct and potential effects this has on the coastal system natural resources. Based on this
data the County shall evaluate and update the resource protection standards of the land
development regulations and this plan as necessary.

The County does not have the resources or expertise to implement this policy and it should be
deleted.

16)  Page 5-23, Policy 5.1.5.7.:

When reviewing redevelopment applications for a site with previously existing manmade
alterations on a dune, beach or shoreline system, the alteration shall be evaluated to determine if
removal is feasible, and if so, if benefit would occur through removal as a part of the
redevelopment project.

Policies without standards or the requirement to adopt standards should not be adopted. It is
impossible to understand the impact of this policy and to understand its application. Either the
policy should refer to regulations to be adopted in order to implement the policy or it should be
deleted.

17)  Page 5-26, Policy 5.2.1.6.:

The County shall consider the most current and credible sea level rise data when planning long
term infrastructure and capital improvement expenditures and land use amendments in areas
less than 10 feet in elevation.

Policies without standards or the requirement to adopt standards should not be adopted. It is
impossible to understand the impact of this policy and to understand its application. Either the

policy should refer to regulations to be adopted in order to implement the policy or it should be
deleted.

18)  Page 6-19, Policy 6.1.1.4.:
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The policy should be amended to read as follows:

The County shall continue to support, seek additional funding sources for and implement the
Greenways and Trails master Plan to facilitate and encourage alternative transportation means.
Individual property owners shall not be required to contribute to the funding of the Greenways
different from the contribution of the St. Lucie County population at large.

19)  Page 6-21, Policy 6.1.2.15.:

No new untreated point source discharges into estuarine and coastal waters, for stormwater
runoff, will be permitted.

Policies without standards or the requirement to adopt standards should not be adopted. It is
impossible to understand the impact of this policy and to understand its application. Either the
policy should refer to regulations to be adopted in order to implement the policy or it should be
deleted.

20)  Page 6-22, Policy 6.1.4.2.a.:
Project modification measures to reduce wetland loss and degradation. All projects shall be

required to maximize design modifications to ensure wetland impacts are avoided or minimized
to the maximum extent feasible.

This change to the policy adds uncertainty to the development process and adds costs without
necessarily ensuring a corresponding benefit. This policy enacts a de facto “no wetland impact”
rule without explicitly saying so. The change should be deleted.

21)  Page 6-25, Policy 6.1.5.3.:
Activities and land uses known to adversely affect the quality and quantity of water sources and

natural groundwater recharge areas shall be regulated to protect the quality and quantity of
these resources.

Policies without standards or the requirement to adopt standards should not be adopted. It is
impossible to understand the impact of this policy and to understand its application. Either the
policy should refer to regulations to be adopted in order to implement the policy or it should be
deleted.

22)  Page 6-27, Policy 6.1.8.2.1f.:
Proposed site clearing activities within the known range of listed species or where such species

are expected to occur based upon habitat suitability and species ranges shall be surveyed by
qualified environmental consultants and/or government ecologists prior to approval and
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commencement of such activities to determine whether or not populations of listed or plant and
animal species occur.

Policies without standards or the requirement to adopt standards should not be adopted. It is
impossible to understand the impact of this policy and to understand its application. Either the
policy should refer to regulations to be adopted in order to implement the policy or it should be
deleted.

23)  Page 6-30, Policy 6.1.8.12.:

The County shall require clustering micro-siting of structures or other protective mechanisms to
preserve native vegetative communities or protected species habitats.

Policies without standards or the requirement to adopt standards should not be adopted. It is
impossible to understand the impact of this policy and to understand its application. Either the
policy should refer to regulations to be adopted in order to implement the policy or it should be
deleted.

24)  Page 6-34, Policy 6.1.12.4.b. & c.:

Those Environmentally Sensitive Areas identified as containing habitat worthy of preservation
may require a clustering of allowable density to more suitable areas for development to avoid

and minimize impacts to highly sensitive habitat. Onlyfootpaths-or-entryways-will-be-permitted
nsueh-areas-

Environmentally _Sensitive Areas containing highly sensitive _native _habitat _worthy of
preservation_may require the habitat be protected through a conservation easement or other
method acceptable to the County. Only footpaths or entryways will be permitted in such areas.

Policies without standards or the requirement to adopt standards should not be adopted. It is
impossible to understand the impact of this policy and to understand its application. Either the
policy should refer to regulations to be adopted in order to implement the policy or it should be
deleted.

25)  Page 6-39, Objective 6.1.15.:
St. Lucie County shall implement the Wetland Inventory and Evaluation Study designed to

facilitate the development of policies and procedures to improve the protection of the existing
wetlands in the County.

The County cannot afford to implement this objective.
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HOME OF THE ADAMS RANCH ‘BRAFORD CATTLE

ADAMS RANCH, INC.

P Post Oflice Box 12908 « Fort Pierce, Florlda 34979-2909

Telaphone (772) 461-6321 « Fax (772) 461-6874
April 15, 2010

St. Lucie County Planning Board Members

Mr. Mark Satterlee, Director

Ms. Britton Wilson, Senior Planner

Saint Lucie County Growth Management Department

2300 Virginia Ave,

Fort Pierce, FL. 34981-5652 ‘

Re:  St. Lucie Comprehensive Plan Update, EAR Based Amendment Hearing
Conservation Element

Adams Ranch and our subsidiary company, Arcco of St. Lucie Inc, are active owners and
operators of agricultural lands in Western St. Lucie County. The proposed changes tothe
Conservation Element will have significant long term impacts upon our property and business
operations. Please accept this letter as a record pursuant to the adoption and implementation of the
changes proposed to these comprehensive plan elements.

Overall, the biggest concern with the proposed changes to the Conservation Element is the
unintended consequence of having bona-fide agricultural activities restricted, regulated or
prohibited.

Bona fide agricultural land use is desired by St. Lucic County. In fact, the primary goal of the
County’s Western Land study is to “foster continued agricultural production” and the
“acknowledgement that a functioning network of agriculture, open space, and natural areas is
essential for regional sustainability. “ (Western Lands Study Approval of September 8, 2009).

Also, to encourage agriculture, as part of the Western Lands planning, on Page 1-43 of the
Future Land Use Element, St. Lucie County has the following proposed objective:

Objective 1.3.1 - Create a sustainable plan for the County's western lands that will

preserve a functioning network of agriculture, open space. and natural areas while

providing economically viable options for agricultural landowners, now and in the future.

FEEDER CALVES . REPLACEMENT HEIFERS . BREEDING STOCK . COMMERCIAL CATTLE IN VOLUME




Letter of April 15, 2010 to Planning & Zoning Board Members, Mark Satterlee and Britton Wilson
EAR Based Amendments to the Conservation Element

Agriculture is a sustainable means of preventing urban sprawl, providing jobs, paying taxes,
producing food and conserving open space. Studies performed by The American Farmland Trust
shows that on average, for every $1.00 of taxes paid by privately owned agricultural land, only $.37
cents is received in return for services. ( Attp.//www.farmland.org/resources/reports/default.asp )

Each item below references the pages and policy numbers where changes are requested.
New, suggested language is shown in underline, bold italics. We respectfully request the following
changes to the draft Conservation Element:

Page 6-22, Policy 86.1.4.3 - The County shall continue to require land development activities
to provide a minimum 50-foot buffer zone of native upland and transitional
vegetation along rivers, creeks, and estuaries, o be maintained from the landward
extent of state waters or from Mean High Water of the rivers, creeks, and estuaries;
whichever is greater. However;-setbacks forthe-North-Fork-of-the-St-ucie-River

Page 6-25

development land uses known to adversely affect the quality and quantity of water
sources and natural groundwater recharge areas shall be regulated to protect_ the

quality and quantity of these resources.

Page 6-27 Policy 86.1.8.2 - The County shall-require-the protection-ef endangered-and
threatened-state-and-federallisted ptant and animal populations and the
conservation-of their native habitat, including intact canopy, understory and
ground cover upon which these populations depend for survival.

Protection essible mechanisms would include:

f. Proposed site clearing activities for Land Development purposes within the
known range of listed species or where such species are expected to occur based
upon habitat suitability and species ranges shall be surveyed by gualified
environmental consultants and/or government ecologists prior to approval and
commencement of such activities to determine whether or not populations of listed or
plant and animal species occur.

Page 6-28 Policy 86.1.8.8 — St. Lucie County shall require the submission of an
environmental impact report, which addresses concerns for habitat preservation
and species protection for land development projects on parcels greater than ten
acres, or that are located on the barrier island, the Atlantic Coastal Ridge, or are
adjacent to public conservation lands, or are otherwise considered Environmentally




Letter of April 15, 2010 to Planning & Zoning Board Members, Mark Satterlee and Britton Wilson
EAR Based Amendments to the Conservation Element

Sensitive Areas as defined in this Element. The County may provide a process of the
for [sic] the consideration of a waiver of this requirement, subject to meeting
standards as may be described in the County’s Land Development Code.

Page 6-29 Policy 86.1.8.9 -

- ro] N - - - - - - =

spesies.The County shall continue to identify native upland vegetative
comrmunities that could be considered high quality. The County shall provide for

the protection, appropriate use and conservation of these areas based on criteria
which consider the administrative and fiscal constraints of the County. Potential
mechanisms shall include acquisition, restriction or prohibition of fand development
activities, and incentives to protect and maintain these areas.

Page 6-35 Policy 6.1.12.13 - To ensure protection of the natural resources of the County
identified in this Plan, the county shall direct all incompatible future land
development uses away from these natural resource systems.

In closing, to eliminate the unintended consequence of interfering with bona-fide agricultural
land use in St. Lucie County, we ask the Board Members and staff for the insertion of the following
statement, into the preamble of the Conservation Element. This statement was adopted by Osceola
County, during their EAR revisions in 2007 — 2008. The Osceola County Conservation element was
accepted and found to be in compliance by the Department of Community A ffairs.

“The goals, objectives, and policies as set forth in this element shall not be construéd to
prohibit, restrict, regulate or otherwise limit the activity of bona fide farm operations that are
operating consistent with sound agricultural practices (as set forth, for example, in NRCS)
best management practices, or regulations promulgated and/or permits issued by State and/or
Federal agencies.”

Thank you for your consideration of the above items and requests. (.}Ti

cerely,
\Q}\T 'y & CLC&S \5@\3

Peter Harrison
Vice President

Ce: Ms. Lorraine Tappen, Calvin Giordano & Associates




EAR2010

Patricia A. Ferrick

4802 South 25™ Street

Ft. Pierce, Fla. 34981-5009

To: Planning & Development & LPA
Consultants for EAR. & DCA

Having attended several Comprehensive EAR meetings from the beginning and
purchasing tapes for the ones I could not attend due to surgery and radiation.

I find the following. The Consultants have done an excellent job in interpreting the
comments given them.

I find that in some instances; staff has thrown roadblocks up in regards to some
very valid concerns especially those by Commissioner Chris DZ. Statements that
the state is working on changes regarding flood control and discharge and nutrient
overload. The State has been working on changes since 1986. “Where” are they?
This statement by staff that we do not want to be more stringent than the State or
South Florida is not applicable. I believe there is case law that clarifies this by
stating that the rule or resolution that the more stringent shall prevail.

There is documentation of areas of flooding since 1985,* that I am aware of a
newspaper article, on the former (Orange Blossom Mall)* and your constituents
themselves. Some of the flooding has been man made. For instance in 1985, the
Gordy Road locks were opened and let the flood waters out because the person with
the keys was out of town and instead of slow releases the water was dumped all at
once. Creating millions of dollars in damages in flood damages.

In 2004 more flooding* occurred because water had been held back for irrigation.
When the storms came the water was released. There were no ordinances to control
this absurdity.

August 2008, Tropical Storm Fay appeared and the Army Corps of Engineers
released water into the North Fork at the same time the NSLRCD released water.
Ft. Pierce Farms dumped water too, as did the “City.” The “Supervisor of Elections
Office the old Orange Blossom Mall was flooded again®.

“Man, again, is the culprit”. The North Fork of the St. Lucie River which is gravity
fed from the West and East is documented as main drain for SLC.

“Too, much water no place to go”. The county is continually allowing the flood
plain to be filled in.* The County is allowing other areas that used to retain water
in the 60’s to be filled in. Example (Orange Blossom Mall) property used to retain
overflow water all year. “Guess, what in times of heavy rainfall it still does™!



Our county, until just recently, had no one who coordinated water flow. Hopefully,

from what I was recently told, the Army Corps of Engineers is supposed to do that
now. “Hold your breath, wait and see.”

County Commissioners in the recent past have let too much building go on and fill
in the “Flood Plain.” Some past staff personnel didn’t even know SLC had a “Flood
Plain.” “Right “Dennis M?” Guess what? We do and always have.

Referencing Smart growth Power Point:

Policy: 1.1.4.6

In-fill, this will deteriorate the quality of life in areas predominantly single family.
You will be instrumental in allowing this travesty to occur. Higher density is just
for expanding transportation figures and is not in keeping with protecting the
health safety and welfare of the citizens of St. Lucie County. It will be detrimental
and could cause flight outside the Urban Service Boundary.

Smart Growth recommendations should mot be applicable because the Smart
Growth Committee functioned under Sunshine Laws. Yet two of the Smart Growth
committee members participated in Martin County on another committee
discussing the same topics as the SLC they were not governed by Sunshine Law.

The Martin County participants were called The Future Group.

Costal Management:
e Policy 5.2.1.10 Maintain consistency with National Flood Insurance Program.
e (add)Policy: Which states that the Army Corps of Engineers
will now coordinate release of water releases into the system in
conjunction with South Florida Water Management, North
St. Lucie River Control District and Fort Pierce Farms for clarity.

e An inch of water spread over an acre of land equals 27,154 gallons of
water times the number of inches of rainfall during times of Tropical
Storms or Hurricanes produce a tremendous amount of water for the land
to absorb especially when the main drain, so to speak, is the North Fork of
the St. Lucie River.

The County has enough consultants and staff that they can and have
determined the amount of land needed for retention areas and
ponds.

Engineering staff will tell you there is no retention area or pond that can
be built. That will hold all the rainfall that occurs during Tropical
Depressions and Hurricanes. “Or during just plain rainy times.”



1. Less impermeable surface due to roads, sidewalks
that create runoff and more roof tops create water runoff.

e The County needs more rooftops why!

e Without those new taxable dollars “you” can not correct
the mistakes of past overdevelopment in certain areas.

e “To be fair, a new Policy should be added.”

Policy: Stating that no Policy can be instituted that is
arbitrary and capricious such as the “5 minute” policy
for presentation by the constituents and no one else.

e  Policy: The meeting shall not be closed until the board
is ready to VOTE. Consultants, developers, engineers,
and County Commissioners, “SHALL” all be limited to
5 MINUTES for their presentation “fair is fair.”

Singerely,

’
% ricia A. Ferrick

CC: To all, *attachments pictures of flooding.
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Evaluation and Appraisal Report (EAR)
Based Amendments
To the St. Lucie County
Comprehensive Land Use Plan

Please Note: Florida has very broad public records laws. Most wrilten 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 5t. Lucie Counly that all County records shall be open for
personal inspection, examination and / or copying. Your written or e-mailed communications
will be subject to public disclosure unless an exemption applies to the communicalion.

Optlonal contact Information*:
Name: Susan Hollaway

Phonae: 7728790804 Email: evsanhollaway@yahoo com

Opt-in for future email updates

The 5t. Lucie County Board of County Commissioners, County staff and consultants want your
comments on the Comprehensive Plan Update. Please write comments below and return to the
St. Lucie County Growth Management Department by ¢licking on the Submit button, or you may
submit comments and suggestions in person, by phone, or fax to the address at the bottom of

this page.

Eommen!g | Suggestons:

The information prasented for the EAR plan at the workshops does not include any
cost analysis. Itis an unknown what the tax burden to the citizens of St. Lucie County
will be to implement the strategies in this plan. It is admirable to want to adopt green
building standards, pedestrian friendly design standards and implement the
recommendations of the SLC Bicycle, Pedestrian, Greenways and Trails Study,
however, there is no tangible benefit to being labeled a "Green County”,

There are some encouraging parts of the study that should be pursued such as mass
transit, energy efficient, affordable housing and plasma arc gasification of solid waste,
however, this plan, if fully implemented will increase impact fees in a recesston and
this is not In the best interests of the community. With a 14.9% unemployment rate, St.
Lucle County should be investigating ways to entice employers to this area, not drive
them away with impact fees. The long-term strategies for growth in St, Lucie County
are good, i. &, biotech, digital media, emerging technologies, Do not stifle the long
term strategies by implementing a burdensome plan that will; at best, give St. Lucie
County a "Green County" label along with higher taxes and fewer local jobs for the
citizens of this county,

Print GROWTH MANAGEMENT - 2300 Virginia Avenue - Fort Pierce, FL, 34982-5652 Submilt

Phone (772) 462-2822 FAX (772) 462-1581



St. Lucie County
Comprehensive Plan
EAR-Based
Amendments

June 2010

Submitted by
Calvin Giordano & Associates, Inc.
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