TREASURE COAST REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL

MEMORANDUM

To: Regional Planning Council M embers AGENDA ITEM 7A
From: Staff
Date: October 16, 2009 Regional Planning Council Meeting

Subject:  Local Government Comprehensive Plan Review
Draft Amendments to the Martin County Comprehensive Plan
DCA Reference No. 09-2ER

Introduction

The Local Government Comprehensive Planning and Land Development Regulation Act,
Chapter 163, Florida Statutes, requires that the Treasure Coast Regional Planning
Council (TCRPC) review local government comprehensive plan amendments prior to
their adoption. Under the provisions of this law, the Department of Community Affairs
(DCA) prepares an Objections, Recommendations, and Comments (ORC) Report on a
proposed amendment only if requested to do so by the local government, the regional
planning council, an affected person, or if an ORC Report is otherwise deemed necessary
by the DCA. If an ORC Report is to be prepared, then the TCRPC must provide DCA
with its findings of consistency or inconsistency with the Strategic Regional Policy Plan
(SRPP), and provide any comments and recommendations for modification on the
proposed amendments within 30 days of its receipt.

Background

Martin County is proposing text amendments to all elements of the County
Comprehensive Plan. Most of the amendments are to carry out the recommendations of
an Evaluation and Appraisal Report (EAR) adopted by the County on July 15, 2008 and
found sufficient by the DCA on September 29, 2008. In addition, as part of this
amendment transmittal, the County is proposing four Future Land Use Mg (FLUM)
amendments and text amendments that are not directly related to the EAR. The County
has requested a formal review of the amendments by the DCA.

Evaluation
Community Profile

Named after former Florida Governor John W. Martin, Martin County was created in
1925 from portions of St. Lucie and Palm Beach Counties. The County consists of 556



square miles of land area and 197 square miles of water. The estimated population of the
County in 2008 was 143,868. The County Growth Management Department projects that
the 2010 population will be 147,900. Martin is the third largest county in the Region in
both area and population. The County seat and largest city is Stuart with an estimated
2008 population of 16,577. Other incorporated municipalities are Ocean Breeze Park,
Sewall’s Point and Jupiter Island. Important unincorporated villages include Hobe Sound,
Indiantown, Jensen Beach, Palm City and Port Salerno.

Following are the major issues that were evaluated by the County according to the EAR
adopted on July 15, 2008:

1.  Determine if urban service districts and policies need refinement.
Evaluate effectiveness of the Active Residential Development Preference
(ARDP) Planning system.
Investigate feasibility of green building standards.
Sufficiency of wildlife protection policies .
Determine cohesiveness of wetland preservation.
Review policies regarding acquisition of lands for the Comprehensive
Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP).
7.  Determine if plan provides for a sustainable future.
8.  Protect areas east of the Herbert Hoover Dike.
9.  Maintain public access to waterfront areas.
10.  Encourage employment opportunities.
11.  Provide sufficient affordable housing.
12.  Analyze adequacy of level of service standards and concurrency.
13.  Assess potential for reduced traffic congestion.
14.  Consider regional transportation initiatives.
15.  Sufficiency of policies to support greenways.
16.  Minimize financial impact of new construction on existing residents.
17.  Analyze methods for monitoring concurrency.
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A. EAR-Based Amendments

In order to carry out the recommendations of the EAR, as well as to reduce
redundancy and improve the format of the comprehensive plan, Martin County is
proposing hundreds of amendments to the text of the plan. A few of the highlights of
these amendments follows:

1.  Chapter 1 — Preamble

Sections dealing with Transmittal of Plan Amendments (1.11G) and
Continuing Evaluation (1.8B) have been deleted since these activities are
guided by State Statutes.



2.  Chapter 2 — Definitions

All definitions located in the various elements (Chapters) of the
comprehensive plan have been relocated to this Chapter. There are 178
definitions.

3. Chapter 3 — Intergovernmental Coordination Element

e Added new Sections for Existing Conditions and Future Needs.

e New Policies (3.1A.8 and 3.1A.9) have been added to address state
dredging regulations and resolution of dredging conflicts.

e New Policy 3.1D.5 indicates the County shall use the informal
mediation process of the TCRPC to resolve conflicts with other local
governments.

e New Policy 3.1H.7 indicates the County shall participate with the
Metropolitan Planning Organization and transportation planning
organizations in adjacent areas of the Treasure Coast Region in
planning for the long-range transportation needs of the County.

4.  Chapter 4 — Future Land Use Element

e Policy 4.1A.2 is revised to indicate that the comprehensive plan is the
controlling document for all land use and development decisions when
there is a conflict with the Land Development Regulations.

e New Policy 4.1D.3 requires the County to provide a residential
capacity analysis every two years.

e New Policy 4.7C.6 indicates the County shall identify additional sites
for affordable and workforce housing including medium and high
density residential development.

« New Policy 4.10A.3 is to permit essential service nodes at
intersections of arterial highways west of Interstate 95 in order to
reduce the distances that rural residents must travel for commercial
services.

e New Policy 4.10C.3 indicates that the analysis of underutilized
shopping centers shall consider the feasibility of affordable housing
opportunities.

e Revised Policy 4.13A.5 allows accessory dwelling units in the Primary
and Secondary Urban Service Districts.

5. Chapter 6 — Housing Element

e The background to this element indicates the County will seek to
increase private sector participation in developing affordable housing
through incentive-based regulatory programs, subsidy funding, and
enhanced public/private partnerships. The element incorporates newly
adopted programs for a publicly owned land bank and a local housing



trust fund which aim to provide land and funds for affordable housing
in combination with help from local, private and non profit housing
providers.

New Policy 6.1A.2 indicates the County shall undertake special
housing studies as needed to develop local strategies for resolving
unanticipated housing problems and issues to ensure that housing
policies respond to changing conditions.

New Policy 6.1B.2 indicates the County shall provide varied housing
types, sizes and prices consistent with local need, including affordable
housing.

Revised Policy 6.1D.2 requires the Affordable Housing Advisory
Committee to submit a report to the Board of County Commissioners
evaluating the implementation of affordable housing incentives and
making recommendations for changes.

Revised Policy 6.1D.4 indicates the County will utilize the Housing
Land Bank program to identify public and privately owned land that is
suitable for affordable housing.

Revised Policy 6.1D.7 allows for a density bonus for the provision of
very low, low and moderate income housing on lands designated for
M edium and High Density Residential development.

Revised Policy 6.1E.12 indicates that public lands identified as
suitable for affordable housing shall be transferred to the Affordable
Housing Land Bank and used for projects consistent with the policies
and guidelines of that program.

6. Chapter 5 -Transportation Element

New Policy 5.1A.2 requires that the County regularly assess the need
for alternative transportation systems such as public transportation,
rail, sidewalks, and bikeways and greenway trails.

Revised Policy 5.2C.4 calls for the adoption of a thoroughfare right-of-
way plan within one year after the adoption of the Regional Long
Range Transportation Plan update.

New Policy 5.3A.13 reports that the County is workingon a plan for a
north-south trail system for off-road, non-motorized travel; as well as
an east-west trail system.

New Policy 5.3B.7 indicates the County shall seek opportunities for
land-based and water-based intermodal logistics facilities as a means
of increasing transportation efficiency and reducing vehicular travel.
New Policies 5.4B.2, 5.4B.3 and 5.4B.4 support the provision of
improved sidewalks and bicycle facilities and better access for
bicyclists and pedestrians.

New Objective 5.5E and its supporting policies are to establish transit
and/or rail service by 2015 to connect to nearby regional hubs such as
Port St. Lucie and Palm Beach County.



7.  Chapter 7 — Recreation Element

Revised Policy 7.1A.4 is to ensure effective recreation planning, to
include 1) maintaining an accurate and up-to-date inventory of all
County-owned and County-maintained recreational facilities and sites;
2) updating the Parks and Recreation M aster Plan every five years; and
3) coordinate with organized sports groups and concerned citizens in
evaluating the need for recreational facilities and resources.

Revised Policy 7.1C.1 indicates the County will coordinate with the
School Board to provide for after-hours use of school parks,
playgrounds and gy mnasiums.

8.  Chapter 8 — Coastal M anagement Element

Policy 8.1A.2 is revised to strengthen manatee protection measures,
including boater speed zone marking and sign maintenance.

New Objective 8.1B is to continue to support and participate in the
Indian River Lagoon portion of the Comprehensive Everglades
Restoration Plan.

New Objective 8.1C is to protect and preserve the functions and values
of estuarine river systems and revised Policy 8.1C.1 addresses
shoreline performance standards.

New Objective 8.1D is to develop and implement criteria for
prioritizing water dependent and water-related land use activities
within the most appropriate identified waterfront land use areas.

New Policy 8.1D.2 contains siting criteria for commercial marinas.
New Policy 8.1E.5 addresses shoreline preservation and restoration.
New Objective 8.2D is to encourage low-density land uses in coastal
high hazard areas.

New Policy 8.2D.3 is to seek the acquisition of coastal high-hazard
area lands; and new Policy 8.2B.4 addresses construction restrictions
in hurricane surge areas.

9. Chapter 9 — Conservation and Open Space Element

Policy 9.1F.3 is revised to require planting of native littoral vegetation
and upland transitional vegetation around all deep water habitats
following completion of new excavation or mining activities.
Clarifications were made to Policy 9.1G.2 regarding wetlands
protection/preservation.

Revisions were made to Policy 9.1G.4 regarding buffer zones and
performance criteria for wetlands.

Provisions to Policy 9.1J.13 regarding intensity and density transition
zones abutting conservation areas and passive public parks.



10.  Chapter 12 — Solid and Hazardous Waste Element

e New Policy 12.1H.2 is to implement a conservation effort to revitalize
closed landfills, including efforts to plant native vegetation. Invasive
plant species are to be controlled.

e New Objective 12.1P and supporting policies are to continue
imp lementation of a recycling program for residents and businesses in
the unincorporated areas of Martin County.

e New Objective 12.1Q and supporting policies are to provide safe and
convenient recycling drop-off areas to residents who do not have
access to recycling in their community.

e« New Objective 12.1R and supporting policies are to implement a
recycling program at the Transfer and Recycling Facility for the
County’s businesses and residents.

11.  Chapter 15 — Economic Element

The following objectives and many of the policies to implement the objectives are
new:

e Objective 15.1A. To maintain and enhance programs designed to
expand and improve its economic base.

e Objective 15.1B. To enhance the business environment by providing
incentives and removing disincentives to locating companies in the
County and retaining businesses that add value to the local economy.

e Objective 15.1C. To maintain and use an Industrial Development
Authority that is empowered to fully carry out its activities as defined
by State Statutes.

o Objective 15.2A. To retain, expand and recruit targeted businesses.

e Objective 15.2B. To achieve a business climate that promotes
economic diversity and supports the retention and expansion of
existing businesses.

e Objective 15.2C. To continue Martin County’s strong history of
tourism and its recognition as a desirable tourist destination.

e Objective 15.2D. To promote a strong regional economy enhanced by
cooperation, recognizing that Martin County is not an isolated entity,
but an integral component of the Treasure Coast/Research Coast
Region.

e Objective 15.3A. To facilitate design flexibility and ensure quality
redevelopment through the County’s Land Development Regulations.

o Obijective 15.3B. To ensure balanced and orderly economic growth by
managing the timing, scale and character of economic development
opportunities.

e Objective 15.4A. To ensure an educated and prepared workforce
through support to K-12 education and technical and college-level
courses.



e Objective 15.4B. To become the region’s center of innovative
academic programs through support to development of world-class
education at all levels, including workforce development.

12.  Chapter 17 — Public School Facilities Element
No changes are made to this element other than deletion of definitions that
now appear in Chapter 2.

B. Future Land Use Map Amendments (not related to the EAR)

The four FLUM amendments are summarized in Table 1.
amendments are shown on Exhibits 2 through 9. Three of the amendments are
located along Cove Road where the County has been considering comprehensive plan

amendments for a number of years.

The locations of the

Council has previously reviewed proposed

comprehensive plan amendments for all three of these properties (see Attachments A,

B, and C).
Table 1
Proposed Amendments to the Future Land Use Map
Martin County Comprehensive Plan
DCA Reference No. 09-2ER
Amendment Approx. Current FLUM Proposed Approximate Location
Number/Name Acreage Designation FLUM
Designation

1. CPA#08-3 498 Rural Density Estate Density South side of Cove Road

A.l. Homes Residential Residential immediately east of Anderson
Middle School.

2. CPA#08-4 47.1 Rural Density Estate Density Between Salerno Road and

Wright Residential Residential Cove Road, west of Burnett
Avenue and east of Kanner
Highway.

3. CPA#08-5 37.7 Rural Density Estate Density | The north side of Cove Road

Grussmark Residential Residential between Burnett Avenue and
Pepperwood Drive.

4. CPA#09-22 107.0 Agricultural Institutional North side of Citrus Boulevard
Citrus Boulevard P ublic Recreational approximately 2,000 eas of the
Land Indiantown Airport.

Total: 241.6

Rural Density Residential
Estate Density Residential

Key to FLUM Designations

Allows a maximum of one unit per two acres.

Allows a maximum oftwo units per acre.




Amendment #CPA 08-3, A.l. Homes

This 49.8 acre property lies along the south side of Cove Road,
immediately east of a middle school (see Exhibits 3,4,5). Council
reviewed a proposed amendment for this property previously (in 2007)
when it was referenced as Mia Bella’s Cove (CPA #07-6). The present
FLUM designation for the property is Rural Density Residential
(maximum of one dwelling unit per two acres). The proposed FLUM
designation is Estate Density Residential (maximum of two dwelling units
per acre).

The current land uses on surrounding properties is residential development
to the north, residential units and an institutional use to the east, the
Atlantic Ridge Conservation Area to the south, and a middle school to the
west, across Atlantic Ridge Drive. The FLUM designations on
surrounding properties are Estate Density Residential to the north (across
Cove Road), and Rural Density Residential to the south, east and west.

Amendment #CPA 08-4, Wright

This 47.1 acre property lies between Cove Road and Salerno Road, just
east of SR 76 (see Exhibits 3,4,5). Council reviewed proposed
amendments for this property in 2006 and 2007. These proposed
amendments were not adopted by the County.

The present FLUM designation of the property is Rural Density
Residential. The application proposed a FLUM designation of Low
Density Residential (maximum of 5 dwelling units per acre). However,
the Board of County Commissioners transmitted the amendment with a
proposed designation of Estate Density Residential, a designation that was
“reluctantly” accepted by the applicant (see Attachment D), accordingto a
letter tothe DCA dated September 16, 2009.

The existing land uses on surrounding properties include a convenience
store/gas station and residential units to the north, a residential
development to the south, undeveloped lands to the east, and a golf center
and multi-family residential development to the west. The FLUM
designations on surrounding properties are General Commercial and Low
Density Residential to the north, Rural Density Residential to the south
and east, and General Commercial and Medium Density Residential to the
west.

Amendment #CPA 08-5, Grussmark

This 37.7 acre property is located along the north side of Cove Road, to
the northeast of Amendment #08-3, and to the east of Amendment #08-4



(see Exhibits 3,4,5). Council reviewed proposed amendments for this
property in 2006 and 2007. However, the amendments were not adopted
by the County.

The present FLUM designation for the property is Rural Density
Residential.  The proposed FLUM designation is Estate Density
Residential. The existing land use on surrounding properties includes
undeveloped land, residential units and a nursery to the north, a residential
subdivision to the east, a residential development, public middle school
and a residential subdivision to the south, and undeveloped land to the
west. FLUM designations on surrounding properties are Rural Density
and Estate Density Residential to the north, Estate Density Residential to
the east and Rural Density Residential to the south and west.

4. Amendment #09-22, Citrus Boulevard

This 107 acre property is part of a much larger tract of land
(approximately 32,000 acres) that has been acquired by the South Florida
Water Management District (SFWMD). These lands have been heavily
impacted by agricultural activity and cleared of native habitat (see
Exhibits 7,8,9). The County has acquired the 107 acre property for use as
apark.

The current FLUM designation of the property is Agricultural. The
proposed designation of the property is Institutional Recreation. The
County Comprehensive Plan requires lands acquired by the County to be
reclassified to the gppropriate Institutional FLUM designation. EXxisting
land uses on surrounding properties include agricultural lands (acquired by
the SFWMD) to the north, east and west; and vacant land to the south.
The FLUM designations on surrounding lands is Agricultural to the north,
east and west, and Rural Density Residential to the south.

C. Text Amendments (Not Related tothe EAR)

The proposed amendments are applicable only to the Martin Correctional Institution
(M CI) which is located on an approximately 640 acre property along Allapattah Road
near the Port St. Lucie City/St. Lucie County line (see Exhibit 9). The amendments
would allow the M ClI to obtain utility services from the City of Port St. Lucie. The
M CI facility, owned by the State of Florida and operated by the Florida Department
of Corrections (DOC) was established in 1985 and has a capacity for 1,509 inmates.
The facility is currently served by on-site water and wastewater treatment facilities.
The County and DOC have been discussing a course of action to resolve issues
relating to the on-site facilities for a number of years.

The MCI facility is located outside the Martin County Primary Urban Service District
(PUSD). Under the current County Plan, urban services cannot be provided outside



the PUSD. Even with an exception to the policy, the cost of extending utilities lines
from a location in Martin County would be prohibitive. Since the western border of
the City of Port St. Lucie is along Rangeline Road (aka Allapattah Road in Martin
County) in close proximity to the MCI facility, the County intends to execute an
interlocal agreement with the City and the DOC regarding utility services.

1.  Future Land Use Element
Policy 4.4G.1. is to be revised to allow public urban facilities, including
water and sewer, to be provided to the MCI in accordance with the
interlocal agreement.

2. Utilities (Sanitary Sewer) Element

Policy 10.4A.1.h is to be revised to allow the extension of sanitary sewer
lines to serve the M CI.

3. Utilities (Potable Water) Element

Policy 11.5A.3.k is revised to allow the extension of potable water lines to
serve the MCI.

Extrajurisdictional | mpacts

Under the informal agreement facilitated by the Treasure Coast Regional Planning
Council (TCRPC), local governments in the northern three counties of the region are to
provide copies of amendment materials to other local governments that have expressed an
interest in receiving such materials. According to the transmittal letter dated September
16, 2009, Martin County provided copies of the amendment materials to the Town of
Ocean Breeze Park, the City of Stuart, the Town of Jupiter, the Town of Sewall’s Point,
Palm Beach County, the Village of Tequesta, the Town of Jupiter Island, the City of Port
St. Lucie, St. Lucie County, the St. Lucie Transportation Planning Organization and the
Martin Metropolitan Planning Organization. Council sent a memo to surrounding local
governments and agencies on October 1, 2009 seeking comments regarding conflicts with
the proposed amendments. As of the date of the preparation of this report, no comments
have been received.

Effects on Significant Regional Resources or Facilities

Analysis of the proposed amendments indicates tha they would not have adverse effects
on significant regional resources or facilities.
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Analysis of Consistency with Strategic Regional Policy Plan

FLUM Amendments

Three of the FLUM amendments are located along Cove Road (see Exhibits 3,4,5). The
amendment properties represent a total of 134.6 acres. Each currently has a FLUM
designation of Rural Density Residential, allowing a maximum of one dwelling unit per
two acres. The current designation, arguably not appropriate for either a rural or an urban
area, is inappropriate for lands such as these which lie within the PUSD of Martin
County. The proposed designations for all three amendment properties is Estate Density
Residential, which allows a maximum of two dwelling units per acre.

Cove Road is a major arterial east-west roadway that connects to Dixie Highway, U.S. 1,
Willoughby Boulevard, and SR 76 (Kanner Highway). The intersection of Cove and SR
76 is very near to the 1-95/SR 76 interchange. The amendment materials point out that
the subject properties are part of a large area (hundreds of acres) along Cove and Salerno
Roads that were assigned a Rural Density designation under the 1989 Comprehensive
Plan (see Exhibit 5). In the past 20 years, significant changes in this area have occurred.
Some of these changes in character in the area include:

e The growth of the U.S.1 corridor to a six lane road.

o The expansion of S.E. Kanner Highway to a four-lane road between Stuart and an
Interstate 95 interchange.

e Development in and around the Interstate-95 interchange.

e The Cove Road right-of-way has been used to connect the Martin County Utilities,
Port Salerno facilities with the Tropical Farms Water and Wastewater Plant.

e Martin Memorial South Hospital and a related campus have been developed.

o Indian River State College Chastain Campus.

e Robert Morgade Library Branch.

e Construction of a new Middle School.

e Pinewood Elementary and Mary Brogan Park.

Due to the change in this area (often referred to as the Greater Salerno Area), the County

began to carry out special planning efforts as early as 1994. A Conceptual Master Plan

prepared for the area in 2002 is shown in Exhibit 10. During the past several years, the

County has considered (but often not adopted) comprehensive plans for this area. In fact,

Council has previously reviewed comprehensive plan amendments for these three subject

properties and other properties in the Greater Salerno Area in 2006, 2007 and 2008.

Excerpts from the Council reports for these amendments are included as Attachments A,

B and C. (Note: the A.l. Homes amendment #08-3 was formerly referred to as Mia

Bella’s Cove).

Most of these proposed amendments were found to be inconsistent with the SRPP.
Council concluded that:

11



1. the amendments promoted low density urban sprawl in an important emerging
urban area;

2. the amendments would not result in a well-balanced, compatible mix of uses and
would not lend themselves to a network of streets that would accommodate
different modes of transportation;

3. the amendments would not allow for a mix of housing types, sizes and
affordabilities; and

4. there was no overall master plan for the area on which to judge the amend ments.

In each previous amendment cycle, Council recommended that Martin County adopt the
Conceptual Master Plan for the Greater Salerno area or an alternative plan that would
represent coordinated land use and transportation on planning for this very important
area. The County has not responded to previous Council recommendations to prepare and
adopt aplan for the area. No plan is under consideration.

In the three FLUM amendments along the Cove Road Corridor in this amendment round,
the County proposes to assign a FLUM designation of Estate Density Residential for a
total of 134.6 acres. Council has reviewed proposed amendments for each of these
properties previously and found each to be inconsistent with the SRPP goals and policies
including:

Regional Strategy 6.1.1 — Encourage the formation of sustainable neighborhoods and
communities.

Regional Policy 6.1.1.1 — New neighborhoods and communities should contain a
balanced, well-planned, compatible mix of land uses appropriately located so that State,
local and regional goals are achieved.

Regional Policy 6.1.1.2- New neighborhoods and communities should have compact
designs, with a mix of building types.

Regional Policy 7.1.1.2 — Allow small-lot, single family houses, well-designed multi-
family buildings, and garage apartments.

Regional Policy 10.1.1.1 — Plan and design development to effectively accommodate
alternative modes of transportation.

Strategy 2.2.1 — Ensure that all areas have a reasonable mix of housing, employment
opportunities, and services.

Policy 2.2.1.3 — Encourage the development of a mix of residential land uses which
provide for a range of housing types and affordabilities.

Strategy 2.2.2 — Ensure that all areas have a reasonable mix of housing types and
affordabilities, for both owner and renter households.
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The applicant for amendment #08-4 (Wright) sought a FLUM designation of Low
Density Residential (maximum of five dwelling units per acre). The property is located
near the SR 76 corridor and is identified as appropriate for higher density development in
the 2002 Conceptual Master Plan. The FLUM designation may have allowed some
variation in the type, size and affordability of housing in the area. In correspondence
dated September 16, 2009 (see Attachment D), the applicant made an argument that the
Low Density Residential designation was appropriate. The amendment received a
favorable recommendation from County staff. However, at the Transmittal Hearing, the
Board of County Commissioners did not approve the transmittal of the Low Density
Residential designation. Instead, the amendment was transmitted with the much lower
density Estate designation.

The County has not elected to take advantage of preparing a conceptual plan which
would be a guide for future development of the Greater Salerno Area. These proposed
amendments do not demonstrate that the County intends to promote the necessary mix of
housing types, sizes and affordabilities in this area that will allow people who work in the
area to have the choice to live and work in the same vicinity.

Council recognizes that neighborhoods and communities should provide for a variety of
residential choices and lot sizes for present and future residents. Some larger lots are
appropriate to allow a choice in housing types and sizes. Although the current Rural
Density Residential designation is not appropriate for these lands, the redesignation of all
lands to Estate Density is also not appropriate. Given the land values in the area, only
very high end homes will be developed on these estate-sized lots. Absent a master plan,
it is not clear where the County will allow for the development of other housing sizes and
affordabilities in this area suitable for the needs of the workforce.

The proposed FLUM amendments (#08-3, #08-4, and #08-5) to assign this extremely low
density residential designation to the entire 134.6 acres of property cannot be considered
consistent with the SRPP.

Public Comment

Council has received correspondence from a number of residents and landowners
expressing concern about the proposed amendments. Many of the public comments are
similar. The focus of the comments is that:

1. the EAR amendments go well beyond the scope of what is called for in the
EAR;

2. the EAR amendments “destroy” the urban service boundary;

3. the EAR amendments have the effect of changing the FLUM designation in
the western areas of the County;

4.  concerns regarding Essential Service Nodes in western areas of the County;
and

5. the lack of need for additional residential development in regards to the
FLUM amendments along Cove Road.
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Council staff discussed these concerns with the County Growth Management Staff. The
County should continue to carry out public information efforts to explain and clarify
these and other comprehensive plan amendments.

Consistency with Strategic Regional Policy Plan

The contract agreement with the DCA requires the TCRPC to include a determination of
consistency with the SRPP as part of the written report to be submitted to the DCA. The
TCRPC finds the proposed amendments to be CONSISTENT with the SRPP, with the
exception of FLUM amendments #08-3 (A.l. Homes), #08-4 (Wright), and #08-5
(Grussmark) which are found to be INCONSISTENT with the SRPP.

Recommendation

The Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council should adopt the above comments and
instruct staff to transmit the report to the Department of Community Affairs.

Attachments
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