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SUMMARY AND OVERVIEW

 

Summary 

The Lakewood Ranch Southeast property is currently undeveloped and consists of approximately 4,120 acres 
of land located east of the Urban Service Area Boundary (USB) between University Parkway to the north and 
Fruitville Road to the south. 

The applicant proposes a Comprehensive Plan Amendment to establish a new “Village Transition Zone 
Resource Management Area (VTZ)” within the hierarchy of uses found in Chapter 8- Sarasota 2050 Resource 
Management Area (RMA),” with associated map amendments.  The VTZ will serve as a density transition 
between the more urban 2050 Village, and the less urban 2050 Hamlet. Eventual development of the 
property through the DOCC/MDO (Development of Critical Concern/Master Development Order) process will 
result in a community that is capped at 5,000 residential units. 

Overview - CPA NO. 2022-B 

The Applicant proposes to change the designation of 4,120+/- acres of property from Sarasota 2050 RMA 
“Hamlet” and “Greenway” to a newly designated “Village Transition Zone” and “Greenway.”  

The amendment request is to amend Future Land Use Policy 1.12 to add the proposed “Map 8-5 RMA-5: 
Village Transition Zone Land Use Map” to the list of maps in the Future Land Use Map series. Further, the 
applicant proposes to amend the “Purpose and Intent of the Sarasota 2050 Resource Management Area 
Chapter,” and RMA Goal 1 to recognize the proposed new Village Transition Zone. 

The proposed new Village Transition Zone provides guidance for the eventual development of the VTZ 
properties through four (4) distinct objectives and associated policies under each. New definitions for the 
VTZ include “Developed Area,” “Greenbelt,” and Open Space (VTZ). Map amendments include a new RMA-5 
that shows the VTZ location and the eastward movement of the Countryside Line. Other maps include 
amended Map 8-1: RMA-1, which shows the location of the proposed VTZ in relation to the other adopted 
RMA designations county-wide, and an amended Map 8-3: RMA-3 Village/Open Space that will reflect the 
new VTZ RMA and the eastward movement of the Countryside Line to the eastern property line of the VTZ 
RMA. 
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General Project Information 

PROJECT NAME Lakewood Ranch Southeast Comprehensive Plan Amendment (CPA). 
No. 2022-B 

PLANNING STAFF Elma Felix, Planning Manager, Brett Harrington, Planner III 
AGENT Stantec Consulting. Inc., Katie LaBarr, Project Manager 

OWNER LWR Communities, LLC. 

CONTRACT PURCHASER NA 

PROJECT LOCATION 4,120 acres located between University Parkway to the north, and 
Fruitville Road to the south 

ACREAGE/SIZE 4,120 acres + 
PID Numbers Multiple (18), including 0179-01-0020 
PUBLIC ROAD 
FRONTAGE/ACCESS Fruitville Road and University Parkway 

EXISTING   
USE Agriculture and undeveloped 
FUTURE LAND USE (FLU) Rural 
2050 RMA Hamlet and Greenway 
    

PROPOSED 4,120 acres 
USE Residential Village Transition Zone 
FUTURE LAND USE (FLU) Rural 
2050 RMA Village Transition Zone and Greenway 
RESIDENTIAL UNITS  5,000 
NON-RESIDENTIAL SF 0 
OTHER Schools, Parks, other public/civic uses and services 

Neighborhood Workshop 

The Applicant held a Neighborhood Workshop on Thursday, April 7, 2022, at 6:00 p.m. The meeting was 
held virtually, via Microsoft Teams with approximately 56 people in attendance, plus the petitioner team, 
and staff. Issues discussed related to process, proposed development, traffic and roadway improvements, 
drainage, phasing, water supply, environmental impacts, and types of housing.  

The Neighborhood Workshop information and materials are located in Appendix B. 
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MAPS 

 

1. Aerial 

2. Existing Map 8-1: RMA-1 Resource Management Areas 

3. Proposed Map 8-1: RMA-1 Resource Management Areas (Indicated location of VTZ RMA County-Wide) 

4. Existing Map 803: RMA-3 Village/Open Space 

5. Proposed Map 8-3: RMA-3 Village/Open Space (Indicates location of VTZ RMA in the Village/Open 
    Space Area of 2050, and reflects a moved Countryside Line) 

6. Proposed new Map 8-5: RMA-5 VTZ Land Use Map (New map indicating the VTZ RMA and surrounding 
    2050 Land Use designations 
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EXISTING Map 8-1: RMA-1 Resource Management Areas 
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Proposed Map 8-1: RMA-1 Resource Management Areas 
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Existing Map 8-3: RMA-3 Village/Open Space 
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Proposed Map 8-3: RMA-3 Village/Open Space 
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Proposed Map 8-5: RMA-5 VTZ Land Use Map 
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PROPOSED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 

 

The proposed text and policy amendments for CPA 2022-B are indicated below. The majority of the 
amendment contains all new proposed language as the Village Transition Zone Resource Management Area 
(RMA) will be a new stand-alone 2050 designation. The first portion of the amendments shown below amend 
existing text and policy language in the currently adopted Comprehensive Plan and includes a proposed 
amendment to FLU Policy 1.1.2, the Purpose and Intent Statement from 2050, and an Amendment to RMA 
Goal 1. The remainder of the amendments represent new language for the proposed new RMA district. The 
proposed amendments are shown in a strike-through/underline format, with new language being underlined, 
and any deleted language indicated by a strike-through, as follows: 

FLU POLICY 1.1.2 The Future Land Use Map Series shall consist of the following maps  
and figures which may be consolidated or reformatted by resolution of  
the Board to promote clarity and ease of use by the public:* 

“Map 7-3: Future Land Use Map, Sarasota County” 
“Map 7-1: Land Cover and Native Habitat Map, Sarasota  
County, 2008”  
“Map 1-2: General Soil Associations and Mineral Resources in Sarasota 
County”  
“Map 1-9: Ecological Strategy Map” 
“Map 1-10: Sites of High Ecological Value, 1995” 
“Map 12-2: Areas of Special Flood Hazard” 
“Map 12-9: Wellfields and Community Potable Water Systems Greater than 
100,000 Gallons per Day” 
“Map 10-8: Year 2040 Future Thoroughfare Plan (Functional Classification)”  
“Map 10-9: Year 2040 Future Thoroughfare Plan (By Lanes)”  
“Map 6-1: Coastal High Hazard Area” 
“Map 7-4: Affordable Housing Overlay” 
“Map 7-5: City of Venice Joint Planning Area” 
“Map 7-6: Special Planning Area No. 1”  
“Map 7-7: Special Planning Area 2 – Medical Boulevard Development”  
“Map 7-8: Special Planning Area 3 – Fruitville Interchange East Compact 
Urban Economic Development”   
“Map 8-1 RMA-1: Resource Management Areas,” from Sarasota 2050 Plan” 
“Map 8-3 RMA-3: Village/Open Space RMA Land Use Map” from Sarasota 
2050 Plan” 
“Map 8-4 RMA-4: Settlement Area Land Use Map from Sarasota 2050 Plan” 
“Map 8-5 RMA-5: Village Transition Zone Land Use Map” from Sarasota 2050 
Plan” 

 
 *The County Administrator or designee may publish and distribute copies of the Future 

Land Use Map Series that reflect changes to physical features and political boundaries, 
but such administrative updates shall not constitute amendments to the Plan. 
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PURPOSE AND INTENT OF THE SARASOTA 2050 RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AREA CHAPTER 

Adopted on July 10, 2002, Sarasota 2050 creates a set of policies overlaid on top of the Comprehensive Plan’s 
Future Land Use Map of Sarasota County. It establishes an optional policy framework to enhance the livability 
of the County by preserving its natural, cultural, physical, and other resources with an incentive-based system 
for managing growth. This policy framework is the Resource Management Area (RMA) system that 
encourages a compact development form; simultaneously implementing a number of public benefits, 
allowing for continued growth and economic development that preserves environmentally sensitive lands 
and open space in a fiscally neutral manner for the County. 

Sarasota 2050 RMA Policy primarily limits development to 43 forms; a Settlement Area, Village, Village 
Transition Zone, or Hamlet. Each form of development is limited to those land areas designated on the RMA- 
1 and RMA-3 maps that are a part of Sarasota County’s Comprehensive Plan. The Settlement Area and Village 
urban forms are essentially the same except for their respective geographical locations. Settlement Areas are 
limited to those lands between the existing USB and the Future USB lines on the FLUM. Villages are limited 
to those lands between the existing USB and the ‘countryside line’ depicted on RMA-3. Village Transition 
Zone (“VTZ") is intended to provide a transition from Village to Hamlet and is limited to the 4,120± acre VTZ 
boundary depicted on Map 8 – 5 RMA – 5: VTZ Land Use Map. Hamlets are a transitional form of development 
intended to blend toward the more rural eastern area of the county. 

The Sarasota County Resource Management Area (RMA) Goal, Objectives and Policies are designed as a 
supplement to the Future Land Use Chapter of The Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan. The RMAs function 
as an overlay to the adopted Future Land Use Map and do not affect any existing rights of property owners 
to develop their property as permitted under the Comprehensive Plan, the Zoning Regulations or the Land 
Development Regulations of Sarasota County or previously approved development orders; provided, 
however, that Policy TDR2.2 shall apply to land located within the Rural/Heritage Estate, Village/Open Space, 
Greenway and Agricultural Reserve RMAs where an increase in residential density is sought. 

RMA GOAL 1  
 

Establish a development policy framework that enhances the livability of the 
County and preserves its natural, cultural, physical and other resources, by 
creating a Resource Management Area (RMA) system that addresses 
development issues within six seven unique resource areas: 

Urban/Suburban 
Economic Development 
Rural Heritage/Estate 
Village/Open Space 
Greenway 
Agricultural Reserve 
Village Transition Zone 

 

This framework was created to implement the Organizing Concepts and 
Principles of Directions for the Future, Resolution 2000-230, adopted October 
10, 2000. 

VILLAGE TRANSITION ZONE RMA 
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The Village Transition Zone (“VTZ”) RMA, as depicted in Map 8 – 5 RMA – 5: VTZ Land Use Map, provides a 
density transition between Villages and Hamlets as the same are described in the Village/Open Space RMA. 
The VTZ is further intended to incorporate the development form and principles of the existing community 
of Lakewood Ranch of which the VTZ will form a part. This VTZ is intended to serve as a stand-alone RMA and 
not to be governed by the Objectives, Goals and Policies of the Village/Open Space RMA and the related 
Village Planned Development (VPD) standards.  Rather, development is to be regulated as per this VTZ RMA, 
the RSF-2/PUD standards, and the Unified Development Code (UDC) standards as they are more appropriate 
for the suburban development form exemplified by Lakewood Ranch. 

The purpose of this VTZ RMA is specifically intended to support the expansion and extension of an existing 
community, not the creation of a separate new community or development. Utilization of the VTZ RMA 
should be limited to specific lands that meet the following criteria: 

The VTZ RMA is intended for use only to support the extension of an existing community, as opposed to 
the creation of a new and separate community which happens to be adjacent to a planned or existing 
Village. Other RMA’s should be utilized to create a new community as opposed to extend an existing 
community. 

 

The VTZ RMA is only to be used in instances where it can be demonstrated that a Master Developer will 
commit to long-range planning and oversight of the project through implementation and buildout.  

 

Finally, the VTZ RMA is only intended for use where there is an existing financing mechanism in the form 
of a stewardship district capable of making a financial commitment sufficient to construct and maintain 
the infrastructure necessary to support the development in question. All of the land proposed to be 
within the VTZ boundary must be within the boundary of such a district. 

 

Therefore, the land within the VTZ is a portion of Lakewood Ranch, and not a standalone project. Thus, 
planning and permitting within the VTZ must be considered in the context of Lakewood Ranch in its entirety 
with respect to such issues as neighborhood design, housing mix, transportation, neighborhood centers, 
support uses, lifestyle offerings, recreation, open space and infrastructure ownership installation and 
capacity.  

Development will require significant initial capital investment. To facilitate master infrastructure construction 
up front, rather than through a phased approach, entitlement of the overall project will enable the Developer 
to commit to repayment of initial capital investments.  

Other sections presented in Chapter 8 shall not be applied to the VTZ unless explicitly referenced in the 
following Objectives and policies. 

VTZ OBJ 1 Create a VTZ intended to provide an appropriate development form 
and density transition from Village to Hamlet or Rural, for only those 
lands designated as VTZ on Map 8-5 RMA – 5: VTZ Land Use Map which 
form a portion of the larger Master Planned Community of Lakewood 
Ranch. 
 

VTZ POLICY 1.1 Intent 
 The VTZ is intended to: 
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provide an appropriate development form and density transition from 
Village to Hamlet or Rural, for only the 4,120± acre property generally 
located north of Fruitville Road, south of the Manatee/Sarasota County 
line, and east of Heritage Ranch Conservation Area [The eastern 
boundary of the VTZ shall be the revised Countryside Line as shown on 
Map 8-5 RMA – 5: VTZ Land Use Map]. The VTZ shall only be applied 
on this property and shall not be applied elsewhere; 
incorporate the development form and principles of Lakewood Ranch 
of which the VTZ will form a part. The VTZ is a portion of Lakewood 
Ranch, and not a standalone project. Thus, planning and permitting 
within the VTZ must be considered in the context of Lakewood Ranch 
in its entirety with respect to such issues as neighborhood design, 
housing mix, transportation, neighborhood centers, support uses, 
lifestyle offerings, recreation, open space and infrastructure;  
provide an efficient permitting process which gives an orderly 
progression from Master Development Order (MDO), to Rezoning, to 
Site Development Plan; and 
facilitate the advancement of community infrastructure through 
developer investment utilizing mechanisms such as a Stewardship 
District. 
 
 

 

VTZ OBJ 2 Implement Smart Growth principles through the continuation of 
thoughtful development, maintaining the overall context of existing 
Lakewood Ranch, by establishing an alternative to the development 
forms of the Village/Open Space RMA, and creating a VTZ that provides 
a reduction in density and intensity, from west to east, while encouraging 
the continuation of Lakewood Ranch, rather than development of a 
standalone project. 
 

VTZ POLICY 2.1 Permitted Land Uses 
  

Permitted Land Uses within the VTZ may include: 
residential uses permitted in the RSF-2/PUD Zoning District;  
internal civic as well as other nonresidential uses, as permitted in the 
RSF-2/PUD Zoning District; 
public facilities such as schools, public safety facilities, all parks, and 
other government buildings;  
telecommunication facilities as provided for in Chapter 118 of the 
Sarasota County Code of Ordinances; 
non-residential uses are permitted, but not required within the VTZ 
as such uses have already been provided in other areas of Lakewood 
Ranch; and 
other permitted uses shall include all uses allowed in the RSF-2/PUD 
Zoning District together with the UDC zoning standards applicable 
thereto. 
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VTZ POLICY 2.2 Base and Maximum Density 

  
Maximum Base Density shall be one (1) dwelling unit per gross acre, 
including such portion of the Greenway RMA located within the VTZ 
RMA (“Base VTZ Density”).  
 
Density may be increased by way of VTZ policies 2.3, and 2.4 below.  
 
The maximum density in the VTZ, which shall be in the Developed Area, 
shall be 5,000 dwelling units. (“Maximum VTZ Density”). 

 

VTZ POLICY 2.3 Incentivized Community Housing 
 As an incentive to the development of Community Housing units, for any 

Community Housing units provided in the VTZ, additional market rate units 
(“VTZ Incentive Units”) shall be permitted per the ratios outlined below 
(the Community Housing units and the VTZ Incentive Units shall be in 
addition to Base VTZ Density calculation, subject to the Maximum VTZ 
Density):  

 
2.0 incentive dwelling units for every housing unit provided for a family 
at or below the 80 percent Adjusted Median Income (AMI).  
1.5 incentive dwelling unit for every housing unit provided for a family 
at or below the 100 percent AMI.  
1.0 incentive dwelling unit for every housing unit provided for a family 
at or below the 120 percent AMI. 

 
If any or all of the foregoing incentives are proposed to be used in any 
development increment within the VTZ, a Community Housing Plan, 
consistent with the methodologies and mitigation measures used in the 
Agreement for Waterside Affordable Housing Plan, may be approved by 
the Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) either with the MDO or any 
subsequent zoning approvals.  
 

VTZ POLICY 2.4 Participation in Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) Program 
  

Density, in addition to density available by right or by way of incentivized 
Community Housing may, at the election of the developer, be obtained 
through offsite transfer or purchase of TDR credits, as described in the 
policies under TDR obj 1 contained elsewhere in this Chapter 8. 
 

VTZ OBJ 3 Open Space  
  

Open Space is recognized as one of the key foundations of Community 
development in this VTZ RMA. Open Space outside Developed Areas is 
required to support the environmental goals of this VTZ RMA by preserving 
environmental features, connections, and functions on site and off site. 
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Lands designated as Greenway RMA shall be included in the VTZ’s Open 
Space calculation. Internal recreation amenities that contain ecological 
benefit (i.e. trails or habitat restoration with educational or interpretive 
signage), are minimally improved, and are connected to adjacent 
Greenway RMA or Open Space, as approved in the MDO, may be calculated 
as Open Space for the overall project. Unlike the Village/Open Space RMA, 
uses of Open Space outside the Developed Area are encouraged to be 
integrated with public Recreational Uses such as parks and trails to form a 
seamless community based recreational system with connectivity to areas 
outside the VTZ.   
 

 

VTZ POLICY 3.1 Required Open Space and Uses Allowable within Open Space 
  

A minimum of 50% of the gross acreage within the VTZ is required to be 
designated as Open Space unless reduced Greenbelt areas are approved 
by Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) as set forth under Greenbelt 
Modifications below, in which event Open Space shall be no less than 43% 
of Gross Acreage.  
 
Allowable use of Open Space shall include natural habitat, improved 
pastures and associated uses, low intensity agriculture, regional or local 
stormwater facilities, potable or non-potable water storage facilities and 
lakes, public or private park facilities, trails, board walks, 
telecommunications towers and facilities (subject to the terms and 
requirements of Chapter 118 of the Code of Ordinances), public facilities 
such as public safety stations and community centers, and mitigation for 
wetlands and wildlife, including but not limited to wetland mitigation 
banks and gopher tortoise mitigation areas.  
 
Lands designated as Greenway RMA shall count towards the Open Space 
requirement for properties within the VTZ, yet allowable uses within the 
Greenway RMA itself as it is currently mapped shall be in compliance with 
GS Policy 2.5 contained elsewhere in this Chapter 8.  
 

VTZ POLICY 3.2 Greenbelt 
 
 

 
Greenbelts are typically 500-feet, unless modified as indicated below, and 
shown conceptually on the VTZ Master Plan. Greenbelts may be modified 
by the BOCC under a development plan approved with a MDO as follows.  
Such modifications will allow for better maintenance and preservations of 
the lands, including but not limited to maintenance and removal of exotic 
vegetation and compatibility of maintenance practices with nearby 
residential uses. 

The 500-foot Greenbelt along Fruitville Road may be modified to not 
less than 50 feet. 
The 500-foot Greenbelt along the eastern boundary of the property 
may be modified to not less than 50 feet. 
No Greenbelt is required on the northern boundary of the VTZ or on 
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the western boundary of the VTZ that is adjacent to the Heritage Ranch 
Conservation Area. 
The 500-foot Greenbelt located adjacent to The Ranches at Bern Creek 
shall not be eligible for modification or reduction. 
 

Lakes and stormwater facilities may be included within the Greenbelt as 
shown on the VTZ Master Plan; in association with landscape planting and 
opacity.  
 
Additionally, any reduced Greenbelt configuration shall: 

protect the Greenway systems, including wildlife corridors; and, 
avoid adverse impacts to adjacent publicly owned environmentally 
sensitive lands. 

VTZ POLICY 3.3 Alternate Greenway Resource Management Area Designation 
  

Lands designated as Greenway RMA that fall within the boundaries 
of the VTZ may provide Alternate Greenway buffer configurations, 
which include reconfigured buffers and ecologically enhanced 
Greenway buffers, consistent with Article 14 Section 124-
271(i)(2)(g) of the UDC as amended. In the event the alternat 
Greenway buffer within the VTZ is proposed to be reduced to less 
than 300 feet in width, the applicant shall mitigate within the on-
site Greenway or other Open Space for the additional reduction to 
provide equivalent or greater net ecological benefit. 
 

VTZ POLICY 3.4 Parks Acreage/Recreation Level of Service (LOS) 
  

Land designated as VTZ RMA shall provide on-site park space at a rate of 
one (1) acre per 47 dwelling units or fraction thereof.  
 

VTZ OBJ 4 Provide a development review process that facilitates the 
efficient review and approval of projects within the VTZ. 
 

VTZ POLICY 4.1 Applicable Zoning Code, Design Standards & Land Development 
Regulations 

  
The authorized development form within the VTZ is the primarily suburban 
development form of existing Lakewood Ranch.  Thus, the implementing 
Zone District shall be RSF-2/PUD (not VPD).  Any community or street 
network design mandates of the Village/Open Space RMA together with 
the complementary VPD standards do not apply in any manner to the VTZ. 
Rather, the UDC standards shall apply to all aspects of development within 
the VTZ. By way of example only, the following shall be permitted within 
the VTZ, private roads, gates, and cul-de-sacs. Implementation of other 
development standards, such as Greenbelts and Greenways shall be 
consistent with the VTZ standards set forth above. 
 
Ownership of Irrigation Utility: Lakewood Ranch is served by Braden River 
Utilities with respect to reclaimed water. Any reclaimed water or irrigation 
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facilities and associated infrastructure within the VTZ may be owned and 
operated by Braden River Utilities and/or the Lakewood Ranch 
Stewardship District. 
 

VTZ POLICY 4.2 Development Review Process 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
At the option of the Developer, the County may process either one or 
multiple rezone application(s) that involves one or multiple owners as one 
project. The MDO application and RSF-2/PUD rezoning for one or more 
development increments may be processed concurrently.  
 
The overall development within the VTZ shall undergo review as a 
Development of Critical Concern (“DOCC”) resulting in an MDO and VTZ 
Master Plan. No Neighborhood Plan shall be required with respect to any 
development within the VTZ.   

 
The unit threshold for the development may exceed the current unit 
threshold for a DOCC set forth in the DOCC implementing ordinance. The 
MDO shall specify the information which must be submitted with a 
rezoning application which may include all or any portion of development 
within the VTZ. In no case shall the VTZ consist of more than 5,000 dwelling 
units. 

 
Once the MDO is approved, the uses and densities and intensities of use 
approved by the MDO are not subject to unit or density reduction, intensity 
reduction, or other changes to the land relating to the County 
Comprehensive Plan or UDC standards, unless the County can demonstrate 
that substantial changes in the conditions underlying the approval of the 
MDO have occurred. 

 
Once an MDO is approved, each portion of the development within the VTZ 
shall be rezoned pursuant to the terms of the MDO and Article 6 of the UDC 
(including all submittal standards), provided such application for rezone is 
consistent with the VTZ policies in Chapter 8. Rezoning to RSF-2/PUD shall 
be permitted in the VTZ, notwithstanding any provision to the contrary in 
the UDC.    
 
Given the requirement of significant initial investment in off-site Sanitary 
Sewer, Potable Water, Reclaimed Water, and a four (4) lane section of 
Bourneside Boulevard (North South Road B) to be financed and completed 
with the initial Lakewood Ranch Stewardship Bond Issue, and the 
concurrent assessment of the subject property to Benefit Special 
Assessments, the phasing (by either geography or by dwelling unit count) 
of development within the VTZ shall not be required in any respect. 
 

VTZ POLICY 4.3 Submittal Requirements 
  

The VTZ Master Plan approved with the MDO shall include at a minimum 
the following information: 
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site analysis of natural features consistent with the natural system 
classification in The Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan; 
location of Greenway RMA Open Space, and Recreational                       Space to be 
preserved; 
land use mix; 
density and intensity of land uses proposed; 
circulation routes for auto, transit (where applicable),  pedestrian and 
bicycle modes; 
infrastructure analysis on-site and off-site (e.g., water supply, sewer, 
stormwater pre-development conditions and drainage intent, 
transportation, and schools); and 

location of proposed Sending and/or Receiving Zones for            Density 
Incentives Program, if implemented by Developer, to increase 
residential density beyond the Base VTZ Density. 
 

VTZ POLICY 4.4 Fiscal Neutrality 
  

Development within the VTZ shall provide adequate infrastructure that 
meets or exceeds the levels of service standards adopted by the County 
and be Fiscally Neutral to Sarasota County Government, the School Board, 
and residents outside that development. The intent of Fiscal Neutrality is 
that the costs of additional local government services and infrastructure 
that are built or provided for the VTZ shall be funded by properties within 
the VTZ. 
 
A Fiscal Neutrality Analysis, completed for lands within the VTZ, shall be 
demonstrated and deemed complete with the approval of the MDO. The 
MDO shall require that Fiscal Neutrality be determined for the entirety of 
the VTZ. In addition, the MDO may allow for incentives to provide 
affordable housing. For off-site impacts, the MDO will address the costs of 
infrastructure needed for the development. This shall include, but not be 
limited to, both localized and Countywide impacts on County, City, State, 
and Federal transportation facilities (such as roads, intersections, 
sidewalks, lighting, medians, etc.). Such transportation related 
components shall be analyzed as a separate item from the remaining items 
of: public transit, schools, water supply and delivery, sewage transmission 
and treatment, solid waste, storm and surface water management, law 
enforcement, fire and emergency management, justice, general 
government, libraries, parks and recreation, and public hospitals. Fiscal 
Neutrality for funds that are not fungible (i.e., generally enterprise funds) 
shall be measured separately.  Nothing within this Policy is intended to 
establish a school concurrency system. 
 
The BOCC shall require that these procedures for measuring Fiscal 
Neutrality and the Fiscal Neutrality plans be submitted as part of the 
application for the MDO and reviewed for compliance by County staff.  
Fiscal Neutrality procedures and calculations for school demands shall be 
submitted to the School Board for review prior to review by the BOCC. All 
calculations of costs shall be based on current cost data. 
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The Fiscal Neutrality provisions applicable to the VTZ are expressly 
determined to be overarching to achieving the public benefits of the 
Sarasota 2050 RMA-1 Comprehensive Plan Amendments. 
 

 

Definitions for VTZ: 

Developed Area: For the VTZ RMA, that land area exclusive of Open Space identified and depicted on a VTZ 
Master Plan, as approved by the MDO. 

Greenbelt: A permanent Buffer surrounding the Developed Area of the Village Transition Zone. 

Open Space (VTZ): For the, VTZ, that land area exclusive of Developed Area identified and depicted on a 
VTZ Master Plan, as approved by the MDO. Open Space shall be property under public or private ownership 
which is unoccupied or predominately unoccupied by buildings or other impervious surfaces and which is 
identified as Greenway, Greenbelt, and other open space. Open Space can be used for parks, recreation, 
agriculture, conservation, preservation of native habitat and other natural resources, surface/irrigation 
water impoundment, historic, or scenic purposes. Allowable uses within the Greenway RMA itself as it is 
currently mapped shall be in compliance with GS Policy 2.5. 
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COMPREHENSIVE PLAN CONSISTENCY REVIEW 

I. Comprehensive Plan Consistency 

A. Project 

The Applicant requests a Comprehensive Plan Amendment that will enable them to develop their remaining 
lands in Sarasota County, together with additional joint-venture lands (approximately 4,120 acres in total), 
consistent with the long-established development patterns throughout Lakewood Ranch, in both Sarasota 
and Manatee Counties, over the past 25+ years. 

To accomplish this goal, the proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment seeks to amend Comprehensive Plan 
Chapter 8, 2050 Resource Management Area (RMA), to create a new “Village Transition Zone RMA (VTZ 
RMA)” as part of the 2050 hierarchy of development types. The amendment will also include 2050 map 
amendments that will reflect the location of the new VTZ RMA and associated Greenway RMA. Another 
component of the proposed amendment will move the 2050 “Countryside Line” eastward to the eastern side 
of the subject property on the maps. 

The intent of the new “VTZ RMA” is to provide a more compatible development form and density transition 
from “Village” to “Hamlet,” and will continue the consistent development pattern of Lakewood Ranch as it 
continues to develop its lands in Sarasota County. As proposed, the maximum base density on the 
approximately 4,120 acres will be 1 dwelling unit per gross acre (1 du/gross acre), which includes such 
portions of the Greenway RMA that will be part of the Village Transition Zone. To achieve the desired 
development form, the potential dwelling units that would otherwise be entitled to the Greenway RMA and 
required Open Space will be transferred into the “developed area” of the proposed project, resulting in a 
maximum base density of 2 du’s/per acre of Developed Area. Development within the VTZ RMA will be 
capped at a maximum of 5,000 dwelling units.  

As proposed, the VTZ RMA will establish development parameters that are specific to the subject site only 
and will not be subject to the specific guidelines of the existing 2050 Village/Open Space RMA. Another 
important aspect of this proposal is that it will be limited to lands that are part of, and are bounded by, a 
legislatively enacted Stewardship District which is a designation that Lakewood Ranch has received. This will 
ensure that, ultimately, the extension of necessary utility and transportation infrastructure to support this 
transitional development will be provided in a timely, non-disjointed, manner. 

Ultimately, if this Comprehensive Plan Amendment is approved, the Applicant will request separate approval 
of a Development of Critical Concern (DOCC) and approval of a Master Development Order (MDO)/VTZ 
Master Plan for a holistic approach to the proposed large-scale development of this property. 

This Long-Range Planning analysis will examine the components of the Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
requests for consistency with the applicable goals, objectives and policies contained in the Sarasota County 
Comprehensive Plan as well associated documents such as the Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan.  

B. Comprehensive Plan Analysis  

The Sarasota 2050 RMA policies are based on three primary tenets that include open space and connected 
systems preservation, compact mixed-use development, and fiscal neutrality. The Sarasota 2050 policies 
were created in response to the county experiencing extensive growth and residential construction in 
addition to diminishing urban land supply in the northern part of the county. The intention of Sarasota 2050 
Policy, in part, was to address projected growth within a deliberate policy framework rather than having to 
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evaluate the expansion of the Urban Service Boundary (USB) area on a piecemeal basis. Fundamentally, the 
tenets of Sarasota 2050 RMA, as adopted, promote increases in residential density outside of the County’s 
USB in exchange for an integrated network of open space interconnected within a system that conserves 
environmentally sensitive lands while implementing a New Urbanism/Smart Growth form of development 
that is to be fiscally neutral to the County. 

Sarasota 2050 was adopted as an optional overlay to the Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan in July 2002. 
With few exceptions, the optional overlay does not affect the existing rights of property owners under the 
Comprehensive Plan. In other words, all the existing rights to develop the subject properties consistent with 
the County’s existing “Rural” Future Land Use Map designation remain. It is voluntary and uses incentives to 
achieve public benefits, of which the primary benefits are livable communities, both existing and new, 
preservation of open space and environmental lands, fiscally responsible development, and the efficient 
delivery of services. 

To address pressure for incremental movement of the USB and concerns regarding urban sprawl into the 
Rural area, the Sarasota 2050 RMA policies were adopted through an extensive community engagement 
process as an incentive-based overlay plan expressly intended to encourage a better form of development 
for lands lying east of the USB.  

This new Village Transition Zone designation will complement the tenets of the Sarasota 2050 RMA, while 
providing a new, stand-alone, transitional form of development that continues the existing development 
pattern that is currently ongoing in this part of the County under adopted 2050 principals. 

1. Consistency with the Florida Statutes 

One of the primary considerations in the development of the Sarasota 2050 RMA was to allow development 
east of the USB that would provide for an efficient delivery of services while avoiding the connotations of 
urban sprawl. Per F.S. 163.3177, the Future Land Use Element (of which the Sarasota 2050 RMA is an optional 
overlay thereof) “shall discourage the proliferation of urban sprawl.” The statute provides primary indicators 
that a plan amendment does not discourage the proliferation of urban sprawl. Analysis of this statute shows 
that the proposed Village Transition Zone development is not, and does not, promote urban sprawl, which is 
summarized below: 

I. Promotes, allows, or designates for development substantial areas of the jurisdiction to develop as low-
intensity, low density, or single-use development or uses: Proposed uses will include primarily residential 
uses with ancillary uses such as houses of worship, public safety facilities, and other civic uses. Development 
under the proposed VTZ will be designed in a manner that will encourage a durable extension of Lakewood 
Ranch into Sarasota County that is adjacent to existing and planned public facilities and commercial 
development that will allow future residents the ability to access and support the surrounding community as 
this region continues to grow. 

II. Promotes, allows, or designates significant amounts of urban development to occur in rural areas at 
substantial distances from existing urban areas while not using undeveloped lands that are available and 
suitable for development: The VTZ area is located near existing commercial corridors and other similar 
residential developments, including approved Village development. Public facilities can easily be extended to 
serve the site efficiently, and the proposed development style is compatible with existing patterns of 
development and will promote sustainable development in an area that is appropriate for this form of 
development. 

III. Promotes, allows, or designates urban development in radial, strip, isolated, or ribbon patterns 
generally emanating from existing urban developments: As noted by the Applicant, adjacent residential 
developments such as Waterside to the west and Lakewood Ranch to the north are developing with similar 
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attributes to those being proposed in the VTZ. The VTZ is intended to act as an appropriate addition to the 
housing market in the area without following isolating or sprawling development patterns and represents an 
extension and transition from west to east and north to south. 

IV. Fails to adequately protect and conserve natural resources, such as wetlands, floodplains, native 
vegetation, environmentally sensitive areas, natural groundwater aquifer recharge areas, lakes, rivers, 
shorelines, beaches, bays, estuarine systems, and other significant natural systems: The proposed project 
will develop in a manner that protects and conserves natural resources and includes specific provisions 
outlining a commitment to preservation of 43% to 50% open space, which would include designated 2050 
Greenway RMA areas, greenbelts, wetlands, native habitats and other significant environmental systems. 
Compliance with relevant County, State and Federal regulations will ensure that the subject property will 
develop in a manner that supports environmental sustainability. 

V. Fails to adequately protect adjacent agricultural areas and activities, including silviculture, active 
agricultural and silvicultural activities, passive agricultural activities, and dormant, unique, and prime 
farmlands and soils: Of the varieties of mechanisms available to ensure compatibility with surrounding 
developments, including agricultural uses, Greenbelts will ensure the appropriate separation of uses, and the 
proposed site design and compliance with all relevant County regulations will serve to protect and mitigate 
any impacts to surrounding agricultural and residential uses. 

VI. Fails to maximize use of existing public facilities and services:  The proposed development within a 
Legislatively approved Stewardship District is intended to maximize the use of existing public facilities and 
services. 

VII. Fails to maximize use of future public facilities and services: The proposed development within a 
Legislatively approved Stewardship District is intended to maximize the use of any future public facilities and 
services. 

VIII. Allows for land use patterns and timing which disproportionately increase the cost in time, money, 
and energy of providing and maintaining facilities and services including roads, potable water, sanitary 
sewer, stormwater management, law enforcement, education, health care, fire and response, and general 
government: The provision and maintenance of facilities will be financed, placed, and maintained through 
the Lakewood Ranch Stewardship District, with most facilities planned to be placed early on in the projects 
life. Coordination of the development through County land development processes and reviews will ensure 
the provision of essential services such as fire/safety and law enforcement. 

IX. Fails to Provide a clear separation between rural and urban use: The proposed Village Transition Zone 
represents a transition from 2050 Village to Hamlet, and less dense rural lands to the east of the proposed 
Countryside Line. Designated Greenways and Greenbelt buffers will provide a clear separation between uses. 

X. Discourages or inhibits infill development or the redevelopment of existing neighborhoods and 
communities: The proposed VTZ and subsequent development do not inhibit infill development or 
redevelopment. It is the southeastward extension of an existing planned community (Lakewood Ranch). 

XI. Fails to encourage a functional mix of uses: The VTZ and its subsequent development represent a 
southeastward extension of the existing Lakewood Ranch community which already contains a mix of uses 
(commercial, office, healthcare, etc.) and services that will serve the proposed VTZ development. 

XII. Results in poor accessibility among linked or related uses: The VTZ will have an interconnected network 
of streets and other multimodal facilities that will link it not only to the existing Lakewood Ranch 
development in Sarasota County and Manatee County, but also to surrounding areas as appropriate. The 
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proposed Bourneside Boulevard will be the primary north/south roadway that will provide a link from 
University Parkway to the north, to Fruitville Road to the south. 

XIII. Results in the loss of significant amounts of Open Space: The private property on which the VTZ 
development will occur is mainly pasture-land at this time, with limited agricultural use. It is not necessarily 
a location that the public goes to in order to enjoy the splendors of Sarasota County. The 2050 RMA, and the 
proposed VTZ guidelines/requirements provide for the provision of Open Space on the property. Greenway 
areas are essentially protected while allowing for limited recreational uses. Greenbelts that surround the 
property allow for additional open space while also buffering the proposed development from adjacent uses. 
The VTZ will be developed with parks that provide recreational and open space enjoyment opportunities. 

The proposed amendment discourages the proliferation of urban sprawl and incorporates a development 
pattern that achieves four or more of the additional criteria listed within F.S. 163.3177 including: 

(I) Directs or locates economic growth and associated land development to geographic areas of the 
community in a manner that does not have an adverse impact on and protects natural resources and 
ecosystems.  

(II) Promotes efficient and cost-effective provision or extension of public infrastructure and services. 

(VI) Preserves open space and natural lands and provides for public open space and recreation needs. 

(VII) Creates a balance of land uses based upon demands of the residential population for the 
nonresidential needs of an area. 

2. Comprehensive Plan Chapter by Chapter Analysis 

This section of the report will analyze each chapter of the Comprehensive Plan for policies which may relate 
to this proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment and will point out considerations for the Planning 
Commission and Board as the proposal relates to each particular chapter of the Comprehensive Plan, where 
applicable. 

(2.1).  Environment Chapter: The proposed amendment affects approximately 4,120 acres of land located 
south of University Parkway and north of Fruitville Road in northeastern Sarasota County. The majority of the 
property has limited development and is primarily agricultural/rural in nature at this time, although 
development of Lake Park Estates, which will merge with this project, is currently ongoing in the 
southwestern portion of the proposed VTZ area. Much of the historic development on this property appears 
to be agricultural in nature and greenway locations have been delineated. 
 
Environmental Objectives 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, and 1.6, and their associated policies, address protection and 
management of native habitats, wildlife, and habitat connectivity throughout Sarasota County. Analysis finds 
that the proposed VTZ guidelines will require wildlife and habitat surveys throughout the subsequent MDO, 
rezone, and site and development processes. Proposed policy language indicates that the VTZ will include 
50% preservation of Open Space, which would include general preservation of lands designated as 2050 
Greenway RMA. The amount of Open Space may be reduced to 43% for any reduced greenbelt areas. The 
proposed VTZ may generally be found to be consistent with these Environmental Objectives and the 
applicable policies under each objective. 
 
(2.2).  Parks, Preserves, and Recreation Chapter: The role of parks in our community extends beyond the 
traditional view of parks as places to play, exercise, relax, and preserve the natural environment. In fact, parks 
play a critical role in the physical, social, and economic health and sustainability of the community.  
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In recognition of the role of parks and open spaces to create strong and vibrant communities, the Applicant 
has been working with County Parks and Recreation staff to clarify and guide how parks and open spaces will 
be woven into the Lakewood Ranch Southeast development.  
 
Proposed VTZ Objective 3 and its associated policies address open space, greenways and greenbelts and 
provide guidance for potential configurations and connectivity, and what potential uses may be allowed 
within these designated areas. These policies will guide the project as it moves through the various approval 
stages for the project as it moves forward as a Development of Critical Concern. 
 
Proposed VTZ Policy 3.4 would designate a level-of-service standard (LOS) for parks at one (1) acre per 47 
dwelling units or a fraction thereof. The existing adopted County parks LOS Policy 1.1.1, which covers the 
entire County, is established at 12 acres per 1,000 residents. Calculating both the existing LOS and the VTZ 
proposed LOS shows that for a 5,000-unit development, approximately 120 acres of parkland would be 
required. Under the proposed VTZ policy, approximately 106 acres of park land would be required for the 
5,000-unit development. So, the proposed VTZ policy is similar to the already-adopted policy as it yields 
similar acreage figures for parks, and is therefore generally consistent. 
 
(2.3) Historic Preservation Chapter: If CPA 2022-B is adopted, the eventual development of the project at 
DOCC/MDO, rezone, and site and development phases will go through a review for historic resources on the 
subject property consistent with Historic Resource Policies 1.5.3 and 1.5.4.  
 
(2.4).  Libraries and Government Facilities Chapter: The need for additional libraries or any potential 
government facilities on the subject property will be determined in future phases of the DOCC/MDO, rezone, 
and site and development review processes. 
 
(2.5) Schools Chapter: The Applicant has and will continue to coordinate with the School Board of Sarasota 
County at the DOCC/MDO, rezone, and site and development review phases to ensure adequate school 
capacities consistent with Schools Objective 1.1, Policy 1.1.1, and Policy 1.2.6 for coordination & consistency), 
and Objective 1.5 and policies 1.5.1, 1.5.2, and 1.5.3 (ensure adequate school capacity, items for 
consideration, and school phasing). 
 
(2.6). Coastal Disaster Management Chapter: The location of the proposed VTZ area is not located in the 
coastal zone of Sarasota County, is not located within the designated Coastal High Hazard Area, is not located 
within any designated storm surge zone, and is located with direct access to two major evacuation routes 
(University Parkway and Fruitville Road), with the future Bourneside Boulevard providing an additional 
evacuation north/south link that could aid evacuation.  
 
(2.7). Future Land Use Chapter: The Future Land Use Chapter focuses on providing for a diverse population 
and economy by balancing the needs of present and future generations of residents and visitors of Sarasota 
County. It promotes a sustainable community that focuses on quality of life, economic diversification, 
protection of natural systems, public safety and ensuring that an adequate supply of land and public facilities 
is available to support the County’s continual growth.  
 
There are a number of goals, objectives and policies in this chapter that are applicable to this proposal.  

 
Future Land Use (FLU) Objective 1 and policies 1.1 and 1.2 discuss the Future Land Use Map Series and how 
these maps as a whole, along with zoning and land development regulations, work together to guide land 
use decisions as the county continues to grow. Policy 1.1.2 specifically lists 2050 RMA Maps 8-1, 8-3, and 8-
4 as part of the Future Land Use Map (FLUM) Series. The Applicant proposes to amend RMA Maps 8-1 and 8-
3, and a new RMA Map 8-5 to FLU Policy 1.1.2, to identify the location of the VTZ on the map series. 
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Future Land Use Objective 1.2 and the applicable policies contained therein work to coordinate land use 
categories, and eventual development activities, with soil and topographic characteristics, the protection of 
historical and natural resources, existing land uses, forms of development and the availability of public 
facilities to guide development. The VTZ will accomplish this through the application of zoning and land 
development regulations that operate together under the banner of the Unified Development Code as the 
project proceeds through the DOCC/MDO, rezone, and site and development review processes. 

 
Future Land Use Objective 1.3 states that the FLUM shall primarily be implemented through the application 
of zoning and land development regulations. As noted above, the VTZ will be implemented by the 
development of this property as a DOCC/MDO through the application of zoning and land development 
regulations that operate together under the banner of the Unified Development Code. Also, the Applicant 
did hold a public workshop on April 7, 2022, which satisfies the requirement of FLU Policy 1.3.4.  

 
Future Land Use Goal 2 establishes that the Comprehensive Plan is maintained through the implementation 
of distinct land use categories that promote health, safety and welfare and minimize negative impacts posed 
by hazards, nuisances, incompatibility, and environmental degradation. 

 
FLU Objective 2.1 addresses lands designated as Public Conservation/Preservation. No lands that are 
currently part of the proposed VTZ have been designated with the land use category of Public 
Conservation/Preservation. Designated 2050 Greenways and buffering will serve to maintain important 
habitat and wildlife corridors and will buffer the development from nearby residential and agricultural uses. 

 
FLU Objective 2.2 promotes the maintenance of governing regulations for Semi-Rural, Rural, and Agricultural 
land uses. Although the underlying Future Land Use Map designation for the VTZ property is currently “Rural,” 
the proposed VTZ will take advantage of the optional 2050 RMA overlay process to develop this property 
within the deliberate policy framework of 2050, the VTZ category, and consistent with the Unified 
Development Code. Approval of the VTZ as a part of the 2050 hierarchy will allow for higher residential 
density above the 1 du/5-acre limitation for Rural lands as designated in FLU Policy 2.2.2, as it is intended to 
be a transitional form of development between Village and Hamlet. FLU 2.2.2(a) recognizes the importance 
of agricultural uses in the Rural area and promotes compatibility of any development with nearby agricultural 
uses. The Applicant recognizes that agricultural uses can, and are, ongoing in the rural areas nearby to the 
VTZ and is using the established Greenways, along with UDC buffering and maintenance standards to mitigate 
any potential impacts with any nearby agricultural uses. 

 
FLU Objective 2.3 provides parameters for residential land use designations on the FLUM. Approval of the 
VTZ will allow the development to exceed the residential density limitations of the Rural FLUM and will allow 
for a residential development type and density that is transitional between the 2050 Village and Hamlet 
designations. As stated in the Application, the maximum base gross density (over the entire property) will be 
1.0 du’s/acre, while the maximum base density for the developed area (minus the greenway/greenbelt areas, 
open space, etc.) will be 2 du’s/acre. If the VTZ is approved, the subsequent DOCC/MDO development will 
be developed as a Residential Single Family-2 Planned Unit Development (RSF-2/PUD zoning). FLU Policy 2.3.7 
notes that in established residential areas, incompatible land uses shall be discouraged if traffic is generated 
on abutting local streets in amounts that would substantially and adversely affect traffic flow, traffic control 
and public safety. Transportation impacts are discussed later in this staff report, and publicly-initiated CPA 
2021-G (moving through the PC/Board process now) further addresses not only the impacts associated with 
this development, but also the impacts of nearby development impacting the County’s north/northeastern 
roadway system which includes traffic impacts from development in Manatee County. Impacts to adjacent 
local roads in the more rural areas to the east of the VTZ may increase but the levels should not be significant. 
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Future Land Use Goal 3 and its associated policy language encourage development where public facilities are 
scheduled or are scheduled to be available. The Lakewood Ranch Southeast property will utilize the 
Lakewood Ranch Stewardship District to construct needed public facilities including roads throughout the 
site, much of which will be provided early in the project development. 

 
Existing public facilities servicing the subject property include but are not limited to: educational facilities 
(Tatum Ridge Elementary School, McIntosh Middle School, Booker High School; Fruitville library), recreational 
facilities/parks (Old Miakka Preserve, Celery Fields Regional Stormwater Facility), and emergency facilities 
(Fire Department – Station 10, Doctors Hospital). 
 
Future Land Use Goal 4 and its associated Objective and policies promote orderly development through the 
establishment of innovative regulatory platforms that meet the needs of a growing and changing population.  
 
The proposed VTZ RMA, which lies to the east of the USB, seeks to provide an appropriate development form 
and density transition between the existing Village and Hamlet RMA overlay zones. The intent of the VTZ 
RMA is to establish development parameters that are specific to the subject site only, given the unique 
characteristics of the site and the needs of the County’s growing population. Proposed development is 
intended to be a balanced and compatible extension of the existing Lakewood Ranch community. The 
proposed density that is contemplated in the new policy language provides a thoughtful transition from 
higher density, more urban development of Village, to the more rural density that exists further east. This 
transition is consistent with limiting urban sprawl and preserving the rural character of the community. 
 
If the VTZ is approved, the subject property reviewed through the DOCC/MDO process in order to ensure 
orderly and resilient development with an increased focus on collaboration across varied disciplines and the 
community. 

 
(2.8). Property Rights Element: The Goal of this Element is “To consider private property rights in all local 
decision-making actions, and to respect people’s rights to participate in decisions that affect their lives and 
property.” 

 
The proposed VTZ RMA can be found to be generally consistent with Objective 1.1 (Respect Private Property 
Rights; Policy 1.1 (public encouraged to participate in decisions affecting their lives and property); Policy 1.2 
(control of interests in private property; right to maintain, develop, and improve private property for personal 
use or the use of others; right of a property owner to privacy/protect possessions and property; right of 
property owner to dispose of private property through sale or gift). 

 
(2.9). Sarasota 2050 RMA Chapter: The Sarasota 2050 RMA establishes an optional framework to 
enhance the livability of the County by preserving its natural, cultural, physical, and other resources with an 
incentive-based system for managing growth. The policy framework is the Resource Management Area 
(RMA) system that encourages a compact growth development form which simultaneously implements a 
number of public benefits, allows for continued growth and economic development that preserves 
environmentally sensitive lands and open space in a fiscally neutral manner.  

As adopted, the 2050 RMA system provided a hierarchy of six unique resource management areas which are, 
(a) Urban/Suburban RMA; (2) Economic Development RMA; (3) Rural Heritage/Estate RMA; (4) Village/Open 
Space RMA; (5) Greenway RMA, and (6) Agricultural Reserve RMA. 

The proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment would add a new, seventh, RMA to the RMA system. The 
“Village Transition Zone (VTZ) RMA” is intended to be a stand-alone RMA system and will not be tied to the 
tenets of any other specific RMA, unless referenced in a specific VTZ goal, objective, or policy. The 
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DOCC/MDO phase of the VTZ, if approved, will be implemented through the RSF-2/PUD code as opposed to 
a specific new code.  

The proposed VTZ is specific to this approximately 4,120-acre property. The VTZ is also specifically intended 
to support the extension of an existing community, not the creation of a separate new community or 
development. The VTZ will be required to be part of a legislatively approved Stewardship District that will 
operate and provide the funding for the infrastructure necessary to serve the development and which will 
ensure that there is a commitment to long-range planning and oversight of the project through buildout. The 
VTZ is also required to be fiscally neutral. 

Ultimately, the VTZ will allow for a transitional form of development that falls between the permitted density 
of the more urban Village-type of development and the transitional densities allowed in the “Hamlet” form 
of development that is intended to be more rural in character.  

(a) Comparison to Village and Hamlet: As proposed, the VTZ RMA will serve as a density transition between 
“Village” and “Hamlet.” The following discussion examines the differences between the uses and the 
transitional nature of the proposed VTZ. 

In the 2050 RMA hierarchy, “Villages” are defined as a future land use designation within the Village/Open 
Space RMA that consists of a collection of Neighborhoods around a Village Center and surrounded by a large 
expanse of protected Open Space. The 2050 Village guideline table generally provides for the following: 

 Maximum Size: 3,000 developable acres 
 Minimum Size: 1,000 acres of Developed Area if not adjacent to Urban Service Area Boundary 

              (USB). 
 Minimum Density within Developed Area: 3 du/Gross Developable Acre. 

 Maximum Density within Developed Area: 5 du/Gross Developable Acre or 6 du/Gross 
          Developable Acre if the additional units are Affordable Housing Units. 
 Maximum Number of Units: Not specified. Dependent on MDO process. 

*Note that “Developed Area” is defined as land area exclusive of Open Space identified and depicted 
on a Master Development Plan approved pursuant to Sarasota 2050 RMA Policy.  

Villages are also generally required to contain a Village Center of up to 100-acres, Neighborhood Centers 
within designated neighborhoods, contain internal commercial/office development, and provide guidance 
for a preferred land use mix within the Village that includes providing public/civic spaces. Villages are also 
limited to lands east of the USB and west of the 2050 Countryside Line. 

Also, “Greenbelts” that surround the Village and provide a buffer from adjacent non-village use are required, 
and public water/wastewater infrastructure and service is required. The Village must be developed with a 
series of compact and interconnected neighborhoods that are linked with an interconnected street pattern 
and other multimodal facilities. Villages are required to be developed through the DOCC/MDO process. 

A “Hamlet” is defined as a future land use designation within the Village/Open Space RMA that consists of 
rural homes clustered around a crossroads or small civic or commercial area (e.g., a church or Neighborhood 
store) and surrounded by a large expanse of protected Open Space. The 2050 Village guideline table generally 
provides for the following: 

Maximum Size: There is no specified maximum acreage. Desired number of units is between 50 and 
150 dwelling units, with a desired maximum number of units at 400 dwelling units. 
Minimum Size: Determined through the MDO process. 

 Minimum Density within Developed Area: 3 du/Gross Developable Acre. 
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 Maximum Density within Developed Area: 5 du/Gross Developable Acre or 6 du/Gross 
          Developable Acre if the additional units are Affordable Housing Units. 

As with Villages, greenbelts are required for Hamlets. Public water and infrastructure are required, with 
public wastewater and irrigation services generally required unless there are identified constraints. Hamlets 
are generally small in nature with neighborhood characteristics that should include a mix of housing types 
that are linked with an interconnected street pattern and other multimodal facilities. Small commercial nodes 
are desired. Hamlets are required to be developed through the Rezone and MDO process. 

As proposed, the “Village Transition Zone (VTZ)” provides a density transition between the Village and Hamlet 
uses and incorporates the development form of an existing community of which it will form a part (Lakewood 
Ranch). It will be a stand-alone RMA and will not be governed by the standards of the Village/Open Space 
RMA and the related Village Planning District (VPD) standards, that would include design feature 
requirements such as Town, Village, and Neighborhood Centers, certain street layout and design criteria, and 
a housing type mix. Rather, development will be regulated per the VTZ standards adopted into the 
Comprehensive Plan, the RSF-2/PUD standards, and the Unified Development Code (UDC).  

Although no table is presented to guide the VTZ in the proposed amendment, following are the generalized 
standards presented in the format shown above for Villages and Hamlets: 

Maximum Size: 2,348+/- developable acres (dependent on greenbelt reservation of 43%-50% of the 
total acreage of the property).* 
Minimum Size: 2,060+/- acres of Developed Area (dependent on greenbelt reservation of 43%-50% of 
the total acreage of the property).* 
Maximum Base Density: 1 dwelling unit per gross acre (entire acreage of property including developed 
area and open space). 
Minimum Density within Developed Area: 1 dwelling unit per Gross Developable Acre (Lakepark 
Estates Phase 1). 

 Maximum Density within Developed Area: 2 du/Gross Developable Acre. 
 Maximum Number of Units: Capped at 5,000 dwelling units. 
 

*Based on a total acreage of 4,120 acres+/- 

As can be seen in comparison, the proposed VTZ will represent a transition in density between Village and 
Hamlet uses. The maximum density allowed in a Village is up to 5 dwelling units per gross developable area, 
with a minimum density of 3 dwelling units per gross developable acre. Hamlets have a maximum density 
range between 3-6 dwelling units per acre dependent upon the provision of affordable housing but are 
generally limited to no more than 400 dwelling units in total.  

It is estimated that any Hamlets that could be developed over the entirety of the 4,120 acres would yield 
approximately 1,644 dwelling units and 50,000 square feet of commercial. Hamlet development would be 
through Conservation Subdivisions and would still require public utilities, not necessarily maximizing the use 
of public utilities and associated costs. The VTZ, as proposed, will have a maximum density of 1 dwelling unit 
per gross acre and the VTZ is capped at a maximum of 5,000 dwelling units, with no commercial development. 
Development of the VTZ will utilize the guidelines of the RSF-2/PUD district. Public Utilities are also required 
in the VTZ, and with up to 5,000 dwelling units would maximize the extension of facilities and would likely be 
more cost effective to all parties. 

(b) Greenway/Greenbelt Comparison: In Sarasota 2050, “Open Space” is defined as that land area exclusive 
of Developed Area identified and depicted on a Master Development Plan approved pursuant to Sarasota 
2050 RMA Policy. 
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A “Greenway” is  generally defined as linear open space established along either a natural corridor, such as a 
riverfront, stream valley, or ridgeline, or over land along a railroad right-of-way converted to recreational 
use, a canal, a scenic road, or other route; any natural or landscaped course for pedestrian or bicycle passage; 
an open space connector linking parks, nature reserves, cultural features, or historic sites with each other 
and with populated areas (definition from Ch. 260 Florida Statutes).  

In terms of Sarasota 2050, The Greenway RMA is defined as a resource overlay as depicted in Map 8-1, RMA-
1, Resource Management Area Map. This RMA is designed to designate a network of riverine systems, 
floodplains, Native Habitats, storm surge areas and uplands as priority resources for the County in order to 
implement programs, which are designed to protect these lands in perpetuity. 

Within the 2050 guidance a “GREENBELT” is defined as a permanent Buffer as required in Policy VOS 5.1 
surrounding the Developed Area of Villages and Hamlets. 

By Code, the minimum open space requirement in Villages is generally 50% of the total land area. It is not 
atypical in approved villages to have a percentage as low as 30% open space within parameters approved by 
the Board for a specific project. As proposed in the VTZ (Policy 3.1), the 50% requirement for Open Space 
may be reduced to 43% under certain conditions. Pursuant to the DOCC/MDO application, which is being 
heard separately, the proposed Open Space that will be shown on the VTZ Master Plan reflects not only 
internal preservation, but regional connectivity to offsite open space areas adjacent to the proposed project 
location. Allowable use within Open Space will include natural habitat, improved pasture and associated uses, 
low intensity agriculture, local or regional stormwater facilities, potable or non-potable water storage 
facilities and lakes, public or private park facilities, trails and boardwalks, telecommunication towers and 
associated facilities, public facilities such as public safety facilities and community centers, and mitigation for 
wetlands and wildlife, including but not limited to wetland mitigation banks and gopher tortoise mitigation 
areas. The Open Space areas will not include platted lots, rather, the Open Space will be owned and 
maintained by an entity such as a Homeowners Association or Stewardship District. 

In terms of Greenbelts (see proposed VTZ Policy 3.2), the VTZ Master Plan, which is a component of the 
DOCC/MDO that is being heard separately, indicates the location of the proposed Greenbelts. The inclusion 
and size of the Greenbelts was developed in a manner to ensure buffering and setback from nearby 
residential properties and to allow for better preservation and maintenance of the Greenbelt lands. In some 
areas adjacent to residentially developed lands, the Greenbelt is planned to have additional acreage extend 
beyond the Greenbelt to provide an expanded buffer between the developed area and adjacent 
development. 

Identified 2050 Greenways will be protected and utilized as directed by the requirements of the 2050 
Greenway RMA and UDC. The Greenway areas depicted may serve as TDR Sending Zones to allow for the 
creation of community housing within the development (development not to exceed a total of 5,000 dwelling 
units). 

(c) Fiscal Neutrality: As is required for Villages and Hamlets, the VTZ RMA must be fiscally neutral. The Fiscal 
Neutrality Report is a part of the DOCC/MDO packet that will be heard separately from the Comprehensive 
Plan Amendment. 

(d) Transportation Systems: Transportation within the VTZ will be interconnected and will contain a selection 
of multi-modal facility types. The development will include Bourneside Boulevard, previously recognized as 
North/South Roadway B on County Thoroughfare Plans. The location of this roadway is moved eastward from 
the location shown on existing County Thoroughfare Maps, which means that it will now be located away 
from, and not adjacent to, the Bern Creek development. The internal roadways will be funded and developed 
through the Stewardship District. A more in-depth analysis of the proposed transportation network is 
contained within the Transportation Analysis section of this staff report. 



31

 
 
(e) Provision of Infrastructure: Water and wastewater infrastructure will be provided and directed through 
the Stewardship District. Water will be provided by Sarasota County Utilities while wastewater service will 
be provided by the Braden River Utility. The provision of transportation is discussed above and within the 
Transportation analysis provided later within this staff report. 

(f) Countryside Line: In 2050 the “Countryside Line” is defined as that line identified on the Comprehensive 
Plan ‘Figure RMA-3 Village/Open Space RMA Land Use Map’ generally located along the eastern edge of those 
lands identified and depicted as Village Land Use. 

As proposed as part of the VTZ RMA amendment, the Countryside Line will be moved eastward to the eastern 
boundaries of the Lakewood Ranch Southeast property and will delineate the edge of the “Village” area as 
intended by definition. Beyond the Countryside Line the County becomes more rural in nature with 
designated Hamlet areas and agricultural/rural lands beyond. There is no prohibition in 2050 with regard to 
moving the Countryside Line. However, future consideration should be given to just how far east the 
Countryside Line can be moved before its intended function ceases to have meaning. 

Since movement of the Countryside Line will allow for increased residential densities beyond those densities 
permitted under the existing “Rural” Future Land Use Map designation, Section 2.2 of the Sarasota County 
Charter  requires a super-majority vote of the Board of County Commissioners as noted under Section 
2.2A(10 of the Charter, which states:  

2.2A(1) Provided, however, any ordinance amending Sarasota County’s Comprehensive Plan which 
increases allowable land use density or intensity, shall require an affirmative vote of a majority plus 
one of the full membership of the Board of County Commissioners. 

(g) Lakepark Estates: According to the Applicant, the Lakepark Estates Hamlet has not been purchased by 
Lakewood Ranch. However, it will be incorporated into the VTZ. As stated by the Applicant, this incorporation 
of Lakepark Estates will not result in any changes to Phase One of Lakepark Estates as approved, as it will be 
compliant with the overall proposed VTZ Master Plan (DOCC/MDO process). It should be noted that the 
expanded buffer on the west side of Lakepark Estates, adjacent to Bern Creek, will remain pursuant to 
proposed VTZ Policy 3.2. The Master Plan will also reflect a large open space is planned for the area north of 
Bern Creek.  

(h) Can 2050 be Amended? There is no guideline in 2050 that does not allow for the addition of new or 
revised RMA districts. The optional 2050 RMA system, like all comprehensive plans and associated 
documents, need to occasionally be evaluated for effectiveness and allow for additions or deletions which 
make the system operate better, and to the benefit of the County and all of its residents. The proposed VTZ 
can represent a distinct new district that can function as a transitional development type due to its proposed 
densities and development form, that is cognizant of the surrounding community. 

(2.10). Housing Chapter: One of the central tenets of the Housing Chapter, as well as the Future Land Use 
Chapter is to encourage the development of affordable, safe, sanitary and sustainable housing with variety 
in type, density, size, tenure (rental and ownership), cost, and in various locations to accommodate the 
needs, preferences and financial capabilities of current and future residents. 

 
The proposed VTZ is consistent with Housing Objective 1 and its associated policies by allowing for Lakewood 
Ranch Southeast to be developed as an extension of the Lakewood Ranch community as it crosses into and 
further expands into Sarasota County. The subject property, as proposed, will provide housing types that are 
complimentary to those that exist in the surrounding area, and will promote the vitality of existing 
neighborhoods through connected street and trail networks, open space, and other amenities. Additionally, 
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the proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments offer an option to allow the inclusion of Community Housing 
to accommodate individuals and families from diverse income levels and offer a variety of housing types.  

 
In terms of community housing, there is consistency with Housing Objective 1.2 in that the proposed VTZ 
includes language for incentivized community housing to accommodate individuals or families from diverse 
income levels and will offer a variety of housing types. 

 
Housing Objective 1.5 and its policies promote neighborhoods, the conservation and improvement of housing 
in Sarasota County, and how well-planned and maintained neighborhoods can enhance the overall health of 
residents throughout the County. 

 
The proposed VTZ will allow for the County to continue to keep abreast of the continued high demand for 
housing in Sarasota County. The extension of Lakewood Ranch further into Sarasota County will improve the 
housing stock by approximately 5,000 units and will provide a community that is known for meeting the 
needs of its residents, including new neighborhoods that serve to stimulate social relationships and build 
networks of neighborhood support, that promote active lifestyles and healthy living through walkability and 
bikeability, neighborhood parks, transit access and other techniques, and promotes neighborhood diversity 
and security by encouraging variety in age, income, race and ethnic background within neighborhoods.  

 
(2.11). Transportation Chapter: This chapter focuses on providing multiple modes and systems of 
 transportation opportunities to residents and visitors in a safe and effective manner. 
 
The potential impacts of the proposed VTZ can be found in the Transportation Analysis section of this staff 
report. CPA 2021 G which is currently in the Planning Commission and Board of County Commissioners review 
process, considers an amendment to Village/Open Space Policy 5.3, which has constrained roadways to allow 
only 2-lane roads beyond the 2050 “Countryside Line,” also analyzes the impacts of Lakewood Ranch 
Southeast, and the inclusion of the proposed Bourneside Boulevard that will run north/south through the 
project within the roadway network in northeastern Sarasota County. 

 
In terms of consistency the VTZ recognizes the need for coordination with the County Thoroughfare Plan 
which is the subject of Transportation Objectives 1.1 and 1.2, with the Transportation Impact Analysis utilizing 
all Thoroughfare Planning guidelines to assess impacts, mitigation, and right-of-way (ROW) needs. 
Bourneside Boulevard will become an important part of the County Thoroughfare system by providing a 
north/south linkage between University Parkway and Fruitville Road and has the available ROW to plan for 
ultimate buildout as a 4-lane arterial roadway. 

 
Transportation Objective 1.3 promotes an interconnected and safe multi-modal transportation system. As 
proposed, the project will incorporate connected street and trail networks. In order to support the 
development of the proposed DOCC, future roadway improvements include the construction of Bourneside 
Boulevard which will connect University Parkway to Fruitville Road. 

 
In terms of Transportation Objective 1.4 and subsequent policies, much of this will be addressed in future 
stages of development under the DOCC if this Comprehensive Plan Amendment is approved. Besides an 
interconnected roadway network the project, as proposed under the VTZ, will incorporate bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities, including sidewalks and multi-modal trails. 
 
(2.12). Economic Development Chapter: This optional Comprehensive Plan chapter stresses the 
importance of the economy to the county’s overall future and provides guidance and direction for the 
economy moving forward. Housing for the current and future workforce in Sarasota County is one of the 
important factors that aids in driving the economy. 



33

In particular, the proposal could be found to be consistent with Economic Objective 2.2 to support practices 
that encourage the attraction and development of a workforce that is younger, inclusive and diverse in that 
the VTZ would develop in a way that contributes to the County’s housing stock, supporting a current and 
future workforce with nearby non-residential and mixed uses that continue to develop to the north and west.  
 
(2.13). Watershed Management Chapter: This chapter strives to create integrated and 
sustainable water and resource-based management programs and is divided into sections addressing surface 
water and flood protection as well as sections addressing sanitary sewer services and water re-use.  

 
As noted later in this staff report, Sarasota County Public Utilities has adequate capacity to serve the 
proposed development. No utility-related comprehensive plan policy changes are required in support of this 
comprehensive plan amendment. No new utility projects need to be added to the list of 5-year capital 
improvements (Table 10-3) or to the unfunded projects (Table 10-4) in support of this comprehensive plan 
amendment. The development is responsible for providing all additional on-site and off-site infrastructure 
that will be needed to serve the project.  

The proposed project is located within the Upper Cow Pen Slough and Upper Myakka River/Howard Creek 
watersheds and has been analyzed as such. 

(2.14). Solid Waste Chapter: This chapter provides direction on the collection, landfilling, and the 
recycling of solid waste while striving to reduce toxicity and volume of waste entering the landfill. 

The VTZ and development under the DOCC may generally found to be consistent with Waste Policy 1.1.4 
(issuance of permits conditioned upon adequate solid waste capacity). 

(2.15) Capital Improvements Chapter: Any necessary capital improvements will be identified at the 
 DOCC/MDO, rezone, and site and development phases of the project if this Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
is approved.  
 
(2.16). Intergovernmental Coordination Chapter: This chapter is not impacted by this proposal. The fact 
that Lakewood Ranch in its entirety is developing across the borders of Sarasota and Manatee counties will 
ensure that the coordination processes outlined within this chapter are followed, as applicable. 
 
C. REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS: 
 
(1) STORMWATER STAFF COMMENTS 

The Stormwater Division reviewed the Large-Scale Comprehensive Plan Amendment and has no comments 
or objection to the proposed change to the RMA designation or creation of the new RMA designation, the 
Village Transition Zone (VTZ). It is understood that this proposal does not change Comprehensive Plan 
Chapter 12 – Watershed Management, related to stormwater and surface water management requirements 
for development, or the stormwater requirements within the 2050 regulations.  
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(2) PUBLIC UTILITIES STAFF COMMENTS 

PROJECT ASSESSMENT 

The proposed comprehensive plan amendment would create a new RMA designation, the Village Transition 
Zone (VTZ) and Large-scale map amendment to change the RMA designation of the property from Hamlet 
and Greenway to VTZ and Greenway. 

Development is required to connect to Sarasota County Public Utilities water, wastewater and reclaimed 
water systems in accordance with current County rules and regulations.  All connections to the potable water 
distribution and wastewater collection systems are required to pay the established Water Facilities Capacity 
Fee, Wastewater Facilities Capacity Fee and Wastewater Deferred Revenue Charges at the time of 
connection. Capacity can only be reserved through payment of those fees. All potable water, reclaimed 
water, and wastewater customers connected to the County’s system shall be responsible for the monthly 
water, reclaimed water, and wastewater charges according to the most recently adopted Utility Rate 
Resolution. 

Sarasota County Public Utilities has adequate capacity to serve the proposed development. No utility related 
comprehensive plan policy changes are required in support of this comprehensive plan amendment. No new 
utility projects need to be added to the list of 5-year capital improvements (Table 10-3) or to the unfunded 
projects (Table 10-4) in support of this comprehensive plan amendment. The development is responsible for 
providing all additional on-site and off-site infrastructure that will be needed to serve the project. 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN CONSISTENCY 

Chapter 12, Watershed Management 

WATER Policy 2.2.1. 

 The County shall continue to require new development to connect to central wastewater systems 
consistent with the requirements contained in the Land Development Regulations based on the size 
of the development and distance to the existing system, the available capacity in the system, and the 
utility's rules allowing connection to the system.  

The development shall connect to Sarasota County’s central wastewater system.  The Developer shall 
participate with Sarasota County, who may oversize wastewater infrastructure to serve adjoining areas using 
existing adopted Capital Improvement Project funds in support of system wide improvements.  Development 
shall remain responsible for any onsite and off-site improvements necessary to accommodate flows from the 
proposed project. 

WATER Policy 1.5.1.  

No construction permit shall be issued for new development which will result in an increase in demand 
upon deficient wastewater treatment facilities prior to the completion of improvements needed to 
bring the facility up to adopted level of service standards, unless provided for by existing State and 
County laws.  

Prior to issuance of construction authorization for any phase, the development shall demonstrate that 
adequate capacity exists within the current wastewater collection system.  The development shall provide 
hydraulic calculations, lift station optimization plans, and other supporting documents with each phase of 
the project in order to demonstrate that adopted level of service standards will be maintained in accordance 
with State and County laws. 
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WATER Policy 2.5.3.  

Sanitary Sewer Level of Service:  

1. Minimum average daily flow to be treated from domestic units shall be 200 gallons per Equivalent 
Dwelling Unit per day; and  

2. Wastewater effluent shall meet standards defined by state law, permit requirements of the Florida 
Department of Environmental Protection, and County Ordinance when discharged to groundwater 
or surface water in the County.  

The proposed amendment would support the development of up to 5,000 Equivalent Dwelling Units (EDU’s). 
This equates to a potential wastewater flow generation of 1,000,000 gpd (gallons per day) at build out. 
Currently adequate treatment capacity exists to serve the development. However, capacity can only be 
reserved upon the payment of the appropriate utility fees and charges.  

WATER Policy 3.2.3.  

The County shall continue to require new development to connect to central water systems consistent 
with the requirements contained in the Land Development Regulations, based on the size of the 
development and distance to the existing system, if the capacity is available in the system and the 
Utility's rules allow connection to the system.  

The development shall connect to the County’s existing potable water system in accordance with State and 
County rules and regulations. The developer will be responsible for providing the on-site and off-site 
infrastructure required to serve the development. The water distribution system shall be extended in a 
manner that minimizes dead ends by providing a looped system to minimize the need for the flushing of 
water lines. Each phase will need to accommodate service to adjoining areas so that water mains can be 
looped or interconnected to form a water supply network. The County may require the oversize of certain 
potable water infrastructure improvements using existing adopted Capital Improvement Project funds in 
support of system wide improvements that will be installed by the developer during one or more phase of 
development.  

WATER Policy 3.3.4.  

New development shall prioritize meeting irrigation needs through (1) demand management 
strategies, (2) reclaimed water, if available, (3) rain water or stormwater, and finally, (4) community 
ground water wells.  

Reclaimed Water Service is currently not available to serve the proposed development.  Per Water Policy 
3.3.4, the development is encouraged to use demand management strategies and alternative water supplies 
in order to satisfy irrigation water demands.  

WATER Objective 3.5.  

Ensure that the issuance of development permits shall be conditioned upon adequate potable water 
capacity.  

Prior to site plan approval or issuance of construction authorization for each phase of development, the 
developer shall demonstrate that adequate capacity exists within the current potable water distribution 
system and that the proposed waterlines have been designed in accordance with State and County rules and 
regulations.  

WATER Policy 3.5.4.  

Potable Water Level of Service:  

1. System capacity shall be based on 250 gallons per Equivalent Dwelling Unit per day based on peak 
flow plus the maintenance of minimum fire flow standards.  
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2. Minimum potable water quality shall be as defined by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 
except where the State, or County may impose stricter standards. 

The proposed amendment would support the development of up to 5,000 Equivalent Dwelling Units (EDU’s). 
This equates to a potential potable water demand of 1,250,000 gpd (gallons per day) at build out.  Adequate 
potable water supplies will exist to serve the development with the completion of the Fruitville Rd Pumping 
Station.   However, capacity can only be reserved upon the payment of the appropriate utility fees and 
charges. 

STAFF REVIEW 

Sarasota County Public Utilities Planning Division has reviewed proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment, 
CPA-2022-B and has no objections.    

ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED 

1) No issues identified at this time. 
 
 
(3) ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION STAFF COMENTS 

(a) Resource Protection: Staff of Sarasota County’s Environmental Protection Division (EPD) has reviewed 
this proposal to create a new Resource Management Area (RMA) - Village Transition Zone (VTZ) and a Large-
Scale Map Amendment to change the RMA designation of property from Hamlet to VTZ. EPD has no objection 
to the proposed changes due to the new RMA designation will not change/affect any Environmental or 
Greenway: Goals, Objectives or Policies found in the Comprehensive Plan. EPD staff will continue to review 
submitted development proposals to insure consistency with native habitat and listed species policies, open 
space requirements, and protection requirements for grand trees. 
 
(b) Air and Water Quality: Staff of Sarasota County’s Environmental Protection Division/Air & Water Quality 
(A&WQ) has reviewed this proposal to create a new Resource Management Area (RMA) - Village Transition 
Zone (VTZ) and a Large-Scale Map Amendment to change the RMA designation of property from Hamlet to 
VTZ. A&WQ has no objection to the proposed changes as the proposed RMA designation will not 
change/affect any applicable Water Resources: Goals, Objectives or Policies found in the Comprehensive 
Plan. A&WQ staff will continue to review submitted development proposals. 
 
(4) PUBLIC WORKS/TRANSPORTATION PLANNING STAFF COMMENTS 
 
OVERVIEW 
The Applicant is proposing a text amendment to the Future Land Use Chapter of the Sarasota County 
Comprehensive Plan, 2050 Resource Management Area (RMA), and Unified Development Code (UDC) to 
create a new RMA designation, the Village Transition Zone (VTZ). The amendment will change density 
components of the ±4,120 acres of parcels located north of Fruitville Road and east of Lorraine Road to allow 
up to 5,000 dwelling units on the subject parcel.  
 
TRIP GENERATION AND IMPACT ANALYSIS 
Table 1 shows the daily trip generation potential under the adopted and proposed land use designations in the 
comprehensive plan amendment. It is expected that the potential daily trips will increase by approximately 
31,610 trips per day and increase by 3,151 trips during the PM peak hour. 
 
Table 1. Trip Generation Comparison for CPA 2022-B 



37

 
  

  
Net New Trips 

Scenario Land Use Intensity Daily PM Peak 

Existing 
Designation 

Residential Single-Family  
Housing (LUC 210) 1,648 du 15,540 1,549 

     

Proposed 
Designation 

Residential Single-Family  
Housing (LUC 210) 5,000 du 47,150 4,700 

Trip Increase Potential: 31,610 3,151 

Based on the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation, 11th Ed. 
 
The Applicant submitted a traffic impact study evaluating the level of service of roadways within the study 
area. The short-range (2027) conditions analysis was based on traffic volume counts collected in May of 2022 
and adjusted to 2027 conditions using a calculated annual growth rate plus vested trips from Hi Hat Ranch 
development. The existing traffic counts collected by the consultant, Stantec, for Fruitville Road east of 
Lorraine Road were high as compared to the model generated 2045 volume. The collected 2022 volumes are 
consistent with County data collected in 2021. The results of the analysis are summarized in Table 2. The 
2027 traffic conditions indicate that the following roadway segments will operate below the adopted level of 
service standard for background traffic: 
 

Fruitville Road: Sarasota Center Boulevard to Lorraine Road,  
Fruitville Road: Lorraine Road to North-South Roadway B; and 
Fruitville Road: North-South Roadway B to Bourneside Boulevard. 

 
Widening the segment of Fruitville Road from Sarasota Center Boulevard to Bourneside Boulevard from two 
(2) lanes to four (4) lanes will mitigate capacity deficiencies. However, the segments of Fruitville Road from 
Lorraine Road to Bourneside Boulevard are currently restricted to two lanes per Comprehensive Plan VOS 
Policy 5.3. Capacity improvements for any segment of Fruitville Road from Lorraine Road to Verna Road from 
two (2) lanes to four (4) lanes require text and map amendments to the Comprehensive Plan (i.e., VOS Policy 5.3, 
Table 10.5 and Thoroughfare Plan Maps 10-8 and 10-9.). An amendment to the VOS Policy 5.3 and related table 
and maps is currently being processed (CPA 2021-G).  
 
The analysis of long-range roadway conditions was based on the estimated volume from the Florida Standard 
Urban Transportation Model Structure (FSUTMS) program for Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) 
District 1 and an estimated 1% growth rate. The Sarasota-Manatee Metropolitan Planning Organization's 
2045 Transportation Cost Feasible Plan model data were used for base input information. The proposed 
development was added to the 2045 estimated volume and the generalized level of service analysis was 
performed. A summary of the analysis is shown in Table 3. According to the FDOT District 1 model, the long-
range condition analysis indicates the following roadway segments will operate below the adopted level of 
service standard: 
 

Fruitville Road: Lorraine Road to North-South Roadway B; 
Fruitville Road: North-South Roadway B to Bourneside Boulevard; 
North-South Roadway B: University Parkway to Fruitville Road; and 
and University Parkway: Lakewood Ranch Boulevard to Lorraine Road. 
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PLANNED ROAD NETWORK 
 
Fruitville Road from Sarasota Center Boulevard to Lorraine Road is a designated four-lane major arterial in 
the Future Thoroughfare Plan. Design for the roadway widening improvement is funded in the Sarasota 
County Five-Year Capital Improvement Program (CIP) Project #95853. Construction funding for this project is 
not within the 5-year CIP, however, it is a proposed project for Surtax IV if passed in the November 
referendum. 
 
Lorraine Road from Fruitville Road to Palmer Boulevard is a designated four-lane minor arterial in the Future 
Thoroughfare Plan. Design improvements for the “gap” roadway segment is funded in the Sarasota County 
Five-Year Capital Improvement Program (CIP) #95832. Construction funding for this project is not within the 
5-year CIP, however, it is a proposed project for Surtax IV if passed in the November referendum 
 
I-75 and Fruitville Road interchange improvement to add lanes is within the FDOT Five-Year Work Program 
(FPN #420613-2) for Fiscal Year 2027. 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
Short-Range Conditions 
 
According to the short-range generalized level of service analysis: 
 

Fruitville Road: Sarasota Center Boulevard to Lorraine Road,  
Fruitville Road: Lorraine Road to North-South Roadway B; and 
Fruitville Road: North-South Roadway B to Bourneside Boulevard 

 
are expected to operate below the adopted level of service. The roadway segment deficiencies for the short-
range analysis occur with and without the proposed amendment.  The capacity improvement needed to mitigate 
background traffic in the short-range consist of widening Fruitville Road from Sarasota Center Boulevard to 
Lorraine Road from two (2) lanes to four (4) lanes. Fruitville Road from Lorraine Road to Bourneside Boulevard is 
built to its ultimate thoroughfare configuration. 
 
Long-Range Conditions 
 
The long-range analysis indicates the roadway segments of: 
 

Fruitville Road: Lorraine Road to North-South Roadway B; 
Fruitville Road: North-South Roadway B to Bourneside Boulevard; 
North-South Roadway B: University Parkway to Fruitville Road; and 
and University Parkway: Lakewood Ranch Boulevard to Lorraine Road will operate below the adopted 
level of service standard. 
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 Table 2. Comprehensive Plan Amendment Short Range (2027) Conditions Analysis 

 

Road Limits Lanes 

Adopted 
Standards1 2022 

Volume
1 

Background 
Traffic2 5-Year 

Project 
Traffic 

2027 
Total 

Traffic 

2027 
LOS 

 

 Service 
Volume LOS Volum

e LOS  

 
East-West 
Roadway 

B 

Bourneside 
Boulevard to Verna 
Road 

2 1,510 C N/A 213 C 47 260 C  

 

Fruitville 
Road 

Sarasota Center 
Boulevard to 
Lorraine Road 

2 1,057 C 1,756 2,490 F 112 2,602 F  

 
Lorraine Road to 
North-South 
Roadway B 

2 1,057 C 1,051 1,428 F 111 1,539 F  

 

North-South 
Roadway B to 
Bourneside 
Boulevard 

2 1,057 C 1,0513 1,352 F 192 1,544 F  

 North-
South 

Roadway 
B 

University Parkway 
to Fruitville Road 2 1,510 C N/A 279 C 786 1,065 C  

 Fruitville Road to Bee 
Ridge Road 2 1,510 C N/A 586 C 57 643 C  

 

University 
Parkway 

 

I-75 to Lake Osprey 
Drive 8 7,571 D 4,584 5,417 C 240 5,657 C  

 
Lake Osprey Drive to 
Town Center 
Parkway 

6 5,121 D 3,369 4,024 C 249 4,276 C  

 

Town Center 
Parkway to 
Lakewood Ranch 
Boulevard 

6 5,121 D 3,073 3,701 C 280 3,981 C  

 
Lakewood Ranch 
Boulevard to 
Lorraine Road 

4 3,401 D 2,107 2,622 C 348 2,970 C  

 
Lorraine Road to 
Bourneside 
Boulevard 

2 1,600 D 367 479 C 431 910 C  

 
1. Based on Generalized Level of Service Analysis 
2.  Based on Transportation Analysis submitted by Stantec dated June 2022 
3. Existing traffic counts from the traffic study is very high and compares to County data for 2021.  
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 Table 3. Comprehensive Plan Amendment Long Range (2045) Conditions Analysis 

 

Road Limits Lanes 

Adopted 
Standards1 2045 

Volume
2 

Background 
Traffic2 Project 

Traffic3 

2045 
Total 

Traffic
2,3 

2045 
LOS 

 

 Service 
Volume LOS Volum

e LOS  

 East-West 
Roadway B 

Bourneside 
Boulevard to Verna 
Road 

2 1,510 C 56 N/A 90 146 C  

 

Fruitville 
Road 

Sarasota Center 
Boulevard to 
Lorraine Road 

44 3,249 C 2,499 N/A 213 2,712 C  

 
Lorraine Road to 
North-South 
Roadway B 

2 1,057 C 1,926 N/A 211 2,137 F  

 

North-South 
Roadway B to 
Bourneside 
Boulevard 

2 1,057 C 894 N/A 364 1,258 F  

 North-
South 

Roadway B/ 
Bourneside 
Boulevard 

University Parkway 
to Fruitville Road 2 1,510 C 244 N/A 1,495 1,739 F  

 Fruitville Road to 
Bee Ridge Road 2 1,510 C 322 N/A 108 430 C  

 

University 
Parkway 

 

I-75 to Lake Osprey 
Drive 8 7,571 D 6,740 N/A 456 7,196 C  

 
Lake Osprey Drive 
to Town Center 
Parkway 

6 5,121 D 3,203 N/A 474 3,677 C  

 

Town Center 
Parkway to 
Lakewood Ranch 
Boulevard 

6 5,121 D 3,717 N/A 532 4,249 C  

 
Lakewood Ranch 
Boulevard to 
Lorraine Road 

4 3,401 D 3,513 N/A 661 4,174 F  

 
Lorraine Road to 
Bourneside 
Boulevard 

2 1,600 D 583 N/A 820 1,403 C  

 

1. Based on Generalized Level of Service Analysis 
2. Based on FSUTMS output for the year 2045 
3. Based on Transportation Analysis submitted by Stantec dated June 2022 
4. 2045 Future Thoroughfare Lane designation 
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D. OLD MIAKKA NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN ANALYSIS 

In 2006 County staff and the community of Old Miakka worked together to develop the “Old Miakka 
Neighborhood Plan.” This aspirational plan laid out basic goals that the community desired to aid in 
preserving the rural and agricultural heritage of northeastern Sarasota County as the County grows and 
expands eastward. Through input, the Neighborhood Plan identified major issues for the community which 
included: 

Explore a multipurpose trail (network) for the area 
Restore native plants to the area (remove invasive species, create a more “natural” landscape, 
identify canopy roads, and planting of wildflowers along roadways) 
Limit commercial sites to specifically designated areas (support local farmers market at the old 
schoolhouse, restore and operate old grocery store on Myakka Road) 
Support educational opportunities to aid the public and youth in understanding the importance of 
rural and agricultural lands and heritage 
Mitigate stormwater runoff and increase drainage opportunities in the region 
Calm traffic on Fruitville and Myakka Roads 

These issues were further articulated in a Concept Map, as well as aspirational goals and charts of “Wants” 
and “Do Not Wants.” 

(a) CONCEPT MAP: The Concept Map that was included in the Neighborhood Plan (Attached) is intended to 
illustrate and summarize the major elements of the Neighborhood Plan, with rural character preservation 
serving as the community’s primary focus. Development concerns and activities preserving and enhancing 
the natural features was also a large component.  

The Concept Plan indicates the designation of the Rural Heritage Estates Overlay/Consideration Area. The 
Rural Heritage Estates is a 2050 RMA that serves to protect the existing rural character of areas outside of 
the USB and the established large lot development within the designated Rural Heritage Estates RMA. The 
Concept Map does appear to denote the Rural Heritage Estates RMA areas. as designated in the 2050 Plans. 
It does not, however cover the Lakewood Ranch Southeast properties, which had a 2050 “Hamlet” 
designation at the time.  

Another focus of the Concept Map was on the O’Neil property, which was being supported for acquisition as 
a passive nature park with trails (which it has become). This property lies eastward and not adjacent to the 
Lakewood Ranch Southeast properties. 

The Concept Map also indicates approximate areas for the planting of roadside vegetation and tree clusters, 
the location of a potential community garden and the locations of historic buildings that need protection and 
could possibly be put to some public or possible commercial use. All of the indicated areas lie deeper into the 
community and south and east of Fruitville Road and are not directly adjacent to any area proposed for 
development within the Lakewood Ranch Southeast DOCC. Another Map, located in Appendix B of the 
Neighborhood Plan, shows the potential locations for future trails. Note that there are no trails indicated on 
the majority of private properties that comprise the proposed Lakewood Ranch Southeast DOCC 
development (there does appear to be one proposed small trail at the extreme southwest corner of the 
proposed VTZ). In fact, the Concept Map essentially proposes no aspirations for the private properties that 
comprise Lakewood Ranch Southeast, other than possibly hinting that these private properties should remain 
rural in nature (not directly stated). The focus of the Concept Map appears to be placed more upon the 
historic community south and east of the proposed VTZ properties. 

(b) Goals of the Neighborhood Plan: The Neighborhood Plan also outlined a series of aspirational goals for 
the community, which are: 
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(1) Rural Character Preservation – This topic, according to the Plan, has a lot to do with encroaching 
development. The neighborhood desires developments that harmonize with the natural, agricultural, and 
rural surroundings. Establishment of a Rural Heritage Overlay District would apply to any development in the 
designated Rural Heritage Area that was not taking advantage of the 2050 Plan’s provisions for Villages and 
Hamlets. No specific Overlay has been completed as of this writing however, the Rural Heritage RMA does 
provide guidance on these established large-lot parts of the County. 

Interestingly, the Neighborhood Plan does not propose the use of grants or other funding sources, or other 
methods, to acquire, maintain, or preserve large acreage of rural/agricultural lands in the Plan area, other 
than the O’Neil property, which has since become a Sarasota County parks facility. 

(2) Mitigate Development Impacts – According to the Neighborhood Plan, new development is an issue for 
old Miakka residents, and the desire is to remain rural in nature. Noted is the expected impact of the 2050 
RMA to contain “sprawling” development. One particular concern was with the impact of encroaching 
development on area drainage. Although standing water is expected in this area at times because of its 
geography and geology, there was a concern that nearby development was exacerbating the issue. One of 
the action items under this goal is to require all future developments to utilize the Upper Myakka Watershed 
study when development is planned. This is now being done and has been done for the proposed Lakewood 
Ranch Southeast VTZ and DOCC/MDO process. A second proposed action item was to work with 
organizations to create natural traffic calming methods such as the planting of wildflowers and native 
vegetation rather than traffic lights, etc. Maintenance of “dark skies” was a third action item that was focused 
primarily on new development in the area that did not utilize 2050 such as new church structures. 

(3) The third aspirational goal was to identify projects that expand rural and agricultural opportunities so that 
people can get involved or experience what rural heritage and agricultural lifestyles mean. Action items 
included the re-opening of the O’Neil property for limited public use, which has been accomplished. Other 
action items included donation of the Rawls Road firehouse to the community and creation of a community 
garden on schoolhouse property. 

(4) Goal 4 is to provide and promote facilities, programs, and public events that reinforce the historic integrity 
of Old Miakka that includes burial mounds, the Crowley Museum, historic architecture. Much has been 
preserved, such as the Old School House, but the plan notes a potential for more. In this instance, an 
aspirational action item did involve the use of grants and other funding sources to acquire, maintain, and 
preserve the historical aspects of the community. A second action item was to secure a Special Exception to 
allow for a farmers’ market at the Old School House. Lakewood Ranch Southeast should not impact these 
aspirations and, in fact, will bring new populations to the area that can experience, learn from, and enjoy the 
historic character of the Old Miakka lands. 

(5) Goal 5 was to create opportunities conducive to native landscape implementation and education. Action 
items included an invasive plant removal program, a roadside planting initiative, and requiring the use of 
native landscaping in new developments. Lakewood Ranch Southeast will be removing invasive species as 
part of the DOCC/MDO development phases, and the planting of native plants is encouraged. 

Finally, the Neighborhood Plan contains a listing of “Wants” and “Do Not Wants” for the community. “Wants” 
include: 

 
Multi-Use Trails – As noted previously, Appendix B of the Neighborhood Plan promoted trails in many 
portions of the Old Miakka area, but trails were absent from the properties that comprise Lakewood 
Ranch Southeast. The DOCC/MDO for the project and subsequent approval of development phases 
will show multimodal facilities throughout the development. 
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Wildlife Corridors – Habitat and corridors for wildlife will be established at the DOCC/MDO and 
subsequent development phases. 
Change Mowing Schedule to allow wildflower blooms – Not a requirement for the proposed 
Lakewood Ranch Southeast project. 
Dark Sky Initiative – May be addressed, as necessary, at future development phases of the 
DOCC/MDO project. 
Renovate Old Grocery Store – Not applicable to the VTZ. 
Allow agricultural use subdivision – The VTZ is being developed on private property and will 
represent an extension of the Lakewood Ranch community. No major farming activities are expected 
to occur on these lands as they develop. 
Allow 4-H uses in conservation portions of hamlets – The VTZ, if approved, is a transition between 
village and hamlet densities. There will still be hamlet properties available in the northeastern part 
of the County for such an initiative. 
Preservation of wildlife and ground cover – Through greenways, greenbelts and other actions, the 
movement of wildlife will continue to occur and be preserved as best possible. The reference in this 
item to firearms is unclear. 
Encourage re-planting of lots – This appears to be an attempt to re-vegetate existing properties to 
something similar to their original canopy based upon historic aerials, etc. Lakewood Ranch 
Southeast will be developed on private property that is primarily either pasture-land or some 
greenway habitat type. Landscaping will be required per code but will not be required to meet 
historical vegetation levels. 
Encourage native plants along chain link fences – Buffering within the VTZ will be placed as is 
required by County Code. 
Encourage Canopy Trees – There are areas in Old Miakka where enough canopy exists to achieve the 
canopy street designation. Through plantings within the development as approved, perhaps one day 
the trees will achieve the size and shading to reach this designation. The majority of the developable 
area in the VTZ is improved pasture. 
Allow Farmers Market at the School House – Not applicable to the VTZ. 
Allow individual temporary farm stands – No commercial is proposed within the VTZ area, so no 
farm stands are anticipated on this specific property.  
Legalize Guest Houses – County Code and the Comprehensive Plan support guest houses with 
agricultural themes. Such commercial uses are not anticipated within the VTZ area. 
10-acre lot split (go back to the way it was before) – The VTZ will be located on private property and 
with subsequent Board approvals can develop in a manner as approved with appropriate lot sizes for 
the development. 
Quality Roads (LOS on all roads) – The County strives to maintain and enhance LOS standards on all 
roads. In fact, based upon decreasing levels of service on some northeast county roadways CPA 2021-
G examines the needs for improvements, which are greatly influenced by traffic crossing into the 
County from development in Manatee County. 
Mitigate Stormwater and Drainage Issues – The VTZ development will be subject to the mitigation 
and drainage requirements specific to the Upper Cow Pen Slough and Upper Myakka River/Howard 
Creek drainage basins. 

The “Do Not Wants” listed in the Neighborhood Plan include: 

No motorized vehicles on multi-use trails – The trails on the VTZ will be built to accommodate what 
is allowed in adopted Code. 
No commercial paint ball facilities – The VTZ DOCC/MDO does not anticipate such a commercial use. 
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No commercial Tennis Courts - No commercial development is anticipated within the VTZ. Tennis 
courts could be part of a private club, or as part of a civic focal point within the future development, 
however. 
No commercial golf courses – It is not anticipated that commercial golf courses would be developed 
on the VTZ property. Any such development on this private property must adhere to County 
guidelines. 
Do not regulate fences – The placement of fences on the private properties within the VTZ would be 
guided by and consistent with County Code. 
No More High-Density Overlays - The VTZ represents a transitional zone and proposes 5,000 
residential units on 4,120 acres of land at a density of 1 du/acre of developable land and represents 
a transitional area for density. There is nothing in the 2050 RMA system that prohibits the creation 
of new RMA districts 

D. RECOMMENDATION 

Staff Analysis finds that Sarasota 2050 does not prohibit the creation of new and innovative 2050 RMAs, nor 
does it contain language prohibiting the movement of the “Countryside Line.” The proposed VTZ will be 
developed at density levels that transition from Village-level densities to Hamlet. The number of dwelling 
units will be capped at 5,000 dwelling units and protections of designated greenways and the buffering 
offered through project greenbelts that will surround the property should be sufficient to allow for minimal 
impacts to surrounding properties. Importantly, the VTZ is to be located only on private property that 
represents the extension of an existing community (not a new community) and will be maintained and 
operated through a Stewardship District that has been approved by the State Legislature, which will provide 
the funding and oversite needed to continue development of a quality community and the up-front provision 
of essential infrastructure to support the development. The VTZ RMA does not match the definition of urban 
sprawl as defined in the Florida Statutes. 

Staff recommends approval of CPA 2022-B.
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1.1  Comprehensive Plan Amendment Application Form 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



APPLICATION FOR COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 

FORMAL REQUEST 

Please be sure to refer to page 7 for County Charter language governing Board approval of 
Comprehensive Plan Amendments. 

PAYMENT OF FEES

Revised 3/15/2019\\us0227-ppfss01\shared_projects\215616736\planning\report\Formal APP\Submittals\LWR_SE_CPA_Submittal_4_29_22.pdf

Village Transition Zone/Greenway RMA OverlayHamlet/Greenway RMA Overlay

Text Amendment & amending Countryside Line

■
■

■

See Attached



FUTURE LAND USE MAP REVISIONS 

Existing Land Use 
1.

2.
a.

attach a description of the land uses on all surrounding properties

Availability of Public Facilities 
5.

a.

Please be sure to refer to page 7 for County Charter language governing Board approval of 
Comprehensive Plan Amendments. 

6.

Wastewater Facilities 
7.

Revised 3/15/2019\\us0227-ppfss01\shared_projects\215616736\planning\report\Formal APP\Submittals\LWR_SE_CPA_Submittal_4_29_22.pdf

See Attached 'Adjacent Uses' Exhibit and Attached Narrative

            See Attached 'FLUCCS' Exhibit 

4,120 Acres

Agricultural (office, barns, sheds, etc.); Single-family residential

■

■

■

■



8.

a.
b.

c.
d.

e.

f. 8e

Potable Water Facilities 

Revised 3/15/2019\\us0227-ppfss01\shared_projects\215616736\planning\report\Formal APP\Submittals\LWR_SE_CPA_Submittal_4_29_22.pdf

Single Family 5000 units x 250 gpd ADF/units = 1,250,000 gpd ADF
Max Daily Flow w/assumed Peak Factor of 2: ADF x 2 = 1,250,000
gpd x 2 = 2,500,000 gpd

Existing Designation (RMA Hamlet Overlay) includes 1644 dwelling units and 50,000 SF commercial

Single Family 1644 units x 200 gpd ADF/units = 328,800 gpd ADF + Commercial 50,000 SF x 120 gpd ADS/1000 SF = 6,000 gpd ADF = 334,800 gpd ADF

Peak Flow w/assumed Peak Factor of 4: ADF x 4 = 334,800 gpd x 4 = 1,339,200 gpd

Proposed Designation (RMA Village Transition Zone Overlay) includes 5,000 dwelling units

Single Family 5000 units x 200 gpd ADF/units = 1,000,000 gpd ADF

Peak Flow w/assumed Peak Factor of 4: ADF x 4 = 1,000,000 gpd x 4 = 4,000,000 gpd

Bee Ridge Water Reclamation Facility

A force main from the project to the Bee Ridge Water Reclamation facility is necessary to serve the development.

Existing Designation (RMA Hamlet Overlay) includes 1644 dwelling units and 50,000 SF commercial

Single Family 1644 units x 250 gpd ADF/units = 411,000 gpd ADF + Commercial 50,000 SF x 150 gpd ADS/1000 SF = 7,500 gpd ADF = 418,500 gpd ADF

Max Daily Flow w/assumed Peak Factor of 2: ADF x 2 = 418,500 gpd x 2 = 837,000 gpd

Proposed Designation (RMA Village Transition Zone Overlay) includes 5,000 dwelling units

A potable extension and booster pump station is currently being installed near the project. A potable line will be necessary from that booster

pump station to the project. In addition to that line, an additional supply line is anticipated from Lorraine Rd and Fruitville Rd to the booster

pump station/storage tanks. That supply line is to be provided by the Peace River Water Authority. The Applicant is not sure if that extension

is planned with the County or Peace River capital improvements budget. The "yes" box is selected below since it is likely in one or the other.

■

■
■

■

■

■

■

■



Stormwater 

YES

NO

YES

14.

Note: Hurricane Vulnerability Maps may be found at all County public libraries.  For more 
information, contact Sarasota County Emergency Management Services at 861-5

YES

Revised 3/15/2019\\us0227-ppfss01\shared_projects\215616736\planning\report\Formal APP\Submittals\LWR_SE_CPA_Submittal_4_29_22.pdf

Dona Bay and Upper Myakka River Watershed Models

Dona Bay: 49.81 Ac / 4117.53 Ac x 100 = 1.21%
UMR: 660.23 Ac / 4117.53 Ac x 100 = 16.03 %         Total Floodplain Percentage = 1.21% + 16.03% = 17.24%

15- Upper Cow Pen Slough and 21- Upper Myakka River/Howard Creek

17.24%

■

■

■

■



Transportation 
15.

a.

b.

NO NO 15c YES YES 15d

c. NO

d. YES

Revised 3/15/2019\\us0227-ppfss01\shared_projects\215616736\planning\report\Formal APP\Submittals\LWR_SE_CPA_Submittal_4_29_22.pdf

Please see Section 5: Transportation of this application package for the
Transportation Methodology Statement and Traffic Impact Study.  

Please see Section 5: Transportation of this application package for the Transportation Methodology Statement and Traffic Impact Study.

Please see Section 5: Transportation of this application package for the Transportation Methodology Statement and Traffic Impact Study.

Please see Section 5: Transportation of this application package for the Transportation Methodology Statement and Traffic Impact Study.

Please see Section 5: Transportation of this application package for the Transportation Methodology Statement and Traffic Impact Study.



Plans Affecting the Area 
16.

Neighborhood Workshop 
17.

Attach a copy of the Neighborhood Workshop newspaper advertisement, summary 
minutes of the workshop and attendance sheet. 

PLAN COMPATIBILITY 
18.
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Rezone Petition 14-15 (Lakepark Estates)

April 7, 2022 Virtual

Please see Section 2: Narrative and Consistency of this application package.



COUNTY CHARTER LANGUAGE PERTAINING TO 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENTS 
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION(S) __________________________________________________________ 

A LEGIBLE LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY IS REQUIRED.  YOUR 
PETITION CANNOT BE PROCESSED WITHOUT THIS INFORMATION. 

A TEXT VERSION OF THE LEGAL DESCRIPTION CAN BE PROVIDED ON THIS PAGE 
(ADDITIONAL PAGES IF NECESSARY). 

AN ELECTRONIC VERSION OF THE LEGAL DESCRIPTION IN MICROSOFT WORD 
MUST BE SUBMITTED ON COMPACT DISK (CD). 
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See Attached.



  

  6/22/2021 

Addendum to Formal Application 
Production and Posting of Hearing Notification Signs

 
 

Sarasota County has updated the public hearing notice signage standards to provide 
better visibility to the public and improve access to petition materials.  We are no 
longer using the yellow 3 feet wide by 2 feet high handwritten/noted signs.

The signs will be required to be professionally produced 3 feet wide by 2 feet high. 
Agents are responsible for producing and posting the notification signs for both the 
Planning Commission hearing and the Board of County Commissioners hearing.  

Planning Services will provide the agent with an electronic file of the sign design, a 
listing of design specifications, and the number of signs needed.  The agent will
arrange with the sign company of their choosing to produce the sign and arrange 
for pick-up and posting on the property.  

Projects with multiple petition types (rezone, special exception, comprehensive plan 
amendment etc.) with have separate signs for each petition type. The signage will 
have visibly clear public hearing lettering in a color pallet created for each petition 
type. For example, rezone signs are green, special exceptions are light blue, coastal 
setback variance are turquoise, comprehensive plan amendments and 
developments of critical concern are dark blue.

The signage also contains a QR code to link to the County's website. This offers 
citizens a clearer pathway to easily access information about petitions

\\us0227-ppfss01\shared_projects\215616736\planning\report\Formal APP\Submittals\LWR_SE_CPA_Submittal_4_29_22.pdf



1.2  Billable Fee Agreement Form 
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1.3  Owner Disclosure and Affidavit Forms 
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1.4  Sketch and Legal Description 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 











1.5  Exhibits 
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2.1 Introduction  
The Applicant, LWR Communities, LLC., seeks to develop its remaining lands, together with additional 
joint venture lands, consistent with market-driven densities and housing types that have developed 
throughout Lakewood Ranch over the past 25+ years. The subject property, known as “Lakewood Ranch 
Southeast”, is located east of Waterside, north of Fruitville Road, and south of the Manatee/Sarasota 
County line.  

The existing conditions of the subject property include the following: 

 Acreage: 4,120± Acres 
 Parcel IDs (18): 0179010020, 0515010010, 0515010001, 0514020001, 0514010001, 

0512030001, 0517120001, 0517010002, 0519020001, 0519010001, 0521030001, A Portion of 
0535030006, 0537010001, 0536020001, 0225001000, 0541010001, 0543010010, 0545002010 

 Existing Land Uses: Agricultural (office, barns, sheds, etc.) and single family residential 
 Future Land Use: Rural 
 Zoning: Open Use Rural (OUR), Hamlet Planned Development (HPD), and Open Use Estate (OUE-

1) 
 Resource Management Area (RMA): Hamlet and Greenway  
 Closed Petitions: Rezone Petition 14-15 (Lakepark Estates – BCC Approved), Rezone Petition 04-

02 (Ranches at Bern Creek – BCC Denied), Rezone Petition 04-07 (Myakka Ranches – BCC 
Denied), Rezone Petition 04-15 (Schwartz Farms Property – BCC Denied), Rezone Petition 02-57 
(Ranch My - Withdrawn)  

The Applicant is requesting the following: 

 Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment to create a new RMA designation, the Village Transition 
Zone (VTZ) 

 Comprehensive Plan Large-Scale Map Amendment to change the RMA designation of the 
subject property from Hamlet and Greenway to VTZ and Greenway as well as move the 
Countryside Line  

The Applicant is requesting a Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment to Chapter 8 – 2050 Resource 
Management Area to create a “Village Transition Zone” (VTZ) Resource Management Area (RMA). Please 
see Section 3 of this application package which includes the proposed text amendment language in 
strikethrough and underline. The land uses for VTZ RMA are envisioned to be primarily residential uses 
and potentially ancillary support uses such as places of worship, public safety facilities, and other civic 
uses.  Neighborhood commercial is not proposed, as the needs for commercial uses are supplied 
elsewhere in locations more conducive to the success of commercial and retail enterprise. In addition, the 
proposed project seeks to support the existing commercial development of the area such as Waterside.  

The VTZ RMA seeks to provide a more compatible development form and density transition from Village 
to Hamlet. The maximum base density will be 1 du/gross acre, including such portions of the Greenway 
RMA located within the VTZ RMA. To achieve the desired development form, the dwelling units to which 
the on-site Greenway RMA and required Open Space would otherwise be entitled will be transferred into 
the Developed Area of the property resulting in a maximum base density of 2 dwelling units per acre of 
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Developed Area. This base density may be increased by way of incentives outlined in the Comprehensive 
Plan Text Amendment, yet the development cannot exceed 5,000 dwelling units.  

The VTZ RMA will allow for a village edge community that serves as a midpoint between Village and 
Hamlet and which includes residential densities and product types that are found in the nearby 
neighborhoods of Lakewood Ranch (e.g., the Lake Club, Country Club East, the Isles, and eastern portions 
of Waterside). The intent of the VTZ RMA is to establish development parameters that are specific to the 
subject site only.  The proposed VTZ RMA requires the protection and incorporation of open space and 
environmental resources by incorporating the Greenway and through the provisions 50% open space, 
subject to a potential decrease to 43% for reduced Greenbelts. The proposed VTZ RMA also includes 
incentivized Community Housing and a development review process to facilitate more predictable 
outcomes.  

The Applicant is requesting a concurrent Comprehensive Plan Large-Scale Map Amendment to reflect 
the VTZ RMA and Greenway RMA for the subject property and to amend the Countryside Line to shift it 
to the east side of the subject property (See Section 3 of this application package). In addition, the 
Applicant will be requesting approval of a DOCC and approval of a Master Development Order/VTZ 
Master Plan for the subject property to plan for a holistic approach to the proposed large-scale 
development. In order to support the development of Lakewood Ranch Southeast, future roadway 
improvements include the construction of Bourneside Boulevard as a four-lane roadway traversing the 
property and connecting University Parkway to Fruitville Road, creating a regional corridor. 

Following approval of the Applicant’s request and consistent with the proposed Comprehensive Plan 
Amendments, it is anticipated that the subject property will be rezoned to Residential Single Family – 
2/Planned Unit Development (RSF-2/PUD) in several increments to allow for development in accordance 
with the Master Development Order/VTZ Master Plan as well as other relevant Unified Development 
Code (UDC) standards.   

The Sarasota County Commission authorized the process to consider the proposed Comprehensive Plan 
Amendments out-of-cycle on March 29, 2022. The Applicant held a Pre-Application meeting on April 7, 
2022. A Neighborhood Workshop was also held on April 7, 2022, to discuss the proposed project with 
the community.  

A rezone was approved in 2015 (Ordinance 2014-090) for Parcels 0225001000, 0541010001, 
0543010010, and 0537010001 of the subject property known as Lakepark Estates. This rezone resulted 
in those properties being zoned to Hamlet Planned Development (HPD). In the approved Development 
Concept Plan (DCP) for Lakepark Estates, parcels 0225001000 and 0541010001 are identified as 
greenway and open space. The VTZ Master Plan for the Lakewood Ranch Southeast project will propose 
that these parcels stay identified as greenway and open space consistent with what has been approved. 
The HPD rezone for the Lakepark Estates property is an implementing zoning district under the current 
Hamlet RMA and Phase One of the approved project is under construction.  The proposed Lakewood 
Ranch Southeast Comprehensive Plan Amendments will change the Hamlet RMA of these parcels to VTZ 
RMA. The current residential construction for Lakepark Estates will continue to develop as was approved 
in Site and Development for Phase One. Phase One of the Lakepark Estates project only includes single-
family residential which will be compatible with the future single-family residential development 
proposed as a part of the Lakewood Ranch Southeast VTZ RMA. Phase One of Lakepark Estates is being 
developed under the HPD zoning which has more restrictive standards than will be implemented by the 
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VTZ RMA, therefore the Phase One development (density, open space, etc.) will be compliant with the 
overall VTZ Master Plan and be able to be incorporated seamlessly. Future Phases for Lakepark Estates 
will need to rezone to RSF-2/PUD consistent with the proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments to 
allow for development in accordance with the Master Development Order/VTZ Master Plan.  

2.2 Adjacent Land Uses  
The existing land uses on the subject property include Agricultural (office, barns, sheds, etc.) and Single 
Family Residential. Adjacent existing land uses include the following (See map: Adjacent Uses): 

North: Water and Sewer Utility; Residential; Agriculture 

West: Agriculture; Residential 

South: Agriculture; Residential; Manufacturing or Scientific  

East: Agriculture; Vacant; Residential 

2.3 Unified Development Code (UDC) Consistency  
This section demonstrates that this application, which includes a request for a Comprehensive Plan Text 
Amendment and a Comprehensive Plan Large-Scale Map Amendment, is consistent with Section 94-84 
of the UDC.  

a. Identification of all proposed changes to the Comprehensive Plan; 

The Applicant is requesting the following: 

 Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment to create a new RMA designation, the Village Transition 
Zone (VTZ) 

 Comprehensive Plan Large-Scale Map Amendment to change the RMA designation of the subject 
property from Hamlet and Greenway to VTZ and Greenway as well as move the Countryside Line  

 
See Section 2.1 above for more details of the proposed changes to the Comprehensive Plan.  
 

b. All data and maps required to meet the submittal requirements for Comprehensive Plan 
amendments outlined in F.S. § 163.3168; 

All data and maps required to meet the submittal requirements for a Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
are included in this Formal Application.  

c. Justification for the proposed amendment including a statement of consistency with the 
Comprehensive Plan; 

The purpose of the Applicant’s requests is to implement an alternative form of development that 
supports and incorporates elements of existing Lakewood Ranch, encouraging the extension of that 
form of development on the subject property. Please see Section 2.4 below for the consistency analysis 
with the Comprehensive Plan.  
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d. Disclosure of ownership or other interest in any property proposed for redesignation, including an 
affidavit of ownership; 

The required Disclosure of Ownership and Owner Affidavit forms are included in this Formal Application.  

e. Summary of the findings of the neighborhood workshop held on the proposed amendment 
pursuant to subsection (a)3 of this section; 

A Neighborhood Workshop was held on April 7, 2022, to discuss the proposed project with the 
community. See Section 4 of this application package for the Neighborhood Workshop materials and 
findings.  

f. The fee required by Section 94-89; and 

The fee required has been submitted as a part of this Formal Application.  

g. Any additional information deemed necessary by the Planning Department. 

Any additional information deemed necessary by the Planning Department has been included as a part 
of this Formal Application.  

2.4 Comprehensive Plan Consistency  
The proposed Comprehensive Plan Large-Scale Map Amendment and Text Amendment both recognize 
and address the unique location, characteristics, and features of the Lakewood Ranch Southeast 
property. With the proposed addition of the new VTZ RMA category and its corresponding policy 
language, it is acknowledged that certain existing policies within Chapter 8 – 2050 Resource 
Management Area are no longer applicable. Therefore, an evaluation of certain applicable goals, 
objectives, and policies in other sections of the Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan are provided 
below to demonstrate consistency between existing and proposed language, consistent with Chapter 
163 F.S. 

The proposed development is consistent with the intent, goals, objectives, policies, guiding principles 
and programs of the Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan including but not limited to the following:  

 Chapter 1 – Environment 

ENV Objective 1.2 Protection of Resources: Protect environmental resources during land use changes 
and establishment of urban services. 

The proposed Comprehensive Plan amendments propose preservation of 50% open space including the 
general preservation of lands designated as a 2050 Greenway RMA, which have an existing conservation 
easement, wetlands, and other native habitats. Open Space may be reduced to 43% for reduced 
greenbelts.  

ENV Objective 1.3 Habitat Connectivity: Preserve a network of habitat connectivity across the 
landscape that ensures adequate representation of native habitats suitable to support the functions 
and values of all ecological communities. 

The proposed VTZ RMA includes provisions for significant open space within the subject property. 
Residential development will be clustered and designed in a manner to minimize the disruption of 

\\us0227-ppfss01\shared_projects\215616736\planning\report\Formal APP\Submittals\LWR_SE_CPA_Submittal_4_29_22.pdf



6 
 

habitat connectivity throughout and adjacent to the site. The location of areas designated for habitat 
preservation and open space will be guided by the Sarasota County 2050 Greenway RMA map including 
attention to connectivity between Greenway-designated areas across the subject property’s landscape.  

 Chapter 2 – Parks, Preserves, and Recreation 

PARKS Objective 1.1 Recreation Level of Service (LOS): Acquire, develop, maintain, protect and 
enhance parks, preserves and recreation facilities, consistent with the needs and interests of Sarasota 
County’s population and based on financial feasibility to operate and maintain the parks. 

The proposed VTZ Master Plan and information included as a part of the DOCC will showcase how the 
proposed project will incorporate onsite recreational and preservation areas.  

PARKS Objective 1.2 Compatibility and Sustainability: Ensure that parks, preserves and facilities are 
compatible with surrounding land uses, the Sarasota 2050 Plan, and the natural environment. 

The proposed amendment will ensure that the subject property will provide 43% to 50% of its gross 
acreage to Open Space. Uses within the Open Space include, but are not limited to natural habitat, 
improved pastures, stormwater facilities, water storage facilities, public or private park facilities, and 
trails. These uses will work to balance the preservation of ecologically sensitive areas, specifically within 
the Greenway RMA, and recreational/park needs of the community, residents, and surrounding 
neighbors.  

Chapter 7 – Future Land Use 

FLU Goal 3: Encourage development where public facilities are provided or scheduled to be available. 

The Lakewood Ranch Southeast property will utilize the Lakewood Ranch Stewardship District to 
construct needed public facilities including roads throughout the site.  

Existing public facilities servicing the subject property include but are not limited to: educational 
facilities (Tatum Ridge Elementary School, McIntosh Middle School, Booker High School; Fruitville 
library), recreational facilities/parks (Old Miakka Preserve, Celery Fields Regional Stormwater Facility), 
and emergency facilities (Fire Department – Station 10, Doctors Hospital). 

FLU Goal 4: Promote orderly development through the establishment of innovative regulatory 
platforms that meet the needs of a growing and changing population. 

The proposed VTZ RMA seeks to provide an appropriate development form and density transition 
between the existing Village and Hamlet RMA overlay zones. The intent of the VTZ RMA is to establish 
development parameters that are specific to the subject site only, given the unique characteristics of the 
site and the needs of the County’s growing population. Proposed development is intended to be a 
balanced and compatible extension of the existing Lakewood Ranch community. The proposed density 
that is contemplated in the new policy language provides a thoughtful transition from higher density, 
more urban development of Village, to the more rural density that exists further east. This transition is 
consistent with limiting urban sprawl and preserving the rural character of the community. 

The subject property will also undergo an extensive planning process, known as a DOCC application, in 
order to ensure orderly and resilient development with an increased focus on collaboration across 
varied disciplines and the community.   
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Chapter 9 – Housing 

HOU Objective 1.1 Housing Creation: Encourage the market to provide ample diversity in housing 
types and affordability levels to accommodate present and future housing need of Sarasota County 
residents. 

The proposed VTZ RMA will allow for Lakewood Ranch Southeast to be developed as an extension of the 
Lakewood Ranch community; thus, the subject property will provide housing types that are 
complimentary to those that exist in the surrounding area. Additionally, the proposed Comprehensive 
Plan Amendments offer an option to allow the inclusion of Community Housing to accommodate 
individuals and families from diverse income levels and offer a variety of housing types. 

HOU Policy 1.1.4: Establish and maintain residential development standards that support housing 
production while promoting the vitality of established neighborhoods. 

The proposed amendment will allow the subject property to be developed as a compatible and 
complementary extension of the highly demanded Lakewood Ranch community. Lakewood Ranch 
Southeast will increase the County’s housing production, while also promoting the vitality of established 
neighborhoods through connected street and trail networks, open space, unified signage, wayfinding, 
and more.  

HOU Objective 1.2 Community Housing: Community Housing: Increase the supply of housing 
affordable to households with an income of 120 percent or less of the AMI. 

The proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments include language for incentivized Community Housing 
to accommodate individuals and families from diverse income levels and offer a variety of housing 
types. 

HOU Objective 1.5 Neighborhoods: Conserve and improve housing, neighborhoods and the health of 
residents throughout Sarasota County. 

Due to current and future population growth, housing in Sarasota County is in high demand. The 
Lakewood Ranch Southeast property will act as an extension of the successful Lakewood Ranch 
community and provide a maximum of 5,000 residential units to a highly demanded area; thus, 
improving the County’s housing stock. 

 Chapter 10 – Transportation 

TRAN Objective 1.3 Interconnected Transportation System: Sarasota County shall provide for a safe, 
convenient, energy efficient, interconnected, multi-modal (land, air, water-based) transportation 
system. 

The proposed project will incorporate connected street and trail networks. In order to support the 
development of Lakewood Ranch Southeast, future roadway improvements include the construction of 
Bourneside Boulevard, a roadway traversing the property and connecting University Parkway to 
Fruitville Road.  

TRAN Policy 1.4.4: Maintain provisions in the Zoning Ordinance to encourage unified developments to 
provide for bicycle and pedestrian facilities in their plans consistent with guidelines and standards 
contained in the Land Development Regulations. 
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The proposed project will incorporate bicycle and pedestrian facilities, including sidewalks and multi-
modal trails.  

Chapter 11 – Economic Development  

ECON Objective 2.2: Support practices that encourage the attraction and development of a workforce 
that is younger, inclusive and diverse. 

The proposed VTZ RMA will encourage the Lakewood Ranch Southeast property to develop in a way that 
positively contributes to the County’s housing stock, supporting the current and future local workforce 
(Waterside, Lakewood Ranch Corporate Park, etc.).  

 Chapter 12 – Watershed Management 

WATER Objective 1.3: Ensure that development and redevelopment provides for adequate 
stormwater management. 

At the time of development, the property will provide for adequate stormwater management including 
the incorporation of stormwater ponds.  

WATER Objective 2.5: Ensure that the issuance of development permits shall be conditioned upon 
adequate sanitary sewer service capacity. 

At the time of development, the property will provide for adequate sanitary sewer service capacity.  

WATER Objective 3.5: Ensure that the issuance of development permits shall be conditioned upon 
adequate potable water capacity. 

At the time of development, the property will provide for adequate potable water capacity.   

2.5 Florida Statutes Consistency  
Per F.S. 163.3177, the future land use element and any amendment to the future land use element shall 
discourage the proliferation of urban sprawl. The primary indicators that a plan amendment does not 
discourage the proliferation of urban sprawl are listed below. The Applicant has included an evaluation 
of the presence of these indicators in order to determine whether the plan amendment: 

(I) Promotes, allows, or designates for development substantial areas of the jurisdiction to develop 
as low-intensity, low-density, or single-use development or uses. 

The proposed development will include primarily residential uses with potentially ancillary support uses 
such as places of worship, public safety facilities, and other civic uses.  The proposed project is being 
designed in a manner intending to encourage a durable and successful extension of the Lakewood Ranch 
Community in Sarasota County. By incorporating a new 2050 RMA designation, Village Transition Zone, 
the subject property will have the opportunity to develop in a denser and more compatible manner, 
compared to how it may have developed under existing regulations. Additionally, the property’s 
location, which is adjacent to existing public facilities and commercial corridors, indicates that future 
residents will be able to access and support the surrounding community. 
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(II) Promotes, allows, or designates significant amounts of urban development to occur in rural areas 
at substantial distances from existing urban areas while not using undeveloped lands that are 
available and suitable for development. 

Lakewood Ranch Southeast is located near existing commercial corridors and other similar residential 
developments. Public facilities can also be extended to serve the site efficiently. As the County continues 
to grow, and housing demands remain high, smart growth in the proposed manner, at a transitional 
density that is compatible with existing uses and densities adjacent to the subject property, will promote 
sustainable development in an area that is appropriate for this form of development.  

(III) Promotes, allows, or designates urban development in radial, strip, isolated, or ribbon patterns 
generally emanating from existing urban developments. 

Adjacent residential developments, such as Waterside to the west and Lakewood Ranch to the north, 
include several of the attributes proposed for this project; thus, the subject property is intending to act 
as an appropriate addition to the housing market in the area, without following an isolating or sprawling 
development pattern. This is an extension and transition from west to east and north to south.  

(IV) Fails to adequately protect and conserve natural resources, such as wetlands, floodplains, native 
vegetation, environmentally sensitive areas, natural groundwater aquifer recharge areas, lakes, 
rivers, shorelines, beaches, bays, estuarine systems, and other significant natural systems. 

The proposed project will be developed in a manner that protects and conserves the natural resources 
present on the land. The proposed amendments include specific provisions outlining the subject 
property’s commitment to preservation of 43% to 50% open space. Open space will include land 
designated as a 2050 Greenway RMA, greenbelts, wetlands, native habitats, and other significant 
natural systems. Additionally, comprehensive environmental analysis and compliance with all relevant 
County regulations will ensure the subject property develops in a matter that supports environmental 
sustainability.   

(V) Fails to adequately protect adjacent agricultural areas and activities, including silviculture, active 
agricultural and silvicultural activities, passive agricultural activities, and dormant, unique, and prime 
farmlands and soils. 

The proposed development plans include a variety of mechanisms seeking to ensure compatibility with 
all surrounding areas, including existing agricultural spaces. Greenbelts, the permanent buffer 
surrounding the proposed development, will ensure the appropriate separation between adjacent 
agricultural and residential properties. Moreover, proposed site design and development will align with 
relevant County regulations to protect agricultural areas.  

(VI) Fails to maximize use of existing public facilities and services. 

The proposed development is intended to maximize the use of existing public facilities and services.  

(VII) Fails to maximize use of future public facilities and services. 

The proposed development is intended to maximize the use of future public facilities and services. 
Public facilities and service needs will be evaluated further with the DOCC and Master Development 
Order/VTZ Master Plan.  
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(VIII) Allows for land use patterns or timing which disproportionately increase the cost in time, 
money, and energy of providing and maintaining facilities and services, including roads, potable 
water, sanitary sewer, stormwater management, law enforcement, education, health care, fire and 
emergency response, and general government. 

The proposed development will be utilizing the Lakewood Ranch Stewardship District to facilitate major 
infrastructure and utility improvements for the project. This will ensure that infrastructure needs will be 
addressed in an efficient and cost-effective manner.  

(IX) Fails to provide a clear separation between rural and urban uses. 

The proposed project will be developed in a manner that provides a clear separation between rural and 
urban uses. As an extension of the existing Lakewood Ranch Community, this subject property will be 
developed with a land use pattern that is complementary to adjacent areas contributing to the success 
of the overall community. Adjacent, rural lands will be clearly separated from the development with 
greenbelts and existing native habitats. 

(X) Discourages or inhibits infill development or the redevelopment of existing neighborhoods and 
communities. 

The Lakewood Ranch Southeast property is being developed due to strong market demands for homes 
in the County. The proposed development will contribute up to 5,000 dwelling units to the County, 
filling a vital housing need. The location of the development is a logical extension of the existing 
Lakewood Ranch community.  

(XI) Fails to encourage a functional mix of uses. 

The proposed project will include a variety of residential unit types as well as potentially ancillary 
support uses such as places of worship, public safety facilities, and other civic uses. Other uses, such as 
commercial, are not included due to the close proximity of existing services in the surrounding areas. By 
developing the subject property in such a manner, existing commercial corridors and public facilities will 
continue to be supported and remain successful.  

(XII) Results in poor accessibility among linked or related land uses. 

The project proposes an interconnected form of development through its attention to regional 
throughfares and internal, multi-modal transportation networks. Lakewood Ranch Southeast proposes 
the connection of University Parkway on the north boundary to Fruitville Road on the southern 
boundary, via Bourneside Boulevard. This future roadway will increase north-south transportation 
accessibility and encourage connection between the project and existing development.  

(XIII) Results in the loss of significant amounts of functional open space. 

The VTZ RMA proposes significant open space that will provide for up to 50% open space, but no less 
than 43% open space, should Greenbelts be reduced at time of development. This significant provision 
of open space minimizes any significant loss of functional open space in the area.  

The proposed amendment discourages the proliferation of urban sprawl and incorporates a 
development pattern that achieves four or more of the additional criteria listed within F.S. 163.3177 
including: 
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(I) Directs or locates economic growth and associated land development to geographic areas of the 
community in a manner that does not have an adverse impact on and protects natural resources and 
ecosystems. 

(II) Promotes the efficient and cost-effective provision or extension of public infrastructure and 
services. 

(VI) Preserves open space and natural lands and provides for public open space and recreation needs. 

(VII) Creates a balance of land uses based upon demands of the residential population for the 
nonresidential needs of an area. 

2.6 Summary  
In summary, the proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments will allow for the Lakewood Ranch 
Southeast property to support the County’s growing population in a development form that is a 
compatible extension of the existing Lakewood Ranch community. 
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SECTION 3:  
PROPOSED TEXT & MAP 

AMENDMENTS  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



3.1  Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



purpose and intent of the sarasota 2050 resource management area chapter 
 
Adopted on July 10, 2002, Sarasota 2050 creates a set of policies overlaid on top of the 
Comprehensive Plan’s Future Land Use Map of Sarasota County. It establishes an optional 
policy framework to enhance the livability of the County by preserving its natural, cultural, 
physical, and other resources with an incentive-based system for managing growth. This policy 
framework is the Resource Management Area (RMA) system that encourages a compact 
development form; simultaneously implementing a number of public benefits, allowing for 
continued growth and economic development that preserves environmentally sensitive lands 
and open space in a fiscally neutral manner for the County. 
 
Sarasota 2050 RMA Policy primarily limits development to 43 forms; a Settlement Area, Village, 
Village Transition Zone, or Hamlet. Each form of development is limited to those land areas 
designated on the RMA- 1 and RMA-3 maps that are a part of Sarasota County’s Comprehensive 
Plan. The Settlement Area and Village urban forms are essentially the same except for their 
respective geographical locations. Settlement Areas are limited to those lands between the 
existing USB and the Future USB lines on the FLUM. Villages are limited to those lands between 
the existing USB and the ‘countryside line’ depicted on RMA-3. Village Transition Zone (“VTZ") is 
intended to provide a transition from Village to Hamlet, and is limited to those lands depicted 
on Map 8 – 5: RMA – 5: VTZ Land Use Map. Hamlets are a transitional form of development 
intended to blend toward the more rural eastern area of the county. 
 
The Sarasota County Resource Management Area (RMA) Goal, Objectives and Policies are 
designed as a supplement to the Future Land Use Chapter of The Sarasota County 
Comprehensive Plan. The RMAs function as an overlay to the adopted Future Land Use Map 
and do not affect any existing rights of property owners to develop their property as permitted 
under the Comprehensive Plan, the Zoning Regulations or the Land Development Regulations of 
Sarasota County or previously approved development orders; provided, however, that Policy 
TDR2.2 shall apply to land located within the Rural/Heritage Estate, Village/Open Space, 
Greenway and Agricultural Reserve RMAs where an increase in residential density is sought. 
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rma goal 1 Establish a development policy framework that enhances the 
livability of the County and preserves its natural, cultural, physical 
and other resources, by creating a Resource Management Area 
(RMA) system that 
addresses development issues within six seven unique resource 
areas: 

• Urban/Suburban 

• Economic Development 

• Rural Heritage/Estate 

• Village/Open Space 

• Greenway 

• Agricultural Reserve 

• Village Transition Zone 
 
This framework was created to implement the Organizing Concepts 
and Principles of 
Directions for the Future, Resolution 2000-230, adopted October 10, 
2000. 
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VILLAGE TRANSITION ZONE RMA 
 

The Village Transition Zone (“VTZ”) RMA, as depicted in Map 8 – 5: RMA – 5: VTZ Land Use Map, 
provides a density transition between Villages and Hamlets as the same are described in the 
Village/Open Space RMA.  The VTZ is further intended to incorporate the development form 
and principles of the existing community of Lakewood Ranch of which the VTZ will form a part.  
This VTZ is intended to serve as a stand-alone RMA and not to be governed by the Objectives, 
Goals and Policies of the Village/Open Space RMA and the related Village Planned Development 
(VPD) standards.   Rather, development is to be regulated as per this VTZ RMA, the RSF-2/PUD 
standards, and the Unified Development Code (UDC) standards as they are more appropriate 
for the suburban development form exemplified by Lakewood Ranch. 
 
The VTZ is a portion of Lakewood Ranch, and not a standalone project.  Thus, planning and 
permitting within the VTZ must be considered in the context of Lakewood Ranch in its entirety 
with respect to such issues as neighborhood design, housing mix, transportation, neighborhood 
centers, support uses, lifestyle offerings, recreation, open space and infrastructure ownership 
installation and capacity.   
 
Development will require significant initial capital investment. To facilitate master 
infrastructure construction up front, rather than through a phased approach, entitlement of the 
overall project will enable the Developer to commit to repayment of initial capital investments.  
 
Other sections presented in Chapter 8, shall not be applied to the VTZ unless explicitly 
referenced in the following Objectives and policies. 

 
 

VTZ obj 1    Create a VTZ intended to provide an appropriate development form 
and density transition from Village to Hamlet or Rural, for the lands 
shown on Map 8-5: RMA – 5: VTZ Land Use Map which form a portion 
of the larger Master Planned Community of Lakewood Ranch. 
 

VTZ Policy 1.1 Intent 
 The VTZ is intended to: 

 provide an appropriate development form and density transition from 
Village to Hamlet or Rural, for lands generally located north of Fruitville 
Road, south of the Manatee/Sarasota County line, and east of Heritage 
Ranch Conservation Area.  [The eastern boundary of the VTZ shall be 
the revised Countryside Line as shown on Map 8-5: RMA – 5:  VTZ Land 
Use Map]; 

 incorporate the development form and principles of Lakewood Ranch 
of which the VTZ will form a part.  The VTZ is a portion of Lakewood 
Ranch, and not a standalone project.  Thus, planning and permitting 
within the VTZ must be considered in the context of Lakewood Ranch 

\\us0227-ppfss01\shared_projects\215616736\planning\report\Formal APP\Submittals\LWR_SE_CPA_Submittal_4_29_22.pdf



in its entirety with respect to such issues as neighborhood design, 
housing mix, transportation, neighborhood centers, support uses, 
lifestyle offerings, recreation, open space and infrastructure;  

 provide an efficient permitting process which gives an orderly 
progression from Master Development Order (MDO), to Rezoning, to 
Site Development Plan; and 

 facilitate the advancement of community infrastructure through 
developer investment utilizing mechanisms such as a Stewardship 
District or Community Development District. 
 

VTZ obj 2 Implement Smart Growth principles through the continuation of 
thoughtful development, maintaining the overall context of existing 
Lakewood Ranch, by establishing an alternative to the development 
forms of the Village/Open Space RMA, and creating a VTZ that provides a 
reduction in density and intensity, from west to east, while encouraging 
the continuation of Lakewood Ranch, rather than development of a 
standalone project. 
 

VTZ Policy 2.1 Permitted Land Uses 
Permitted Land Uses within the VTZ may include: 
 residential uses permitted in the RSF-2/PUD Zoning District;  
 internal civic as well as other nonresidential uses, as permitted in the 

RSF-2/PUD Zoning District; 
 public facilities such as schools, public safety facilities, all parks, and 

other government buildings;  
 telecommunication facilities as provided for in Chapter 118 of the 

Sarasota Code of Ordinances; 
 non-residential uses are permitted, but not required within the VTZ as 

such uses have already been provided in other areas of Lakewood 
Ranch; and 

 other permitted uses shall include all uses allowed in the RSF-2/PUD 
Zoning District together with the UDC zoning standards applicable 
thereto. 

  
VTZ Policy 2.2 Base and Maximum Density 

Maximum Base Density shall be 1 dwelling unit per gross acre, 
including such portion of the Greenway RMA located within the VTZ 
RMA (“Base VTZ Density”).  
 
Density may be increased by way of VTZ policies 2.3, 2.4 and 2.5 below.  
 
The maximum density in the VTZ, which shall be in the Developed Area, 
shall be 5,000 dwelling units. (“Maximum VTZ Density”). 
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VTZ Policy 2.3 Incentivized Community Housing 
 As an incentive to the development of Community Housing units, for any 

Community Housing units provided in the VTZ, additional market rate units 
(“VTZ Incentive Units”) shall be permitted per the ratios outlined below 
(the Community Housing units and the VTZ Incentive Units shall be in 
addition to Base VTZ Density calculation, subject to the Maximum VTZ 
Density):  

 
 2.0 incentive dwelling units for every housing unit provided for a family 

at or below the 80 percent Adjusted Median Income (AMI).  
 1.5 incentive dwelling unit for every housing unit provided for a family 

at or below the 100 percent AMI.  
 1.0 incentive dwelling unit for every housing unit provided for a family 

at or below the 120 percent AMI. 
 

If any or all of the foregoing incentives are proposed to be used in any 
development increment within the VTZ, a Community Housing Plan, 
consistent with the methodologies and mitigation measures used in the 
Agreement for Waterside Affordable Housing Plan, may be approved by 
the Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) either with the MDO or any 
subsequent zoning approvals.  

  
VTZ Policy 2.4 Participation in Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) Program 
 Density, in addition to density available by right or by way of incentivized 

Community Housing may, at the election of the developer, be obtained 
through offsite transfer or purchase of TDR credits, as described in the 
policies under TDR obj 1 contained elsewhere in this Chapter 8. 
 

  

VTZ Policy 2.5 In order to promote Community Housing and integration of a variety of 
housing options, upon development, should development incentives (i.e. 
Incentivized Community Housing) yield more units than development can 
support, any undeveloped units (up to, and in excess of the Maximum VTZ 
Density) may be transferred from the VTZ to another project, in 
accordance with TDR obj 1.   
 

VTZ obj 3 Open Space  
 Open Space is recognized as one of the key foundations of Community 

development in this VTZ RMA.  Open Space outside Developed Areas is 
required to support the environmental goals of this VTZ RMA by preserving 
environmental features, connections, and functions on site and off site. 
Lands designated as Greenway RMA shall be included in the VTZ’s Open 

\\us0227-ppfss01\shared_projects\215616736\planning\report\Formal APP\Submittals\LWR_SE_CPA_Submittal_4_29_22.pdf



Space calculation. Internal recreation amenities that contain ecological 
benefit (i.e. trails or habitat restoration with educational or interpretive 
signage), are minimally improved, and are connected to adjacent 
Greenway RMA or Open Space, as approved in the MDO, may be 
calculated as Open Space for the overall project.  Unlike the Village/Open 
Space RMA, uses of Open Space outside the Developed Area are 
encouraged to be integrated with public Recreational Uses such as parks 
and trails to form a seamless community based recreational system with 
connectivity to areas outside the VTZ.   

 
VTZ Policy 3.1 Required Open Space and Uses Allowable within Open Space 
 A minimum of 50% of the gross acreage within the VTZ is required to be 

designated as Open Space unless reduced Greenbelt areas are approved by 
BOCC as set forth under Greenbelt Modifications below, in which event 
Open Space shall be no less than 43% of Gross Acreage. 
 

 Allowable use of Open Space shall include natural habitat, improved 
pastures and associated uses, low intensity agriculture, regional or local 
stormwater facilities, potable or non-potable water storage facilities and 
lakes, public or private park facilities, trails, board walks, 
telecommunications towers and facilities (subject to the terms and 
requirements of Chapter 118 of the Code of Ordinances), public facilities 
such as public safety stations and community centers, and mitigation for 
wetlands and wildlife, including but not limited to wetland mitigation 
banks and gopher tortoise mitigation areas.  
 

 Lands designated as Greenway RMA shall count towards the Open Space 
requirement for properties within the VTZ. 
 

VTZ Policy 3.2 Alternate Greenbelt 
 Greenbelts shown conceptually in the VTZ Master Plan may be modified by 

the BOCC under a development plan approved with a MDO as follows.  
Such modifications will allow for better maintenance and preservations of 
the lands, including but not limited to maintenance and removal of exotic 
vegetation and compatibility of maintenance practices with nearby 
residential uses. 
 The 500-foot Greenbelt along Fruitville Road may be modified to not 

less than 50 feet. 
 The 500-foot Greenbelt along the eastern boundary of the property 

may be modified to not less than 50 feet. 
 No Greenbelt is required on the northern boundary of the VTZ or on 

the western boundary of the VTZ that is adjacent to the Heritage Ranch 
Conservation Area. 
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 The 500-foot Greenbelt located adjacent to The Ranches at Bern Creek 
shall not be eligible for modification or reduction. 

 
 Lakes and stormwater facilities may be included within the Greenbelt as 

shown on the VTZ Master Plan; in association with landscape planting and 
opacity.  
 
Additionally, any reduced Greenbelt configuration shall: 

 
• protect the Greenway systems, including wildlife corridors; and, 
• avoid adverse impacts to adjacent publicly owned environmentally 

sensitive lands. 
 

VTZ Policy 3.3 
 

Alternate Greenway Resource Management Area Designation 
Lands designated as Greenway RMA that fall within the boundaries 
of the VTZ may provide Alternate Greenway buffer configurations, 
which include reconfigured buffers and ecologically enhanced 
Greenway buffers, consistent with Article 14 Section 124-
271(i)(2)(g) of the UDC as amended.  In the event the alternative 
Greenway buffer within the VTZ is proposed to be reduced to less 
than 300 feet in width, the applicant shall mitigate within the on-
site Greenway or other Open Space for the additional reduction to 
provide equivalent or greater net ecological benefit. 
 

VTZ obj 4 Provide a development review process that facilitates the efficient 
review and approval of projects within the VTZ. 
 

VTZ Policy 4.1 Applicable Zoning Code, Design Standards & Land Development 
Regulations 

 The authorized development form within the VTZ is the primarily suburban 
development form of existing Lakewood Ranch.  Thus, the implementing 
Zone District shall be RSF-2/PUD (not VPD).  Any community or street 
network design mandates of the Village/Open Space RMA together with 
the complementary VPD standards do not apply in any manner to the VTZ.  
Rather, the UDC standards shall apply to all aspects of development within 
the VTZ.  By way of example only, the following shall be permitted within 
the VTZ, private roads, gates, and cul-de-sacs. Implementation of other 
development standards, such as Greenbelts and Greenways shall be 
consistent with the VTZ standards set forth above. 
 
Ownership of Irrigation Utility: Lakewood Ranch is served by Braden River 
Utilities with respect to reclaimed water.  Any reclaimed water or irrigation 
facilities and associated infrastructure within the VTZ may be owned and 
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operated by Braden River Utilities and/or the Lakewood Ranch 
Stewardship District. 
 
 

VTZ Policy 4.2 Development Review Process 
 At the option of the Developer, the County may process either one or 

multiple rezone application(s) that involves one or multiple owners as one 
project.  The MDO application and RSF-2/PUD rezoning for one or more 
development increments may be processed concurrently.  
 
The overall development within the VTZ shall undergo review as a 
Development of Critical Concern (“DOCC”) resulting in an MDO and VTZ 
Master Plan.  No Neighborhood Plan shall be required with respect to any 
development within the VTZ.   

 
The unit threshold for the development may exceed the current unit 
threshold for a DOCC set forth in the DOCC implementing ordinance. The 
MDO shall specify the information which must be submitted with a 
rezoning application which may include all or any portion of development 
within the VTZ. In no case shall the VTZ consist of more than 5,000 
dwelling units. 

 
Once the MDO is approved, the uses and densities and intensities of use 
approved by the MDO are not subject to unit or density reduction, 
intensity reduction, or other changes to the land relating to the County 
Comprehensive Plan or UDC standards, unless the County can demonstrate 
that substantial changes in the conditions underlying the approval of the 
MDO have occurred. 

 
Once an MDO is approved, each  portion of the development within the 
VTZ shall be rezoned pursuant to the terms of the MDO and Article 6 of the 
UDC (including all submittal standards), provided such application for 
rezone is consistent with the VTZ policies in Chapter 8. Rezoning to RSF-
2/PUD shall be permitted in the VTZ, notwithstanding any provision to the 
contrary in the UDC.    
 
Given the requirement of significant initial investment in off-site Sanitary 
Sewer, Potable Water, Reclaimed Water, and a 4 Lane Section of 
Bourneside Boulevard (North South Road B) to be financed and completed 
with the initial Lakewood Ranch Stewardship Bond Issue, and the 
concurrent assessment of the subject property to Benefit Special 
Assessments, the phasing (by either geography or by dwelling unit count) 
of development within the VTZ shall not be required in any respect. 
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VTZ Policy 4.3 

 
Submittal Requirements  
The VTZ Master Plan approved with the MDO shall include at a minimum 
the following information: 

 site analysis of natural features consistent with the natural system 
classification in The Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan; 

 location of Greenway RMA Open Space, and Recreational                     Space to 
be preserved; 

 land use mix; 
 density and intensity of land uses proposed; 
 circulation routes for auto, transit (where applicable), pedestrian 

and bicycle modes; 
 infrastructure analysis on-site and off-site (e.g., water supply, sewer, 

stormwater pre-development conditions and drainage intent, 
transportation, and schools); and 

 location of proposed Sending and/or Receiving Zones for            Density 
Incentives Program, if implemented by Developer, to increase 
residential density beyond the Base VTZ Density. 
 

VTZ Policy 4.4 Fiscal Neutrality 
 Development within the VTZ shall provide adequate infrastructure that 

meets or exceeds the levels of service standards adopted by the County 
and be Fiscally Neutral or fiscally beneficial to Sarasota County 
Government, the School Board, and residents outside that development. 
The intent of Fiscal Neutrality is that the costs of additional local 
government services and infrastructure that are built or provided for the 
VTZ shall be funded by properties within the VTZ. 
 
A Fiscal Neutrality Analysis, completed for lands within the VTZ, shall be 
demonstrated and deemed complete with the approval of the MDO. The 
MDO shall require that Fiscal Neutrality be determined for the entirety of 
the VTZ. In addition, the MDO may allow for incentives to provide 
affordable housing. For off-site impacts, the MDO will address the costs of 
infrastructure needed for the development. This shall include, but not be 
limited to, both localized and Countywide impacts on County, City, State, 
and Federal transportation facilities (such as roads, intersections, 
sidewalks, lighting, medians, etc.). Such transportation related 
components shall be analyzed as a separate item from the remaining items 
of: public transit, schools, water supply and delivery, sewage transmission 
and treatment, solid waste, storm and surface water management, law 
enforcement, fire and emergency management, justice, general 
government, libraries, parks and recreation, and public hospitals. Fiscal 
Neutrality for funds that are not fungible (i.e., generally enterprise funds) 
shall be measured separately.  Nothing within this Policy is intended to 
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establish a school concurrency system. 
 
The BOCC shall require that these procedures for measuring Fiscal 
Neutrality and the Fiscal Neutrality plans be submitted as part of the 
application for the MDO and reviewed for compliance by County staff.  
Fiscal Neutrality procedures and calculations for school demands shall be 
submitted to the School Board for review prior to review by the BOCC. All 
calculations of costs shall be based on current cost data. 
 
The Fiscal Neutrality provisions applicable to the VTZ are expressly 
determined to be overarching to achieving the public benefits of the 
Sarasota 2050 RMA-1 Comprehensive Plan Amendments. 
 

 
Definitions for VTZ: 
 
Developed Area. For the VTZ RMA, that land area exclusive of Open Space identified and 
depicted on a VTZ Master Plan, as approved by the MDO. 
 
Greenbelt: A permanent Buffer surrounding the Developed Area of the Village Transition 
Zone. 
 
Open Space (VTZ). For the, VTZ, that land area exclusive of Developed Area identified and 
depicted on a VTZ Master Plan, as approved by the MDO. Open Space shall be property under 
public or private ownership which is unoccupied or predominately unoccupied by buildings or 
other impervious surfaces and which is identified as Greenway, Greenbelt, and other open 
space and used for parks, recreation, agriculture, conservation, preservation of native habitat 
and other natural resources, surface/irrigation water impoundment, historic, or scenic 
purposes. 
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3.2  Comprehensive Plan Large-Scale Map Amendment  
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completeness of the data. The recipient releases 
Stantec, its officers, employees, consultants and
agents, from any and all claims arising in any way
from the content or provision of the data.
Notes:
1. Coordinate System:  NAD 1983 StatePlane Florida West FIPS 0902 Feet
2. Source data: Sarasota County GIS
3. Imagery: ESRI Basemap

Urban Service Area Boundary

Resource Management Areas

Future Urban Area

Incorporated Area

Urban/Suburban

Urban/Suburban Settlement Area

Urban/Suburban Settlement Overlay ORD NO No 2003-012

Urban Open Space/Conservation/Preservation

Economic Development

Rural Heritage/Estate

Greenway

Publicly Owned Lands and Lands Protected for Preservation

Agricultural Reserve

Village / Open Space

Hamlet

Village

Village Transition Zone

L  E  G  E  N  D



FRUITVILLE ROAD

UNIVERSITY PARKWAY

Stantec Consulting Services Inc.
6900 Professional Pkwy E.

Sarasota, FL 34240
tel 941.907.6900
fax 941.907.6910

Map 8-5: RMA-5
VTZ Land Use Map

April 2022

0 1,000 2,000

Feet

($$¯

U:
\2

15
61

67
36

\g
is\

m
xd

\M
a

p
8-

5_
RM

A
-5

_2
02

20
42

7.
m

xd
   

   
Re

vi
se

d
: 2

02
2-

04
-2

8 
By

: a
d

ho
ff

m
a

n
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supplied in electronic format. The recipient accepts
full responsibility for verifying the accuracy and
completeness of the data. The recipient releases 
Stantec, its officers, employees, consultants and
agents, from any and all claims arising in any way
from the content or provision of the data.
Notes:
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SECTION 6:  
SCHOOL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



    
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

SCHOOL IMPACT ANALYSIS APPLICATION 
 

Instructions:  Please complete the entire application and submit or mail, along with the appropriate fees, to the School 
Board of Sarasota County Planning Department at the address listed on page 2 of this application.  
To email your application, please call 941-927-9000, extension 69052. 
 
 

Select type of review being requested: 
 

 School Capacity Determination- This preliminary capacity review shall apply to applications for 
comprehensive plan amendments, rezone petitions and preliminary site plans for proposed residential 
development. This non-binding review analyzes student generation relative to existing school capacities 
and capacities planned within the District’s current Five-year Capital Facilities Work Plan.  

 

 School Concurrency Determination- This process applies to all final subdivision plats and final site 
plans for residential development applying for school concurrency and is inclusive as part of the local 
government’s development review process. A local government’s final development order or the 
equivalent must be issued in order for school capacity to be reserved for the project. 

 
1. Name of Applicant or Agent ___________________________________________________________ 

 Street Address _____________________________________________________________________ 

 City __________________________________  State ____________  Zip Code _________________ 

 Phone ___________________________________  FAX  ___________________________________ 

 Owner Email _____________________________    Agent Email _____________________________ 

2. Name of Project: _______________________________ Application Type______________________ 

3. Property Address __________________________________________________________________ 

4.  Legal Description including parcel I.D. number(s) (attach additional sheets if needed) and acreage:  

  _________________________________________________________________________________ 

  _________________________________________________________________________________ 

5. Property Zoning: Existing  _________________________ Proposed  _______________________ 

6. Future Land Use: Existing _________________________ Proposed ________________________ 

7. Description of the project including the number and type of dwelling units such as single family or 
multifamily, including any age restricted units or affordable/workforce/attainable housing units and the 
project phasing schedule if applicable. 

  _________________________________________________________________________________ 

  _________________________________________________________________________________ 

  _________________________________________________________________________________ 

The School Board of Sarasota County, Florida complies with State Statutes on Veterans’ Preference and Federal Statute on non-discrimination on the 
basis of race, color, sex, religion, national origin, age, handicap, disabilities, marital status or sexual orientation. 
RET:  Master, PERM                                                                                                                                                                      003-08-LRP-BUS 

X

Katie LaBarr, AICP, Stantec

6920 Professional Parkway

Sarasota 34240-8414FL
(941) 907-6900

Katie.LaBarr@stantec.com

Lakewood Ranch Southeast CPA

South of University Parkway, North of Fruitville Rd, East of Lorraine Rd

Please see attached legal description.

OUE-1, OUR,& HPD OUE-1, OUR,& HPD

Rural Rural

The Applicant is requesting Comprehensive Plan map and text amendments to change the subject

property from Hamlet/Greenway RMA to Village Transition Zone/Greenway RMA.The project will

include a maximum of 5,000 residential dwelling units.

Contact Agent



          Dupl.,    OSA                                                                                                                                                                         Eff. 05-12-2015 
Page -2- 
School Impact Analysis Application 
 
8.  Provide the approximate dates of: start of construction, initial occupancy and build out for each phase of 

the project. 
 

 _________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 _________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 _________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
9. Provide the anticipated resident mix and proposed price range of the units. 
 
 _________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 _________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 _________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 _________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
10. Provide a location map of the project that identifies the streets adjacent to and surrounding the site. 
 
11. Provide a copy of the proposed site plan layout of the project showing phase lines (if applicable). 
 
 
 
___________________________________        _____________________________      ______________ 
Signature of Applicant                                           Phone Number                                        Date 
 
Please submit the completed application signed with all required materials and the appropriate fees per the 
adopted fee schedule to: 

School Board of Sarasota County 
Planning Department 
7889 Fruitville Road 
Sarasota, Florida   34240 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The School Board of Sarasota County, Florida complies with State Statutes on Veterans’ Preference and Federal Statute on non-discrimination on the 
basis of race, color, sex, religion, national origin, age, handicap, disabilities, marital status or sexual orientation. 
Ret:  Master, PERM                                                                                                                                                                      003-08-LRP-BUS 
      Dupl.,    OSA                                                                                                                                                                        Eff. 05-12-2015 

FOR STAFF USE ONLY 
 
Reviewing Government ___________________________________________________ 
 
Case Planner ___________________________________________________________ 
 
Agency Submittal Number _________________________________________________ 
 
Governmental Agency Approval Date ________________________________________ 
 
Number of Units Approved for Concurrency Reservation   ________________________ 
 
No. of Students  ES________________ MS________________ HS________________ 

The anticipated build out timing is 10 years.

Anticipated to  contain a variety of housing types, including single-family detached, semi-detached,
villas, and attached townhomes.

(941) 907-6900 4/27/2022
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APPENDIX B – NEIGHBORHOOD WORKSHOP
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NOTIFY: BERN CREEK
IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION,
MIAKKA COMMUNITY CLUB INC

1 0 10.5 Miles

CPA 2022-B  Lakewood Ranch Southeast  22-129347 GA
Rcv'd 5/05/2022



 

 

BARTLETT, DEAN STUART 
WEST HILL DORMANS PARK 

SURREY RH19 2ND,   
UNITED KINGDOM 

 

 

1950 BERN CREEK LOOP LLC 
1601 BERN CREEK LOOP 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-9244 
 

 

ADAMS DIANE L 
172 COWPEN LN 

SARASOTA, FL 34240 
 

ANGELORO ELISE A 
11708 MARSH HEAD RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240 
 

 

ANTHONY MATHUSON 
1806 MOCCASIN HOLLOW RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-8659 
 

 

ARSENAULT DAVID A 
1350 BERN CREEK LOOP 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-8771 
 

ATHA JACOB W 
4425 PARNELL DR 

SARASOTA, FL 34232 
 

 

BARTON, CRAIG W 
PO BOX 781780 

WICHITA, KS 67278-1780 
 

 

BAUGHER KENNETH L 
1403 PINE PRAIRIE RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-8301 
 

BAYLIS JOHN E 
12001 BACKWATER RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-9235 
 

 

BECK, JAMILYN L 
19408 BEACON PARK PL 

BRADENTON, FL 34202-4613 
 

 

BELLAN ERIC E 
2503 TUTTLE WAY 

SARASOTA, FL 34239-4743 
 

BERN CREEK IMPROVEMENT 
ASSOCIATION INC/C/O MICHAEL 

HUTCHINSON 
1550 BERN CREEK LOOP 

SARASOTA, FL 34240 

 

BERN CREEK IMPROVEMENT 
ASSOCIATION INC/MICHAEL 

HUTCHINSON 
3307CLARK RD. STE 201 

SARASOTA, FL 34231 

 

BEST GREGORY 
901 SHALLOW RUN RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-9148 
 

BHEG LAKEPARK LLC 
1140 VIRGINIA DR 

FORT WASHINGTON, PA 19034 
 

 

BIG HEART RANCH LLC 
3656 SAN REMO TER 
SARASOTA, FL 34239 

 

 

BISET ROGER 
7856 SADDLE CREEK TRL 

SARASOTA, FL 34241 
 

BOWLING MICHELE S 
1101 BERN CREEK LOOP 

SARASOTA, FL 34240 
 

 

BRADSHAW, TERRY 
8346 FARINGTON CT 

BRADENTON, FL 34202 
 

 

BROWN, EBER E JR 
8325 FARINGTON CT 

BRADENTON, FL 34202-4620 
 

CALLAGHAN, DANIEL C 
5066 18TH AVE W 

BRADENTON, FL 34209-5125 
 

 

CHAPLE CINDY 
12026 SLOUGH RIM RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-9358 
 

 

CLOWS LOUIS G 
1600 BERN CREEK LOOP 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-8868 
 

COBLE II SAMUEL E 
1028 SHALLOW RUN RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-7631 
 

 

COPALO LLC 
2059 58TH AVENUE CIR E 

BRADENTON, FL 34203-5060 
 

 

CORE AZURE LLC 
9916 E HARRY ST STE 104 

WICHITA, KS 67207 
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COUTSOLIOUTSOS, TERRY D 
19404 BEACON PARK PL 

BRADENTON, FL 34202-4613 
 

 

CRIST KURT R 
2350 BERN CREEK LOOP 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-8872 
 

 

DAVIS DONALD G 
1307 OAK HAMMOCK RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-8877 
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DAVIS, JEFFREY M 
19418 BEACON PARK PL 

BRADENTON, FL 34202-4613 
 

 

DAY CHARLIE H 
1182 COWPEN LN 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-9141 
 

 

DECKER DAVID G JR 
11801 CREEK SHED PL 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-0000 
 

DECKER KATHERINE 
11801 CREEK SHED PL 
SARASOTA, FL 34240 

 

 

DETWILER HENRY J 
13104 FRUITVILLE RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-9064 
 

 

DICHILLO, RICHARD A 
19426 BEACON PARK PL 
BRADENTON, FL 34202 

 

DIMARE, SCOTT M 
19004 GANTON AVE 

BRADENTON, FL 34202-4602 
 

 

DOBBERT JAMES W 
12020 SLOUGH RIM RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-9358 
 

 

DOLAN, MICHAEL K 
212 KINLOCH RD 

MANAKIN SABOT, VA 23103 
 

DONALD E MILLER REVOCABLE LIVING 
TRUST 

13411 FRUITVILLE RD 
SARASOTA, FL 34240-9294 

 

 

EISINGER BARBARA L 
2406 MOCCASIN HOLLOW RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-9349 
 

 

ESPINO, RICARDO A 
18916 GANTON AVE 

BRADENTON, FL 34202-4601 
 

FELDHACKER, KEITH D 
8341 FARINGTON CT 

BRADENTON, FL 34202-4620 
 

 

FITZGERALD EILEEN M  (E LIFE EST) 
1550 BERN CREEK LOOP 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-9239 
 

 

FOWLER FREDERICK J 
2151 BERN CREEK LOOP 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-8874 
 

FUNK FRANK E 
2301 BERN CREEK LOOP 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-8605 
 

 

GARY A DAHL AND JUDY L DAHL LIVING 
TRUST 

1751 BERN CREEK LOOP 
SARASOTA, FL 34240-8869 

 

 

GILBERT STEVEN P 
12016 SLOUGH RIM RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-9358 
 

GILES JOHN B 
1101 PINE PRAIRIE RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-9314 
 

 

GILLICK ADAM 
1503 PINE PRAIRE RD 
SARASOTA, FL 34240 

 

 

GIRARD JEFFREY D 
2107 MOCCASIN HOLLOW RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-9320 
 

GIUFFRE FRANK 
1750 BERN CREEK LOOP 

SARASOTA, FL 34240 
 

 

GODOFSKY, ELIOT W 
15815 CLEARLAKE AVE 
BRADENTON, FL 34202 

 

 

GOMEZ ZOILA Y 
3740 NE 16TH AVE 

POMPANO BEACH, FL 33064-6622 
 

GOODMAN PAUL ROBERT 
4563 HIDDEN FOREST LN 

SARASOTA, FL 34235-5105 
 

 

GREEN CHRISTY D 
164 COWPEN LN 

SARASOTA, FL 34240 
 

 

GREGORY TOMMY E 
2505 MOCCASIN HOLLOW RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240 
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GUSTAFSON BENJAMIN 
2001 BERN CREEK LOOP 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-8870 
 

 

HAMMOND, JAMES H 
19423 BEACON PARK PL 

BRADENTON, FL 34202-4614 
 

 

HAWKINS JAMES B 
1250 BERN CREEK LOOP 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-8770 
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HEIDENBERGER, THOMAS 
7841 BIRDIE BEND WAY 

SARASOTA, FL 34241 
 

 

HERITAGE RANCH LLC 
14400 COVENANT WAY 

LAKEWOOD RANCH, FL 34202-8900 
 

 

HERSCHBERGER SCOTT L 
13611 FRUITVILLE RD 
SARASOTA, FL 34240 

 

HI HAT RANCH LLLP 
11708 FRUITVILLE RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-9372 
 

 

HICKMAN, CHRISTOPHER 
19450 BEACON PARK PL 
BRADENTON, FL 34202 

 

 

HIERHOLZER, DANNY MICHAEL 
18912 GANTON AVE 

BRADENTON, FL 34202 
 

HOPE, MICHAEL R 
16813 BERWICK TER 

LAKEWOOD RANCH, FL 34202 
 

 

HOWARD JR WILLIAM O 
1051 BERN CREEK LOOP 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-9237 
 

 

HUBBARD JR DONALD (TTEE) 
PO BOX 2606 

SARASOTA, FL 34230-2606 
 

HURST HUGH D 
1300 PINE PRAIRIE RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-8662 
 

 

ISAACSON, KIRK J 
1110 FOX GLEN DR 

SAINT CHARLES, IL 60174 
 

 

JANE BRIM REVOCABLE TRUST 
11902 BACKWATER RD 
SARASOTA, FL 34240 

 

JEANROY, ALEXANDRA M 
19408 NEWLANE PL 

BRADENTON, FL 34202 
 

 

JENSEN JOINT TRUST 
195 VIC EDWARDS RD 
SARASOTA, FL 34240 

 

 

JIMENEZ ADOLFO 
2888 MICHIGAN ST 

SARASOTA, FL 34237 
 

JOHN CANNON HOMES EASTMOOR LLC 
6710 PROFESSIONAL PKWY STE 100 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-8588 
 

 

JOHN CANNON HOMES INC 
6710 PROFESSIONAL PKWY W 100 

SARASOTA, FL 34240 
 

 

JOHNSON DONALD R 
10880 LANNOM LN 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-9138 
 

JOHNSON, BRIAN K 
19416 NEWLANE PL 

BRADENTON, FL 34202 
 

 

JOHNSTON CHARLES W 
960 SPRINGBROOK FARM RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-9093 
 

 

KATHRYN M DEVLIN REVOCABLE TRUST 
1060 SPRINGBROOK FARM RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-2003 
 

KEESECKER CHRIS 
12700 FRUITVILLE RD 
SARASOTA, FL 34240 

 

 

KEPLER MATHEW V 
1407 OAK HAMMOCK RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240 
 

 

KESTREL HOLDINGS LLC 
319 WEST PORTAL AVE 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94127 
 

KHAW REVOCABLE LIVING TRUST 
2150 BERN CREEK LOOP 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-8871 
 

 

KING, DAREN A 
202 WOODVIEW WAY 
BRADENTON, FL 34212 

 

 

KIRIAKO, JOHN E 
5819 WAKE FOREST RUN UNIT 101 

BRADENTON, FL 34211 
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LAMBERT RONALD P 
812 SHALLOW RUN RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-7629 
 

 

LATREILLE, LUCIEN C 
19406 BEACON PARK PL 
BRADENTON, FL 34202 

 

 

LAURA E STRICKLAND REVOCABLE TRUST 
12996 FRUITVILLE RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-9281 
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LAZARIS, FAY 
19414 BEACON PARK PL 

BRADENTON, FL 34202-4613 
 

 

LEASK, GRAEME WALLACE 
18909 GANTON AVE 

BRADENTON, FL 34202-4607 
 

 

LELAND C WETHERINGTON TRUST 
AGREEMENT 

7590 FRUITVILLE RD STE 200 
SARASOTA, FL 34237 

 

LLAMA TRUST PARTNERS LLC 
8430 ENTERPRISE CIR STE 210 
LAKEWOOD RANCH, FL 34202 

 

 

MACHTEL KENNETH J 
12087 BACKWATER RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-9235 
 

 

MANATEE COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY 
COMMISSIONERS 

PO BOX 1000 
BRADENTON, FL 34206 

 

MARTELLO JOANN 
1801 SLOUGH RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240 
 

 

MARTINELLI KYM 
13090 FRUITVILLE RD 
SARASOTA, FL 34240 

 

 

MC CABE LEWIS B 
1212 COWPEN LN 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-8866 
 

MC MURRY MICHAEL A 
10750 LANNOM LN 

SARASOTA, FL 34240 
 

 

MEISSNER, JEFFREY R 
19442 BEACON PARK PL 
BRADENTON, FL 34202 

 

 

MESSENGER RONALD W 
4411 BEE RIDGE RD PMB 136 

SARASOTA, FL 34233-2514 
 

MIAKKA COMMUNITY CLUB INC/BECKY 
AYECH 

421 VERNA ROAD 
SARASOTA, FL 34240 

 

 

MILLER MONROE J 
650 SHALLOW RUN RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-7636 
 

 

MONSEREZ, MILENA O 
8338 FARINGTON CT 

BRADENTON, FL 34202 
 

MORGAN, FRANK P 
19452 BEACON PARK PL 

BRADENTON, FL 34202-4613 
 

 

MORRISON GEORGE LOWE 
1807 MOCCASIN HOLLOW RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240 
 

 

MOTE MARINE LABORATORY INC 
1600 KEN THOMPSON PKWY 
SARASOTA, FL 34236-1004 

 

MURCHIE, TUNNEY S 
8342 FARINGTON CT 

BRADENTON, FL 34202 
 

 

MURPHY MATHEW F 
13744 FRUITVILLE RD 
SARASOTA, FL 34240 

 

 

MURPHY MICHAEL B 
13704 FRUITVILLE RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-9293 
 

MURPHY MICHAEL R 
13704 FRUITVILLE RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-9293 
 

 

MURPHY WILLIAM F 
2050 BERN CREEK LOOP 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-8799 
 

 

MYAKKA RANCH HOLDINGS LLC 
7507 S TAMIAMI TRL 

SARASOTA, FL 34231-6901 
 

NAGY, JANE L 
8307 FARINGTON CT 

BRADENTON, FL 34202 
 

 

NASTAN RICHARD G 
11808 MARSH HEAD RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-8883 
 

 

NORMAN COLLEEN 
1208 OAK HAMMOCK RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240 
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NULTY, CLAUDIA LYNN 
8533 EAGLE PRESERVE WAY 
SARASOTA, FL 34241-8505 

 

 

ORO MARTINA 
1051 SPRINGBROOK FARM RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-2002 
 

 

OSBORN LESLIE J 
2118 147TH CT E 

BRADENTON, FL 34212 
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OSBORNE MICHAEL 
10635 FRUITVILLE RD 
SARASOTA, FL 34240 

 

 

PAGE LAURENCE H 
1210 COWPEN LN 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-8866 
 

 

PATRICK, ROBERT W 
19420 NEWLANE PL 

BRADENTON, FL 34202-4611 
 

PATTI C STEPHEN 
1207 OAK HAMMOCK RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-8878 
 

 

PEPPER LLOYD R 
2100 BERN CREEK LOOP 

SARASOTA, FL 34240 
 

 

PETRIL, ROBERT D SR 
19415 BEACON PARK PL 
BRADENTON, FL 34202 

 

POMMENVILLE DAVID S 
1606 MOCCASIN HOLLOW RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-8845 
 

 

PRESLEY RODNEY W 
2400 BERN CREEK LOOP 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-8873 
 

 

PRICE ROBERT R 
10687 FRUITVILLE RD 
SARASOTA, FL 34240 

 

RESILIENT RETREAT INC 
1207 SARASOTA CENTER BLVD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240 
 

 

RESNICK MICHAEL L 
2300 BERN CREEK LOOP 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-8872 
 

 

RICE, WILLIAM ADAM JR 
19110 GANTON AVE 

BRADENTON, FL 34202 
 

RICHARD TAUGNER REVOCABLE TRUST 
1800 BERN CREEK LOOP 

SARASOTA, FL 34240 
 

 

RICKERT ADAM A 
2405 COWPEN LN 

SARASOTA, FL 34240 
 

 

ROSEN JOSHUA H 
2601 MOCCASIN HOLLOW RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-9397 
 

ROSSITER ERIK F 
1150 BERN CREEK LOOP 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-8769 
 

 

ROUNTREE JAMES B & ANNE W 
1000 ANNIE LAURIE LN 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-9744 
 

 

RUBIN, KEVIN A 
8309 FARINGTON CT 

BRADENTON, FL 34202-4620 
 

SALTZMAN, BARRY STEVEN 
8306 FARINGTON CT 

BRADENTON, FL 34202-4619 
 

 

SARASOTA CITY OF/C/O CITY AUDITOR 
AND CLERK 

1565 1ST ST RM 110 
SARASOTA, FL 34230-1058 

 

 

SARASOTA COUNTY PLANNING SERVICES 
1660 RINGLING BLVD 
SARASOTA, FL 34236 

 

SARMIENTO JEFFREY P 
2250 BERN CREEK LOOP 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-8768 
 

 

SCHAUB KYLE M 
1308 OAK HAMMOCK RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-8300 
 

 

SCHMIDT, DAVID 
8305 FARINGTON CT 

BRADENTON, FL 34202 
 

SCHOETTLE SUSAN P 
18099 DEER PRAIRIE DR 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-5845 
 

 

SCHROEDER-MANATEE RANCH INC 
14400 COVENANT WAY 
BRADENTON, FL 34202 

 

 

SCHROEDER-MANATEE RANCH INC 
14400 COVENANT WAY 

LAKEWOOD RANCH, FL 34202-8900 
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SCHWARTZ FARMS INC 
13011 FRUITVILLE RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-9292 
 

 

SCHWARTZ JAMIE LEE 
25216 65TH AVE E 

MYAKKA CITY, FL 34251 
 

 

SCHWARTZ JARED M 
13311  FRUITVILLE RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-9292 
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SCHWARTZ MICHAEL D 
13211 FRUITVILLE RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-9360 
 

 

SCOGGINS PAMELA 
2401 BERN CREEK LOOP 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-8606 
 

 

SERRANO, GEORGE 
19427 BEACON PARK PL 

BRADENTON, FL 34202-4614 
 

SIGURDSSON FAMILY REVOCABLE LIVING 
TRUST 

9910 GARVETT 
LIVONIA, MI 48150 

 

 

SMITH ALEXANDER G 
1100 PINE PRAIRIE RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-9356 
 

 

SMITH JEFFREY L 
1200 BERN CREEK LOOP 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-8770 
 

SMR 2050 LLC 
14400 COVENANT WAY 

LAKEWOOD RANCH, FL 34202-8900 
 

 

SMR/MYAKKA LLC 
14400 COVENANT WAY 

LAKEWOOD RANCH, FL 34202-8900 
 

 

SNOKE JAMES 
2000 BERN CREEK LOOP 

SARASOTA, FL 34240 
 

SNYDER JOSEPH A 
1500 PINE PRAIRIE RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-8660 
 

 

SRQ LAND LLC 
1952 FIELD RD STE B 
SARASOTA, FL 34231 

 

 

STANLEY, GREGG A 
900 BELDEN WAY 

NASHVILLE, TN 37221 
 

STARNELL, PETER J 
19446 BEACON PARK PL 

BRADENTON, FL 34202-4613 
 

 

STEPHEN E WOEBER REVOCABLE TRUST 
140 COWPEN LN 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-9704 
 

 

SUNFIELD HOMES INC 
3600 GALILEO DR STE 104 

TRINITY, FL 34655 
 

SWAIN THOMAS E 
95 VIC EDWARDS RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-8973 
 

 

THE CONCESSION COMMUNITY 
ASSOCIATION INC 

4654 SR 64 E STE 503 
BRADENTON, FL 34208 

 

 

THOMAS ROBERT B 
12008 SLOUGH RIM RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-9358 
 

THOMAS, JOHN L 
8334 FARINGTON CT 

BRADENTON, FL 34202-4619 
 

 

THUM JESSICA LYNN 
13251 FRUITVILLE RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-9292 
 

 

TKACHUK OLEG 
1450 BERN CREEK LOOP 

SARASOTA, FL 34240 
 

TOLER CAROL L 
1650 BERN CREEK LOOP 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-8868 
 

 

TOLL FL XIII LIMITED PARTNERSHIP 
250 GIBRALTAR RD 

HORSHAM, PA 19044 
 

 

TOZZO CHRISTINE M 
1901 BERN CREEK LOOP 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-9246 
 

URFER DONALD 
5278 STATION WAY 

SARASOTA, FL 34233 
 

 

URFER DONALD R 
1251 BERN CREEK LOOP 

SARASOTA, FL 34240 
 

 

VIGLIONE JENNIFER 
10800 LANNOM LN 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-9138 
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WAGLER JAMES W 
1801 BERN CREEK LOOP 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-8798 
 

 

WATTERS, BRIAN 
40 DALE ST W 

WEST BABYLON, NY 11704 
 

 

WEERTS, JAMES F 
160 COVERED BRIDGE LN 

CHERRY LOG, GA 30522-2057 
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WEIPPERT, DON 
18826 GANTON AVE 

BRADENTON, FL 34202-4600 
 

 

WEIPPERT, DON W 
8432 LINDRICK LN 

BRADENTON, FL 34202 
 

 

WELCH JR WILLIAM M 
1010 COWPEN LN 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-8949 
 

WELCH LOIS B (E LIFE EST) 
1110 COWPEN LN 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-9141 
 

 

WENDELL GARY 
1400 BERN CREEK LOOP 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-8772 
 

 

WESSEL KEVIN R 
1400 PINE PRAIRIE RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-8661 
 

WESSEL THOMAS J 
2200 BERN CREEK LOOP 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-8768 
 

 

WILLIAMS MARK 
867 SHALLOW RUN RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-7600 
 

 

WILLIAMS ROBERT D 
1601 MOCCASIN HOLLOW RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-8846 
 

WILMA WEAVER REVOCABLE LIVING 
TRUST 

1701 BERN CREEK LOOP 
SARASOTA, FL 34240-8869 

 

 

WOLCOTT, JAMES B 
8835 BROOKFIELD TER 

BRADENTON, FL 34212-6302 
 

 

WOLF RICK A 
1700 BERN CREEK LOOP 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-8766 
 

WYATT, JANE 
8337 FARINGTON CT 

BRADENTON, FL 34202-4620 
 

 

YARUSS ALAN 
2101 BERN CREEK LOOP 

SARASOTA, FL 34240 
 

 
1200 PINE PRAIRIE RD 

SARASOTA, FL 34240-8302 
 

2405 MOCCASIN HOLLOW RD 
SARASOTA, FL 34240-9389 
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4.3 Copy of Letter Mailed to Surrounding Property Owners  
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Design with community in mind 
 
3/28/2022 
U:\215616736\admin\documents\final_document\forms-applications\let_CPA_DOCC_NHWS_Notice_LWR_SE_20220322.docx 

Stantec Consulting Services Inc. 
6920 Professional Parkway 
Sarasota FL  34240-8414 
Tel: (941) 907-6900 

NEIGHBORHOOD WORKSHOP NOTICE 

Date: Thursday, April 7, 2022 

Time: 6:00 pm 

Place: Virtual via Microsoft Teams – Link - https://bit.ly/3D333ja 

Contact: Katie LaBarr, AICP, Stantec, 941-907-6900 

A virtual workshop will be held to discuss an Application for a Comprehensive Plan Amendment to 
modify the Resource Management Area (RMA) Map and associated policy and an Application for 
a Development of Critical Concern (DOCC), to support the Lakewood Ranch Southeast property, 
totaling approximately 3,900± gross acres, located south of University Parkway and north of Fruitville 
Road in Sarasota County, Florida. 

Applications to be filed for this project include: 

 An Application for a Comprehensive Plan Amendment to modify the Resource Management 
Area (RMA) Map from Hamlet to Village, relocate the Countryside Line, and propose new 
policy language that will outline development of the subject property in a manner that will 
offer a more meaningful transition to Hamlet development, to the east. 

 An amendment to Element 4, Chapter 10, Maps 10-8 and 10-9, and other maps and/or 
sections of Chapter 10, as applicable, to ensure internal consistency, to adjust North-South 
Roadway B and East-West Roadway B, to ensure consistency between proposed 
development and the Thoroughfare Plan. 

 An application for a Development of Critical Concern (DOCC) with a Master Development 
Plan. 

To watch and participate in the virtual workshop at 6:00 pm on April 7, 2022, please visit: 
https://bit.ly/3D333ja. You can also listen in by phone by dialing (833)-436-6264, Conference ID: 541 
697 069#. 

This is not a public hearing. The purpose of the workshop is to inform neighboring residents of the 
nature of the proposal, to discuss the concept plan, and to seek comments. We look forward to 
seeing you there, virtually. If you have questions, please contact Katie LaBarr, at 941-907-6900 or by 
email: Katie.LaBarr@stantec.com.  

For more information, please also feel free to visit http://bit.ly/2C6XKPK. 

Attachments: 
Existing RMA Map 
Proposed RMA Map 
Proposed Development Concept Plan 
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Stantec Consulting Services Inc.
6900 Professional Pkwy E.

Sarasota, FL 34240
tel 941.907.6900
fax 941.907.6910

RMA Land Use Map - Existing
Lakewood Ranch Southeast

March 2022
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Disclaimer: Stantec assumes no responsibility for data
supplied in electronic format. The recipient accepts
full responsibility for verifying the accuracy and
completeness of the data. The recipient releases 
Stantec, its officers, employees, consultants and
agents, from any and all claims arising in any way
from the content or provision of the data.
Notes:
1. Coordinate System:  NAD 1983 StatePlane Florida West FIPS 0902 Feet
2. Source data: Sarasota County GIS
3. Imagery: ESRI Basemap

Existing Countryside Line

Lakewood Ranch Southeast

Resource Management Area

Greenway

Hamlet

Public Lands

Rural Heritage Estate

Village

L  E  G  E  N  D
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Stantec Consulting Services Inc.
6900 Professional Pkwy E.

Sarasota, FL 34240
tel 941.907.6900
fax 941.907.6910

RMA Land Use Map - Proposed
Lakewood Ranch Southeast

March 2022

0 2,500 5,000

Feet

($$¯

U:
\2

15
61

67
36

\g
is\

m
xd

\R
M

A
_P

ro
p

os
e

d
_A

PP
_2

02
20

31
6.

m
xd

   
   

Re
vi

se
d

: 2
02

2-
03

-1
6 

By
: a

d
h

o
ffm

a
n

Disclaimer: Stantec assumes no responsibility for data
supplied in electronic format. The recipient accepts
full responsibility for verifying the accuracy and
completeness of the data. The recipient releases 
Stantec, its officers, employees, consultants and
agents, from any and all claims arising in any way
from the content or provision of the data.
Notes:
1. Coordinate System:  NAD 1983 StatePlane Florida West FIPS 0902 Feet
2. Source data: Sarasota County GIS
3. Imagery: ESRI Basemap

Proposed Countryside Line

Lakewood Ranch Southeast

Resource Management Area

Greenway

Hamlet

Public Lands

Rural Heritage Estate

Village
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Stantec Consulting Services Inc.
6900 Professional Pkwy E.

Sarasota, FL 34240
tel 941.907.6900
fax 941.907.6910

Development Concept Plan
Lakewood Ranch Southeast

March 2022
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Disclaimer: Stantec assumes no responsibility for data
supplied in electronic format. The recipient accepts
full responsibility for verifying the accuracy and
completeness of the data. The recipient releases 
Stantec, its officers, employees, consultants and
agents, from any and all claims arising in any way
from the content or provision of the data.

Sarasota County

Manatee County

Legend
       Project Boundary
       Residential
       Open Space
       Stormwater
       Wetlands 
       Proposed ROW
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4.4 PowerPoint Presentation  
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Public Workshop Meeting
April 7, 2022

Lakewood Ranch Southeast
Neighborhood Workshop

Comprehensive Plan Map and Text Amendments &
Development of Critical Concern and Master Plan 
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Representing LWR Communities, LLC

Kyle Grimes, Esq., Attorney – Grimes Hawkins Gladfelter & Galvano, P.L.

Katie LaBarr, AICP, Planner – Stantec

Scott Buttari, PLA, LEED AP, Landscape Architect – Stantec

Matt Crim, PE, PTOE, Traffic Engineer - Stantec

Christopher Kennedy, Environmental Scientist – Ardurra

Representing Sarasota Count

Hannah Sowinski, AICP, Planner II – Planning & Development Services

Introductions

Public Workshop Meeting
April 7, 2022 Lakewood Ranch Southeast

Con erence ID:  7 0
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Workshop Participation Procedures

Sarasota County Procedures

Project Background

Details of Proposed Requests 

Next Steps

&A 

Wrap up

Agenda

Public Workshop Meeting
April 7, 2022 Lakewood Ranch Southeast

Con erence ID:  7 0
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Workshop Presentation Procedures

Public Workshop Meeting
April 7, 2022 Lakewood Ranch Southeast

Con erence ID:  7 0

. RL ATTENDEES:
PARTICIPANTS ARE UNABLE TO 

COMMENT VERBALLY

2. PHONE ATTENDEES:

PLEASE MUTE YOUR PHONE

. PRESENTATION

. SHORT BREAK OR PARTICIPANTS 

TO S BMIT ESTIONS 

. RESPOND TO T PED ESTIONS

. TAKE CALL IN ESTIONS

7. AD O RN 

S BMIT ESTIONS IN THE CHAT 

BO  A TER THE PRESENTATION
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Sarasota Count  Procedures

Public Workshop Meeting
April 7, 2022 Lakewood Ranch Southeast

Con erence ID:  7 0
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Pro ect Background

Public Workshop Meeting
April 7, 2022 Lakewood Ranch Southeast

Con erence ID:  7 0

Location and Aerial Maps
±4,117 Acres
Located generally south of University Parkway, 
east of Waterside, and north of Fruitville Road
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Pro ect Background

Public Workshop Meeting
April 7, 2022 Lakewood Ranch Southeast

Con erence ID:  7 0

Future Land Use (FLU) & oning Maps

L : R RAL oning: O R, HPD, O E
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Pro ect Background

Public Workshop Meeting
April 7, 2022 Lakewood Ranch Southeast

Con erence ID:  7 0

Sarasota County s 2050 RMA Map functions as 
an overlay to the adopted FLU Map

Goal to enhance the County s livability 
by preserving natural, cultural, and 
physical resources

Propert s E isting RMA designation:
I. Hamlet: Maximum of 1 du/gross acres 

of Developed Area
II. Greenwa : n/a density

2050 Resource Management Area (RMA) Map
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Proposed Re uest: Comprehensive Plan Amendment

Public Workshop Meeting
April 7, 2022 Lakewood Ranch Southeast

Con erence ID:  7 0

RMA: Hamlet, Greenwa RMA: illage Transition one, Greenwa
Countr side Line shi ted eastward

Comprehensive Plan Lage Scale Map Amendment
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Proposed Re uest: Comprehensive Plan Amendment

Public Workshop Meeting
April 7, 2022 Lakewood Ranch Southeast

Con erence ID:  7 0

RMA: HamletRMA: illage Transition 
one

Maximum Density: 1 
du/gross acres of 
Developed Area

Minimum Open Space:  
1.5 X developed area 
acreage

Maximum Base Density: 
2 du/gross developable 
acre
not to exceed 5,000 
dwelling units

Minimum Open Space: 
50  of gross acreage 

Comprehensive Plan Te t Amendment

RMA: Village

Minimum Density: 3 
du/gross developable 
acre 

Maximum Density: 5 
du/gross developable 
acre

Minimum Open Space: 
50  of gross acreage 
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Proposed Re uest: Comprehensive Plan Amendment

Public Workshop Meeting
April 7, 2022 Lakewood Ranch Southeast

Con erence ID:  7 0Comprehensive Plan Te t Amendment
Text Amendment to Chapter 8 – 2050 Resource Management Area to create a 

new 2050 RMA designation – Village Transition one (VT )

The VT  seeks to provide a more compatible development form and density 

transition from Village to Hamlet 

Minimum 0  Open Space 

iscal Neutralit  

Incentivi ed Communit  Housing 

No requirement for commercial development

Permit Residential Development consistent with RSF-2/PUD oning requirements 

of the UDC

Establish a Development Review Process to facilitate predictable outcomes 
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Proposed Re uest: Development o  Critical Concern

Public Workshop Meeting
April 7, 2022 Lakewood Ranch Southeast

Con erence ID:  7 0

Application Re uirements

DOCC Application

Master Development Order 
(MDO) and VT  Master Plan 

DOCCs provide a 
comprehensive process to 
analy e potential impacts and 
mitigation procedures regarding 
the development of a property 
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Development Concept Plan E isting Road Alignment

Public Workshop Meeting
April 7, 2022 Lakewood Ranch Southeast

Con erence ID:  7 0
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Public Workshop Meeting
April 7, 2022 Lakewood Ranch Southeast

Con erence ID:  7 0

Development Concept Plan Proposed Road Alignment
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Ne t Steps

Public Workshop Meeting
April 7, 2022 Lakewood Ranch Southeast

Con erence ID:  7 0

Completed

Pre-Application 
Meeting

In Progress

Neighborhood 
Workshop

Ne t Steps

Filing 
Application of 
Comprehensive 
Plan 
Amendment & 
DOCC

Planning 
Commission

BOCC (2 
Hearings for 
Plan 
Amendment)
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Short Break to Submit uestions 

Public Workshop Meeting
April 7, 2022 Lakewood Ranch Southeast

Con erence ID:  7 0

. RL ATTENDEES:
PARTICIPANTS ARE UNABLE TO 

COMMENT VERBALLY

2. PHONE ATTENDEES:

PLEASE MUTE YOUR PHONE

. PRESENTATION

. SHORT BREAK OR PARTICIPANTS 

TO S BMIT ESTIONS 

. RESPOND TO T PED ESTIONS

. TAKE CALL IN ESTIONS

7. AD O RN 

S BMIT ESTIONS IN THE CHAT 

BO  A TER THE PRESENTATION
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Respond to A Chat Bo  uestions

Public Workshop Meeting
April 7, 2022 Lakewood Ranch Southeast

Con erence ID:  7 0

. RL ATTENDEES:
PARTICIPANTS ARE UNABLE TO 

COMMENT VERBALLY

2. PHONE ATTENDEES:

PLEASE MUTE YOUR PHONE

. PRESENTATION

. SHORT BREAK OR PARTICIPANTS 

TO S BMIT ESTIONS 

. RESPOND TO T PED ESTIONS

. TAKE CALL IN ESTIONS

7. AD O RN 

S BMIT ESTIONS IN THE CHAT 

BO  A TER THE PRESENTATION
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Respond to Call In uestions

Public Workshop Meeting
April 7, 2022 Lakewood Ranch Southeast

Con erence ID:  7 0

. RL ATTENDEES:
PARTICIPANTS ARE UNABLE TO 

COMMENT VERBALLY

2. PHONE ATTENDEES:

PLEASE MUTE YOUR PHONE

. PRESENTATION

. SHORT BREAK OR PARTICIPANTS 

TO S BMIT ESTIONS 

. RESPOND TO T PED ESTIONS

. TAKE CALL IN ESTIONS

7. AD O RN 

S BMIT ESTIONS IN THE CHAT 

BO  A TER THE PRESENTATION
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Ad ourn, An  Additional uestions:

Public Workshop Meeting
April 7, 2022 Lakewood Ranch Southeast

Con erence ID:  7 0

Contact In ormation:
Katie LaBarr, AICP
Community Development, Stantec

(941) 907-6900
Katie.LaBarr@stantec.com

County website: www.scgov.net

County’s Customer Service number: 941.861.5000

CPA 2022-B  Lakewood Ranch Southeast  22-129347 GA
Rcv'd 5/05/2022



4.5 Attendee Report  
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Memo 

To: Sarasota County Planning and 
Development Services 
  

From: Katie LaBarr, AICP 
Stantec 

Project/File: Lakewood Ranch Southeast 
Neighborhood Workshop 

Date: April 11, 2022 

 

Reference: Neighborhood Workshop Synopsis 

Stantec Consulting Services Inc. conducted a Neighborhood Workshop on Thursday, April 7, 2022. 

The meeting was held virtually, via Microsoft Teams, at 6:00 p.m. Approximately 56 individuals were in 
attendance. 

Katie LaBarr (Agent) conducted the meeting and began with introductions of the consultant team and staff, 
followed by an overview of the Project and details on the proposed requests for the Project:  

 Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment to create a new Resource Management Area (RMA) 
designation, the Village Transition Zone (VTZ) 

 Comprehensive Plan Large-Scale Map Amendment to change the RMA designation of the 
subject property from Hamlet and Greenway to VTZ and Greenway as well as move the 
Countryside Line  

 Development of Critical Concern (DOCC) and Master Development Order/VTZ Master Plan to 
provide a framework for the proposed large-scale development  

The following individuals were also present on behalf of the Applicant: 

i. Kyle Grimes, Esq., Attorney – Grimes Hawkins Gladfelter & Galvano, P.L. 
ii. Katie LaBarr, AICP, Planner – Stantec 
iii. Emily Henke, PLA, Planner – Stantec 
iv. Scott Buttari, PLA, LEED AP, Landscape Architect – Stantec 
v. Matt Crim, PE, PTOE, Traffic Engineer – Stantec 
vi. Rob Engel, PE, Engineer – Stantec 
vii. Christopher Kennedy, Environmental Scientist – Ardurra 

Following the Agent’s presentation, the meeting was opened to the attendees to make comments and/or 
ask the team questions regarding the proposed development. The following is a summarized list of the 
questions asked and responses given, sectioned by theme. The Applicant’s representatives’ responses are 
shown in bold. 

\\us0227-ppfss01\shared_projects\215616736\planning\report\Formal APP\Submittals\LWR_SE_CPA_Submittal_4_29_22.pdf

CPA 2022-B  Lakewood Ranch Southeast  22-129347 GA
Rcv'd 5/05/2022



April 11, 2022 
Sarasota County
Page 2 of 12  

 

  
U:\215616736\planning\report\Formal APP\8. Neighborhood Workshop\NHW_Summary_20220420.docx 

 

Comments: 

1. I oppose the proposed countryside line move and the expansion of Village RMA into the areas 
currently designated as Hamlet 

2. This is not much of a public workshop if the moderator approves the question.  A true public 
workshop would post all of the questions publicly so we can all read what is being asked. Instead it 
seems to be more of a public sales job. 

3. For the record I am OPPOSED to this density increase.   
4. I am opposed to any increase in density. 
5. This is the only opportunity to engage.  The Planning and County Commissioners do not answer 

questions during the hearings. 
6. What happened to the audio? 
7. At least 2600 
8. Bern Creek adheres to the 2050 master plan aren't we the friendly transition to hamlet already? 
9. Isn't this a scheme to not only get higher densities but also to be relieved from the public interest 

requirements of the Sarasota 2050 Plan, just one example being a professional analysis, peer-
reviewed by a County expert, demonstrating that the development will be fiscally neutral? 

10. I cannot continue at this time, so I’d just like to say that I oppose this entire proposal.  The best use 
for this property would be if the Conservation Foundation were able to acquire it and re-wild the 
entire parcel. 

11. Because you don't live there, you brush this aside as previously done. This is not a question, but a 
sad fact. 

12. My questions are being marked "Private" and as such do not appear in the "Featured" questions.  I 
tried to repost it that way but cannot (hence the one repeat question).  Does it go public only when 
you choose it to answer?  Thank you. 

13. Such a significant change to the 2050 Plan should have a robust process of public input - not just 
comments at public hearings. 

14. Here's a concept:  dont develop our countryside!  The folks out here would likely support 3-5 acre 
lots but anything more is a threat to our lifestyle 

15. Take a drive out east and look at the sky... No streetlights. Go to LWR and do the same thing. We 
moved here for a reason. 

16. Lies 
17. No you didn't. 
18. You didn't identify what the amenities would be.  Thank you. 
19. I challenge you to challenge your "beliefs." "we believe, we believe." Sure. 
20. Y'all sound tired and worn down. We feel the same about your development plans. ::hugs:: 
21. I have been contacted by several people that were unable to join the online workshop.  I had 

difficulty and have also been bumped off numerous times.  This workshop has not been adequate 
in terms of pubic access.  If people get rejected in accessing the meeting, get bumped off, or 
otherwise cannot easily access this required meeting, I believe it is inadequate. 

22. Sorry for the math mistake, in my above question:  I meant to write 50% of 3900 is 1,950 
developable acres and X 2 equals 3900 units 

23. I think it is not realistic to pretend that this "Transition Zone" will not be applied to other properties.  
This proposal totally breaks the 2050 Plan. 

24. It is a falsehood to assert that affordable housing cannot be required by state statute, as a condition 
for the increase in base density.  That increase in base density of course will more than enough to 
compensate the developer for the affordable housing provided, as required by the law.  Please 
respond, this time truthfully. 
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Response: Thank you for your comments. 
 

Requests: 
 

1. Ron Lambert rlambert@mailmt.com. 941-400-4303. Call any time. I'd love to hear your gobbly-
goop. 

2. Please give me notice of all future hearings, meetings, etc. on this matter.  Susan Schoettle 
spgumm@mailmt.com 

3. Please include ManaSota88@comcast.net in any future meeting notifications. We hold a 
conservation easement within the Southeast Project site and did not receive notice of this meeting. 

4. If someone was not included on the mailing list, please tell them to contact planner@scgov.net to 
be added to the mailing list. Thank you 

5. My email is: mph_04@verizon.net for a written copy of the questions and answers. 
6. Also please distribute all questions and answers that come to you after this meeting to all attendees 

of this meeting. 
 

Response: Thank you for your comments.  
 
Compatibility: 
 

1. This proposal does not match the existing home and land use in this area. Please elaborate on how 
this proposal supports the existing residents and landowners?    
 
Response: The intent is to commit to 50% open space for the overall project and to include 
greenbelts along the edges of the project to ensure compatibility with the adjacent land 
uses.  

 
Concept Plan: 
 

1. The Development Concept Plan Legend says purple is ROW are the 9 purple spots shown on the 
Development Concept Plan ROW? 

2. What are the purple blobs on the map? 
 
Response: The lighter purple color on the concept plan represents potential amenity areas 
in the development. The darker purple line represents the proposed right-of-way. 
 

3. The on-screen Development Concept Plan boundaries differ from those shown on the development 
concept plan in the workshop notice documents - which boundaries are correct. 
 
Response: The concept plan you currently see on the screen is correct. The proposed 
project added land in the Northwest corner of the site to help ensure that there is connection 
for the extension of Bourneside Boulevard.  
 

4. You state that this new development will have 50% open space, but your map does not appear to 
show 50% open space.   
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Response: That is the text of the proposal and will be part of our commitment and the 
development review process. 
 

5. You do not show any 500-foot buffer along the eastern boundary of your proposed plan.  What will 
be done along that eastern boundary? 

6. There is buffer space along the border with Bern Creek but no buffer on the other boundaries - 
why? 

7. The north east corner of your development does not show buffer. Is the green space north of your 
development (red line) permanent Green space?? 
 
Response: When we have concept plans at such a scale, sometimes it may be difficult to 
really understand or see the separation along the different edges, but we will include details 
in our application, with our master development plan, that addresses these edge conditions. 
We assure you that proper buffering will be completed throughout the site. 
 

8. Are you building a wall around this community? 
 
Response: At this point, we do not know what type of buffers will be included for the 
proposed development.  

 
Bern Creek:  
 

1. Why is there a large undeveloped area just north of Bern Creek depicted on the Development 
Concept Plan? 

2. What do you plan to do on the open space area north of Bern Creek rural homesteads? 
3. How is the 570-acre conservation easement north of Bern Creek (from FPL settlement) being 

handled? 
 

Response: The area in question, north of Bern Creek, is intended to be a part of the 50% 
open space provision. 
 

4. There is a conservation easement south of Bern Creek. Is it going to change? Is there going to be a 
water pumping station on this easement? 

5. I am looking at the Staff Report Dec. 10, 2014 presented to the BCC. Can you tell me where the 
pump station is identified. 

 
Response: Regarding the water pumping station – that is going to be constructed within the 
area the question is referencing (i.e. to the eastern end of the area). The area referred to 
south of Bern Creek is proposed to be open space.  

 
Environment: 
 

1. Will you be providing a wildlife underpasses on the new road? 
2. What about wildlife corridor? It seems to be homes from district lines to line 

 
Response: These are details that would be addressed during the construction plan review, 
but it’s important to note that the concept plan does contemplate ribbons of green space 
throughout the site, to provide interconnected corridors for wildlife and protected species.  
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3. Will all development, including roadways, adhere to dark skies principles with shaded lights and 

downward only lighting. 
 

Response: Anything that is required by Sarasota County UDC will be complied with at the 
time of development.  
 

4. Have you considered a conservation kind of subdivision, like Babcock Ranch, where all buildings 
will be clustered and all green space will be clustered? 

 
Response: What we propose is really in keeping with a lot of the goals and objectives of 
developments like Babcock Ranch, and we believe that what will come to bear during this 
development will be similar in nature.  
 

Housing: 
 

1. What about affordable housing?  How long will it take for the sheriff, EMS and Fire get there and 
who will pay for added services 

2. Please elaborate on "incentivized community housing" - number of units, requirements for housing, 
etc. 

3. Will missing middle housing types be provided? 
4. Is there any affordable housing in Lakewood ranch now? 

 
Response: Affordable/Community housing will be offered on a voluntary basis with the 
incentives that are provided for in the UDC. There is an overall cap of 5,000 dwelling units 
on the property, which includes any community housing.  
 
Response times for sheriff, EMS, fire, etc. are evaluated during the review process, and in 
even greater detail at time of rezone. The cost of these services will be contemplated in the 
fiscal neutrality study that we will prepare and submit for review. 
 
Question regarding missing middle housing – we are proposing a range of housing types 
including townhomes, semi-detached, and other single-family products.  

 
Lakepark Estates 
 

1. What is happening to Lakepark Estates that was previously approved and construction started in 
January 2022? 

2. Will Lakepark Phase 2 and Phase 3 change? The new higher density? 
3. Has LWR purchased Lakepark Estates? 
 

Response: Lakewood Ranch has not purchased Lakepark Estates. Lakepark Estates will be 
incorporated into the Village Transition Zone; however, it’s not going to cause any changes 
to Phase One that has already been approved. We are working with staff on how to facilitate 
this through the proper language.  
 

Policy:  
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1. Cover letter states your proposed policy changes “will offer a more meaningful transition to the 
hamlet development to the east.” Can you elaborate on what you mean by a more meaningful 
transition? 

2. 2050 Plan policies were that Hamlet transitioned between Village and rural development.  How 
does an increase in density achieve this policy goal? 
 
Response: The goal of these amendments is to allow for a form of development that is very 
similar to what is observed in Lakewood Ranch. We propose to do this by creating the 
Village Transition Zone, which will be limited to the subject property and be slightly less 
dense than the Village designation and slightly more dense than the Hamlet designation. 
This zone will allow for a maximum base density of 2 dwelling units per gross developable 
acre, not to exceed a maximum unit count of 5,000 units. The amendments will also include 
incentive community housing.  
 

3. You have described various characteristics of this new Future Land Use Map category.  Will they all 
be mandatory or are you simply expressing the present intent of the Lakewood Ranch developer?  
Example:  "Housing will be made available at a variety of price points."  What policy if any is 
proposed.  Will anything be required for truly affordable housing, and if so what, or are we talking 
about so-called "attainable housing" which is affordable to a family of 120% Area Median Income, 
that is earning well over $100,000 a year?  Again, please respond to the broader question as to 
whether everything you describe will be required in Comp Plan policies, and then as to my specific 
question on affordable housing.  Thank you. 

4. What does your "commitment" mean?  Does that mean you will positively commit and put in 
writing? 

  
Response: As we indicated in this presentation, part of this Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment is to create a Village Transition Zone which will include text on incentives for 
affordable housing, following the same basis outlined in the UDC. There will not be a 
mandate for affordable housing as that is no longer allowed in Florida Statute. All 
application materials are made available to the public and published on the County website, 
so you’ll have the opportunity to review our policy language once it is formally submitted for 
staff review. 
 

5. Does this comp plan amendment limited to your 3900 acres, or does it change other rural lands. 
6. Is this the last proposal of the Lakewood Ranch developer to extend suburban sprawl further to the 

east, or is the door open to it pushing further in the years after this is approved?  What, if any, is the 
limit?  Verna Road?  DeSoto County? 

7. Even though this is the last of lands owned by SMR as you state, aren't you actually creating a 
whole new development category in the 2050 plan that will set a precedent for other large area 
rural land developers? Also, this is not responsible Urban development as adding density in this 
amendment does not provide appropriate transition to the rural lands. 

8. Is there a figure you can provide that would express the total number of dwelling units in the entire 
Lakewood Ranch project - both in Manatee and in Sarasota counties? I..e. do you have a terminus 
ad quem, or do you intend to create more communities on open lands that are not now identified in 
known plans? 

 
Response: The Village Transition Zone / Comprehensive Plan Amendment is limited to the 
property boundary shown on our concept plan.  
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Process: 
 

1. What is the process by which the public and its elected officials will discuss, analyze, and approve 
or deny this new category added by the developer to the Comp Plan? 
 
Response: We will apply for a Comprehensive Plan Map and Text amendment, which will be 
fully vetted by County staff and then heard by the Planning Commission and Board of 
County Commissioners (BOCC). The BOCC will hear the application twice, one for 
transmittal and one for adoption. Public comment is welcome at all public hearings.  
 

2. When do you anticipate submitting applications? 
 

Response: We are currently preparing these applications. We expect to submit in the very 
near future, within the next thirty to sixty days. 
 

3.  You mentioned commercial development... At what point do you expect to begin asking for 
exceptions to plans to allow for commercial development? 

 
Response: We will not be asking for any exceptions for commercial development. 
 

4.  If this goes ahead, when will initial land clearing begin 
 
Response: We are at the beginning of the review process, so it is too early to tell when initial 
clearing may begin.  
 

Public Participation: 
 

1. What can the local resident do to keep growth to a minimum? Thank you 
2. So how can I submit more questions and receive answers? 
3. How can we stop your request for zoning changes and keep our open-use-estate classification? No 

one wants to see more development out here. Do any of you live in these areas. 
 

Response: There are several opportunities for public engagement and input throughout this 
process. The first is through tonight’s workshop where we are looking for feedback from the 
community. There will also be opportunities for residents to speak to the Planning 
Commission and Board of County Commissioners as these applications move though the 
public hearing review process.  
 

4. There is a reason we moved to Bern Creek and not Lakewood Ranch. Have you considered how 
your project impacts residents like us? 
 
Response: Yes, the intent would be to provide appropriate buffering adjacent to each of the 
particular boundary conditions. We will provide the specific details in our application.  

 
Transportation: 
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1. How will this project improve hurricane evacuation clearance times for existing Sarasota County 
residents? 

2. Wouldn't an additional road extending east to Verna Road assist in an evacuation event?  
 

Response: This project may improve hurricane evacuation clearance times, by providing a 
regional corridor connecting University Parkway to Fruitville Road, via Bourneside 
Boulevard. Bourneside Boulevard currently extends all the way to State Road 64, so 
providing that north-south corridor for cross county transportation may be beneficial.  
 

3. What are the plans for adding lanes on University? Will there be a light on Bourneside? 
4. Please elaborate on any traffic studies that have been done.  Fruitville Rd. is extremely congested 

as is and cannot accommodate the growth you are proposing 
5. What considerations are planned for the widening of Fruitville rd as this project will introduce 2600 

new vehicles on that road. Thats providing for 2 cars per household. 
6. promised 4 lanes to the end of Fruitville rd by 2010 has not been accomplished. Traffic, etc, are 

very concerning for those of us that live out east. Your requirement of traffic studies may fail as 
previously. stated. the situation is dangerous and irresponsible. what realistic care and promises 
will you do?  

7. I'm concerned about traffic. There's so much congestion already. Can our roads handle this? 
8. Will this mean that University will get extended East to meet I 70 

 
Response: A traffic study has not been completed at this point but will be conducted at the 
appropriate time in the application process. Intersection improvements are yet to be 
determined. We will coordinate with Sarasota County to evaluate the best type of 
intersection control.  
 

9.  Just confirming, the purple road indicated is Bourneside continuation?  
 
Response: That is correct. 
 

10. Will the taxpayers be footing the bill to widen Fruitville Road to handle the traffic from your 
development?  Or will the developer pay for road improvements to Fruitville Road. 
 
Response: Sarasota County has transportation mobility fees, which will be paid during 
development. These fees will be utilized by Sarasota County to pay for any required 
roadway improvement. 

 
11. Will all on-site roads and other facilities be funded by a CDD as other Lakewood Ranch areas? 
12. Is this area going to be a taxing district like much of LWR? 

 
Response: Roadways throughout the community will be constructed both with the 
Lakewood Ranch Stewardship District, as well as private development.  
 

13. What is FDOT's role in approving these plans? 
 
Response: None of these roadways touch state rights-of-way, so they would have no role in 
this process.  
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14. Why has the East West proposed road to Verna Road been eliminated? 

 
Response: This road has not been eliminated. We believe that the proposed alignment, as 
seen on the concept plan, is a more context-sensitive alignment. We will be providing a stub 
that will allow for the off-site extension of the East-West road over to Verna.  
 

Water: 
 

1. Will this development affect the wastewater system off Bee Ridge Rd?  
2. Will the suggested waste water plant be within the outlined property?  if so, where 

 
Response: We are currently going through a utility master planning process with Sarasota 
County. It is anticipated that this development will require an additional wastewater line that 
will bring the wastewater from this property to the Bee Ridge wastewater plant.  
 

3. Do you plan to augment the water in the lakes shown?  Will the lakes be lined to prevent lateral 
seepage and damage to surrounding areas? 
 
Response: This question involves details that have not been determined yet, but 
augmentation of lakes and/or lining of lakes is not anticipated. These details will come later 
in the review process.  
 

4. Please elaborate on the water run off studies that have been done to ensure that new 
homesites/development do not have a negative impact on existing home and land owners 

5. Bern Creek is very wet area during the rainy season, how do you plan to mitigate your water run 
off? 

 
Response: Through the process that we are starting here and then followed by the site and 
development plan review process, we will be required to go through an evaluation of the 
drainage of both existing and proposed drainage patterns. We will go through a rigorous 
review, by both Sarasota County and the South Florida Water Management District1, and 
ultimately receive a permit before we can start construction. There are strict criteria to 
ensure that there are no negative impacts off-site.  
 

6.  Why not require xeriscaping in your development to save water and reduce fertilizers in the 
stormwater runoff which pollutes our bays and gulf? 
 
Response: That’s a great suggestion. Thank you for your comment. 

 
Misc.: 
 

1. Who is the developer of this community?  What is the estimated price range of the homes?  Will all 
the development be single family homes? 
 
Response: The developer is our client, Lakewood Ranch Communities (Master Developer is 
Schroeder Manatee Ranch). At this time, given where we are at in the review process, 
estimated price range of homes is yet to be determined, but it is our intent to provide a 
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variety of housing types including single-family detached, semi-detached, villas, and 
attached townhomes.  
 

2. "VOS Policy 5.2 Protected Roadway Character requires open vistas and protect the integrity of the 
rural character of Fruitville Road/SR 780 east of Dog Kennel Road, now called Lorraine Road. How 
will you accomplish this?  Already, Lake Park Estates has not protected the rural character of 
Fruitville Road. Will construction continue at Lake Park Estates and go west or will Lakewood 
Ranch build eat or both? What is the build out date? Is Lakewood Ranch currently at build out 
density? While the western boundary is urban, the proposed area of change, 3,900 acres, is 
surrounded by rural lands that may currently have livestock. How will you mitigate the construction 
noises such as continual diesel engines on large equipment and the backup beepers that will most 
likely startle the livestock?  I believe there is already such a problem around the Polo Club, 
frightening the horses. What water source will be used to irrigate the lawns? Fruitville Road is 
currently listed as a constrained road. How many more vehicles will be added to Fruitville Road due 
to this proposed density increase? Fruitville Road is an evacuation route. What analysis was 
conducted to determine what the additional traffic would do to reduce evacuation times? Thank 
you, 
Becky Ayech 
President Miakka Community Club  
Did SMR or Lakewood Ranch challenge the 2050 Amendment? Why or why not? What has 
changed since the adoption of 2050 that necessitates thing proposed Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment? The waterbodies colored blue are called stormwater on the Development Concept 
Plan. How many are there? What is the total acreage? What is the average size? Will they dry 
down since they are stormwater?  Or will they be augmented? If augmented, from where will the 
water come? How will you manage the mosquitoes? Will the HOA or another entity prohibit mowing 
to the edge of the stormwater ponds/waterbodies? What will lawn fertilizer applications or 
restrictions be? Who will enforce? You portray this as a transition. 2050 defines Hamlets as a 
transition form of development intended to blend toward the more rural eastern area of the County. 
Why do you need a different type of transition form of development? Two units an acre does not 
blend with rural.  It is urban sprawl.  Bill Spaeth, retired Sarasota Planner identified Lake park 
Estates as urban sprawl.  This is urban sprawl times 2. If adopted, this will become a creeping of 
urban density that will use the same reasoning for extending urban development throughout the 
Rural area identified on the Future Land Use Map (FLUM). Why can’t the 1,000-acre development, 
Lake Park Estates remain with a density cap of 400 dwelling units on 1 unit per acre? Why don’t 
you build up and not out? What amenities will be provided?  Where are they located on the 
Development Concept Plan? Lake Park Estates is currently under construction. If the proposed 
Amendment is approved, when will the next phase begin? Will the infrastructure be in phases or 
done all at once? How many water tanks need to be built so the water pressure is sufficient for fire 
suppression?  Where will they be located? What will they look like?  Will you be able to see them or 
will they be screened? Lake Park Estates was required to have one pressure tank that would be 
located along Fruitville Road. 

3. How exactly is this an example of smart growth?  Sincere question.   
4. How is this a smart growth effort?  Will there be objective environmental impact studies?  Who will 

pay for infrastructure? Please include accident and incident reports within 5 miles for last 5 years.  
Btw this was difficult to get into 
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Response: We’ll try to go through the majority of these questions. To begin, it is proposed 
that the irrigation will be handled by Braden River Utilities. We are also working through the 
details of getting reclaimed water from the County.  
 
For the questions on construction noise, startling livestock, etc. – we hear these concerns 
and they will be addressed at the time of formal development. We are still working through 
the details on the buffers and greenbelts.  
 
For the question on 2050 - the 2050 regulations were adopted in 2002, about 20 years ago. 
Things change and sometimes adjustments are needed, and we believe these adjustments 
that we are proposing are appropriate for long term compatible development. 
 
For the questions on stormwater/water – This concept plan is conceptual in nature, it is not 
engineered at this point. We do not have the details on stormwater needs, management, etc. 
yet, so we can’t speak to it. 
 
For the questions on street lighting/design – Again, this is a question that comes up later in 
the process, but I can assure you, any design elements like this will be in compliance.  
 
For the questions on smart growth, we do believe this is a form of smart growth. 
 

5. Because the comp plans calls for an interconnected trail system in the rural lands, will these trails 
be open to the general public and be available to the equestrians. 
 
Response: Final details have not been planned yet, but we expect that there would be a 
combination of both public and private trails. Equestrian-capable trails has not yet been 
contemplated. 
 

6. How many acres of the 3900 acres are deemed "developable" acres?   If 50% is deemed OPEN 
SPACE and not developable, does that mean the developable acres are 1850 acres , and total 
units 3900?  ie 2 X 1850 DEVELOPABLE ACRES 

 
Response: In round numbers, yes this is correct. 
 

7. Will there be competitive bidding for all engineering aspects? 
 
Response: Anything constructed by the Stewardship District will be required to go through 
the public bid process, per State Statutes.  
 

8. Why no commercial development? 
9. Publix puts in a store for every 3000 houses, Why would you say there will be no commercial 

development? 
 
Response: At this time, we are not proposing commercial development because we think it 
is vital to support the existing commercial that’s been built on Lorrain Road, University 
Parkway, and Waterside.  
 

10. Can you share how many people are on this call? 
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Response: Currently, there are 29 URL attendees, this was as high as 59 at one point. There 
are 7 call-in attendees.  
 

11. What is the email of the person who invited us to submit further questions through email? 
12. Will you provide a written record of the questions and answers - including those not addressed 

during the live meeting?  
13. Will a recording or transcript of this session be available to the public? 
14. Will *all* questions and comments be made available to residents and County Commissioners? 

 
Response: All the questions submitted during this meeting will be recorded and submitted 
in our application materials. These materials, as well as the recording and transcript, will be 
available to the public. You can contact me, Katie LaBarr, with any questions, comments, or 
concerns regarding the project at Katie.Labarr@stantec.com or (941) 907-6900.  

Respectfully yours, 

STANTEC CONSULTING SERVICES INC.  

Katie LaBarr, AICP 
Senior Associate, Community Development 
Phone: 941-907-6900 
Katie.LaBarr@stantec.com 
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1

Planner

From: Michele Norton
Sent: Monday, March 28, 2022 9:20 AM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: Agenda item Lakewood Ranch Southeast

 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>  
Sent: Monday, March 28, 2022 7:48 AM 
To: JANE ARCHER <janearcher59@verizon.net> 
Cc: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net> 
Subject: RE: Agenda item Lakewood Ranch Southeast 
 
I've forwarded your email to the Department Director. 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: JANE ARCHER <janearcher59@verizon.net>  
Sent: Saturday, March 26, 2022 10:08 PM 
To: Commissioners <commissioners@scgov.net> 
Subject: Agenda item Lakewood Ranch Southeast 
 
Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, Links and Requests for Login 
Information 
 
 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
I understand that Lakewood Ranch wants to increase the density in the above parcel of land.  Have you not heard that 
your constituents are already angry about  the  ongoing development of rural lands and if you approve increasing the 
density, it adds salt to the wound?  Moreover, the effect this will have on already existing major traffic woes will make 
Sarasota a less desirable place to live.   Please do not approve what Lakewood Ranch is asking for in the Bern Creek area. 
 
Jane Archer 
7724 Castleisland Dr 
Sarasota 
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Planner

From: Lisa Buzby
Sent: Wednesday, July 20, 2022 12:12 PM
To: Commissioners; Planner
Cc: Robin Bayus; Wendy Mastripolito
Subject: PH: Fredd Atkins 941-228-2389 re Opposition to Comprehensive Plan Amendment 2022

Fredd Atkins called 941-228-2389 to formally register his Opposition to Comprehensive Plan Amendment 2022.  
 
Lisa Buzby 
Executive Assistant to: 
Commissioner Christian Ziegler, District 2 
 
Commission Services 
1660 Ringling Blvd., Sarasota, FL 34236 
Phone: 941- 861-5344 
lbuzby@scgov.net 
www.scgov.net 

         

 

All email sent to and from Sarasota County Government is subject to the public record laws of the State of Florida.  To learn more about Florida’s 
Sunshine Law click here. 
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Planner

From: Becky Ayech <miakka1945@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, March 25, 2022 5:53 PM
To: Planner
Subject: Proposed Comp Plan Amendment 2022-B

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 

  
Good day Planner, 
I hope your weekend was enjoyable. 
The request for an out of cycle Comprehensive Plan Amendment is also a request for waiving the 
scoping requirements.  What are the scoping requirements?  Why is Staff supporting waiving them? 
Thank you. 
Best, 
Becky Ayech 



1

Planner

From: Becky Ayech <miakka1945@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, March 27, 2022 6:30 PM
To: Planner
Subject: Lakewood Ranch Proposed Comprehensive Plan
Attachments: Lakewood%20Ranch%20Southeast%20Map%20of.jpg

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 

  
Below is the map from the Lakewood Ranch proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment.  It appears 
this map includes the Hamlet known as Lake Park Estates.  Does the proposed Amendment include 
Lake Park Estates?  If it does, what is the mechanism that allows an approved Hamlet that is under 
construction to be changed? 
Thank you. 
Best regards, 
Becky Ayech 
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From: Donna Carter
Sent: Sunday, July 17, 2022 11:22 PM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: Additional workshop for CPA 2022-B needed

From: CM Bales <balesmc@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2022 12:32 PM
To: Donna Carter <donna.carter@sarasotaadvisory.net>
Subject: Additional workshop for CPA 2022 B needed

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information

Dear Commissioner Carter,

Please hold an additional workshop for CPA 2022 B.

The previously held workshop held by Stantec did not adequately meet the standards of a
collaborative community workshop to address neighborhood concerns and did not comply with
the FLU Policy 1.3.4..

Thank you,

Chris Bales
Sarasota
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Planner

From: CM Bales <balesmc@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 19, 2022 8:49 AM
To: Michele Norton; Matthew Osterhoudt
Cc: Steve Kirk; Elma Felix; Planner
Subject: CPA 2022 -F  Lorraine Road remove from PC agenda

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 

  
Good morning,  
 

Please remove CPA 2022-F from the agenda for the PC meeting on July 
21.   
 
The public was not given fair notice of this amendment to the Comp Plan. as required by the UDC. 
CPA 2022-F is location specific—Segments of Lorraine Road.  It is even indicated on two maps. 
Landowners, the public and the neighborhood communities  are “blindsided” that BP overlay is 
being considered in these two Lorraine Road locations. 
 
The public should be invited and given fair opportunity to learn the facts at a Neighborhood 
Workshop for the CPA 2022-F .  That has not been done. 
 
ARTICLE III COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING - Sec. 94-85. - County initiation of Comprehensive Plan amendments. 
Communications programs and information services.(1)Pursuant to the Comprehensive Plan's Intergovernmental 
Coordination and Citizen Participation Plan, Policy 2.1.1, Sarasota County will "continue to utilize an information exchange 
program, including the maintenance of an updated mailing list, as one means of communication between the County and 
all interested parties." The Planning Department shall maintain an updated mailing list, which shall include units of local 
government, governmental agencies, special districts, community groups, civic associations, the media, and general 
public. The Planning Department shall transmit to these entities notices of public hearings and workshops. Interested 
Persons may request to be included in the mailing list of their interest by contacting the Planning Department. The mailing 
lists shall be maintained for the duration of the process for which they are developed. 
 
 
1.  NO notices were given for the Neighborhood Workshop on June 21.  No AD, No Mailings to 
residents, HOA’s  NO Signs. 
 
2. The upcoming July 21  Planning Commission meeting -- NO MAILINGS, NO Signs.   
 
3.  The July 1  PC ad (below) that makes no mention of Lorraine Road AND does not include the 
maps of proposed specific Lorraine Road corridor locations. 
 
4.  The county has no data on the projected acreage of property that as recently approved on 
July 12 can apply for BP rezoning.   There does not appear to be any data on how much more 
acreage could be rezoned as Businesss Park if CPA 2022-F  is  approved in August. 



 
5.   BP is location specific.   I have not seen evidence yet that the county has done BP impact 
studies transportation, environment and safety for the public at any of the affected exchanges 
and corridors.  If you have these studies, please email them to me. 
 
Again, please remove CPA 2022-F from the PC agenda so the public has fair opportunity to 
address their concerns to the county at a fairly advertised Nieghborhood Workshop..   
 
Not only are these identified Lorraine Road corridors  ill-conceived locations for this  BP overlay, 
you have to wonder why is this on such a fast track when potentially 100’s of acres have recently 
been made eligible to apply for BP?    
 
Why the rush, and why wasn’t the public invited to participate???   
  
Thank you for your attention to this matter,   
Chris Bales 
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Planner

From: Brett Harrington
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2022 6:54 AM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: CPA2022-B

Categories: "Letter"

For correspondence File... CPA 2022 B (Lakewood Ranch SE Village Transition Zone)

Original Message
From: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net>
Sent: Wednesday, June 22, 2022 8:58 AM
To: Brett Harrington <bharring@scgov.net>
Subject: FW: CPA2022 B

Original Message
From: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>
Sent: Wednesday, June 22, 2022 8:54 AM
To: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net>
Subject: FW: CPA2022 B

For our record.

Original Message
From: jbish <jb34293@comcast.net>
Sent: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 8:43 PM
To: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>
Subject: CPA2022 B

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, Links and Requests for Login
Information

Would like to add my voice to encourage you to vote NO on CPA 2022 B.

Let's not contribute to urban sprawl, let's preserve this rural area for future generations.

Janet Bishop
403 Peppertree Rd
Venice 34293
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From: Jean Blackburn <jblackburn1151@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 7, 2022 3:14 PM
To: Donna Carter; Kevin Cooper; Jordon.Keller@sarasotaadvisory.net; 

Theresa.MAst@sarasotaadvisory.net; Colin Pember; Martha Pike; Micki Ryan; 
Andrew.Stults@sarasotaadvisory.net; Justin Taylor; Planner; Brett Harrington; Steven; Jean Blackburn

Subject: urban sprawl

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 

  
Dear Sarasota Planning Commissioners- We in the once rural areas of Sarasota County continue to be 
astounded by the politicians' disregard of zoning, the 2050 plan and the wishes of their constituents.  
This article came across my desk today and it nicely characterizes the impression I get when attending Sarasota 
County planning sessions. The elected officials seem to have no conscience or loyalty to the citizens, only to the 
developers who finance their campaigns. 
Those of us who are 4th generation natives can only cry when we see what you are doing.   
Are you listening at all? 
Sincerely,
Jean Blackburn, Old Myakka 
 
--  
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Planner

From: Alan Maio
Sent: Monday, March 28, 2022 7:44 AM
To: Susan Borkin
Cc: Matthew Osterhoudt
Subject: RE: CPA 2022-B

I’ve forwarded your email to the Department Director. 
 
From: Susan Borkin <borkinsu@gmail.com>  
Sent: Sunday, March 27, 2022 7:19 PM 
To: Commissioners <commissioners@scgov.net> 
Subject: CPA 2022-B 
 

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 

  

 
Dear Commissioners,  

CPA 2022-B creates a new “Village Transition Zone”. This drastic change to 2050 impacts the whole County. It needs a full public discussion 
so that you can truly represent the people who have elected you rather than only special interests. Please pull agenda item #26 and add it 
to next month’s agenda with full public input allowed. Thank You. 

Sincerely,  

Susan Borkin 

13848 Posada St., Venice FL 34293 
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Planner

From: Brett Harrington
Sent: Monday, June 20, 2022 8:23 AM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: CPA 2022-B

Another for the record…CPA 2022 B

From: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net>
Sent: Monday, June 20, 2022 8:22 AM
To: Brett Harrington <bharring@scgov.net>
Subject: FW: CPA 2022 B

From: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>
Sent: Friday, June 17, 2022 5:10 PM
To: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net>
Subject: FW: CPA 2022 B

For our record.

From: Peter Burkard <pmborganic@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, June 17, 2022 9:54 AM
To: Michael Moran <mmoran@scgov.net>; Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>; Ron Cutsinger <rcutsinger@scgov.net>;
Christian Ziegler <cziegler@scgov.net>; Nancy C. Detert <ncdetert@scgov.net>
Subject: CPA 2022 B

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information

Greetings, Commissioners,
I am opposed to CPA 2022 B. Stop facilitating the destruction of our precious rural lands.
Peter Burkard
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Laura Haw

From: Alan Maio
Sent: Monday, March 28, 2022 7:46 AM
To: Matthew Osterhoudt
Subject: FW: 

 
 
From: Rita Carney <carneyrita10@gmail.com>  
Sent: Sunday, March 27, 2022 10:17 PM 
To: Commissioners <commissioners@scgov.net> 
Subject:  
 

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 

  
Please get Lakewood Ranch to handle the property they already have before letting them destroy anymore.  
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Planner

From: Michele Norton
Sent: Monday, April 4, 2022 9:33 AM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: Meeting Request CPA 2022-B 

Categories: "Letter"

For the record.  M 
 
From: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>  
Sent: Monday, April 4, 2022 9:23 AM 
To: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net> 
Subject: FW: Meeting Request CPA 2022-B  
 
FYI 
 
From: ManaSota-88 <manasota88@comcast.net>  
Sent: Sunday, April 3, 2022 10:21 AM 
To: Commissioners <commissioners@scgov.net> 
Subject: Meeting Request CPA 2022-B  
 

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 

  

Dear Commissioners: 

ManaSota-88 respectfully requests that the Sarasota County Commission schedule future public meetings on the privately 
initiated comprehensive plan amendment CPA 2022-B proposed by Lakewood Ranch. 

CPA 2022-B is suggesting significant changes to the fundamental structure of the 2050 Plan.  

The residents of Sarasota County have previously invested a lot of time and effort in participating in crafting the 2050 Plan. 

Citizens should be given the opportunity for full participate in all phases of the County Commissions decision-making process 
involving CPA 2022-B. 

Decisions made by the County Commission can drastically change local communities and neighborhoods, impact property 
values and the environmental quality of land, and significantly increase the demand for public services.  Millions of dollars are 
spent by taxpayers on infrastructure. 

The public has the right to provide meaningful and informative comments on issues influencing the County Commissioners 
policy decisions. 

 
Thank you,  
 



Glenn Compton - Chairman 
ManaSota-88, Inc. 
P.O. Box 1728 
Nokomis, Florida 34274 
(941) 966-6256 
http://www.manasota88.org 
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Planner

From: Brett Harrington
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2022 6:55 AM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: CPA 2022-B

Categories: "Letter"

Another correspondence CPA 2022 B (Lakewood Ranch SE – Village Transition Zone)

From: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net>
Sent: Wednesday, June 22, 2022 8:58 AM
To: Brett Harrington <bharring@scgov.net>
Subject: FW: CPA 2022 B

From: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>
Sent: Wednesday, June 22, 2022 8:53 AM
To: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net>
Subject: FW: CPA 2022 B

For our record.

From: Donna Cubit Swoyer <cubitdqos@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 22, 2022 5:52 AM
To: Michael Moran <mmoran@scgov.net>; Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>; Ron Cutsinger <rcutsinger@scgov.net>;
Christian Ziegler <cziegler@scgov.net>; Nancy C. Detert <ncdetert@scgov.net>
Subject: CPA 2022 B

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information

Please vote NO on CPA 2022 B.
Our lovely County is already turning grey as is paving. We need to keep it greener. Please don't allow cement to cover
our green open spaces in this proposal.

Donna Cubit Swoyer
710 N.Lemon Ave.
Sarasota FL
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Planner

From: Donna Cubit-Swoyer <cubitdqos@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 19, 2022 2:39 PM
To: Planner
Subject: CPA 2022-B

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 

  
This proposed development will drastically change the rural nature of eastern Sarasota County--for the worst.  
The one Community Workshop that was held was totally inadequate for input on such a sweeping project and did not 
meet the County's requirement. 
 
Please hold at least one additional Community Workshop on this Project.   
 
Thank you. 
 
Donna Cubit-Swoyer 
710 N. Lemon Ave. 
Sarasota FL 
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From: Donna Carter
Sent: Sunday, July 17, 2022 11:00 PM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: CPA 2022-B
Attachments: CPA 2022-B Planning Commission.docx

Original Message
From: maduggan@mailmt.com <maduggan@mailmt.com>
Sent: Monday, July 11, 2022 8:50 AM
To: Donna Carter <donna.carter@sarasotaadvisory.net>
Subject: CPA 2022 B

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, Links and Requests for Login
Information

Dear Donna Carter,

I am requesting that an additional Neighborhood Workshop be conducted for CPA 2022 B. The first workshop did not
meet Sarasota County's criteria.The attached document goes into further detail.
Also, in the attachment are additional questions and comments that were sent to Stantec via the Planning Department
on June 13. To date, Stantec has not responded. These questions MUST be answered and any comments need to be
provided with a response.

Sincerely,

Maurie Duggan
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I will begin by renewing our request for an additional Neighborhood Workshop.  
FLU Policy 1.3.4.  “The purpose of the workshop shall be for the applicant and community to 
work collaboratively and discuss the nature of the proposed development, to solicit 
suggestions and concerns” … (emphasis added).
Resolution No. 2021-165, C “Any person who believes that a required Neighborhood Workshop 
did not meet the county standards must raise the issue in writing…”  MCC is once again raising 
that issue.
THE WORKSHOP SYNOPSIS shows one person (#2) says this is not much of a workshop.  
#13 asks for a more robust process of public input and #21 states several people were unable to 
join the online workshop.  They stated the workshop was inadequate in terms of public access.
Following are Responses given by Stantec, which MCC finds to be substantive lacking: 

Compatibility:
1. This proposal does not match the existing home and land use in this area. Please elaborate on how
this proposal supports the existing residents and landowners?
Response: The intent is to commit to 50% open space for the overall project and to include
greenbelts along the edges of the project to ensure compatibility with the adjacent land
uses.
The Response doesn’t answer the question.  As the Stantec stated in the Pre-Application, the 
existing zoning district is OUE-1, OUR AND HPD on this land.  The first two require an 80% 
open space requirement and the HPD requires a 60% open space. The land east of this 
development is Rural on the FLUM and is therefore either OUE-1 or OUR, both of which UDC 
requirement of 80% open space 
How does 50% open space match 60 and 80% open space.  This is NON-RESPONSIVE.

Concept Plan:
4. You state that this new development will have 50% open space, but your map does not appear to
show 50% open space.
Response: That is the text of the proposal and will be part of our commitment and the
development review process.  
An answer would state how many acres are open space and how many acres are to be developed. 
They list in the text amendment what qualifies as open space.  The open space acreage should 
show how many acres are dedicated to each allowable use.

7. The north east corner of your development does not show buffer. Is the green space north of your
development (red line) permanent Green space??
Response: When we have concept plans at such a scale, sometimes it may be difficult to
really understand or see the separation along the different edges, but we will include details
in our application, with our master development plan, that addresses these edge conditions.
We assure you that proper buffering will be completed throughout the site.
Rather than assure that there will be proper buffering, just state what the buffering will be.  Who 
determines what is “proper buffering”?  What are the criteria?
This is what the Neighborhood Workshop allows for collaboration and the opportunity to solicit 
suggestions This is NON-RESPONSIVE.

Environment: 
1. Will you be providing a wildlife underpasses on the new road?
2. What about wildlife corridor? It seems to be homes from district lines to line
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Response: These are details that would be addressed during the construction plan review,
but it’s important to note that the concept plan does contemplate ribbons of green space
throughout the site, to provide interconnected corridors for wildlife and protected species.
The response should have stated how many acres of ribbons of green space will be provided and 
how wide the ribbons will be.  How can the public feel confident of the interconnected corridors 
are of sufficient size to protect wildlife and protected species?
The protected species and the wildlife should be identified.  NON-RESPONSIVE.

3. Will all development, including roadways, adhere to dark skies principles with shaded lights and
downward only lighting.
Response: Anything that is required by Sarasota County UDC will be complied with at the
time of development.
This is not an answer.  The public are not UDC consultants.  If the Consultant was truly 
interested, particularly since this is provided in written responses, in providing the public with 
information then Stantec would have listed those sections of the UDC with the language of each 
requirement. NON-RESONSIVE.

Housing: 
4. Is there any affordable housing in Lakewood ranch now?
Response: Affordable/Community housing will be offered on a voluntary basis with the
incentives that are provided for in the UDC. There is an overall cap of 5,000 dwelling units
on the property, which includes any community housing.
Response times for sheriff, EMS, fire, etc. are evaluated during the review process, and in
even greater detail at time of rezone. The cost of these services will be contemplated in the
fiscal neutrality study that we will prepare and submit for review.
The UDC requirements should be listed and the language provided. 
There is not information on response times of sheriff, EMS, fire etc. While the response says it 
will be given in more detail at the rezoning, that implies that some review or analysis has been 
conducted.  Yet, they did not provide that information.  NON-RESPONSIVE.

Lakepark Estates:
3. Has LWR purchased Lakepark Estates?
Response: Lakewood Ranch has not purchased Lakepark Estates. Lakepark Estates will be
incorporated into the Village Transition Zone; however, it’s not going to cause any changes
to Phase One that has already been approved. We are working with staff on how to facilitate
this through the proper language
Phases 2 and 3 have also been approved, it was an approval for all of Lakepark Estates. 
How many homes are being built in Phase 1, Phase 2 and Phase 3? 
What are the start and finish dates for each Phase?
The total allowed houses were 400.  Will the density for the entire project be increased?  If so, by 
how many? 
Policy:
2. 2050 Plan policies were that Hamlet transitioned between Village and rural development. How
does an increase in density achieve this policy goal?
Response: The goal of these amendments is to allow for a form of development that is very
similar to what is observed in Lakewood Ranch. We propose to do this by creating the
Village Transition Zone, which will be limited to the subject property and be slightly less
dense than the Village designation and slightly more dense than the Hamlet designation.
This zone will allow for a maximum base density of 2 dwelling units per gross developable
acre, not to exceed a maximum unit count of 5,000 units. The amendments will also include
incentive community housing.
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This is not slightly more dense than what would be allowed by the Hamlet Designation. 
Hamlets preferred density is from 50 to 150 units.  For the proposed 4,000 acres, that would be 
between 200 and 600 units.  5,000 units for the entire project area is MORE THAN SLIGHTLY 
MORE DENSE.  IT IS A 2,400% (200 units) or a 733.33% increase (600 units). 
There is not a guarantee that this land would be Hamlets.  That requires a quasi-judicial hearing 
before the Board of County Commissioners.  Currently allowed densities for the 4,000 acres 
would be a total of 717 units: 60 from the 300 acres zoned OUE-1, 257 from the 2,570 acres 
zoned OUR  400 from the 1,030 HPD.  This is an increase of 597.35% 
UNSUBSTANTIATED STATEMENT. 

4. What does your "commitment" mean? Does that mean you will positively commit and put in
writing?
Response: As we indicated in this presentation, part of this Comprehensive Plan
Amendment is to create a Village Transition Zone which will include text on incentives for
affordable housing, following the same basis outlined in the UDC. There will not be a
mandate for affordable housing as that is no longer allowed in Florida Statute. All
application materials are made available to the public and published on the County website,
so you’ll have the opportunity to review our policy language once it is formally submitted for
staff review.
Again, the specific UDC requirements should be given. NON-RESPONSIVE.

Process:
4. If this goes ahead, when will initial land clearing begin
Response: We are at the beginning of the review process, so it is too early to tell when initial
clearing may begin.
This is grossly inaccurate.  Lakepark Estates has already begun development.  Lakepark Estates 
is CUURENTLY not in compliance with stipulation 2 which required turn lanes for both 
entrances/exits before or concurrent with development.
Can we expect continued non -compliance of stipulations in the future?  Is this the modus
operandi?

Public participation: 
3. How can we stop your request for zoning changes and keep our open-use-estate classification? No
one wants to see more development out here. Do any of you live in these areas.
Response: There are several opportunities for public engagement and input throughout this
process. The first is through tonight’s workshop where we are looking for feedback from the
community. There will also be opportunities for residents to speak to the Planning
Commission and Board of County Commissioners as these applications move though the
public hearing review process.
We all know that the Planning Commission and the Board of County Commissioners are not for 
public engagement.  They merely create a public record.  Both of these meetings occur at the end 
of the process.   
The engagement and input should occur through a Neighborhood Workshop that allows for those 
exchanges rather than the Workshop that occurred already.  

4. There is a reason we moved to Bern Creek and not Lakewood Ranch. Have you considered how
your project impacts residents like us?
Response: Yes, the intent would be to provide appropriate buffering adjacent to each of the
particular boundary conditions. We will provide the specific details in our application.
What is appropriate buffering?  NON-RESPONSIVE.
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Transportation: 
2. Wouldn't an additional road extending east to Verna Road assist in an evacuation event?
Response: This project may improve hurricane evacuation clearance times, by providing a
regional corridor connecting University Parkway to Fruitville Road, via Bourneside
Boulevard. Bourneside Boulevard currently extends all the way to State Road 64, so
providing that north-south corridor for cross county transportation may be beneficial.
“may be beneficial” is NON-RESPONSIVE.
Hurricane evacuation is from downtown to the east, not to the north.  Are the Consultants aware 
that Fruitville Road is an evacuation route for heading EAST, not to get people to a parking lot 
called I-75?
13. What is FDOT's role in approving these plans?
Response: None of these roadways touch state rights-of-way, so they would have no role in
this process.
Isn’t Fruitville Road a State Road, HWY 780? 
During the review of Hi Hat’s Comprehensive Plan Amendment, didn’t FDOT ask to be part of 
the review of other proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments? 

Misc.:
2. "VOS Policy 5.2 Protected Roadway Character requires open vistas and protect the integrity of the
rural character of Fruitville Road/SR 780 east of Dog Kennel Road, now called Lorraine Road. How
will you accomplish this? Already, Lake Park Estates has not protected the rural character of
Fruitville Road. Will construction continue at Lake Park Estates and go west or will Lakewood
Ranch build eat or both? What is the build out date? Is Lakewood Ranch currently at build out
density? While the western boundary is urban, the proposed area of change, 3,900 acres, is
surrounded by rural lands that may currently have livestock. How will you mitigate the construction
noises such as continual diesel engines on large equipment and the backup beepers that will most
likely startle the livestock? I believe there is already such a problem around the Polo Club,
frightening the horses. What water source will be used to irrigate the lawns? Fruitville Road is
currently listed as a constrained road. How many more vehicles will be added to Fruitville Road due
to this proposed density increase? Fruitville Road is an evacuation route. What analysis was
conducted to determine what the additional traffic would do to reduce evacuation times? Thank
you,
Becky Ayech
President Miakka Community Club
Did SMR or Lakewood Ranch challenge the 2050 Amendment? Why or why not? What has
changed since the adoption of 2050 that necessitates thing proposed Comprehensive Plan
Amendment? The waterbodies colored blue is called stormwater on the Development Concept
Plan. How many are there? What is the total acreage? What is the average size? Will they dry
down since they are stormwater? Or will they be augmented? If augmented, from where will the
water come? How will you manage the mosquitoes? Will the HOA or another entity prohibit mowing
to the edge of the stormwater ponds/waterbodies? What will lawn fertilizer applications or
restrictions be? Who will enforce? You portray this as a transition. 2050 defines Hamlets as a
transition form of development intended to blend toward the more rural eastern area of the County.
Why do you need a different type of transition form of development? Two units an acre does not
blend with rural. It is urban sprawl. Bill Spaeth, retired Sarasota Planner identified Lake park
Estates as urban sprawl. This is urban sprawl times 2. If adopted, this will become a creeping of
urban density that will use the same reasoning for extending urban development throughout the
Rural area identified on the Future Land Use Map (FLUM). Why can’t the 1,000-acre development,
Lake Park Estates remain with a density cap of 400 dwelling units on 1 unit per acre? Why don’t
you build up and not out? What amenities will be provided? Where are they located on the
Development Concept Plan? Lake Park Estates is currently under construction. If the proposed
Amendment is approved, when will the next phase begin? Will the infrastructure be in phases or
done all at once? How many water tanks need to be built so the water pressure is sufficient for fire
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suppression? Where will they be located? What will they look like? Will you be able to see them or
will they be screened? Lake Park Estates was required to have one pressure tank that would be
located along Fruitville Road.
3. How exactly is this an example of smart growth? Sincere question.
4. How is this a smart growth effort? Will there be objective environmental impact studies? Who will
pay for infrastructure? Please include accident and incident reports within 5 miles for last 5 years.
Btw this was difficult to get into.
NON-RESONSIVE TO MOST OF THESE QUESTIONS. 

For the question on 2050 - the 2050 regulations were adopted in 2002, about 20 years ago.
Things change and sometimes adjustments are needed, and we believe these adjustments
that we are proposing are appropriate for long term compatible development.
They do not explain why.  What data and analysis has been provided to substantiate these 
claims?  

6. How many acres of the 3900 acres are deemed "developable" acres? If 50% is deemed OPEN
SPACE and not developable, does that mean the developable acres are 1850 acres, and total
units 3900? i.e. 2 X 1850 DEVELOPABLE ACRES
Response: In round numbers, yes this is correct. 6. How many acres of the 3900 acres are deemed 
"developable" acres? If 50% is deemed OPEN
SPACE and not developable, does that mean the developable acres are 1850 acres, and total
units 3900? i.e. 2 X 1850 DEVELOPABLE ACRES
Response: In round numbers, yes this is correct.
This is not the same answer that has been given in the application, they set the limit at 5,000 
units not 3,900.  Which is the correct answer? 

NARRATIVE AND CONSISTENCY
Neighborhood commercial is not proposed, as the needs for commercial uses are supplied 
elsewhere in locations more conducive to the success of commercial and retail enterprise. In addition, 
the proposed project seeks to support the existing commercial development of the area such as 
Waterside. 
The VTZ RMA seeks to provide a more compatible development form and density transition from Village 
to Hamlet. The maximum base density will be 1 du/gross acre, including such portions of the Greenway 
RMA located within the VTZ RMA. To achieve the desired development form, the dwelling units to which 
the on-site Greenway RMA and required Open Space would otherwise be entitled will be transferred 
into 
the Developed Area of the property resulting in a maximum base density of 2 dwelling units per acre of 
Developed Area. This base density may be increased by way of incentives outlined in the Comprehensive 
Plan Text Amendment, yet the development cannot exceed 5,000 dwelling units. 
The proposed VTZ RMA requires the protection and incorporation of open space and 
environmental resources by incorporating the Greenway and through the provisions 50% open space, 
subject to a potential decrease to 43% for reduced Greenbelts. 
Phase One of Lakepark Estates is being 
developed under the HPD zoning which has more restrictive standards than will be implemented by the 
VTZ RMA, therefore the Phase One development (density, open space, etc.) will be compliant with the 
overall VTZ Master Plan and be able to be incorporated seamlessly. 
c. Justification for the proposed amendment including a statement of consistency with the 
Comprehensive Plan; 
The purpose of the Applicant’s requests is to implement an alternative form of development that 
supports and incorporates elements of existing Lakewood Ranch, encouraging the extension of that 
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form of development on the subject property. Please see Section 2.4 below for the consistency analysis 
with the Comprehensive Plan. 

2.4 Comprehensive Plan Consistency 
The proposed Comprehensive Plan Large-Scale Map Amendment and Text Amendment both recognize 
and address the unique location, characteristics, and features of the Lakewood Ranch Southeast 
property. With the proposed addition of the new VTZ RMA category and its corresponding policy 
language, it is acknowledged that certain existing policies within Chapter 8 – 2050 Resource 
Management Area are no longer applicable. They must identify which existing polices within 
Chapter 8 that are no longer applicable. Therefore, an evaluation of certain applicable goals, 
objectives, and policies in other sections of the Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan are provided 
below to demonstrate consistency between existing and proposed language, consistent with Chapter 
163 F.S. 
The proposed development is consistent with the intent, goals, objectives, policies, guiding principles 
and programs of the Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan including but not limited to the following: 
Chapter 1 – Environment 
ENV Objective 1.2 Protection of Resources: Protect environmental resources during land use changes 
and establishment of urban services. 
The proposed Comprehensive Plan amendments propose preservation of 50% open space including the 
general preservation of lands designated as a 2050 Greenway RMA, which have an existing conservation 
easement, wetlands, and other native habitats. Open Space may be reduced to 43% for reduced 
greenbelts. The proposal does not protect environmental resources.  The current land use 
designation of OUE-1, OUR require 80% Open Space and HPD requires 60% Open Space.  
Currently, the existing zoning would provide 2,296 acres of Open Space.  If all the land would be 
changed to Hamlet, there would be 2,400 acres of Open space, VTZ ‘s 50% Open Space would 
provide 2,000 acres in Open Space and their request for only 43% Open Space would be 1,720 
acres.  
No one person would find it reasonable to lose 576 acres of Open Space as meeting ENV 
Objective 1.2 
ENV Objective 1.3 Habitat Connectivity: Preserve a network of habitat connectivity across the 
landscape that ensures adequate representation of native habitats suitable to support the functions 
and values of all ecological communities. 
The proposed VTZ RMA includes provisions for significant open space within the subject property. 
Residential development will be clustered and designed in a manner to minimize the disruption of 
habitat connectivity throughout and adjacent to the site. The location of areas designated for habitat 
preservation and open space will be guided by the Sarasota County 2050 Greenway RMA map including 
attention to connectivity between Greenway-designated areas across the subject property’s landscape. 
The reduction of Open Space as well as the reduction on the perimeter of the property on 
Fruitville Road to 50’ from 500’ does not provide adequate representation of native habitats nor 
significant open space. 
Chapter 2 – Parks, Preserves, and Recreation 
PARKS Objective 1.1 Recreation Level of Service (LOS): Acquire, develop, maintain, protect and 
enhance parks, preserves and recreation facilities, consistent with the needs and interests of Sarasota 
County’s population and based on financial feasibility to operate and maintain the parks. 
The proposed VTZ Master Plan and information included as a part of the DOCC will showcase how the 
proposed project will incorporate onsite recreational and preservation areas. 
By simply saying sometime in the future we will do this is not consistency, more like wishful 
thinking. 
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PARKS Objective 1.2 Compatibility and Sustainability: Ensure that parks, preserves and facilities are 
compatible with surrounding land uses, the Sarasota 2050 Plan, and the natural environment. 
The proposed amendment will ensure that the subject property will provide 43% to 50% of its gross 
acreage to Open Space. Uses within the Open Space include, but are not limited to natural habitat, 
improved pastures, stormwater facilities, water storage facilities, public or private park facilities, and 
trails. These uses will work to balance the preservation of ecologically sensitive areas, specifically within 
the Greenway RMA, and recreational/park needs of the community, residents, and surrounding 
neighbors.
Some of the allowable uses in the 43-50% Open Space are not compatible with parks or preserves.  
Stormwater facilities certainly are not compatible with the natural environment.  If they were, there would 
already be lakes.  The water storage facilities can be above ground, huge tanks, that are not compatible 
with parks. 
Chapter 7 – Future Land Use 
FLU Goal 4: Promote orderly development through the establishment of innovative regulatory 
platforms that meet the needs of a growing and changing population. 
The proposed VTZ RMA seeks to provide an appropriate development form and density transition 
between the existing Village and Hamlet RMA overlay zones. The intent of the VTZ RMA is to establish 
development parameters that are specific to the subject site only, given the unique characteristics of the 
site and the needs of the County’s growing population. Proposed development is intended to be a 
balanced and compatible extension of the existing Lakewood Ranch community. The proposed density 
that is contemplated in the new policy language provides a thoughtful transition from higher density, 
more urban development of Village, to the more rural density that exists further east. This transition is 
consistent with limiting urban sprawl and preserving the rural character of the community. 
The subject property will also undergo an extensive planning process, known as a DOCC application, in 
order to ensure orderly and resilient development with an increased focus on collaboration across 
varied disciplines and the community. 
Densities of 2 units per acre in the land does not preserve rural character at 1 homestead per 5 
and 10 acres. 
This development is auto dependent development with a single use that is not functionally 
related to adjacent land uses except for the small section adjacent to Lakewood Ranch 
Chapter 9 – Housing 
HOU Objective 1.1 Housing Creation: Encourage the market to provide ample diversity in housing 
types and affordability levels to accommodate present and future housing need of Sarasota County 
residents. 
The proposed VTZ RMA will allow for Lakewood Ranch Southeast to be developed as an extension of the 
Lakewood Ranch community; thus, the subject property will provide housing types that are 
complimentary to those that exist in the sounding area Sounding Area being only on the side of 
Lakewood Ranch As noted the existing property is OUE-1, OUR and HPD and is identified as 
“rural” on the FLUM.  It is not complementary to those properties. Additionally, the proposed 
Comprehensive 
Plan Amendments offer an option to allow the inclusion of Community Housing to accommodate 
individuals and families from diverse income levels and offer a variety of housing types. 
HOU Policy 1.1.4: Establish and maintain residential development standards that support housing 
production while promoting the vitality of established neighborhoods. 
The proposed amendment will allow the subject property to be developed as a compatible and 
complementary extension of the highly demanded Lakewood Ranch community. Lakewood Ranch 
Southeast will increase the County’s housing production, while also promoting the vitality of established 
neighborhoods through connected street and trail networks, open space, unified signage, wayfinding, 
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and more. The rest of the property not next to the Lakewood Ranch community is also highly in 
demand.  Antidotally, 5- and 10-acre homesteads are also in high demand and they provide 80% 
Open Space and produce less traffic and are currently having more wildlife due to the noise and 
destruction caused by Lakepark Estates.
They have not explained how they are providing vitality to the established neighborhoods.  The 
only neighborhood they consider is Lakewood Ranch.   
This 597.35% increase in density certainly doesn’t forebode well for the rural neighbors.  There 
will be noise and odor complaints.  The rural character will not be vitalized by the increased 
lighting and 39,900 trip increase in traffic. 
Chapter 11 – Economic Development 
ECON Objective 2.2: Support practices that encourage the attraction and development of a workforce 
that is younger, inclusive and diverse. 
The proposed VTZ RMA will encourage the Lakewood Ranch Southeast property to develop in a way that 
positively contributes to the County’s housing stock, supporting the current and future local workforce 
(Waterside, Lakewood Ranch Corporate Park, etc.). 
All of these are off site. This is not smart growth if your population needs to go off site for 
employment. 
2.6 Summary 
In summary, the proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments will allow for the Lakewood Ranch 
Southeast property to support the County’s growing population in a development form that is a 
compatible extension of the existing Lakewood Ranch community. 
This RMA framework implements the organizing concepts represented by the principles set forth 
within “Directions for the Future,” adopted by the Board on October 10, 2000 by Resolution 
2000-230. “Directions for the Future” contained the following principles to guide long range 
planning and sustainability initiatives for the county.
Of the 12 principles, the proposed CPA 2022-B does not comport with the following: 
: • Preserve and strengthen existing communities. The only community CPA 2022-B recognizes 
is Lakewood Ranch and totally ignores the rural communities including the Old Miakka 
Community
• Provide for a variety of land uses and lifestyles to support residents of diverse ages, incomes, 
and family sizes. They want everybody to look like Lakewood Ranch.  They assert CPA 2022-B
should be taken as a whole to Lakewood Ranch not a stand -alone.  This eliminates the 
requirements that would apply to a Village Overlay, like schools and commercial and office 
space.
• Preserve environmental systems Reducing the size of required Open Space does not preserve 
Open Space 
. • Avoid urban sprawl This development is an auto dependent development with a single use 
that is not functionally related to adjacent land uses except for the small section adjacent to
Lakewood Ranch 

. • Reduce automobile trips. All daily needs as well as employment will be off site.
  • Preserve rural character, including opportunities for agriculture This density request is not 
preserving rural character.  They state it is suburban. 
. • Balance jobs with housing.  We don’t know the costs of housing versus the average wage. 
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TRANSPORTATION
Section 5, Transportation obfuscates the real impacts of the traffic that will be generated by this 
proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment. 
What should be considered:  
Existing Traffic Counts on Fruitville Road from Verna to I-75. (They look at new traffic 
impacts on University Parkway from I 75 to Lake Osprey and then further eastern segments.) 
Fruitville Road is the only road into Sarasota and access to I -75. 
Total Trips Under existing zoning on CPA 2022-B.   The existing zoning is OUE-1 - 600 acres 
equals 60 du, OUR – 2,570 acres equals 257 and the Lakepark Estates Hamlet equal 400 du.  
This is 717 du and using the 7.98 factor that would be 7.98 x 717du equals (The analysis of Total 
Trips in the analysis of CPA-2018-C, a factor of 7.98 was used to determine the total trips.  2,727 
du would generate 21,765 daily trips). 5,722. 

Total Trips under proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment.  The Report only speaks to 
Peak P.M. trips.  As stated above, Fruitville Road is the ONLY road into Sarasota from not only 
Old Miakka, but also Manatee and Desoto Counties.  The existing traffic counts will verify that 
the traffic on Fruitville Road is constant.  It is not limited to cars and personal trucks, but a large 
amount of semi-trucks and dump trucks and livestock trailers.  The livestock trailer traffic is 
excepted to increase because of the Estuarian Center in Manatee County which is most easily 
reached using Fruitville Road. 
In the analysis of Total Trips in the analysis of CPA-2018-C, a factor of 7.98 was used to 
determine the total trips.  2,727 du would generate 21,765 daily trips.  There could be internal 
capture of some trips because a Hamlet allows for some commercial.
Using that same factor of 7.98, 5,000 du would generate 39,900 daily trips.  CPA 2022-B does 
not propose to capture any internal traffic.  They have stated they plan for residents to go off site  
for their daily needs.

SCHOOLS
5. Property Zoning: Existing _OUE-1, OUR & HPD____ Proposed OUE-1, OUR & HPD__
Why isn’t the proposed use RSF-2 PUD or more importantly Village transition Zone?

6. Future Land Use: Existing _Rural______________    Proposed Rural   
The RURAL AREA preserves agricultural lands, maintains open spaces and protects native 
habitats.  Residential densities in the rural are typically limited to a maximum of 1 dwelling unit 
per five acres.  Another implementing zoning classification is OUR, 1 unit per 10 acres.   
Are they implying the Village Transition Zone is consistent with the Legend for the Rural 
Designation on the FLUM? 
MCC, unequivocally, states “they are not remotely close”.   

8. Provide the approximate dates of: start of construction, initial occupancy and build out for 
each phase of the project.
The anticipated build out timing is 10 years.
NON- RESPONSIVE.
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GENERAL
Stantec states the buildout will be in 10 years.
The first 5 years will have 300 du built each year, a total of 1,500 du.  This will generate 11,970 
daily trips.  There remains 3,500 du to build in the 6-10 years. This will generate an additional 
27,930 daily trips. 
Why is there such a diversity in the number of homes built in the two time periods? What data 
and analysis were used to reach this conclusion? 
How will this second flux of traffic effect the LOS on Fruitville Road from Verna to I-75? 
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Logan McKaig

From: Maurie Duggan <maduggan65@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 20, 2022 7:02 AM
To: maurie.duggan@sarasotacountyschools.net
Cc: Planner; bharring@sagov.net
Subject: CPA 2022-B

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 

  
ear anning Commissioner,

he proposed amendment ou d significant  degrade and ad erse  impact the rura  
communit  kno n as d iakka  his proposed and use change is a thro ack to the kinds 
of and use change that state p anning a  as enacted in  to pre ent  It fai s  a great 
margin to meet the current requirements of orida a  and the Count s o n Comprehensi e 

an  It fai s comp ete  to make the case that the current and use designation and standards 
for the propert  are no onger appropriate and that a change to the Comprehensi e an is 
necessar  or appropriate

his ou d e scattered, sing e use su ur an de e opment that has no re ationship to the 
rura  and agricu tura  ands into hich it i  e p aced  he proposed de e opment pattern 

ou d e predominant  residentia  it does not inc ude the fu  range and mi  of uses needed 
to support the residentia  su ur  that ou d e ui t  It ou d require no commercia  or other 
non residentia  uses, thus requiring the ne  residents to tra e  mi es for a  emp o ment, 
shopping, entertainment, recreationa , pu ic, and other needs  his t pe of de e opment is 
auto dependent de e opment ith a sing e use that is not functiona  re ated to ad acent and 
uses e cept for the sma  section ad acent to Lake ood Ranch  his sing e use residentia  
de e opment a su stantia  distance from a  other uses is c assic ur an spra  that modern 
p anning a  and the Count s Comprehensi e an are intended to pre ent  acing a 
residentia  use in a rura  area here the ne  su ur an popu ation needs to tra e  a great 
distance for emp o ment and other ife requirements is the definition of ur an spra  

he app ication proposes the historic de e opment pattern that ga e rise to the need for 
orida s Communit  anning Act, and, for that reason, the kind of pro ect that is rare  e en 

proposed in modern times  en if the app ication as proposing a fu  comp ementar  mi  of 
uses, this is simp  the rong ocation



1

From: OLDadrressDuitsman <joanne.duitsman7@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 14, 2022 7:53 PM
To: Planner
Attachments: CPA 2022-B Planning Commission.docx

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information

Dear Planner:

I respectfully ask that you consider my following request and help make an additional Neighborhood Workshop possible.

Request for additional Neighborhood Workshop on CPA 2022 B and the Development of Critical Concern:

Resolution No. 2021 165 states "Any person who believes that required Neighborhood Workshop did not meet the
County standards must raise the issue in writing..."

Stantec did not comply with the FLU Policy 1.3.4. Stantec did not attempt to work collaboratively with the community.

The attached document goes into further detail.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Joanne M. Duitsman
3213 Oakwood Blvd S
Sarasota FL. 34237
217 979 9984
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I will begin by renewing our request for an additional Neighborhood Workshop.  
FLU Policy 1.3.4.  “The purpose of the workshop shall be for the applicant and community to 
work collaboratively and discuss the nature of the proposed development, to solicit 
suggestions and concerns” … (emphasis added).
Resolution No. 2021-165, C “Any person who believes that a required Neighborhood Workshop 
did not meet the county standards must raise the issue in writing…”  MCC is once again raising 
that issue.
THE WORKSHOP SYNOPSIS shows one person (#2) says this is not much of a workshop.  
#13 asks for a more robust process of public input and #21 states several people were unable to 
join the online workshop.  They stated the workshop was inadequate in terms of public access.
Following are Responses given by Stantec, which MCC finds to be substantive lacking: 

Compatibility:
1. This proposal does not match the existing home and land use in this area. Please elaborate on how
this proposal supports the existing residents and landowners?
Response: The intent is to commit to 50% open space for the overall project and to include
greenbelts along the edges of the project to ensure compatibility with the adjacent land
uses.
The Response doesn’t answer the question.  As the Stantec stated in the Pre-Application, the 
existing zoning district is OUE-1, OUR AND HPD on this land.  The first two require an 80% 
open space requirement and the HPD requires a 60% open space. The land east of this 
development is Rural on the FLUM and is therefore either OUE-1 or OUR, both of which UDC 
requirement of 80% open space 
How does 50% open space match 60 and 80% open space.  This is NON-RESPONSIVE.

Concept Plan:
4. You state that this new development will have 50% open space, but your map does not appear to
show 50% open space.
Response: That is the text of the proposal and will be part of our commitment and the
development review process.  
An answer would state how many acres are open space and how many acres are to be developed. 
They list in the text amendment what qualifies as open space.  The open space acreage should 
show how many acres are dedicated to each allowable use.

7. The north east corner of your development does not show buffer. Is the green space north of your
development (red line) permanent Green space??
Response: When we have concept plans at such a scale, sometimes it may be difficult to
really understand or see the separation along the different edges, but we will include details
in our application, with our master development plan, that addresses these edge conditions.
We assure you that proper buffering will be completed throughout the site.
Rather than assure that there will be proper buffering, just state what the buffering will be.  Who 
determines what is “proper buffering”?  What are the criteria?
This is what the Neighborhood Workshop allows for collaboration and the opportunity to solicit 
suggestions This is NON-RESPONSIVE.

Environment: 
1. Will you be providing a wildlife underpasses on the new road?
2. What about wildlife corridor? It seems to be homes from district lines to line
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Response: These are details that would be addressed during the construction plan review,
but it’s important to note that the concept plan does contemplate ribbons of green space
throughout the site, to provide interconnected corridors for wildlife and protected species.
The response should have stated how many acres of ribbons of green space will be provided and 
how wide the ribbons will be.  How can the public feel confident of the interconnected corridors 
are of sufficient size to protect wildlife and protected species?
The protected species and the wildlife should be identified.  NON-RESPONSIVE.

3. Will all development, including roadways, adhere to dark skies principles with shaded lights and
downward only lighting.
Response: Anything that is required by Sarasota County UDC will be complied with at the
time of development.
This is not an answer.  The public are not UDC consultants.  If the Consultant was truly 
interested, particularly since this is provided in written responses, in providing the public with 
information then Stantec would have listed those sections of the UDC with the language of each 
requirement. NON-RESONSIVE.

Housing: 
4. Is there any affordable housing in Lakewood ranch now?
Response: Affordable/Community housing will be offered on a voluntary basis with the
incentives that are provided for in the UDC. There is an overall cap of 5,000 dwelling units
on the property, which includes any community housing.
Response times for sheriff, EMS, fire, etc. are evaluated during the review process, and in
even greater detail at time of rezone. The cost of these services will be contemplated in the
fiscal neutrality study that we will prepare and submit for review.
The UDC requirements should be listed and the language provided. 
There is not information on response times of sheriff, EMS, fire etc. While the response says it 
will be given in more detail at the rezoning, that implies that some review or analysis has been 
conducted.  Yet, they did not provide that information.  NON-RESPONSIVE.

Lakepark Estates:
3. Has LWR purchased Lakepark Estates?
Response: Lakewood Ranch has not purchased Lakepark Estates. Lakepark Estates will be
incorporated into the Village Transition Zone; however, it’s not going to cause any changes
to Phase One that has already been approved. We are working with staff on how to facilitate
this through the proper language
Phases 2 and 3 have also been approved, it was an approval for all of Lakepark Estates. 
How many homes are being built in Phase 1, Phase 2 and Phase 3? 
What are the start and finish dates for each Phase?
The total allowed houses were 400.  Will the density for the entire project be increased?  If so, by 
how many? 
Policy:
2. 2050 Plan policies were that Hamlet transitioned between Village and rural development. How
does an increase in density achieve this policy goal?
Response: The goal of these amendments is to allow for a form of development that is very
similar to what is observed in Lakewood Ranch. We propose to do this by creating the
Village Transition Zone, which will be limited to the subject property and be slightly less
dense than the Village designation and slightly more dense than the Hamlet designation.
This zone will allow for a maximum base density of 2 dwelling units per gross developable
acre, not to exceed a maximum unit count of 5,000 units. The amendments will also include
incentive community housing.
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This is not slightly more dense than what would be allowed by the Hamlet Designation. 
Hamlets preferred density is from 50 to 150 units.  For the proposed 4,000 acres, that would be 
between 200 and 600 units.  5,000 units for the entire project area is MORE THAN SLIGHTLY 
MORE DENSE.  IT IS A 2,400% (200 units) or a 733.33% increase (600 units). 
There is not a guarantee that this land would be Hamlets.  That requires a quasi-judicial hearing 
before the Board of County Commissioners.  Currently allowed densities for the 4,000 acres 
would be a total of 717 units: 60 from the 300 acres zoned OUE-1, 257 from the 2,570 acres 
zoned OUR  400 from the 1,030 HPD.  This is an increase of 597.35% 
UNSUBSTANTIATED STATEMENT. 

4. What does your "commitment" mean? Does that mean you will positively commit and put in
writing?
Response: As we indicated in this presentation, part of this Comprehensive Plan
Amendment is to create a Village Transition Zone which will include text on incentives for
affordable housing, following the same basis outlined in the UDC. There will not be a
mandate for affordable housing as that is no longer allowed in Florida Statute. All
application materials are made available to the public and published on the County website,
so you’ll have the opportunity to review our policy language once it is formally submitted for
staff review.
Again, the specific UDC requirements should be given. NON-RESPONSIVE.

Process:
4. If this goes ahead, when will initial land clearing begin
Response: We are at the beginning of the review process, so it is too early to tell when initial
clearing may begin.
This is grossly inaccurate.  Lakepark Estates has already begun development.  Lakepark Estates 
is CUURENTLY not in compliance with stipulation 2 which required turn lanes for both 
entrances/exits before or concurrent with development.
Can we expect continued non -compliance of stipulations in the future?  Is this the modus
operandi?

Public participation: 
3. How can we stop your request for zoning changes and keep our open-use-estate classification? No
one wants to see more development out here. Do any of you live in these areas.
Response: There are several opportunities for public engagement and input throughout this
process. The first is through tonight’s workshop where we are looking for feedback from the
community. There will also be opportunities for residents to speak to the Planning
Commission and Board of County Commissioners as these applications move though the
public hearing review process.
We all know that the Planning Commission and the Board of County Commissioners are not for 
public engagement.  They merely create a public record.  Both of these meetings occur at the end 
of the process.   
The engagement and input should occur through a Neighborhood Workshop that allows for those 
exchanges rather than the Workshop that occurred already.  

4. There is a reason we moved to Bern Creek and not Lakewood Ranch. Have you considered how
your project impacts residents like us?
Response: Yes, the intent would be to provide appropriate buffering adjacent to each of the
particular boundary conditions. We will provide the specific details in our application.
What is appropriate buffering?  NON-RESPONSIVE.
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Transportation: 
2. Wouldn't an additional road extending east to Verna Road assist in an evacuation event?
Response: This project may improve hurricane evacuation clearance times, by providing a
regional corridor connecting University Parkway to Fruitville Road, via Bourneside
Boulevard. Bourneside Boulevard currently extends all the way to State Road 64, so
providing that north-south corridor for cross county transportation may be beneficial.
“may be beneficial” is NON-RESPONSIVE.
Hurricane evacuation is from downtown to the east, not to the north.  Are the Consultants aware 
that Fruitville Road is an evacuation route for heading EAST, not to get people to a parking lot 
called I-75?
13. What is FDOT's role in approving these plans?
Response: None of these roadways touch state rights-of-way, so they would have no role in
this process.
Isn’t Fruitville Road a State Road, HWY 780? 
During the review of Hi Hat’s Comprehensive Plan Amendment, didn’t FDOT ask to be part of 
the review of other proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments? 

Misc.:
2. "VOS Policy 5.2 Protected Roadway Character requires open vistas and protect the integrity of the
rural character of Fruitville Road/SR 780 east of Dog Kennel Road, now called Lorraine Road. How
will you accomplish this? Already, Lake Park Estates has not protected the rural character of
Fruitville Road. Will construction continue at Lake Park Estates and go west or will Lakewood
Ranch build eat or both? What is the build out date? Is Lakewood Ranch currently at build out
density? While the western boundary is urban, the proposed area of change, 3,900 acres, is
surrounded by rural lands that may currently have livestock. How will you mitigate the construction
noises such as continual diesel engines on large equipment and the backup beepers that will most
likely startle the livestock? I believe there is already such a problem around the Polo Club,
frightening the horses. What water source will be used to irrigate the lawns? Fruitville Road is
currently listed as a constrained road. How many more vehicles will be added to Fruitville Road due
to this proposed density increase? Fruitville Road is an evacuation route. What analysis was
conducted to determine what the additional traffic would do to reduce evacuation times? Thank
you,
Becky Ayech
President Miakka Community Club
Did SMR or Lakewood Ranch challenge the 2050 Amendment? Why or why not? What has
changed since the adoption of 2050 that necessitates thing proposed Comprehensive Plan
Amendment? The waterbodies colored blue is called stormwater on the Development Concept
Plan. How many are there? What is the total acreage? What is the average size? Will they dry
down since they are stormwater? Or will they be augmented? If augmented, from where will the
water come? How will you manage the mosquitoes? Will the HOA or another entity prohibit mowing
to the edge of the stormwater ponds/waterbodies? What will lawn fertilizer applications or
restrictions be? Who will enforce? You portray this as a transition. 2050 defines Hamlets as a
transition form of development intended to blend toward the more rural eastern area of the County.
Why do you need a different type of transition form of development? Two units an acre does not
blend with rural. It is urban sprawl. Bill Spaeth, retired Sarasota Planner identified Lake park
Estates as urban sprawl. This is urban sprawl times 2. If adopted, this will become a creeping of
urban density that will use the same reasoning for extending urban development throughout the
Rural area identified on the Future Land Use Map (FLUM). Why can’t the 1,000-acre development,
Lake Park Estates remain with a density cap of 400 dwelling units on 1 unit per acre? Why don’t
you build up and not out? What amenities will be provided? Where are they located on the
Development Concept Plan? Lake Park Estates is currently under construction. If the proposed
Amendment is approved, when will the next phase begin? Will the infrastructure be in phases or
done all at once? How many water tanks need to be built so the water pressure is sufficient for fire
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suppression? Where will they be located? What will they look like? Will you be able to see them or
will they be screened? Lake Park Estates was required to have one pressure tank that would be
located along Fruitville Road.
3. How exactly is this an example of smart growth? Sincere question.
4. How is this a smart growth effort? Will there be objective environmental impact studies? Who will
pay for infrastructure? Please include accident and incident reports within 5 miles for last 5 years.
Btw this was difficult to get into.
NON-RESONSIVE TO MOST OF THESE QUESTIONS. 

For the question on 2050 - the 2050 regulations were adopted in 2002, about 20 years ago.
Things change and sometimes adjustments are needed, and we believe these adjustments
that we are proposing are appropriate for long term compatible development.
They do not explain why.  What data and analysis has been provided to substantiate these 
claims?  

6. How many acres of the 3900 acres are deemed "developable" acres? If 50% is deemed OPEN
SPACE and not developable, does that mean the developable acres are 1850 acres, and total
units 3900? i.e. 2 X 1850 DEVELOPABLE ACRES
Response: In round numbers, yes this is correct. 6. How many acres of the 3900 acres are deemed 
"developable" acres? If 50% is deemed OPEN
SPACE and not developable, does that mean the developable acres are 1850 acres, and total
units 3900? i.e. 2 X 1850 DEVELOPABLE ACRES
Response: In round numbers, yes this is correct.
This is not the same answer that has been given in the application, they set the limit at 5,000 
units not 3,900.  Which is the correct answer? 

NARRATIVE AND CONSISTENCY
Neighborhood commercial is not proposed, as the needs for commercial uses are supplied 
elsewhere in locations more conducive to the success of commercial and retail enterprise. In addition, 
the proposed project seeks to support the existing commercial development of the area such as 
Waterside. 
The VTZ RMA seeks to provide a more compatible development form and density transition from Village 
to Hamlet. The maximum base density will be 1 du/gross acre, including such portions of the Greenway 
RMA located within the VTZ RMA. To achieve the desired development form, the dwelling units to which 
the on-site Greenway RMA and required Open Space would otherwise be entitled will be transferred 
into 
the Developed Area of the property resulting in a maximum base density of 2 dwelling units per acre of 
Developed Area. This base density may be increased by way of incentives outlined in the Comprehensive 
Plan Text Amendment, yet the development cannot exceed 5,000 dwelling units. 
The proposed VTZ RMA requires the protection and incorporation of open space and 
environmental resources by incorporating the Greenway and through the provisions 50% open space, 
subject to a potential decrease to 43% for reduced Greenbelts. 
Phase One of Lakepark Estates is being 
developed under the HPD zoning which has more restrictive standards than will be implemented by the 
VTZ RMA, therefore the Phase One development (density, open space, etc.) will be compliant with the 
overall VTZ Master Plan and be able to be incorporated seamlessly. 
c. Justification for the proposed amendment including a statement of consistency with the 
Comprehensive Plan; 
The purpose of the Applicant’s requests is to implement an alternative form of development that 
supports and incorporates elements of existing Lakewood Ranch, encouraging the extension of that 
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form of development on the subject property. Please see Section 2.4 below for the consistency analysis 
with the Comprehensive Plan. 

2.4 Comprehensive Plan Consistency 
The proposed Comprehensive Plan Large-Scale Map Amendment and Text Amendment both recognize 
and address the unique location, characteristics, and features of the Lakewood Ranch Southeast 
property. With the proposed addition of the new VTZ RMA category and its corresponding policy 
language, it is acknowledged that certain existing policies within Chapter 8 – 2050 Resource 
Management Area are no longer applicable. They must identify which existing polices within 
Chapter 8 that are no longer applicable. Therefore, an evaluation of certain applicable goals, 
objectives, and policies in other sections of the Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan are provided 
below to demonstrate consistency between existing and proposed language, consistent with Chapter 
163 F.S. 
The proposed development is consistent with the intent, goals, objectives, policies, guiding principles 
and programs of the Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan including but not limited to the following: 
Chapter 1 – Environment 
ENV Objective 1.2 Protection of Resources: Protect environmental resources during land use changes 
and establishment of urban services. 
The proposed Comprehensive Plan amendments propose preservation of 50% open space including the 
general preservation of lands designated as a 2050 Greenway RMA, which have an existing conservation 
easement, wetlands, and other native habitats. Open Space may be reduced to 43% for reduced 
greenbelts. The proposal does not protect environmental resources.  The current land use 
designation of OUE-1, OUR require 80% Open Space and HPD requires 60% Open Space.  
Currently, the existing zoning would provide 2,296 acres of Open Space.  If all the land would be 
changed to Hamlet, there would be 2,400 acres of Open space, VTZ ‘s 50% Open Space would 
provide 2,000 acres in Open Space and their request for only 43% Open Space would be 1,720 
acres.  
No one person would find it reasonable to lose 576 acres of Open Space as meeting ENV 
Objective 1.2 
ENV Objective 1.3 Habitat Connectivity: Preserve a network of habitat connectivity across the 
landscape that ensures adequate representation of native habitats suitable to support the functions 
and values of all ecological communities. 
The proposed VTZ RMA includes provisions for significant open space within the subject property. 
Residential development will be clustered and designed in a manner to minimize the disruption of 
habitat connectivity throughout and adjacent to the site. The location of areas designated for habitat 
preservation and open space will be guided by the Sarasota County 2050 Greenway RMA map including 
attention to connectivity between Greenway-designated areas across the subject property’s landscape. 
The reduction of Open Space as well as the reduction on the perimeter of the property on 
Fruitville Road to 50’ from 500’ does not provide adequate representation of native habitats nor 
significant open space. 
Chapter 2 – Parks, Preserves, and Recreation 
PARKS Objective 1.1 Recreation Level of Service (LOS): Acquire, develop, maintain, protect and 
enhance parks, preserves and recreation facilities, consistent with the needs and interests of Sarasota 
County’s population and based on financial feasibility to operate and maintain the parks. 
The proposed VTZ Master Plan and information included as a part of the DOCC will showcase how the 
proposed project will incorporate onsite recreational and preservation areas. 
By simply saying sometime in the future we will do this is not consistency, more like wishful 
thinking. 
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PARKS Objective 1.2 Compatibility and Sustainability: Ensure that parks, preserves and facilities are 
compatible with surrounding land uses, the Sarasota 2050 Plan, and the natural environment. 
The proposed amendment will ensure that the subject property will provide 43% to 50% of its gross 
acreage to Open Space. Uses within the Open Space include, but are not limited to natural habitat, 
improved pastures, stormwater facilities, water storage facilities, public or private park facilities, and 
trails. These uses will work to balance the preservation of ecologically sensitive areas, specifically within 
the Greenway RMA, and recreational/park needs of the community, residents, and surrounding 
neighbors.
Some of the allowable uses in the 43-50% Open Space are not compatible with parks or preserves.  
Stormwater facilities certainly are not compatible with the natural environment.  If they were, there would 
already be lakes.  The water storage facilities can be above ground, huge tanks, that are not compatible 
with parks. 
Chapter 7 – Future Land Use 
FLU Goal 4: Promote orderly development through the establishment of innovative regulatory 
platforms that meet the needs of a growing and changing population. 
The proposed VTZ RMA seeks to provide an appropriate development form and density transition 
between the existing Village and Hamlet RMA overlay zones. The intent of the VTZ RMA is to establish 
development parameters that are specific to the subject site only, given the unique characteristics of the 
site and the needs of the County’s growing population. Proposed development is intended to be a 
balanced and compatible extension of the existing Lakewood Ranch community. The proposed density 
that is contemplated in the new policy language provides a thoughtful transition from higher density, 
more urban development of Village, to the more rural density that exists further east. This transition is 
consistent with limiting urban sprawl and preserving the rural character of the community. 
The subject property will also undergo an extensive planning process, known as a DOCC application, in 
order to ensure orderly and resilient development with an increased focus on collaboration across 
varied disciplines and the community. 
Densities of 2 units per acre in the land does not preserve rural character at 1 homestead per 5 
and 10 acres. 
This development is auto dependent development with a single use that is not functionally 
related to adjacent land uses except for the small section adjacent to Lakewood Ranch 
Chapter 9 – Housing 
HOU Objective 1.1 Housing Creation: Encourage the market to provide ample diversity in housing 
types and affordability levels to accommodate present and future housing need of Sarasota County 
residents. 
The proposed VTZ RMA will allow for Lakewood Ranch Southeast to be developed as an extension of the 
Lakewood Ranch community; thus, the subject property will provide housing types that are 
complimentary to those that exist in the sounding area Sounding Area being only on the side of 
Lakewood Ranch As noted the existing property is OUE-1, OUR and HPD and is identified as 
“rural” on the FLUM.  It is not complementary to those properties. Additionally, the proposed 
Comprehensive 
Plan Amendments offer an option to allow the inclusion of Community Housing to accommodate 
individuals and families from diverse income levels and offer a variety of housing types. 
HOU Policy 1.1.4: Establish and maintain residential development standards that support housing 
production while promoting the vitality of established neighborhoods. 
The proposed amendment will allow the subject property to be developed as a compatible and 
complementary extension of the highly demanded Lakewood Ranch community. Lakewood Ranch 
Southeast will increase the County’s housing production, while also promoting the vitality of established 
neighborhoods through connected street and trail networks, open space, unified signage, wayfinding, 
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and more. The rest of the property not next to the Lakewood Ranch community is also highly in 
demand.  Antidotally, 5- and 10-acre homesteads are also in high demand and they provide 80% 
Open Space and produce less traffic and are currently having more wildlife due to the noise and 
destruction caused by Lakepark Estates.
They have not explained how they are providing vitality to the established neighborhoods.  The 
only neighborhood they consider is Lakewood Ranch.   
This 597.35% increase in density certainly doesn’t forebode well for the rural neighbors.  There 
will be noise and odor complaints.  The rural character will not be vitalized by the increased 
lighting and 39,900 trip increase in traffic. 
Chapter 11 – Economic Development 
ECON Objective 2.2: Support practices that encourage the attraction and development of a workforce 
that is younger, inclusive and diverse. 
The proposed VTZ RMA will encourage the Lakewood Ranch Southeast property to develop in a way that 
positively contributes to the County’s housing stock, supporting the current and future local workforce 
(Waterside, Lakewood Ranch Corporate Park, etc.). 
All of these are off site. This is not smart growth if your population needs to go off site for 
employment. 
2.6 Summary 
In summary, the proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments will allow for the Lakewood Ranch 
Southeast property to support the County’s growing population in a development form that is a 
compatible extension of the existing Lakewood Ranch community. 
This RMA framework implements the organizing concepts represented by the principles set forth 
within “Directions for the Future,” adopted by the Board on October 10, 2000 by Resolution 
2000-230. “Directions for the Future” contained the following principles to guide long range 
planning and sustainability initiatives for the county.
Of the 12 principles, the proposed CPA 2022-B does not comport with the following: 
: • Preserve and strengthen existing communities. The only community CPA 2022-B recognizes 
is Lakewood Ranch and totally ignores the rural communities including the Old Miakka 
Community
• Provide for a variety of land uses and lifestyles to support residents of diverse ages, incomes, 
and family sizes. They want everybody to look like Lakewood Ranch.  They assert CPA 2022-B
should be taken as a whole to Lakewood Ranch not a stand -alone.  This eliminates the 
requirements that would apply to a Village Overlay, like schools and commercial and office 
space.
• Preserve environmental systems Reducing the size of required Open Space does not preserve 
Open Space 
. • Avoid urban sprawl This development is an auto dependent development with a single use 
that is not functionally related to adjacent land uses except for the small section adjacent to
Lakewood Ranch 

. • Reduce automobile trips. All daily needs as well as employment will be off site.
  • Preserve rural character, including opportunities for agriculture This density request is not 
preserving rural character.  They state it is suburban. 
. • Balance jobs with housing.  We don’t know the costs of housing versus the average wage. 
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TRANSPORTATION
Section 5, Transportation obfuscates the real impacts of the traffic that will be generated by this 
proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment. 
What should be considered:  
Existing Traffic Counts on Fruitville Road from Verna to I-75. (They look at new traffic 
impacts on University Parkway from I 75 to Lake Osprey and then further eastern segments.) 
Fruitville Road is the only road into Sarasota and access to I -75. 
Total Trips Under existing zoning on CPA 2022-B.   The existing zoning is OUE-1 - 600 acres 
equals 60 du, OUR – 2,570 acres equals 257 and the Lakepark Estates Hamlet equal 400 du.  
This is 717 du and using the 7.98 factor that would be 7.98 x 717du equals (The analysis of Total 
Trips in the analysis of CPA-2018-C, a factor of 7.98 was used to determine the total trips.  2,727 
du would generate 21,765 daily trips). 5,722. 

Total Trips under proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment.  The Report only speaks to 
Peak P.M. trips.  As stated above, Fruitville Road is the ONLY road into Sarasota from not only 
Old Miakka, but also Manatee and Desoto Counties.  The existing traffic counts will verify that 
the traffic on Fruitville Road is constant.  It is not limited to cars and personal trucks, but a large 
amount of semi-trucks and dump trucks and livestock trailers.  The livestock trailer traffic is 
excepted to increase because of the Estuarian Center in Manatee County which is most easily 
reached using Fruitville Road. 
In the analysis of Total Trips in the analysis of CPA-2018-C, a factor of 7.98 was used to 
determine the total trips.  2,727 du would generate 21,765 daily trips.  There could be internal 
capture of some trips because a Hamlet allows for some commercial.
Using that same factor of 7.98, 5,000 du would generate 39,900 daily trips.  CPA 2022-B does 
not propose to capture any internal traffic.  They have stated they plan for residents to go off site  
for their daily needs.

SCHOOLS
5. Property Zoning: Existing _OUE-1, OUR & HPD____ Proposed OUE-1, OUR & HPD__
Why isn’t the proposed use RSF-2 PUD or more importantly Village transition Zone?

6. Future Land Use: Existing _Rural______________    Proposed Rural   
The RURAL AREA preserves agricultural lands, maintains open spaces and protects native 
habitats.  Residential densities in the rural are typically limited to a maximum of 1 dwelling unit 
per five acres.  Another implementing zoning classification is OUR, 1 unit per 10 acres.   
Are they implying the Village Transition Zone is consistent with the Legend for the Rural 
Designation on the FLUM? 
MCC, unequivocally, states “they are not remotely close”.   

8. Provide the approximate dates of: start of construction, initial occupancy and build out for 
each phase of the project.
The anticipated build out timing is 10 years.
NON- RESPONSIVE.
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GENERAL
Stantec states the buildout will be in 10 years.
The first 5 years will have 300 du built each year, a total of 1,500 du.  This will generate 11,970 
daily trips.  There remains 3,500 du to build in the 6-10 years. This will generate an additional 
27,930 daily trips. 
Why is there such a diversity in the number of homes built in the two time periods? What data 
and analysis were used to reach this conclusion? 
How will this second flux of traffic effect the LOS on Fruitville Road from Verna to I-75? 
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From: Donna Carter
Sent: Sunday, July 17, 2022 11:21 PM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: Request for additional workshop on CPA2022-B….

From: OLDadrressDuitsman <joanne.duitsman7@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 14, 2022 7:39 PM
To: Donna Carter <Donna.Carter@sarasotaadvisory.net>
Subject: Request for additional workshop on CPA2022 B….

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information

Dear Ms Carter:

I respectfully ask that you consider my following request and help make an additional Neighborhood Workshop possible.

Request for additional Neighborhood Workshop on CPA 2022 B and the Development of Critical Concern:

Resolution No. 2021 165 states "Any person who believes that required Neighborhood Workshop did not meet the
County standards must raise the issue in writing..."

Stantec did not comply with the FLU Policy 1.3.4. Stantec did not attempt to work collaboratively with the community.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Joanne M. Duitsman
3213 Oakwood Blvd S
Sarasota FL. 34237
217 979 9984
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From: William Ekasala <bekasala@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 18, 2022 10:48 AM
To: Andrew.Stulz@sarasotaadvisory.net; Planner; Teresa Mast; Jordan Keller; Donna Carter; Colin Pember; 

Justin Taylor; Martha Pike; Neil Rainford; Micki Ryan; Kevin Cooper
Subject: Please Vote NO to CPA 2022-F

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, Links and Requests for Login
Information

Dear Planning Commissioners,

Dear Planning Commissioners,
As a long time resident living in the area directly affected by the proposed change to the development of area off
Lorraine Road, I urge you to vote against the proposed change for the following reasons:
1. We as residents surround this area and there is already heavy traffic on Lorraine Road that is largely residents and the
businesses that serve them. Adding industrial and heavy commercial to the traffic load, noise and congestion is unwise
and unsafe.
2. Lorraine is an available alternative corridor for north south traffic that currently makes up I 75. This proposed
development would be a disaster to this flow.
3. There are already large tracts available for the industrial and commercial use that is sought, currently located to the
west and close to I 75. Why rush to further destroy the small amount of green undeveloped space we currently treasure
and enjoy?

Please vote NO on this unwise proposal.
Very truly yours,
William R. Ekasala
Sarasota Polo Club

Sent from my iPad
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Planner

From: Paige Farr <farrcrest@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 20, 2022 9:34 AM
To: Kevin Cooper
Cc: Brett Harrington; Planner
Subject: CPA 2022-B

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 

  
Attn: r  Cooper 
 
he proposed amendment ou d significant  degrade and ad erse  impact the rura  

communit  kno n as d iakka  his proposed and use change is a thro ack to the kinds 
of and use change that state p anning a  as enacted in  to pre ent  It fai s  a great 
margin to meet the current requirements of orida a  and the Count s o n Comprehensi e 

an  It fai s comp ete  to make the case that the current and use designation and standards 
for the propert  are no onger appropriate and that a change to the Comprehensi e an is 
necessar  or appropriate 

his ou d e scattered, sing e  use su ur an de e opment that has no re ationship to the 
rura  and agricu tura  ands into hich it i  e p aced  he proposed de e opment pattern 

ou d e predominant  residentia  it does not inc ude the fu  range and mi  of uses needed 
to support the residentia  su ur  that ou d e ui t  It ou d require no commercia  or other 
non residentia  uses, thus requiring the ne  residents to tra e  mi es for a  emp o ment, 
shopping, entertainment, recreationa , pu ic and other needs  his t pe of de e opment is 
auto dependent de e opment ith a sing e use that is not functiona  re ated to ad acent and 
uses e cept for the sma  section ad acent to Lake ood Ranch  his sing e use residentia  
de e opment a su stantia  distance from a  other uses is c assic ur an spra  modern 
p anning a  and the Count s Comprehensi e an are intended to pre ent  acing a 
residentia  use in a rura  area here the ne  su ur an popu ation needs to tra e  a great 
distance for emp o ment and other ife requirements is the definition of ur an spra  

he app ication proposes the historic de e opment pattern that ga e rise to the need for 
orida s Communit  anning Act, and, for that reason, the kind of pro ect that is rare  e en 

proposed in modern times  en of the app ication as proposing a fu  comp imentar  mi  of 
uses, this is simp  the rong ocation  
 
 
aige arr 

 Ra s Rd 
Sarasota L  
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Planner

From: Brett Harrington
Sent: Monday, June 20, 2022 8:24 AM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: CPA 2022-B
Attachments: Keep the Country Country - Lipstick Pig.pdf

For the record…CPA 2022 B

From: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net>
Sent: Monday, June 20, 2022 8:21 AM
To: Brett Harrington <bharring@scgov.net>
Subject: FW: CPA 2022 B

From: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>
Sent: Saturday, June 18, 2022 6:29 PM
To: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net>
Subject: FW: CPA 2022 B

For our record.

From: Paige Farr <farrcrest@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:26 PM
To: Michael Moran <mmoran@scgov.net>; Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>; Ron Cutsinger <rcutsinger@scgov.net>;
Christian Ziegler <cziegler@scgov.net>; Nancy C. Detert <ncdetert@scgov.net>
Subject: CPA 2022 B

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information

To the County Commissioners: 

I am sure you will be receiving many of these, and I am adding my 
two cents once again.  Sarasota doesn't have much room left, and 
those of us who have lived out here for ages picked this area for 
the rural country charm, the quiet solitude, broken only for cattle 
lowing, horses whinnying, roosters crowing, birds singing, frogs 
croaking and crickets doing their thing.  We love that we can see 
the starry night without street lights impeding the view.  We don't 
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mind that we have to drive 15 miles to a supermarket, even with 
the crazy gas prices.  Traffic is already horrendous on Fruitville Rd 
and now you are planning on tripling, and even quadrupling 
it!  Thank goodness the Conservation Foundation has purchased a 
few properties out here, but we wish this urban sprawl would 
please stop.  Enough is enough.  Please see the attachment. 

Very truly yours, 
M. Paige Farr
15910 Rawls Rd
Sarasota  FL  34240
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From: Paige Farr <farrcrest@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 5, 2022 6:13 PM
To: Planner
Subject: CPA 2022-B
Attachments: CPA 2022-B Planning Commission.docx

Categories: CPA 2022-B Lkwd Rn SE

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information

Dear Sarasota Planner, 
I am requesting that an additional Neighborhood Workshop be conducted for CPA 2022-B.  The first 
workshop did not meet Sarasota County's criteria. The attached document goes into further detail. 
Also, in the attachment are additional questions and comments that were sent to Stantec via the 
Planning Department on June 13.  To date, Stantec has not responded.  These questions MUST be 
answered and any comments need to be provided with a response. 

M. Paige Farr
15910 Rawls Rd
Sarasota  FL  34240
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I will begin by renewing our request for an additional Neighborhood Workshop.  
FLU Policy 1.3.4.  “The purpose of the workshop shall be for the applicant and community to 
work collaboratively and discuss the nature of the proposed development, to solicit 
suggestions and concerns” … (emphasis added).
Resolution No. 2021-165, C “Any person who believes that a required Neighborhood Workshop 
did not meet the county standards must raise the issue in writing…”  MCC is once again raising 
that issue.
THE WORKSHOP SYNOPSIS shows one person (#2) says this is not much of a workshop.  
#13 asks for a more robust process of public input and #21 states several people were unable to 
join the online workshop.  They stated the workshop was inadequate in terms of public access.
Following are Responses given by Stantec, which MCC finds to be substantive lacking: 

Compatibility:
1. This proposal does not match the existing home and land use in this area. Please elaborate on how
this proposal supports the existing residents and landowners?
Response: The intent is to commit to 50% open space for the overall project and to include
greenbelts along the edges of the project to ensure compatibility with the adjacent land
uses.
The Response doesn’t answer the question.  As the Stantec stated in the Pre-Application, the 
existing zoning district is OUE-1, OUR AND HPD on this land.  The first two require an 80% 
open space requirement and the HPD requires a 60% open space. The land east of this 
development is Rural on the FLUM and is therefore either OUE-1 or OUR, both of which UDC 
requirement of 80% open space 
How does 50% open space match 60 and 80% open space.  This is NON-RESPONSIVE.

Concept Plan:
4. You state that this new development will have 50% open space, but your map does not appear to
show 50% open space.
Response: That is the text of the proposal and will be part of our commitment and the
development review process.  
An answer would state how many acres are open space and how many acres are to be developed. 
They list in the text amendment what qualifies as open space.  The open space acreage should 
show how many acres are dedicated to each allowable use.

7. The north east corner of your development does not show buffer. Is the green space north of your
development (red line) permanent Green space??
Response: When we have concept plans at such a scale, sometimes it may be difficult to
really understand or see the separation along the different edges, but we will include details
in our application, with our master development plan, that addresses these edge conditions.
We assure you that proper buffering will be completed throughout the site.
Rather than assure that there will be proper buffering, just state what the buffering will be.  Who 
determines what is “proper buffering”?  What are the criteria?
This is what the Neighborhood Workshop allows for collaboration and the opportunity to solicit 
suggestions This is NON-RESPONSIVE.

Environment: 
1. Will you be providing a wildlife underpasses on the new road?
2. What about wildlife corridor? It seems to be homes from district lines to line
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Response: These are details that would be addressed during the construction plan review,
but it’s important to note that the concept plan does contemplate ribbons of green space
throughout the site, to provide interconnected corridors for wildlife and protected species.
The response should have stated how many acres of ribbons of green space will be provided and 
how wide the ribbons will be.  How can the public feel confident of the interconnected corridors 
are of sufficient size to protect wildlife and protected species?
The protected species and the wildlife should be identified.  NON-RESPONSIVE.

3. Will all development, including roadways, adhere to dark skies principles with shaded lights and
downward only lighting.
Response: Anything that is required by Sarasota County UDC will be complied with at the
time of development.
This is not an answer.  The public are not UDC consultants.  If the Consultant was truly 
interested, particularly since this is provided in written responses, in providing the public with 
information then Stantec would have listed those sections of the UDC with the language of each 
requirement. NON-RESONSIVE.

Housing: 
4. Is there any affordable housing in Lakewood ranch now?
Response: Affordable/Community housing will be offered on a voluntary basis with the
incentives that are provided for in the UDC. There is an overall cap of 5,000 dwelling units
on the property, which includes any community housing.
Response times for sheriff, EMS, fire, etc. are evaluated during the review process, and in
even greater detail at time of rezone. The cost of these services will be contemplated in the
fiscal neutrality study that we will prepare and submit for review.
The UDC requirements should be listed and the language provided. 
There is not information on response times of sheriff, EMS, fire etc. While the response says it 
will be given in more detail at the rezoning, that implies that some review or analysis has been 
conducted.  Yet, they did not provide that information.  NON-RESPONSIVE.

Lakepark Estates:
3. Has LWR purchased Lakepark Estates?
Response: Lakewood Ranch has not purchased Lakepark Estates. Lakepark Estates will be
incorporated into the Village Transition Zone; however, it’s not going to cause any changes
to Phase One that has already been approved. We are working with staff on how to facilitate
this through the proper language
Phases 2 and 3 have also been approved, it was an approval for all of Lakepark Estates. 
How many homes are being built in Phase 1, Phase 2 and Phase 3? 
What are the start and finish dates for each Phase?
The total allowed houses were 400.  Will the density for the entire project be increased?  If so, by 
how many? 
Policy:
2. 2050 Plan policies were that Hamlet transitioned between Village and rural development. How
does an increase in density achieve this policy goal?
Response: The goal of these amendments is to allow for a form of development that is very
similar to what is observed in Lakewood Ranch. We propose to do this by creating the
Village Transition Zone, which will be limited to the subject property and be slightly less
dense than the Village designation and slightly more dense than the Hamlet designation.
This zone will allow for a maximum base density of 2 dwelling units per gross developable
acre, not to exceed a maximum unit count of 5,000 units. The amendments will also include
incentive community housing.
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This is not slightly more dense than what would be allowed by the Hamlet Designation. 
Hamlets preferred density is from 50 to 150 units.  For the proposed 4,000 acres, that would be 
between 200 and 600 units.  5,000 units for the entire project area is MORE THAN SLIGHTLY 
MORE DENSE.  IT IS A 2,400% (200 units) or a 733.33% increase (600 units). 
There is not a guarantee that this land would be Hamlets.  That requires a quasi-judicial hearing 
before the Board of County Commissioners.  Currently allowed densities for the 4,000 acres 
would be a total of 717 units: 60 from the 300 acres zoned OUE-1, 257 from the 2,570 acres 
zoned OUR  400 from the 1,030 HPD.  This is an increase of 597.35% 
UNSUBSTANTIATED STATEMENT. 

4. What does your "commitment" mean? Does that mean you will positively commit and put in
writing?
Response: As we indicated in this presentation, part of this Comprehensive Plan
Amendment is to create a Village Transition Zone which will include text on incentives for
affordable housing, following the same basis outlined in the UDC. There will not be a
mandate for affordable housing as that is no longer allowed in Florida Statute. All
application materials are made available to the public and published on the County website,
so you’ll have the opportunity to review our policy language once it is formally submitted for
staff review.
Again, the specific UDC requirements should be given. NON-RESPONSIVE.

Process:
4. If this goes ahead, when will initial land clearing begin
Response: We are at the beginning of the review process, so it is too early to tell when initial
clearing may begin.
This is grossly inaccurate.  Lakepark Estates has already begun development.  Lakepark Estates 
is CUURENTLY not in compliance with stipulation 2 which required turn lanes for both 
entrances/exits before or concurrent with development.
Can we expect continued non -compliance of stipulations in the future?  Is this the modus
operandi?

Public participation: 
3. How can we stop your request for zoning changes and keep our open-use-estate classification? No
one wants to see more development out here. Do any of you live in these areas.
Response: There are several opportunities for public engagement and input throughout this
process. The first is through tonight’s workshop where we are looking for feedback from the
community. There will also be opportunities for residents to speak to the Planning
Commission and Board of County Commissioners as these applications move though the
public hearing review process.
We all know that the Planning Commission and the Board of County Commissioners are not for 
public engagement.  They merely create a public record.  Both of these meetings occur at the end 
of the process.   
The engagement and input should occur through a Neighborhood Workshop that allows for those 
exchanges rather than the Workshop that occurred already.  

4. There is a reason we moved to Bern Creek and not Lakewood Ranch. Have you considered how
your project impacts residents like us?
Response: Yes, the intent would be to provide appropriate buffering adjacent to each of the
particular boundary conditions. We will provide the specific details in our application.
What is appropriate buffering?  NON-RESPONSIVE.
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Transportation: 
2. Wouldn't an additional road extending east to Verna Road assist in an evacuation event?
Response: This project may improve hurricane evacuation clearance times, by providing a
regional corridor connecting University Parkway to Fruitville Road, via Bourneside
Boulevard. Bourneside Boulevard currently extends all the way to State Road 64, so
providing that north-south corridor for cross county transportation may be beneficial.
“may be beneficial” is NON-RESPONSIVE.
Hurricane evacuation is from downtown to the east, not to the north.  Are the Consultants aware 
that Fruitville Road is an evacuation route for heading EAST, not to get people to a parking lot 
called I-75?
13. What is FDOT's role in approving these plans?
Response: None of these roadways touch state rights-of-way, so they would have no role in
this process.
Isn’t Fruitville Road a State Road, HWY 780? 
During the review of Hi Hat’s Comprehensive Plan Amendment, didn’t FDOT ask to be part of 
the review of other proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments? 

Misc.:
2. "VOS Policy 5.2 Protected Roadway Character requires open vistas and protect the integrity of the
rural character of Fruitville Road/SR 780 east of Dog Kennel Road, now called Lorraine Road. How
will you accomplish this? Already, Lake Park Estates has not protected the rural character of
Fruitville Road. Will construction continue at Lake Park Estates and go west or will Lakewood
Ranch build eat or both? What is the build out date? Is Lakewood Ranch currently at build out
density? While the western boundary is urban, the proposed area of change, 3,900 acres, is
surrounded by rural lands that may currently have livestock. How will you mitigate the construction
noises such as continual diesel engines on large equipment and the backup beepers that will most
likely startle the livestock? I believe there is already such a problem around the Polo Club,
frightening the horses. What water source will be used to irrigate the lawns? Fruitville Road is
currently listed as a constrained road. How many more vehicles will be added to Fruitville Road due
to this proposed density increase? Fruitville Road is an evacuation route. What analysis was
conducted to determine what the additional traffic would do to reduce evacuation times? Thank
you,
Becky Ayech
President Miakka Community Club
Did SMR or Lakewood Ranch challenge the 2050 Amendment? Why or why not? What has
changed since the adoption of 2050 that necessitates thing proposed Comprehensive Plan
Amendment? The waterbodies colored blue is called stormwater on the Development Concept
Plan. How many are there? What is the total acreage? What is the average size? Will they dry
down since they are stormwater? Or will they be augmented? If augmented, from where will the
water come? How will you manage the mosquitoes? Will the HOA or another entity prohibit mowing
to the edge of the stormwater ponds/waterbodies? What will lawn fertilizer applications or
restrictions be? Who will enforce? You portray this as a transition. 2050 defines Hamlets as a
transition form of development intended to blend toward the more rural eastern area of the County.
Why do you need a different type of transition form of development? Two units an acre does not
blend with rural. It is urban sprawl. Bill Spaeth, retired Sarasota Planner identified Lake park
Estates as urban sprawl. This is urban sprawl times 2. If adopted, this will become a creeping of
urban density that will use the same reasoning for extending urban development throughout the
Rural area identified on the Future Land Use Map (FLUM). Why can’t the 1,000-acre development,
Lake Park Estates remain with a density cap of 400 dwelling units on 1 unit per acre? Why don’t
you build up and not out? What amenities will be provided? Where are they located on the
Development Concept Plan? Lake Park Estates is currently under construction. If the proposed
Amendment is approved, when will the next phase begin? Will the infrastructure be in phases or
done all at once? How many water tanks need to be built so the water pressure is sufficient for fire
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suppression? Where will they be located? What will they look like? Will you be able to see them or
will they be screened? Lake Park Estates was required to have one pressure tank that would be
located along Fruitville Road.
3. How exactly is this an example of smart growth? Sincere question.
4. How is this a smart growth effort? Will there be objective environmental impact studies? Who will
pay for infrastructure? Please include accident and incident reports within 5 miles for last 5 years.
Btw this was difficult to get into.
NON-RESONSIVE TO MOST OF THESE QUESTIONS. 

For the question on 2050 - the 2050 regulations were adopted in 2002, about 20 years ago.
Things change and sometimes adjustments are needed, and we believe these adjustments
that we are proposing are appropriate for long term compatible development.
They do not explain why.  What data and analysis has been provided to substantiate these 
claims?  

6. How many acres of the 3900 acres are deemed "developable" acres? If 50% is deemed OPEN
SPACE and not developable, does that mean the developable acres are 1850 acres, and total
units 3900? i.e. 2 X 1850 DEVELOPABLE ACRES
Response: In round numbers, yes this is correct. 6. How many acres of the 3900 acres are deemed 
"developable" acres? If 50% is deemed OPEN
SPACE and not developable, does that mean the developable acres are 1850 acres, and total
units 3900? i.e. 2 X 1850 DEVELOPABLE ACRES
Response: In round numbers, yes this is correct.
This is not the same answer that has been given in the application, they set the limit at 5,000 
units not 3,900.  Which is the correct answer? 

NARRATIVE AND CONSISTENCY
Neighborhood commercial is not proposed, as the needs for commercial uses are supplied 
elsewhere in locations more conducive to the success of commercial and retail enterprise. In addition, 
the proposed project seeks to support the existing commercial development of the area such as 
Waterside. 
The VTZ RMA seeks to provide a more compatible development form and density transition from Village 
to Hamlet. The maximum base density will be 1 du/gross acre, including such portions of the Greenway 
RMA located within the VTZ RMA. To achieve the desired development form, the dwelling units to which 
the on-site Greenway RMA and required Open Space would otherwise be entitled will be transferred 
into 
the Developed Area of the property resulting in a maximum base density of 2 dwelling units per acre of 
Developed Area. This base density may be increased by way of incentives outlined in the Comprehensive 
Plan Text Amendment, yet the development cannot exceed 5,000 dwelling units. 
The proposed VTZ RMA requires the protection and incorporation of open space and 
environmental resources by incorporating the Greenway and through the provisions 50% open space, 
subject to a potential decrease to 43% for reduced Greenbelts. 
Phase One of Lakepark Estates is being 
developed under the HPD zoning which has more restrictive standards than will be implemented by the 
VTZ RMA, therefore the Phase One development (density, open space, etc.) will be compliant with the 
overall VTZ Master Plan and be able to be incorporated seamlessly. 
c. Justification for the proposed amendment including a statement of consistency with the 
Comprehensive Plan; 
The purpose of the Applicant’s requests is to implement an alternative form of development that 
supports and incorporates elements of existing Lakewood Ranch, encouraging the extension of that 
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form of development on the subject property. Please see Section 2.4 below for the consistency analysis 
with the Comprehensive Plan. 

2.4 Comprehensive Plan Consistency 
The proposed Comprehensive Plan Large-Scale Map Amendment and Text Amendment both recognize 
and address the unique location, characteristics, and features of the Lakewood Ranch Southeast 
property. With the proposed addition of the new VTZ RMA category and its corresponding policy 
language, it is acknowledged that certain existing policies within Chapter 8 – 2050 Resource 
Management Area are no longer applicable. They must identify which existing polices within 
Chapter 8 that are no longer applicable. Therefore, an evaluation of certain applicable goals, 
objectives, and policies in other sections of the Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan are provided 
below to demonstrate consistency between existing and proposed language, consistent with Chapter 
163 F.S. 
The proposed development is consistent with the intent, goals, objectives, policies, guiding principles 
and programs of the Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan including but not limited to the following: 
Chapter 1 – Environment 
ENV Objective 1.2 Protection of Resources: Protect environmental resources during land use changes 
and establishment of urban services. 
The proposed Comprehensive Plan amendments propose preservation of 50% open space including the 
general preservation of lands designated as a 2050 Greenway RMA, which have an existing conservation 
easement, wetlands, and other native habitats. Open Space may be reduced to 43% for reduced 
greenbelts. The proposal does not protect environmental resources.  The current land use 
designation of OUE-1, OUR require 80% Open Space and HPD requires 60% Open Space.  
Currently, the existing zoning would provide 2,296 acres of Open Space.  If all the land would be 
changed to Hamlet, there would be 2,400 acres of Open space, VTZ ‘s 50% Open Space would 
provide 2,000 acres in Open Space and their request for only 43% Open Space would be 1,720 
acres.  
No one person would find it reasonable to lose 576 acres of Open Space as meeting ENV 
Objective 1.2 
ENV Objective 1.3 Habitat Connectivity: Preserve a network of habitat connectivity across the 
landscape that ensures adequate representation of native habitats suitable to support the functions 
and values of all ecological communities. 
The proposed VTZ RMA includes provisions for significant open space within the subject property. 
Residential development will be clustered and designed in a manner to minimize the disruption of 
habitat connectivity throughout and adjacent to the site. The location of areas designated for habitat 
preservation and open space will be guided by the Sarasota County 2050 Greenway RMA map including 
attention to connectivity between Greenway-designated areas across the subject property’s landscape. 
The reduction of Open Space as well as the reduction on the perimeter of the property on 
Fruitville Road to 50’ from 500’ does not provide adequate representation of native habitats nor 
significant open space. 
Chapter 2 – Parks, Preserves, and Recreation 
PARKS Objective 1.1 Recreation Level of Service (LOS): Acquire, develop, maintain, protect and 
enhance parks, preserves and recreation facilities, consistent with the needs and interests of Sarasota 
County’s population and based on financial feasibility to operate and maintain the parks. 
The proposed VTZ Master Plan and information included as a part of the DOCC will showcase how the 
proposed project will incorporate onsite recreational and preservation areas. 
By simply saying sometime in the future we will do this is not consistency, more like wishful 
thinking. 
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PARKS Objective 1.2 Compatibility and Sustainability: Ensure that parks, preserves and facilities are 
compatible with surrounding land uses, the Sarasota 2050 Plan, and the natural environment. 
The proposed amendment will ensure that the subject property will provide 43% to 50% of its gross 
acreage to Open Space. Uses within the Open Space include, but are not limited to natural habitat, 
improved pastures, stormwater facilities, water storage facilities, public or private park facilities, and 
trails. These uses will work to balance the preservation of ecologically sensitive areas, specifically within 
the Greenway RMA, and recreational/park needs of the community, residents, and surrounding 
neighbors.
Some of the allowable uses in the 43-50% Open Space are not compatible with parks or preserves.  
Stormwater facilities certainly are not compatible with the natural environment.  If they were, there would 
already be lakes.  The water storage facilities can be above ground, huge tanks, that are not compatible 
with parks. 
Chapter 7 – Future Land Use 
FLU Goal 4: Promote orderly development through the establishment of innovative regulatory 
platforms that meet the needs of a growing and changing population. 
The proposed VTZ RMA seeks to provide an appropriate development form and density transition 
between the existing Village and Hamlet RMA overlay zones. The intent of the VTZ RMA is to establish 
development parameters that are specific to the subject site only, given the unique characteristics of the 
site and the needs of the County’s growing population. Proposed development is intended to be a 
balanced and compatible extension of the existing Lakewood Ranch community. The proposed density 
that is contemplated in the new policy language provides a thoughtful transition from higher density, 
more urban development of Village, to the more rural density that exists further east. This transition is 
consistent with limiting urban sprawl and preserving the rural character of the community. 
The subject property will also undergo an extensive planning process, known as a DOCC application, in 
order to ensure orderly and resilient development with an increased focus on collaboration across 
varied disciplines and the community. 
Densities of 2 units per acre in the land does not preserve rural character at 1 homestead per 5 
and 10 acres. 
This development is auto dependent development with a single use that is not functionally 
related to adjacent land uses except for the small section adjacent to Lakewood Ranch 
Chapter 9 – Housing 
HOU Objective 1.1 Housing Creation: Encourage the market to provide ample diversity in housing 
types and affordability levels to accommodate present and future housing need of Sarasota County 
residents. 
The proposed VTZ RMA will allow for Lakewood Ranch Southeast to be developed as an extension of the 
Lakewood Ranch community; thus, the subject property will provide housing types that are 
complimentary to those that exist in the sounding area Sounding Area being only on the side of 
Lakewood Ranch As noted the existing property is OUE-1, OUR and HPD and is identified as 
“rural” on the FLUM.  It is not complementary to those properties. Additionally, the proposed 
Comprehensive 
Plan Amendments offer an option to allow the inclusion of Community Housing to accommodate 
individuals and families from diverse income levels and offer a variety of housing types. 
HOU Policy 1.1.4: Establish and maintain residential development standards that support housing 
production while promoting the vitality of established neighborhoods. 
The proposed amendment will allow the subject property to be developed as a compatible and 
complementary extension of the highly demanded Lakewood Ranch community. Lakewood Ranch 
Southeast will increase the County’s housing production, while also promoting the vitality of established 
neighborhoods through connected street and trail networks, open space, unified signage, wayfinding, 
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and more. The rest of the property not next to the Lakewood Ranch community is also highly in 
demand.  Antidotally, 5- and 10-acre homesteads are also in high demand and they provide 80% 
Open Space and produce less traffic and are currently having more wildlife due to the noise and 
destruction caused by Lakepark Estates.
They have not explained how they are providing vitality to the established neighborhoods.  The 
only neighborhood they consider is Lakewood Ranch.   
This 597.35% increase in density certainly doesn’t forebode well for the rural neighbors.  There 
will be noise and odor complaints.  The rural character will not be vitalized by the increased 
lighting and 39,900 trip increase in traffic. 
Chapter 11 – Economic Development 
ECON Objective 2.2: Support practices that encourage the attraction and development of a workforce 
that is younger, inclusive and diverse. 
The proposed VTZ RMA will encourage the Lakewood Ranch Southeast property to develop in a way that 
positively contributes to the County’s housing stock, supporting the current and future local workforce 
(Waterside, Lakewood Ranch Corporate Park, etc.). 
All of these are off site. This is not smart growth if your population needs to go off site for 
employment. 
2.6 Summary 
In summary, the proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments will allow for the Lakewood Ranch 
Southeast property to support the County’s growing population in a development form that is a 
compatible extension of the existing Lakewood Ranch community. 
This RMA framework implements the organizing concepts represented by the principles set forth 
within “Directions for the Future,” adopted by the Board on October 10, 2000 by Resolution 
2000-230. “Directions for the Future” contained the following principles to guide long range 
planning and sustainability initiatives for the county.
Of the 12 principles, the proposed CPA 2022-B does not comport with the following: 
: • Preserve and strengthen existing communities. The only community CPA 2022-B recognizes 
is Lakewood Ranch and totally ignores the rural communities including the Old Miakka 
Community
• Provide for a variety of land uses and lifestyles to support residents of diverse ages, incomes, 
and family sizes. They want everybody to look like Lakewood Ranch.  They assert CPA 2022-B
should be taken as a whole to Lakewood Ranch not a stand -alone.  This eliminates the 
requirements that would apply to a Village Overlay, like schools and commercial and office 
space.
• Preserve environmental systems Reducing the size of required Open Space does not preserve 
Open Space 
. • Avoid urban sprawl This development is an auto dependent development with a single use 
that is not functionally related to adjacent land uses except for the small section adjacent to
Lakewood Ranch 

. • Reduce automobile trips. All daily needs as well as employment will be off site.
  • Preserve rural character, including opportunities for agriculture This density request is not 
preserving rural character.  They state it is suburban. 
. • Balance jobs with housing.  We don’t know the costs of housing versus the average wage. 
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TRANSPORTATION
Section 5, Transportation obfuscates the real impacts of the traffic that will be generated by this 
proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment. 
What should be considered:  
Existing Traffic Counts on Fruitville Road from Verna to I-75. (They look at new traffic 
impacts on University Parkway from I 75 to Lake Osprey and then further eastern segments.) 
Fruitville Road is the only road into Sarasota and access to I -75. 
Total Trips Under existing zoning on CPA 2022-B.   The existing zoning is OUE-1 - 600 acres 
equals 60 du, OUR – 2,570 acres equals 257 and the Lakepark Estates Hamlet equal 400 du.  
This is 717 du and using the 7.98 factor that would be 7.98 x 717du equals (The analysis of Total 
Trips in the analysis of CPA-2018-C, a factor of 7.98 was used to determine the total trips.  2,727 
du would generate 21,765 daily trips). 5,722. 

Total Trips under proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment.  The Report only speaks to 
Peak P.M. trips.  As stated above, Fruitville Road is the ONLY road into Sarasota from not only 
Old Miakka, but also Manatee and Desoto Counties.  The existing traffic counts will verify that 
the traffic on Fruitville Road is constant.  It is not limited to cars and personal trucks, but a large 
amount of semi-trucks and dump trucks and livestock trailers.  The livestock trailer traffic is 
excepted to increase because of the Estuarian Center in Manatee County which is most easily 
reached using Fruitville Road. 
In the analysis of Total Trips in the analysis of CPA-2018-C, a factor of 7.98 was used to 
determine the total trips.  2,727 du would generate 21,765 daily trips.  There could be internal 
capture of some trips because a Hamlet allows for some commercial.
Using that same factor of 7.98, 5,000 du would generate 39,900 daily trips.  CPA 2022-B does 
not propose to capture any internal traffic.  They have stated they plan for residents to go off site  
for their daily needs.

SCHOOLS
5. Property Zoning: Existing _OUE-1, OUR & HPD____ Proposed OUE-1, OUR & HPD__
Why isn’t the proposed use RSF-2 PUD or more importantly Village transition Zone?

6. Future Land Use: Existing _Rural______________    Proposed Rural   
The RURAL AREA preserves agricultural lands, maintains open spaces and protects native 
habitats.  Residential densities in the rural are typically limited to a maximum of 1 dwelling unit 
per five acres.  Another implementing zoning classification is OUR, 1 unit per 10 acres.   
Are they implying the Village Transition Zone is consistent with the Legend for the Rural 
Designation on the FLUM? 
MCC, unequivocally, states “they are not remotely close”.   

8. Provide the approximate dates of: start of construction, initial occupancy and build out for 
each phase of the project.
The anticipated build out timing is 10 years.
NON- RESPONSIVE.
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GENERAL
Stantec states the buildout will be in 10 years.
The first 5 years will have 300 du built each year, a total of 1,500 du.  This will generate 11,970 
daily trips.  There remains 3,500 du to build in the 6-10 years. This will generate an additional 
27,930 daily trips. 
Why is there such a diversity in the number of homes built in the two time periods? What data 
and analysis were used to reach this conclusion? 
How will this second flux of traffic effect the LOS on Fruitville Road from Verna to I-75? 
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From: Paige Farr <farrcrest@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 17, 2022 12:03 PM
To: Planner
Subject: Neighborhood Workshop

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information

I am asking for another Neighborhood Workshop on CPA 2022-B and the Development of Critical 
Concern.
Resolution No 2021-165 states" Any person who believes that required Neighborhood Workshop did 
not meet the County standards must raise the issue in writing..".
Stantec did not comply with the FLU Policy 1.3.4.  Stantec did not attempt to work collaboratively with 
the community.

Paige Farr
15910 Rawls Rd
Sarasota 34240
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Planner

From: Paige Farr <farrcrest@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 20, 2022 8:59 AM
To: Donna Carter
Cc: Planner
Subject: CPA 2022-B

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 

  

he proposed amendment ou d significant  degrade and ad erse  impact the rura  
communit  kno n as d iakka  his proposed and use change is a thro ack to the kinds 
of and use change that state p anning a  as enacted in  to pre ent  It fai s  a great 
margin to meet the current requirements of orida a  and the Count s o n Comprehensi e 

an  It fai s comp ete  to make the case that the current and use designation and standards 
for the propert  are no onger appropriate and that a change to the Comprehensi e an is 
necessar  or appropriate 

his ou d e scattered, sing e  use su ur an de e opment that has no re ationship to the 
rura  and agricu tura  ands into hich it i  e p aced  he proposed de e opment pattern 

ou d e predominant  residentia  it does not inc ude the fu  range and mi  of uses needed 
to support the residentia  su ur  that ou d e ui t  It ou d require no commercia  or other 
non residentia  uses, thus requiring the ne  residents to tra e  mi es for a  emp o ment, 
shopping, entertainment, recreationa , pu ic and other needs  his t pe of de e opment is 
auto dependent de e opment ith a sing e use that is not functiona  re ated to ad acent and 
uses e cept for the sma  section ad acent to Lake ood Ranch  his sing e use residentia  
de e opment a su stantia  distance from a  other uses is c assic ur an spra  modern 
p anning a  and the Count s Comprehensi e an are intended to pre ent  acing a 
residentia  use in a rura  area here the ne  su ur an popu ation needs to tra e  a great 
distance for emp o ment and other ife requirements is the definition of ur an spra  

he app ication proposes the historic de e opment pattern that ga e rise to the need for 
orida s Communit  anning Act, and, for that reason, the kind of pro ect that is rare  e en 

proposed in modern times  en of the app ication as proposing a fu  comp imentar  mi  of 
uses, this is simp  the rong ocation  
 

aige arr 
 Ra s Rd 

Sarasota L  
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Planner

From: Michele Norton
Sent: Monday, March 28, 2022 2:49 PM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: Postpone CPA 2022-B, Lakewood Ranch Southeast

 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>  
Sent: Monday, March 28, 2022 2:40 PM 
To: Eileen Fitzgerald <emf@verizon.net> 
Cc: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net> 
Subject: RE: Postpone CPA 2022-B, Lakewood Ranch Southeast 
 
I've read your email and forwarded it to the Department Director. 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Eileen Fitzgerald <emf@verizon.net>  
Sent: Monday, March 28, 2022 2:08 PM 
To: Commissioners <commissioners@scgov.net> 
Subject: Postpone CPA 2022-B, Lakewood Ranch Southeast 
 
Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, Links and Requests for Login 
Information 
 
 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
 
Please delay any approval of this Amendment until a full public discussion can be had. 
 
 
This Comprehensive Plan Amendment proposal appears to be an overreach that will affect the whole county. 
 
 
Thank you, 
 
Eileen Fitzgerald 
 
1550 Bern Creek Loop 
 
Sarasota, FL 34240 
 
Registered voter, Precinct 106 
 
 
-- 



This email has been checked for viruses by Avast antivirus software. 
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.avast.com%2Fantivirus&amp;data=04%7C0
1%7Cplanner%40scgov.net%7C6468daac376d4ed0184008da10eb9f4f%7C9ac90fa4ea4648d79114bbf2fc554d0e%7C0%
7C0%7C637840901416347975%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1ha
WwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&amp;sdata=HG%2FjsLj4KU1pngx4Ba6wVmHQaPLkPs%2FpAFykZvySWyE%3D&amp;res
erved=0 
 



1

Planner

From: Eileen Fitzgerald <emf@verizon.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 20, 2022 1:11 PM
To: Donna Carter; Kevin Cooper; Jordan Keller; Neil Rainford; Teresa Mast; Justin Taylor; Colin Pember; 

Martha Pike; Andrew Stultz; Micki Ryan; Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: CPA 2022-B

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, Links and Requests for Login 
Information 
 
 
 
Dear Commissioners: 
 
 
The proposed amendment would significantly degrade and adversely impact the rural community known as Old Miakka.  
This proposed land use change is a throwback to the kinds of land use change that state planning law was enacted in 
1985 to prevent.  It fails by a great margin to meet the current requirements of Florida law and the County's own 
Comprehensive Plan.  It fails completely to make the case that the current land use designation and standards for the 
property are no longer appropriate and that a change to the Comprehensive Plan is necessary or appropriate. 
 
 
This would be scattered, single-use suburban development that has no relationship to the rural and agricultural lands 
into which it will be placed.  The proposed development pattern would be predominantly residential; it does not include 
the full range and mix of uses needed to support the residential suburb that would be built.  It would require no 
commercial or other non-residential uses, thus requiring the new residents to travel miles for all employment, shopping, 
entertainment, recreational, public and other needs.  This type of development is auto- dependent development with a 
single use that is not functionally related to adjacent land uses except for the small section adjacent to Lakewood Ranch. 
This single-use (residential) development, a substantial distance from all other uses, is classic urban sprawl that modern 
planning law and the County's Comprehensive Plan are intended to prevent.  Placing a residential use in a rural area 
where the new suburban population needs to travel a great distance for employment and other life requirements is the 
definition of urban sprawl. 
 
 
This application proposes the historic development pattern that gave rise to the need for Florida's Community Planning 
Act, and, for that reason, the kind of project that is rarely even proposed in modern times.  Event if the application was 
proposing a full complementary mix of uses, this is simply the wrong location. 
 
 
Eileen Fitzgerald 
 
1550 Bern Creek Loop 
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From: Glenda Gallagher <glendagal15@icloud.com>
Sent: Monday, July 18, 2022 10:46 AM
To: Andrew.Stulz@sarasotaadvisory.net; Planner; Teresa Mast; Jordan Keller; Donna Carter; Colin Pember; 

Justin Taylor; Martha Pike; Neil Rainford; Micki Ryan; Kevin Cooper
Subject: Please Vote NO to CPA 2022-F

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, Links and Requests for Login
Information

Dear Planning Commissioners,
As a long time resident living in the area directly affected by the proposed change to the development of area off
Lorraine Road, I urge you to vote against the proposed change for the following reasons:
1. We as residents surround this area and there is already heavy traffic on Lorraine Road that is largely residents and the
businesses that serve them. Adding industrial and heavy commercial to the traffic load, noise and congestion is unwise
and unsafe.
2. Lorraine is an available alternative corridor for north south traffic that currently makes up I 75. This proposed
development would be a disaster to this flow.
3. There are already large tracts available for the industrial and commercial use that is sought, currently located to the
west and close to I 75. Why rush to further destroy the small amount of green undeveloped space we currently treasure
and enjoy?

Please vote NO on this unwise proposal.
Very truly yours,
Glenda H Gallagher
Sarasota Polo Club

Sent from my iPad
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From: Jane <janegrand@mailmt.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 6, 2022 11:25 AM
To: Jane Best Grandbouche
Subject: CPA 2022-B
Attachments: CPA 2022-B Planning Commission.docx

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information

Dear Planning Commissioners, 

I am requesting that an additional Neighborhood Workshop be conducted for CPA 2022-B. 

The first workshop did not meet Sarasota County's criteria. There was a response and our questions were not 
answered. 

Also, in the attachment are additional questions and comments that were sent to Stantec via the Planning 
Department on June 13.  To date, Stantec has not responded.  These questions MUST be answered and any 
comments need to be provided with a response.

Thank you very much,

Jane Best Grandbouche
1640 Lena Lane
Sarasota, Florida 34240
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I will begin by renewing our request for an additional Neighborhood Workshop.  
FLU Policy 1.3.4.  “The purpose of the workshop shall be for the applicant and community to 
work collaboratively and discuss the nature of the proposed development, to solicit 
suggestions and concerns” … (emphasis added).
Resolution No. 2021-165, C “Any person who believes that a required Neighborhood Workshop 
did not meet the county standards must raise the issue in writing…”  MCC is once again raising 
that issue.
THE WORKSHOP SYNOPSIS shows one person (#2) says this is not much of a workshop.  
#13 asks for a more robust process of public input and #21 states several people were unable to 
join the online workshop.  They stated the workshop was inadequate in terms of public access.
Following are Responses given by Stantec, which MCC finds to be substantive lacking: 

Compatibility:
1. This proposal does not match the existing home and land use in this area. Please elaborate on how
this proposal supports the existing residents and landowners?
Response: The intent is to commit to 50% open space for the overall project and to include
greenbelts along the edges of the project to ensure compatibility with the adjacent land
uses.
The Response doesn’t answer the question.  As the Stantec stated in the Pre-Application, the 
existing zoning district is OUE-1, OUR AND HPD on this land.  The first two require an 80% 
open space requirement and the HPD requires a 60% open space. The land east of this 
development is Rural on the FLUM and is therefore either OUE-1 or OUR, both of which UDC 
requirement of 80% open space 
How does 50% open space match 60 and 80% open space.  This is NON-RESPONSIVE.

Concept Plan:
4. You state that this new development will have 50% open space, but your map does not appear to
show 50% open space.
Response: That is the text of the proposal and will be part of our commitment and the
development review process.  
An answer would state how many acres are open space and how many acres are to be developed. 
They list in the text amendment what qualifies as open space.  The open space acreage should 
show how many acres are dedicated to each allowable use.

7. The north east corner of your development does not show buffer. Is the green space north of your
development (red line) permanent Green space??
Response: When we have concept plans at such a scale, sometimes it may be difficult to
really understand or see the separation along the different edges, but we will include details
in our application, with our master development plan, that addresses these edge conditions.
We assure you that proper buffering will be completed throughout the site.
Rather than assure that there will be proper buffering, just state what the buffering will be.  Who 
determines what is “proper buffering”?  What are the criteria?
This is what the Neighborhood Workshop allows for collaboration and the opportunity to solicit 
suggestions This is NON-RESPONSIVE.

Environment: 
1. Will you be providing a wildlife underpasses on the new road?
2. What about wildlife corridor? It seems to be homes from district lines to line
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Response: These are details that would be addressed during the construction plan review,
but it’s important to note that the concept plan does contemplate ribbons of green space
throughout the site, to provide interconnected corridors for wildlife and protected species.
The response should have stated how many acres of ribbons of green space will be provided and 
how wide the ribbons will be.  How can the public feel confident of the interconnected corridors 
are of sufficient size to protect wildlife and protected species?
The protected species and the wildlife should be identified.  NON-RESPONSIVE.

3. Will all development, including roadways, adhere to dark skies principles with shaded lights and
downward only lighting.
Response: Anything that is required by Sarasota County UDC will be complied with at the
time of development.
This is not an answer.  The public are not UDC consultants.  If the Consultant was truly 
interested, particularly since this is provided in written responses, in providing the public with 
information then Stantec would have listed those sections of the UDC with the language of each 
requirement. NON-RESONSIVE.

Housing: 
4. Is there any affordable housing in Lakewood ranch now?
Response: Affordable/Community housing will be offered on a voluntary basis with the
incentives that are provided for in the UDC. There is an overall cap of 5,000 dwelling units
on the property, which includes any community housing.
Response times for sheriff, EMS, fire, etc. are evaluated during the review process, and in
even greater detail at time of rezone. The cost of these services will be contemplated in the
fiscal neutrality study that we will prepare and submit for review.
The UDC requirements should be listed and the language provided. 
There is not information on response times of sheriff, EMS, fire etc. While the response says it 
will be given in more detail at the rezoning, that implies that some review or analysis has been 
conducted.  Yet, they did not provide that information.  NON-RESPONSIVE.

Lakepark Estates:
3. Has LWR purchased Lakepark Estates?
Response: Lakewood Ranch has not purchased Lakepark Estates. Lakepark Estates will be
incorporated into the Village Transition Zone; however, it’s not going to cause any changes
to Phase One that has already been approved. We are working with staff on how to facilitate
this through the proper language
Phases 2 and 3 have also been approved, it was an approval for all of Lakepark Estates. 
How many homes are being built in Phase 1, Phase 2 and Phase 3? 
What are the start and finish dates for each Phase?
The total allowed houses were 400.  Will the density for the entire project be increased?  If so, by 
how many? 
Policy:
2. 2050 Plan policies were that Hamlet transitioned between Village and rural development. How
does an increase in density achieve this policy goal?
Response: The goal of these amendments is to allow for a form of development that is very
similar to what is observed in Lakewood Ranch. We propose to do this by creating the
Village Transition Zone, which will be limited to the subject property and be slightly less
dense than the Village designation and slightly more dense than the Hamlet designation.
This zone will allow for a maximum base density of 2 dwelling units per gross developable
acre, not to exceed a maximum unit count of 5,000 units. The amendments will also include
incentive community housing.
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This is not slightly more dense than what would be allowed by the Hamlet Designation. 
Hamlets preferred density is from 50 to 150 units.  For the proposed 4,000 acres, that would be 
between 200 and 600 units.  5,000 units for the entire project area is MORE THAN SLIGHTLY 
MORE DENSE.  IT IS A 2,400% (200 units) or a 733.33% increase (600 units). 
There is not a guarantee that this land would be Hamlets.  That requires a quasi-judicial hearing 
before the Board of County Commissioners.  Currently allowed densities for the 4,000 acres 
would be a total of 717 units: 60 from the 300 acres zoned OUE-1, 257 from the 2,570 acres 
zoned OUR  400 from the 1,030 HPD.  This is an increase of 597.35% 
UNSUBSTANTIATED STATEMENT. 

4. What does your "commitment" mean? Does that mean you will positively commit and put in
writing?
Response: As we indicated in this presentation, part of this Comprehensive Plan
Amendment is to create a Village Transition Zone which will include text on incentives for
affordable housing, following the same basis outlined in the UDC. There will not be a
mandate for affordable housing as that is no longer allowed in Florida Statute. All
application materials are made available to the public and published on the County website,
so you’ll have the opportunity to review our policy language once it is formally submitted for
staff review.
Again, the specific UDC requirements should be given. NON-RESPONSIVE.

Process:
4. If this goes ahead, when will initial land clearing begin
Response: We are at the beginning of the review process, so it is too early to tell when initial
clearing may begin.
This is grossly inaccurate.  Lakepark Estates has already begun development.  Lakepark Estates 
is CUURENTLY not in compliance with stipulation 2 which required turn lanes for both 
entrances/exits before or concurrent with development.
Can we expect continued non -compliance of stipulations in the future?  Is this the modus
operandi?

Public participation: 
3. How can we stop your request for zoning changes and keep our open-use-estate classification? No
one wants to see more development out here. Do any of you live in these areas.
Response: There are several opportunities for public engagement and input throughout this
process. The first is through tonight’s workshop where we are looking for feedback from the
community. There will also be opportunities for residents to speak to the Planning
Commission and Board of County Commissioners as these applications move though the
public hearing review process.
We all know that the Planning Commission and the Board of County Commissioners are not for 
public engagement.  They merely create a public record.  Both of these meetings occur at the end 
of the process.   
The engagement and input should occur through a Neighborhood Workshop that allows for those 
exchanges rather than the Workshop that occurred already.  

4. There is a reason we moved to Bern Creek and not Lakewood Ranch. Have you considered how
your project impacts residents like us?
Response: Yes, the intent would be to provide appropriate buffering adjacent to each of the
particular boundary conditions. We will provide the specific details in our application.
What is appropriate buffering?  NON-RESPONSIVE.
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Transportation: 
2. Wouldn't an additional road extending east to Verna Road assist in an evacuation event?
Response: This project may improve hurricane evacuation clearance times, by providing a
regional corridor connecting University Parkway to Fruitville Road, via Bourneside
Boulevard. Bourneside Boulevard currently extends all the way to State Road 64, so
providing that north-south corridor for cross county transportation may be beneficial.
“may be beneficial” is NON-RESPONSIVE.
Hurricane evacuation is from downtown to the east, not to the north.  Are the Consultants aware 
that Fruitville Road is an evacuation route for heading EAST, not to get people to a parking lot 
called I-75?
13. What is FDOT's role in approving these plans?
Response: None of these roadways touch state rights-of-way, so they would have no role in
this process.
Isn’t Fruitville Road a State Road, HWY 780? 
During the review of Hi Hat’s Comprehensive Plan Amendment, didn’t FDOT ask to be part of 
the review of other proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments? 

Misc.:
2. "VOS Policy 5.2 Protected Roadway Character requires open vistas and protect the integrity of the
rural character of Fruitville Road/SR 780 east of Dog Kennel Road, now called Lorraine Road. How
will you accomplish this? Already, Lake Park Estates has not protected the rural character of
Fruitville Road. Will construction continue at Lake Park Estates and go west or will Lakewood
Ranch build eat or both? What is the build out date? Is Lakewood Ranch currently at build out
density? While the western boundary is urban, the proposed area of change, 3,900 acres, is
surrounded by rural lands that may currently have livestock. How will you mitigate the construction
noises such as continual diesel engines on large equipment and the backup beepers that will most
likely startle the livestock? I believe there is already such a problem around the Polo Club,
frightening the horses. What water source will be used to irrigate the lawns? Fruitville Road is
currently listed as a constrained road. How many more vehicles will be added to Fruitville Road due
to this proposed density increase? Fruitville Road is an evacuation route. What analysis was
conducted to determine what the additional traffic would do to reduce evacuation times? Thank
you,
Becky Ayech
President Miakka Community Club
Did SMR or Lakewood Ranch challenge the 2050 Amendment? Why or why not? What has
changed since the adoption of 2050 that necessitates thing proposed Comprehensive Plan
Amendment? The waterbodies colored blue is called stormwater on the Development Concept
Plan. How many are there? What is the total acreage? What is the average size? Will they dry
down since they are stormwater? Or will they be augmented? If augmented, from where will the
water come? How will you manage the mosquitoes? Will the HOA or another entity prohibit mowing
to the edge of the stormwater ponds/waterbodies? What will lawn fertilizer applications or
restrictions be? Who will enforce? You portray this as a transition. 2050 defines Hamlets as a
transition form of development intended to blend toward the more rural eastern area of the County.
Why do you need a different type of transition form of development? Two units an acre does not
blend with rural. It is urban sprawl. Bill Spaeth, retired Sarasota Planner identified Lake park
Estates as urban sprawl. This is urban sprawl times 2. If adopted, this will become a creeping of
urban density that will use the same reasoning for extending urban development throughout the
Rural area identified on the Future Land Use Map (FLUM). Why can’t the 1,000-acre development,
Lake Park Estates remain with a density cap of 400 dwelling units on 1 unit per acre? Why don’t
you build up and not out? What amenities will be provided? Where are they located on the
Development Concept Plan? Lake Park Estates is currently under construction. If the proposed
Amendment is approved, when will the next phase begin? Will the infrastructure be in phases or
done all at once? How many water tanks need to be built so the water pressure is sufficient for fire
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suppression? Where will they be located? What will they look like? Will you be able to see them or
will they be screened? Lake Park Estates was required to have one pressure tank that would be
located along Fruitville Road.
3. How exactly is this an example of smart growth? Sincere question.
4. How is this a smart growth effort? Will there be objective environmental impact studies? Who will
pay for infrastructure? Please include accident and incident reports within 5 miles for last 5 years.
Btw this was difficult to get into.
NON-RESONSIVE TO MOST OF THESE QUESTIONS. 

For the question on 2050 - the 2050 regulations were adopted in 2002, about 20 years ago.
Things change and sometimes adjustments are needed, and we believe these adjustments
that we are proposing are appropriate for long term compatible development.
They do not explain why.  What data and analysis has been provided to substantiate these 
claims?  

6. How many acres of the 3900 acres are deemed "developable" acres? If 50% is deemed OPEN
SPACE and not developable, does that mean the developable acres are 1850 acres, and total
units 3900? i.e. 2 X 1850 DEVELOPABLE ACRES
Response: In round numbers, yes this is correct. 6. How many acres of the 3900 acres are deemed 
"developable" acres? If 50% is deemed OPEN
SPACE and not developable, does that mean the developable acres are 1850 acres, and total
units 3900? i.e. 2 X 1850 DEVELOPABLE ACRES
Response: In round numbers, yes this is correct.
This is not the same answer that has been given in the application, they set the limit at 5,000 
units not 3,900.  Which is the correct answer? 

NARRATIVE AND CONSISTENCY
Neighborhood commercial is not proposed, as the needs for commercial uses are supplied 
elsewhere in locations more conducive to the success of commercial and retail enterprise. In addition, 
the proposed project seeks to support the existing commercial development of the area such as 
Waterside. 
The VTZ RMA seeks to provide a more compatible development form and density transition from Village 
to Hamlet. The maximum base density will be 1 du/gross acre, including such portions of the Greenway 
RMA located within the VTZ RMA. To achieve the desired development form, the dwelling units to which 
the on-site Greenway RMA and required Open Space would otherwise be entitled will be transferred 
into 
the Developed Area of the property resulting in a maximum base density of 2 dwelling units per acre of 
Developed Area. This base density may be increased by way of incentives outlined in the Comprehensive 
Plan Text Amendment, yet the development cannot exceed 5,000 dwelling units. 
The proposed VTZ RMA requires the protection and incorporation of open space and 
environmental resources by incorporating the Greenway and through the provisions 50% open space, 
subject to a potential decrease to 43% for reduced Greenbelts. 
Phase One of Lakepark Estates is being 
developed under the HPD zoning which has more restrictive standards than will be implemented by the 
VTZ RMA, therefore the Phase One development (density, open space, etc.) will be compliant with the 
overall VTZ Master Plan and be able to be incorporated seamlessly. 
c. Justification for the proposed amendment including a statement of consistency with the 
Comprehensive Plan; 
The purpose of the Applicant’s requests is to implement an alternative form of development that 
supports and incorporates elements of existing Lakewood Ranch, encouraging the extension of that 
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form of development on the subject property. Please see Section 2.4 below for the consistency analysis 
with the Comprehensive Plan. 

2.4 Comprehensive Plan Consistency 
The proposed Comprehensive Plan Large-Scale Map Amendment and Text Amendment both recognize 
and address the unique location, characteristics, and features of the Lakewood Ranch Southeast 
property. With the proposed addition of the new VTZ RMA category and its corresponding policy 
language, it is acknowledged that certain existing policies within Chapter 8 – 2050 Resource 
Management Area are no longer applicable. They must identify which existing polices within 
Chapter 8 that are no longer applicable. Therefore, an evaluation of certain applicable goals, 
objectives, and policies in other sections of the Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan are provided 
below to demonstrate consistency between existing and proposed language, consistent with Chapter 
163 F.S. 
The proposed development is consistent with the intent, goals, objectives, policies, guiding principles 
and programs of the Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan including but not limited to the following: 
Chapter 1 – Environment 
ENV Objective 1.2 Protection of Resources: Protect environmental resources during land use changes 
and establishment of urban services. 
The proposed Comprehensive Plan amendments propose preservation of 50% open space including the 
general preservation of lands designated as a 2050 Greenway RMA, which have an existing conservation 
easement, wetlands, and other native habitats. Open Space may be reduced to 43% for reduced 
greenbelts. The proposal does not protect environmental resources.  The current land use 
designation of OUE-1, OUR require 80% Open Space and HPD requires 60% Open Space.  
Currently, the existing zoning would provide 2,296 acres of Open Space.  If all the land would be 
changed to Hamlet, there would be 2,400 acres of Open space, VTZ ‘s 50% Open Space would 
provide 2,000 acres in Open Space and their request for only 43% Open Space would be 1,720 
acres.  
No one person would find it reasonable to lose 576 acres of Open Space as meeting ENV 
Objective 1.2 
ENV Objective 1.3 Habitat Connectivity: Preserve a network of habitat connectivity across the 
landscape that ensures adequate representation of native habitats suitable to support the functions 
and values of all ecological communities. 
The proposed VTZ RMA includes provisions for significant open space within the subject property. 
Residential development will be clustered and designed in a manner to minimize the disruption of 
habitat connectivity throughout and adjacent to the site. The location of areas designated for habitat 
preservation and open space will be guided by the Sarasota County 2050 Greenway RMA map including 
attention to connectivity between Greenway-designated areas across the subject property’s landscape. 
The reduction of Open Space as well as the reduction on the perimeter of the property on 
Fruitville Road to 50’ from 500’ does not provide adequate representation of native habitats nor 
significant open space. 
Chapter 2 – Parks, Preserves, and Recreation 
PARKS Objective 1.1 Recreation Level of Service (LOS): Acquire, develop, maintain, protect and 
enhance parks, preserves and recreation facilities, consistent with the needs and interests of Sarasota 
County’s population and based on financial feasibility to operate and maintain the parks. 
The proposed VTZ Master Plan and information included as a part of the DOCC will showcase how the 
proposed project will incorporate onsite recreational and preservation areas. 
By simply saying sometime in the future we will do this is not consistency, more like wishful 
thinking. 
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PARKS Objective 1.2 Compatibility and Sustainability: Ensure that parks, preserves and facilities are 
compatible with surrounding land uses, the Sarasota 2050 Plan, and the natural environment. 
The proposed amendment will ensure that the subject property will provide 43% to 50% of its gross 
acreage to Open Space. Uses within the Open Space include, but are not limited to natural habitat, 
improved pastures, stormwater facilities, water storage facilities, public or private park facilities, and 
trails. These uses will work to balance the preservation of ecologically sensitive areas, specifically within 
the Greenway RMA, and recreational/park needs of the community, residents, and surrounding 
neighbors.
Some of the allowable uses in the 43-50% Open Space are not compatible with parks or preserves.  
Stormwater facilities certainly are not compatible with the natural environment.  If they were, there would 
already be lakes.  The water storage facilities can be above ground, huge tanks, that are not compatible 
with parks. 
Chapter 7 – Future Land Use 
FLU Goal 4: Promote orderly development through the establishment of innovative regulatory 
platforms that meet the needs of a growing and changing population. 
The proposed VTZ RMA seeks to provide an appropriate development form and density transition 
between the existing Village and Hamlet RMA overlay zones. The intent of the VTZ RMA is to establish 
development parameters that are specific to the subject site only, given the unique characteristics of the 
site and the needs of the County’s growing population. Proposed development is intended to be a 
balanced and compatible extension of the existing Lakewood Ranch community. The proposed density 
that is contemplated in the new policy language provides a thoughtful transition from higher density, 
more urban development of Village, to the more rural density that exists further east. This transition is 
consistent with limiting urban sprawl and preserving the rural character of the community. 
The subject property will also undergo an extensive planning process, known as a DOCC application, in 
order to ensure orderly and resilient development with an increased focus on collaboration across 
varied disciplines and the community. 
Densities of 2 units per acre in the land does not preserve rural character at 1 homestead per 5 
and 10 acres. 
This development is auto dependent development with a single use that is not functionally 
related to adjacent land uses except for the small section adjacent to Lakewood Ranch 
Chapter 9 – Housing 
HOU Objective 1.1 Housing Creation: Encourage the market to provide ample diversity in housing 
types and affordability levels to accommodate present and future housing need of Sarasota County 
residents. 
The proposed VTZ RMA will allow for Lakewood Ranch Southeast to be developed as an extension of the 
Lakewood Ranch community; thus, the subject property will provide housing types that are 
complimentary to those that exist in the sounding area Sounding Area being only on the side of 
Lakewood Ranch As noted the existing property is OUE-1, OUR and HPD and is identified as 
“rural” on the FLUM.  It is not complementary to those properties. Additionally, the proposed 
Comprehensive 
Plan Amendments offer an option to allow the inclusion of Community Housing to accommodate 
individuals and families from diverse income levels and offer a variety of housing types. 
HOU Policy 1.1.4: Establish and maintain residential development standards that support housing 
production while promoting the vitality of established neighborhoods. 
The proposed amendment will allow the subject property to be developed as a compatible and 
complementary extension of the highly demanded Lakewood Ranch community. Lakewood Ranch 
Southeast will increase the County’s housing production, while also promoting the vitality of established 
neighborhoods through connected street and trail networks, open space, unified signage, wayfinding, 
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and more. The rest of the property not next to the Lakewood Ranch community is also highly in 
demand.  Antidotally, 5- and 10-acre homesteads are also in high demand and they provide 80% 
Open Space and produce less traffic and are currently having more wildlife due to the noise and 
destruction caused by Lakepark Estates.
They have not explained how they are providing vitality to the established neighborhoods.  The 
only neighborhood they consider is Lakewood Ranch.   
This 597.35% increase in density certainly doesn’t forebode well for the rural neighbors.  There 
will be noise and odor complaints.  The rural character will not be vitalized by the increased 
lighting and 39,900 trip increase in traffic. 
Chapter 11 – Economic Development 
ECON Objective 2.2: Support practices that encourage the attraction and development of a workforce 
that is younger, inclusive and diverse. 
The proposed VTZ RMA will encourage the Lakewood Ranch Southeast property to develop in a way that 
positively contributes to the County’s housing stock, supporting the current and future local workforce 
(Waterside, Lakewood Ranch Corporate Park, etc.). 
All of these are off site. This is not smart growth if your population needs to go off site for 
employment. 
2.6 Summary 
In summary, the proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments will allow for the Lakewood Ranch 
Southeast property to support the County’s growing population in a development form that is a 
compatible extension of the existing Lakewood Ranch community. 
This RMA framework implements the organizing concepts represented by the principles set forth 
within “Directions for the Future,” adopted by the Board on October 10, 2000 by Resolution 
2000-230. “Directions for the Future” contained the following principles to guide long range 
planning and sustainability initiatives for the county.
Of the 12 principles, the proposed CPA 2022-B does not comport with the following: 
: • Preserve and strengthen existing communities. The only community CPA 2022-B recognizes 
is Lakewood Ranch and totally ignores the rural communities including the Old Miakka 
Community
• Provide for a variety of land uses and lifestyles to support residents of diverse ages, incomes, 
and family sizes. They want everybody to look like Lakewood Ranch.  They assert CPA 2022-B
should be taken as a whole to Lakewood Ranch not a stand -alone.  This eliminates the 
requirements that would apply to a Village Overlay, like schools and commercial and office 
space.
• Preserve environmental systems Reducing the size of required Open Space does not preserve 
Open Space 
. • Avoid urban sprawl This development is an auto dependent development with a single use 
that is not functionally related to adjacent land uses except for the small section adjacent to
Lakewood Ranch 

. • Reduce automobile trips. All daily needs as well as employment will be off site.
  • Preserve rural character, including opportunities for agriculture This density request is not 
preserving rural character.  They state it is suburban. 
. • Balance jobs with housing.  We don’t know the costs of housing versus the average wage. 
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TRANSPORTATION
Section 5, Transportation obfuscates the real impacts of the traffic that will be generated by this 
proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment. 
What should be considered:  
Existing Traffic Counts on Fruitville Road from Verna to I-75. (They look at new traffic 
impacts on University Parkway from I 75 to Lake Osprey and then further eastern segments.) 
Fruitville Road is the only road into Sarasota and access to I -75. 
Total Trips Under existing zoning on CPA 2022-B.   The existing zoning is OUE-1 - 600 acres 
equals 60 du, OUR – 2,570 acres equals 257 and the Lakepark Estates Hamlet equal 400 du.  
This is 717 du and using the 7.98 factor that would be 7.98 x 717du equals (The analysis of Total 
Trips in the analysis of CPA-2018-C, a factor of 7.98 was used to determine the total trips.  2,727 
du would generate 21,765 daily trips). 5,722. 

Total Trips under proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment.  The Report only speaks to 
Peak P.M. trips.  As stated above, Fruitville Road is the ONLY road into Sarasota from not only 
Old Miakka, but also Manatee and Desoto Counties.  The existing traffic counts will verify that 
the traffic on Fruitville Road is constant.  It is not limited to cars and personal trucks, but a large 
amount of semi-trucks and dump trucks and livestock trailers.  The livestock trailer traffic is 
excepted to increase because of the Estuarian Center in Manatee County which is most easily 
reached using Fruitville Road. 
In the analysis of Total Trips in the analysis of CPA-2018-C, a factor of 7.98 was used to 
determine the total trips.  2,727 du would generate 21,765 daily trips.  There could be internal 
capture of some trips because a Hamlet allows for some commercial.
Using that same factor of 7.98, 5,000 du would generate 39,900 daily trips.  CPA 2022-B does 
not propose to capture any internal traffic.  They have stated they plan for residents to go off site  
for their daily needs.

SCHOOLS
5. Property Zoning: Existing _OUE-1, OUR & HPD____ Proposed OUE-1, OUR & HPD__
Why isn’t the proposed use RSF-2 PUD or more importantly Village transition Zone?

6. Future Land Use: Existing _Rural______________    Proposed Rural   
The RURAL AREA preserves agricultural lands, maintains open spaces and protects native 
habitats.  Residential densities in the rural are typically limited to a maximum of 1 dwelling unit 
per five acres.  Another implementing zoning classification is OUR, 1 unit per 10 acres.   
Are they implying the Village Transition Zone is consistent with the Legend for the Rural 
Designation on the FLUM? 
MCC, unequivocally, states “they are not remotely close”.   

8. Provide the approximate dates of: start of construction, initial occupancy and build out for 
each phase of the project.
The anticipated build out timing is 10 years.
NON- RESPONSIVE.
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GENERAL
Stantec states the buildout will be in 10 years.
The first 5 years will have 300 du built each year, a total of 1,500 du.  This will generate 11,970 
daily trips.  There remains 3,500 du to build in the 6-10 years. This will generate an additional 
27,930 daily trips. 
Why is there such a diversity in the number of homes built in the two time periods? What data 
and analysis were used to reach this conclusion? 
How will this second flux of traffic effect the LOS on Fruitville Road from Verna to I-75? 
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From: Brett Harrington
Sent: Sunday, July 17, 2022 7:13 AM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: MCC Objection to CPA 2022-B
Attachments: MCC Objection to CPA 2022-B.pdf

Categories: CPA 2022-B Lkwd Rn SE

For CPA 2022 B Correspondence File

From: richard grosso <richardgrosso1979@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 15, 2022 3:10 PM
To: Brett Harrington <bharring@scgov.net>
Cc: Becky Ayech <miakka1945@gmail.com>; richard grosso <richardgrosso1979@gmail.com>
Subject: MCC Objection to CPA 2022 B

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information

Hello Mr. Harrington, 

I hope all is well with you.

The  Miakka Community Club submits the attached letter for consideration by County planning staff and the 
Planning and County Commissioners regarding the proposed CPA 2022-B.

Thank you for your consideration.

RG

Richard Grosso, Esq. 
Richard Grosso, P.A. 
6919 W. Broward Blvd. 
Plantation, FL 33317 
Mailbox 142

richardgrosso1979@gmail.com
954-801-5662

richardgrossopa.com
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Richard Grosso, P.A. 
6919 W. Broward Blvd. 
Plantation, FL 33317 

Mailbox 142 
richardgrosso1979@gmail.com 

  954-801-5662 
       richardgrossopa.com 

July 15, 2022

Via email to:

Brett A. Harrington, AICP
Planning & Development Services Department
Long Range Planning Division
bharring@scgov.net

Re: Objection to CPA 2022-B

Dear Mr. Harrington,

I write on behalf of Miakka Community Club1 to formally object to and urge the 
Commission to deny, proposed Comprehensive Plan amendment CPA 2022-B.  The proposed 
amendment would significantly degrade and adversely impact the rural community known as Old 
Miakka.  This proposed land use change is a throwback to the kinds of land use change that state 
planning law was enacted in 1985 to prevent. It fails by a great margin to meet the current 
requirements of Florida law and the County’s own Comprehensive Plan.  It fails completely to 
make the case that the current land use designation and standards for the property are no longer 
appropriate and that a change to the Comprehensive Plan is necessary or appropriate.

The subject property is 4,120 acres, situated far (about 10-12 miles) from the County’s 
existing population and employment centers. It consists of existing agricultural, vacant, and some 
low-density residential uses. The Future Land Use designation for the subject property is Rural. 
The application is to change the current Future Land Use designation of 4,120 acres to Village 
Transition Zone/ Greenway RMA Overlay. The "Village Transition Zone" (VTZ) would supplant 
4,120+ acres designated as "Rural" on the Future Land Use Map that currently is a historic rural 
and agricultural community, Old Miakka.

The property is outside of both the current and future Urban Service Boundaries, and would 
require the extension of new wastewater service lines.

The site currently contains low density residential, agricultural land, improved pasture, 
unimproved pasture, woodland pasture, row crops, and shrub and brushland. Native upland 
habitats within the project area consist of pine flatwoods, live oak hammock, temperate mesic 

1 The Miakka Community Club was founded in 1948. Its Motto is conservation and protection of 
the rural area. Since its inception, the Miakka Community Club has worked to preserve the 
Community's rural and agricultural lands for current and future generations to live on, learn from 
and love the land.



2

hammock, and hardwood-coniferous mixed. Over 700 acres of the property lie within a 100 year 
floodplain – either Dona Bay or the Upper Myakka River Watershed. 

The project is within the Core Foraging Area (CFA) of several wood stork nesting colonies 
and within the USFWS consultation area for the Florida bonneted bat. Several potentially occupied
gopher tortoise burrows and two burrowing owl burrows have been observed on the site.

The existing zoning would allow only 717 dwelling units. If rezoned to a "Hamlet" it would 
allow a maximum of 1,600 dwelling units. CPA 2022-B would allow a residential density of two 
dwelling units per gross developable, for a total of 8,000 units - 5,000 as the capped density with 
3,000 units available for TDRs.

Detailed Objections

The  application and supporting documents for CPA 2022-B fall drastically short of 
demonstrating compliance with state and local requirements - both substantively and procedurally.  

Inadequate Neighborhood Workshop

Relative to the process, the only Neighborhood Workshop held for the project  - a remote 
meeting by zoom that lasted only about 15 minutes - in no way meet the standard established in 
FLU Policy 1.3.4:

“The purpose of the workshop shall be for the applicant and community to work 
collaboratively and discuss the nature of the proposed development, to solicit 
suggestions and concerns” … (emphasis added).

Pursuant to County Resolution No. 2021-165, C [“Any person who believes that a required 
Neighborhood Workshop did not meet the county standards must raise the issue in writing….”] I 
raise that issue on behalf of MCC, and request that the matter be re-set for a meaningful public 
workshop for “applicant and community to work collaboratively and discuss the nature of the 
proposed development, to solicit suggestions and concerns”.

Inappropriate use of Transferrable Development Rights 

The proposal that the County Commission simply gift the applicant 3,000 dwelling unit 
Transferrable Development Rights borders is highly questionable.  TDRs are a mechanism for 
protecting private property rights when a community has determined that existing allowed 
densities are no longer appropriate for a given area and the allowances must be reduced for a valid 
planning reason.  Instead of making a policy choice to simply change the law to significantly 
reduce the amount of density an owner can place on his or her land, the local government makes 
that density reduction, but allows the owner to “transfer” the density that was once, but is no longer 
allowed, elsewhere.   Pennsylvania Coal Co. v. Mahon, 260 U.S. 393, 43 S.Ct. 158, 67 L.Ed. 322 
(1922); Glisson v. Alachua County, 558 So. 2d 1030 (Fla. 1st DCA 1990), rev. denied, 570 So.2d 
1304 (Fla. 1990). Consistent with judicial decisions, the Comprehensive Plan recognizes that 
TDRs are intended to protect private property rights. Comprehensive Plan, p. V1-366. The
application, which seeks a very substantial increase in development rights, proposes a misuse of 
TDRs. As proposed by this application, the TDR concept would be a windfall for the applicant –
creating anew density to which it was never entitled in the first place.
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Incompatible Land Use in Rural and Agricultural Area

The proposal is inconsistent with the following policies in the Comprehensive Plan:

FLU Policy 1.1.1: The Comprehensive Plan is intended to provide for the future use of land 
in Sarasota County and contemplates a gradual and ordered growth.

FLU Policy 1.1.3: The generalized land use categories depicted on the Future Land Use 
Map as expressed under Goal 2 of this chapter are intended to establish varying degrees of 
environmental protection and intensity of development, transitioning from the natural environment 
to the most intense developed areas by gradually increasing density and urban character.

FLU Objective 2.2: Maintain governing regulations for Semi-Rural, Rural, and 
Agricultural land uses. 

FLU Policy 2.2.1: Protect and maintain agricultural lands.

FLU Policy 2.2.2: Residential development in the Rural Area shall have a maximum 
density of one dwelling unit per five acres.

VOS Objective 5: To protect the existing rural character of the areas outside of the Urban 
Service Area Boundary including existing rural low density development and roadways through 
the design standards of new Village and Hamlet development.

The development proposed by this application is the opposite of what the Plan requires.  
Instead of a logical progression of suburban development proceeding from the existing population 
center, it is a scattershot intrusion of a major suburban use into a distinctly rural area far from 
major population and activity centers.

The proposal is incompatible with the existing homes and land uses in this area. The 
proposed 50% open space (which include stormwater management infrastructure  for the overall 
project and greenbelts along the edges of the project are reductions from what is currently required 
on this land, and mere window – dressing for a massive urban/ suburban development that intrudes 
into a decidedly rural region of the county.  

The proposal would also allow the construction of civic and other nonresidential uses, 
public facilities such as schools, public safety facilities, all parks, other government buildings, and 
telecommunication facilities.

Fundamentally, the proposed land use is incompatible with the adjacent land.

The existing zoning district for this land is OUE-1, OUR AND HPD on this land.  The first 
two require an 80% open space requirement. The HPD requires a 60% open space. The land east 
of this development is Rural on the FLUM and thus zoned either OUE-1 or OUR, both of which 
UDC requirement of 80% open space.  Building a suburban residential neighborhood into this rural 
area, with open space and greenbelt and buffer requirements that are less – not greater - than those 
currently required can in no way considered a compatible land use decision. 

To be clear, the proposed density is not, as claimed by the applicant, “slightly more dense 
than what would be allowed by the Hamlet Designation”.  Currently allowed densities for the 4,000 
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acres would be a total of 717 units. Approval for 5,000 dwelling units would be an increase of 
density of 597.35%, which is clearly incompatible with the rural character of the community.

The current RURAL AREA designation preserves agricultural lands, maintains open 
spaces and protects native habitats.  Residential densities in the rural are typically limited to a 
maximum of 1 dwelling unit per five acres or OUR, at 1 unit per 10 acres.  The rural character of 
the area will also be severely changed by the increased lighting and dramatic increase in traffic. 

In short, densities of 2 units per acre does not preserve the rural character of the area, where 
homestead  of  per 5 or 10 acres currently predominate.

There are agricultural uses near the property in all four directions. The approval of this 
application will encourage further urban density and sprawl  into the Rural area. A density of two 
units an acre  is inconsistent  with surrounding rural lands and is classic urban sprawl. This 
intrusion of suburban development into this sparsely developed rural area with threaten the existing 
way of life of the current residents.  Visual buffers cannot overcome the sheer population density, 
suburban way of life, traffic and other urban infrastructure, and other features of a massive 
suburban development within a currently rural area. 

Also, the dramatic reduction of greenbelt requirements down to 10% of the currently 
required width undercuts any claim that somehow buffers will protect the rural character of the 
region.  VOS Policy 5.1 is clear that:

“The purpose of establishing a Greenbelt around each Village and each Hamlet is 
to help define these as separate and compact communities. As part of the Open 
Space requirement for development within the Village/Open Space RMA, the 
Master Development Plan for each Village and each Hamlet shall establish a 
Greenbelt that is a minimum of 500 feet wide around the perimeter of the 
Developed Area that preserves Native Habitats, supplements natural vegetation, 
and protects wildlife within the area.”

This application completely eviscerates this requirement and the purpose it is intended to 
serve. The proposed development is a categorically incompatible development that cannot be made 
compatible with  vegetative buffers, walls or other window-dressing features.

The proposed area of change, 4,120 acres, is surrounded by rural lands that may currently 
have livestock. Construction noise and activity  - such as continual diesel engines on large 
equipment and the backup beepers  - are likely to disrupt livestock and otherwise compromise 
farming operations. The new suburban homeowners will surely have noise and odor complaints 
about the existing agricultural uses. As the Comprehensive Plan’s Future Land Use Policy 2.2.2 
(A) acknowledges “[l]and management activities associated with agricultural uses may be 
incompatible with other development”.

What’s more, just as this application claims justification in the existing Lakewood Ranch 
development, its approval would be used to justify more like it in the future.  

The Legislature has identified agriculture as a “traditional economic base of this state” 
which should be “protected”. §163.3161 (11), Fla. Stat. (emphasis added). That preservation of 
farmland is an issue of statewide importance is explicitly stated in §163.3162(1), Fla. Stat. where 
the Legislature finds that:
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“agricultural production is a major contributor to the economy of the state; that 
agricultural lands constitute unique and irreplaceable resources of statewide 
importance; that the continuation of agricultural activities preserves the landscape 
and environmental resources of the state, contributes to the increase of tourism, and 
furthers the economic self-sufficiency of the people of the state; and that the 
encouragement, development, and improvement of agriculture will result in a 
general benefit to the health, safety, and welfare of the people of the state.”

Agricultural lands are an irreplaceable resource of statewide importance. Section
163.3162(1), Fla. Stat. Under the Community Planning Act, agriculture is “to be recognized and 
protected”. §163.3161(11), Fla. Stat. The proposed amendment is inconsistent with state law.

Environmental Impacts

The proposal includes no binding comprehensive plan requirements for wildlife 
underpasses on the new road or for a wildlife corridor.  Leaving these are details to be addressed 
during the construction plan review is inadequate if there is no binding comprehensive plan 
standard (regarding location, size, configuration, adequacy to protect specific wildlife species, etc.) 
to which those subsequent development plans must adhere. DCA, et al. v. Monroe County, 1995
Fla. ENV LEXIS 129; 95 ER FALR 148 (Admin. Comm., Dec. 12, 1996); Dep’t of Community 
Affairs v. Escambia County, ER FALR 92:138 (Final Order July 22, 1992) (P. 39; ¶¶ 265 - 266).

Neither does the proposal contain specific comprehensive plan policies requiring “dark 
skies” design, shaded lights, downward only lighting or other measures necessary for a new 
suburban use in this environmentally sensitive area. Reliance on the existing Sarasota County UDC 
to protect the resources in an area where neither the code nor the plan have contemplated such 
development is obviously inadequate.

Relative to water conservation, the applicant proposes no binding policies related to water 
conservation, simply identifying water Conservation measures that it “may” choose to implement.

The Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan – Environmental Objective 1.2 – requires the 
County to:

“[p]rotect environmental resources during land use changes and establishment 
of urban services.” (emphasis added).

By these plain terms the Plan does not allow these protections to be put off to subsequent 
development approval processes, and requires binding policies that are demonstrably adequate to 
protect environmental resources as part of the land use change process.  

The proposal violates ENV Objective 1.2, to “Protect environmental resources during land 
use changes and establishment of urban services.”

The application does not protect environmental resources. While the applicant claims that 
its 50% open space preservation proposal satisfies the policy, that would constitute a reduction in 
the open space requirement compared to the current applicable requirements. The current land 
use designation of OUE-1, OUR require 80% Open Space and HPD requires 60% Open  Space. 
Currently, the existing zoning would require 2,296 acres of Open Space.  If all the land were 
approved as a Hamlet, there would be 2,400 acres of Open space,  The Applicant’s 50% Open 
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Space proposal would provide 2,000 acres in Open Space; Its request for only 43% Open Space 
would preserve only 1,720 acres.  

Of course, it is also important to understand that the proposal would count the following 
things as “open space”:

stormwater facilities
potable or non-potable water storage facilities
public or private park facilities
telecommunications towers and facilities
public facilities such as public safety stations and community centers

Open Space is one of the Core Principles for the Sarasota 2050 Resource Management 
Area, described as:

“Open Space: Implements an inter-connected system that conserves natural habitats 
and preserves agricultural/ranch lands. “

It cannot seriously be claimed that the uses and facilities the proposal would call open space 
are comply with that vision or are “open space” in any real world sense of that phrase.  They are 
structures or buildings, many of them undesirable land uses.  A FLU amendment that results in a 
loss of 576 actual acres of Open Space is inconsistent with ENV Objective 1.2.

The proposal also violates ENV Objective 1.3, to “Preserve a network of habitat 
connectivity across the landscape that ensures adequate representation of native habitats suitable 
to support the functions and values of all ecological communities.”

The reduction of open space as well as the reduction of the greenbelts on Fruitville Road 
and along the eastern boundary of the property from 500’ to 50’ does not provide adequate 
representation of native habitats or significant open space. There is no specific binding policy 
proposed, supported by scientific data and analysis,2 to ensure that the location, size, configuration, 
quality or other components of any preserved open space will be adequate to ensure the protection 
of the land’s ecological functions.

Transportation

Fruitville Road is the only road into Sarasota from not only Old Miakka, but also Manatee 
and Desoto Counties.  The traffic from the proposed project will surely lower the level of service 
on Fruitville Road from Verna to I-75.

"VOS Policy 5.2 (Protected Roadway Character) states that:

“All development within the Village/Open Space RMA shall be designed to 
maintain open vistas and protect the integrity of the rural character of Fruitville 

2 Payne v. City of Miami, 52 So. 3d 707 (Fla. 3d DCA 2010); Austin v. City of Cocoa and DCA,
ER FALR 89:0128 (Admin. Comm. Case No. 89-31, DOAH Case No. 88-6338GM (Admin. 
Comm. Sept. 29, 1989); Moehle v. City of Cocoa Beach, 1997 WL 1052873, DOAH 96-5832GM 
(Oct. 20, 1997).
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Road/SR 780 east of Dog Kennel Road, Verna/Myakka Road and Clark Road/SR 
72”

This application, which asks to reduce the greenbelt requirement from 500’ down to 50’, 
and deposit significantly more traffic on Fruitville Rd, is clearly inconsistent with this policy.
There will be no internal traffic capture to all of those trips will be offsite.

The existing traffic counts will verify that the traffic on Fruitville Road is constant.  It is 
not limited to cars and personal trucks, but a large amount of semi-trucks and dump trucks and
livestock trailers.  The livestock trailer traffic is expected to increase because of the Estuarian 
Center in Manatee County which is most easily reached using Fruitville Road.

The application constitutes urban sprawl

The proposed land use amendments would encourage urban sprawl, in direct contradiction 
of §163.3177(6)(a)(9), Fla. Stat. An analysis of the statutory urban sprawl factors in 
§163.3177(6)(a)(9)a, Fla. Stat. makes that clear.

The evaluation of the presence of these indicators shall consist of an analysis of the plan or 
plan amendment within the context of features and characteristics unique to each locality in 
order to determine whether the plan or plan amendment:

(I) Promotes, allows, or designates for development substantial areas of the jurisdiction to 
develop as low-intensity, low-density, or single-use development or uses.

This describes the project precisely.

(II) Promotes, allows, or designates significant amounts of urban development to occur in 
rural areas at substantial distances from existing urban areas while not using undeveloped 
lands that are available and suitable for development.

This is exactly what the proposal does. The application proposes a  particularly inefficient 
use of land.  The Comprehensive Plan’s policy framework - the Resource Management Area 
(RMA) system – “encourages a compact development form.” Comprehensive Plan, V1-297.  The 
form of development proposed here is the opposite. If there is truly a need for 5,000 more homes 
in Sarasota County, they should be built on land much closer to the existing urban centers and at 
a much higher density per acre.

(III) Promotes, allows, or designates urban development in radial, strip, isolated, or ribbon 
patterns generally emanating from existing urban developments.

(IV) Fails to adequately protect and conserve natural resources, such as wetlands, 
floodplains, native vegetation, environmentally sensitive areas, natural groundwater aquifer 
recharge areas, lakes, rivers, shorelines, beaches, bays, estuarine systems, and other significant 
natural systems.

The site currently contains low density residential, agricultural land, improved pasture, 
unimproved pasture, woodland pasture, row crops, and shrub and brushland. Native upland 
habitats within the project area consist of pine flatwoods, live oak hammock, temperate mesic 
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hammock, and hardwood-coniferous mixed. The project is within the Core Foraging Area (CFA) 
of several wood stork nesting colonies and within the USFWS consultation area for the Florida 
bonneted bat. Several potentially occupied gopher tortoise burrows and two burrowing owl 
burrows have been observed on the site.  It sits within a predominantly rural and agricultural area 
and would be isolated suburban development.

(V) Fails to adequately protect adjacent agricultural areas and activities, including 
silviculture, active agricultural and silvicultural activities, passive agricultural activities, and 
dormant, unique, and prime farmlands and soils.

As explained above, the proposal would supplant agricultural uses with suburban 
development.

(VI) Fails to maximize use of existing public facilities and services.
(VII) Fails to maximize use of future public facilities and services.
(VIII) Allows for land use patterns or timing which disproportionately increase the cost in 

time, money, and energy of providing and maintaining facilities and services, including roads, 
potable water, sanitary sewer, stormwater management, law enforcement, education, health 
care, fire and emergency response, and general government.

The property is outside of both the current and future Urban Service Boundaries, and would 
require the extension of new wastewater, potable water, roads, and other public facilities. The 
application does not analyze response times of sheriff, EMS, fire etc. Such information cannot be 
disregarded now and provided only at the rezoning phase.  The impact on public services is a 
required analysis and basis for the decision now – at the comprehensive plan amendment stage. 
Section 163.3177 (6)(a)8.a., Fla. Stat. requires that future land use map amendments shall be based 
upon an analysis of the availability of facilities and services.

The property is outside of both the current and future Urban Service Boundaries, and would 
require the extension of new wastewater service lines. and the construction of new roadways, 
including the construction of Bourneside Boulevard as a four-lane roadway traversing the property 
and connecting University Parkway to Fruitville Road.  Expanding these roads, it should be noted, 
is inconsistent with the Plan’s intent to protect the rural character of this area. The case of Sierra 
Club v. Miami Dade County, (Dept. of Comm. Affairs’ Final Order No. DCA 06-GM 219 (Sept. 
12, 2006) explains that state planning law: 

“establishes an important link between planned road infrastructure and future 
land use decisions. The future transportation map … plays a critical role in the 
future land use pattern of a local government, particularly with regard to roadways.” 
Sierra Club, R.O. ¶104 (emphasis added)

Thus:

“Growth management laws, therefore, generally discourage the provision of 
roadway capacity in areas where a local comprehensive plan discourages 
development.” Sierra Club, Rec. Order ¶105 (emphasis added)
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There are also no existing potable distribution facilities within the subject site.  The 
application suggests that the County would pay to upsize the nearest water and sewer lines for the 
development. Sarasota County Area Transit (SCAT) does not provide fixed route bus service to 
the proposed development.

The application proposes the dedication of land to provide on-site fire protection facilities 
but does not propose a policy requiring the developer to build and maintain such facilities, which 
would of course predominantly serve this development.

(IX) Fails to provide a clear separation between rural and urban uses.

The proposed development places suburban residential uses in the middle of a rural area. 
The “transition” concept behind the proposal is exactly the opposite of maintaining a “a clear 
separation between rural and urban uses”.

(X) Discourages or inhibits infill development or the redevelopment of existing 
neighborhoods and communities.

Every residential housing unit that is provided outside of the existing infill areas in the 
County’s population centers creates that amount of disincentive for infill development.  The 
proposed development is the opposite of infill development. 

(XI) Fails to encourage a functional mix of uses.
(XII) Results in poor accessibility among linked or related land uses.

This would be scattered, single – use suburban development that has no relationship to the 
rural and agricultural lands into which it will be placed. The proposed development pattern would 
be predominately residential; it does not include the full range and mix of uses needed to support 
the residential suburb that would be built.  It would require no commercial or other non-residential 
uses, thus requiring the new residents to travel miles for all employment, shopping, entertainment, 
recreational, public and other needs.3 This type of development is auto dependent development 
with a single use that is not functionally related to adjacent land uses except for the small section 
adjacent to Lakewood Ranch. This single use (residential) development a substantial distance from 
all other uses is classic urban sprawl modern planning law and the County’s Comprehensive Plan 
are intended to prevent. Placing a residential use in a rural area where the new suburban population 
needs to travel a great distance for employment and other life requirements is the definition of 
urban sprawl. 

The application proposes the historic development pattern that gave rise to the need for 
Florida’s Community Planning Act, and, for that reason, the kind of project that is rarely even 
proposed in modern times. Even of the application was proposing a full complimentary mix of 
uses, this is simply the wrong location.

3 The applicant’s desire to have “the option of residential support uses, such as places of worship, 
public safety facilities, or other civic uses”, is not valid land use planning.
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(XIII) Results in the loss of significant amounts of functional open space.
As explained above, this is exactly what the proposal would do.

No demonstration that the residential development proposed is required to accommodate 
anticipated growth

The application appears to be completely void of any analysis of the amount of land 
required to meet the County’s projected residential needs under the comprehensive plan’s current 
timeframe. But state law requires that the extent of allowed future land uses be based upon the data 
and analysis identifying the “amount of land required to accommodate anticipated growth.”  
§163.3177 (6) (a)(2)a, Fla. Stat.

The proposed Future Land Use Map change fails to reflect, and is inconsistent with, the 
Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan.

Because of the inconsistencies with the Comprehensive Plan provisions cited above, the 
application violates state law. Section 163.3177(1), Fla. Stat. requires comprehensive plans to 
“guide future decisions in a consistent manner ….” Section 163.3177(2) mandates “[t]he several 
elements of the comprehensive plan shall be consistent.”  The Act emphasizes the particular 
importance of a plan’s adopted maps, such as the Future Transportation Map amended in this case:

Each map depicting future conditions … must reflect the principles, guidelines, 
and standards within all elements…..”  Id. (emphasis added)

A 1989 Commission Final Order explained that a plan’s adopted maps are "a critical 
component of the Plan” …] “an essential visual representation of the ... goals, objectives, and 
policies ….” Austin v. City of Cocoa and DCA, 1989 WL 645182, ER FALR 89:0128 (Admin. 
Comm. 1989).  

The “internal consistency” requirement is one of the fundamental mandates governing 
comprehensive plans. Its violation is dispositive of a plan amendment’s compliance with the Act. 
See Payne v. City of Miami, 52 So. 3d 707 (Fla. 3d DCA 2010) (invalidating land use amendments 
for inconsistency with plan provisions concerning the Miami River). Accord, SCAID v. DCA and 
Sumter County, 730 So. 2d 370 (Fla. 5th DCA 1999) (finding a land use change violated the 
internal consistency requirement because it violated comprehensive plan policies.). A substantial 
body of administrative law exists finding plans and amendments out of compliance when map 
amendments conflict with plan policies.  See, e.g., Dep’t of Comm. Affairs v. Miami Dade County,
2009 Fla. ENV Lexis 139, 2010 ER FALR 2 (2009), aff’d Miami Dade County v. DCA, 54 So.3d 
633 (Fla. 3d DCA 2011) (land use change inconsistent with the plan’s urban development 
boundary policy); DCA v. St. Lucie County, 1993 WL 943708, 15 FALR 4744 (Admin. Comm. 
1993) (Map amendment failed to reflect policies discouraging urban sprawl, and promoting 
agricultural protection, land use compatibility and other objectives); Kelly v. City of Cocoa Beach,
1990 WL 749217, 12 FALR 4758 (1990) (increased density failed to reflect objective to direct 
population away from the coastal hazard area).
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The project is inconsistent with the County’s “Directions for the Future”.

This proposal is also inconsistent with the organizing concepts represented by the 
principles set forth within “Directions for the Future,” adopted by the County Commission on
October 10, 2000 by Resolution 2000-230. While not formally adopted as part of the County’s 
Comprehensive Plan, these “Directions for the Future” are substantially similar to the 
Comprehensive Plan’s over-arching intent and thus instructive to use as part of the analysis of any 
proposed plan amendment. The proposal does not comport with the following principles:

• Preserve and strengthen existing communities.

The applicant focuses solely on Lakewood Ranch and totally ignores the obvious adverse 
impact on the surrounding rural communities, including the Old Miakka Community, which, by 
replacing 4,120 acres of rural land with a large suburban subdivisions, it will surely not preserve 
and strengthen.

• Provide for a variety of land uses and lifestyles to support residents of diverse ages, incomes, 
and family sizes.

The lifestyle opportunities available in the Old Miakka community are rare and 
disappearing, while those presented by the application are relatively common.

• Preserve environmental systems.

The project would be a suburban intrusion into over 4,000 acres of sparsely developed land 
and reduce the amount of required open space.

. • Avoid urban sprawl

This development is an auto dependent development with a single use that is not 
functionally related to the vast majority of the adjacent land uses. 

. • Reduce automobile trips.

The project would place up to 5,000 homes approximately 10- 15 miles away from the 
nearest major employment, commercial and entertainment centers, and is classic urban sprawl. 

• Preserve rural character, including opportunities for agriculture.

The project would replace, not preserve, over 4,000 acres of rural land and farmland.  In 
addition to that direct displacement, it would support the similar conversion of other rural lands in 
the region to suburban or, based on the claim that the new residential uses require complementary 
uses, commercial, employment, recreational , institutional and other supporting uses.

Balance jobs with housing.

The proposal would create a significant imbalance of residential uses versus job –
producing uses. 

Final Compliance Analysis

The Amendment violates §163.3177 (6)(a).8, Fla. Sta., which requires that future land use 
map amendments be based upon:
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“a. An analysis of the availability of facilities and services.
b. An analysis of the suitability of the plan amendment for its proposed use considering the 
character of the undeveloped ….
c. An analysis of the minimum amount of land needed to achieve the goals and requirements 
of [the statute].”

Approval of the amendment would also violate §163.3177 (6) (a)(2)c, Fla. Stat., as it would 
not be based upon the data and analysis concerning the character of the undeveloped land.

Conclusion

The Comprehensive Plan’s RMA policies are well thought out and carefully crafted to 
allow some flexibility for development, and balance the various interests in the relevant regions of 
the County – pursuant to the explicit guidelines adopted therein.  Any changes to those guidelines 
– particularly the dramatic changes sought by this applicant – completely undercut their very 
purpose – to the detriment to those citizens who rely upon them.

The Old Miakka community was founded in 1850 and has remained an active rural 
community since then. In 2019, Old Miakka was recognized as a "This Place Matters", part of the 
Place Matters national campaign that celebrates special communities in the U.S. 
CPA 2022-B threatens an historic rural community which has cow pastures, homesteads and row 
crops and hay fields. The Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan is about preserving the opportunity 
for current and future generations to have the ability to have a rural lifestyle where they can live 
on. learn from and love the land.

We urge the County to uphold the Comprehensive Plan and protect this special community
by rejecting this application.

Respectfully submitted,

Richard Grosso

Cc: Becky Ayech, President, Miakka Community Club
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From: Leslie Harris-Senac, Filmmaker / Owner of Visions Unlimited Video Productions, Inc. <videogal3
@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, July 7, 2022 6:59 PM
To: Donna Carter; Planner
Subject: CPA 2022-B.
Attachments: CPA 2022-B Planning Commission.pdf

Categories: CPA 2022-B Lkwd Rn SE

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information

Dear Planning Commissioners,

Please create an additional Neighborhood Workshop to be conducted for CPA 2022-B. That first workshop did 
not meet Sarasota County's criteria. The attached document goes into further detail. 
Also, in the attachment are additional questions and comments that were sent to Stantec via the Planning 
Department on June 13. Stantec has not responded yet.  These questions really MUST be answered and any 
comments need to be provided with a response. 

Looking forward to hearing from you, 

Leslie Harris Senac
Sarasota County Business Owner /Filmmaker
Visions Unlimited Productions, Inc.

Cell Phone: 941/315 3456
www.SarasotaFilmAndVideo.com
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I will begin by renewing our request for an additional Neighborhood Workshop.  
FLU Policy 1.3.4.  “The purpose of the workshop shall be for the applicant and community to 
work collaboratively and discuss the nature of the proposed development, to solicit 
suggestions and concerns” … (emphasis added).
Resolution No. 2021-165, C “Any person who believes that a required Neighborhood Workshop 
did not meet the county standards must raise the issue in writing…”  MCC is once again raising 
that issue.
THE WORKSHOP SYNOPSIS shows one person (#2) says this is not much of a workshop.  
#13 asks for a more robust process of public input and #21 states several people were unable to 
join the online workshop.  They stated the workshop was inadequate in terms of public access.
Following are Responses given by Stantec, which MCC finds to be substantive lacking: 

Compatibility:
1. This proposal does not match the existing home and land use in this area. Please elaborate on how
this proposal supports the existing residents and landowners?
Response: The intent is to commit to 50% open space for the overall project and to include
greenbelts along the edges of the project to ensure compatibility with the adjacent land
uses.
The Response doesn’t answer the question.  As the Stantec stated in the Pre-Application, the 
existing zoning district is OUE-1, OUR AND HPD on this land.  The first two require an 80% 
open space requirement and the HPD requires a 60% open space. The land east of this 
development is Rural on the FLUM and is therefore either OUE-1 or OUR, both of which UDC 
requirement of 80% open space 
How does 50% open space match 60 and 80% open space.  This is NON-RESPONSIVE.

Concept Plan:
4. You state that this new development will have 50% open space, but your map does not appear to
show 50% open space.
Response: That is the text of the proposal and will be part of our commitment and the
development review process.  
An answer would state how many acres are open space and how many acres are to be developed. 
They list in the text amendment what qualifies as open space.  The open space acreage should 
show how many acres are dedicated to each allowable use.

7. The north east corner of your development does not show buffer. Is the green space north of your
development (red line) permanent Green space??
Response: When we have concept plans at such a scale, sometimes it may be difficult to
really understand or see the separation along the different edges, but we will include details
in our application, with our master development plan, that addresses these edge conditions.
We assure you that proper buffering will be completed throughout the site.
Rather than assure that there will be proper buffering, just state what the buffering will be.  Who 
determines what is “proper buffering”?  What are the criteria?
This is what the Neighborhood Workshop allows for collaboration and the opportunity to solicit 
suggestions This is NON-RESPONSIVE.

Environment: 
1. Will you be providing a wildlife underpasses on the new road?
2. What about wildlife corridor? It seems to be homes from district lines to line
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Response: These are details that would be addressed during the construction plan review,
but it’s important to note that the concept plan does contemplate ribbons of green space
throughout the site, to provide interconnected corridors for wildlife and protected species.
The response should have stated how many acres of ribbons of green space will be provided and 
how wide the ribbons will be.  How can the public feel confident of the interconnected corridors 
are of sufficient size to protect wildlife and protected species?
The protected species and the wildlife should be identified.  NON-RESPONSIVE.

3. Will all development, including roadways, adhere to dark skies principles with shaded lights and
downward only lighting.
Response: Anything that is required by Sarasota County UDC will be complied with at the
time of development.
This is not an answer.  The public are not UDC consultants.  If the Consultant was truly 
interested, particularly since this is provided in written responses, in providing the public with 
information then Stantec would have listed those sections of the UDC with the language of each 
requirement. NON-RESONSIVE.

Housing: 
4. Is there any affordable housing in Lakewood ranch now?
Response: Affordable/Community housing will be offered on a voluntary basis with the
incentives that are provided for in the UDC. There is an overall cap of 5,000 dwelling units
on the property, which includes any community housing.
Response times for sheriff, EMS, fire, etc. are evaluated during the review process, and in
even greater detail at time of rezone. The cost of these services will be contemplated in the
fiscal neutrality study that we will prepare and submit for review.
The UDC requirements should be listed and the language provided. 
There is not information on response times of sheriff, EMS, fire etc. While the response says it 
will be given in more detail at the rezoning, that implies that some review or analysis has been 
conducted.  Yet, they did not provide that information.  NON-RESPONSIVE.

Lakepark Estates:
3. Has LWR purchased Lakepark Estates?
Response: Lakewood Ranch has not purchased Lakepark Estates. Lakepark Estates will be
incorporated into the Village Transition Zone; however, it’s not going to cause any changes
to Phase One that has already been approved. We are working with staff on how to facilitate
this through the proper language
Phases 2 and 3 have also been approved, it was an approval for all of Lakepark Estates. 
How many homes are being built in Phase 1, Phase 2 and Phase 3? 
What are the start and finish dates for each Phase?
The total allowed houses were 400.  Will the density for the entire project be increased?  If so, by 
how many? 
Policy:
2. 2050 Plan policies were that Hamlet transitioned between Village and rural development. How
does an increase in density achieve this policy goal?
Response: The goal of these amendments is to allow for a form of development that is very
similar to what is observed in Lakewood Ranch. We propose to do this by creating the
Village Transition Zone, which will be limited to the subject property and be slightly less
dense than the Village designation and slightly more dense than the Hamlet designation.
This zone will allow for a maximum base density of 2 dwelling units per gross developable
acre, not to exceed a maximum unit count of 5,000 units. The amendments will also include
incentive community housing.
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This is not slightly more dense than what would be allowed by the Hamlet Designation. 
Hamlets preferred density is from 50 to 150 units.  For the proposed 4,000 acres, that would be 
between 200 and 600 units.  5,000 units for the entire project area is MORE THAN SLIGHTLY 
MORE DENSE.  IT IS A 2,400% (200 units) or a 733.33% increase (600 units). 
There is not a guarantee that this land would be Hamlets.  That requires a quasi-judicial hearing 
before the Board of County Commissioners.  Currently allowed densities for the 4,000 acres 
would be a total of 717 units: 60 from the 300 acres zoned OUE-1, 257 from the 2,570 acres 
zoned OUR  400 from the 1,030 HPD.  This is an increase of 597.35% 
UNSUBSTANTIATED STATEMENT. 

4. What does your "commitment" mean? Does that mean you will positively commit and put in
writing?
Response: As we indicated in this presentation, part of this Comprehensive Plan
Amendment is to create a Village Transition Zone which will include text on incentives for
affordable housing, following the same basis outlined in the UDC. There will not be a
mandate for affordable housing as that is no longer allowed in Florida Statute. All
application materials are made available to the public and published on the County website,
so you’ll have the opportunity to review our policy language once it is formally submitted for
staff review.
Again, the specific UDC requirements should be given. NON-RESPONSIVE.

Process:
4. If this goes ahead, when will initial land clearing begin
Response: We are at the beginning of the review process, so it is too early to tell when initial
clearing may begin.
This is grossly inaccurate.  Lakepark Estates has already begun development.  Lakepark Estates 
is CUURENTLY not in compliance with stipulation 2 which required turn lanes for both 
entrances/exits before or concurrent with development.
Can we expect continued non -compliance of stipulations in the future?  Is this the modus
operandi?

Public participation: 
3. How can we stop your request for zoning changes and keep our open-use-estate classification? No
one wants to see more development out here. Do any of you live in these areas.
Response: There are several opportunities for public engagement and input throughout this
process. The first is through tonight’s workshop where we are looking for feedback from the
community. There will also be opportunities for residents to speak to the Planning
Commission and Board of County Commissioners as these applications move though the
public hearing review process.
We all know that the Planning Commission and the Board of County Commissioners are not for 
public engagement.  They merely create a public record.  Both of these meetings occur at the end 
of the process.   
The engagement and input should occur through a Neighborhood Workshop that allows for those 
exchanges rather than the Workshop that occurred already.  

4. There is a reason we moved to Bern Creek and not Lakewood Ranch. Have you considered how
your project impacts residents like us?
Response: Yes, the intent would be to provide appropriate buffering adjacent to each of the
particular boundary conditions. We will provide the specific details in our application.
What is appropriate buffering?  NON-RESPONSIVE.
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Transportation: 
2. Wouldn't an additional road extending east to Verna Road assist in an evacuation event?
Response: This project may improve hurricane evacuation clearance times, by providing a
regional corridor connecting University Parkway to Fruitville Road, via Bourneside
Boulevard. Bourneside Boulevard currently extends all the way to State Road 64, so
providing that north-south corridor for cross county transportation may be beneficial.
“may be beneficial” is NON-RESPONSIVE.
Hurricane evacuation is from downtown to the east, not to the north.  Are the Consultants aware 
that Fruitville Road is an evacuation route for heading EAST, not to get people to a parking lot 
called I-75?
13. What is FDOT's role in approving these plans?
Response: None of these roadways touch state rights-of-way, so they would have no role in
this process.
Isn’t Fruitville Road a State Road, HWY 780? 
During the review of Hi Hat’s Comprehensive Plan Amendment, didn’t FDOT ask to be part of 
the review of other proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments? 

Misc.:
2. "VOS Policy 5.2 Protected Roadway Character requires open vistas and protect the integrity of the
rural character of Fruitville Road/SR 780 east of Dog Kennel Road, now called Lorraine Road. How
will you accomplish this? Already, Lake Park Estates has not protected the rural character of
Fruitville Road. Will construction continue at Lake Park Estates and go west or will Lakewood
Ranch build eat or both? What is the build out date? Is Lakewood Ranch currently at build out
density? While the western boundary is urban, the proposed area of change, 3,900 acres, is
surrounded by rural lands that may currently have livestock. How will you mitigate the construction
noises such as continual diesel engines on large equipment and the backup beepers that will most
likely startle the livestock? I believe there is already such a problem around the Polo Club,
frightening the horses. What water source will be used to irrigate the lawns? Fruitville Road is
currently listed as a constrained road. How many more vehicles will be added to Fruitville Road due
to this proposed density increase? Fruitville Road is an evacuation route. What analysis was
conducted to determine what the additional traffic would do to reduce evacuation times? Thank
you,
Becky Ayech
President Miakka Community Club
Did SMR or Lakewood Ranch challenge the 2050 Amendment? Why or why not? What has
changed since the adoption of 2050 that necessitates thing proposed Comprehensive Plan
Amendment? The waterbodies colored blue is called stormwater on the Development Concept
Plan. How many are there? What is the total acreage? What is the average size? Will they dry
down since they are stormwater? Or will they be augmented? If augmented, from where will the
water come? How will you manage the mosquitoes? Will the HOA or another entity prohibit mowing
to the edge of the stormwater ponds/waterbodies? What will lawn fertilizer applications or
restrictions be? Who will enforce? You portray this as a transition. 2050 defines Hamlets as a
transition form of development intended to blend toward the more rural eastern area of the County.
Why do you need a different type of transition form of development? Two units an acre does not
blend with rural. It is urban sprawl. Bill Spaeth, retired Sarasota Planner identified Lake park
Estates as urban sprawl. This is urban sprawl times 2. If adopted, this will become a creeping of
urban density that will use the same reasoning for extending urban development throughout the
Rural area identified on the Future Land Use Map (FLUM). Why can’t the 1,000-acre development,
Lake Park Estates remain with a density cap of 400 dwelling units on 1 unit per acre? Why don’t
you build up and not out? What amenities will be provided? Where are they located on the
Development Concept Plan? Lake Park Estates is currently under construction. If the proposed
Amendment is approved, when will the next phase begin? Will the infrastructure be in phases or
done all at once? How many water tanks need to be built so the water pressure is sufficient for fire
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suppression? Where will they be located? What will they look like? Will you be able to see them or
will they be screened? Lake Park Estates was required to have one pressure tank that would be
located along Fruitville Road.
3. How exactly is this an example of smart growth? Sincere question.
4. How is this a smart growth effort? Will there be objective environmental impact studies? Who will
pay for infrastructure? Please include accident and incident reports within 5 miles for last 5 years.
Btw this was difficult to get into.
NON-RESONSIVE TO MOST OF THESE QUESTIONS. 

For the question on 2050 - the 2050 regulations were adopted in 2002, about 20 years ago.
Things change and sometimes adjustments are needed, and we believe these adjustments
that we are proposing are appropriate for long term compatible development.
They do not explain why.  What data and analysis has been provided to substantiate these 
claims?  

6. How many acres of the 3900 acres are deemed "developable" acres? If 50% is deemed OPEN
SPACE and not developable, does that mean the developable acres are 1850 acres, and total
units 3900? i.e. 2 X 1850 DEVELOPABLE ACRES
Response: In round numbers, yes this is correct. 6. How many acres of the 3900 acres are deemed 
"developable" acres? If 50% is deemed OPEN
SPACE and not developable, does that mean the developable acres are 1850 acres, and total
units 3900? i.e. 2 X 1850 DEVELOPABLE ACRES
Response: In round numbers, yes this is correct.
This is not the same answer that has been given in the application, they set the limit at 5,000 
units not 3,900.  Which is the correct answer? 

NARRATIVE AND CONSISTENCY
Neighborhood commercial is not proposed, as the needs for commercial uses are supplied 
elsewhere in locations more conducive to the success of commercial and retail enterprise. In addition, 
the proposed project seeks to support the existing commercial development of the area such as 
Waterside. 
The VTZ RMA seeks to provide a more compatible development form and density transition from Village 
to Hamlet. The maximum base density will be 1 du/gross acre, including such portions of the Greenway 
RMA located within the VTZ RMA. To achieve the desired development form, the dwelling units to which 
the on-site Greenway RMA and required Open Space would otherwise be entitled will be transferred 
into 
the Developed Area of the property resulting in a maximum base density of 2 dwelling units per acre of 
Developed Area. This base density may be increased by way of incentives outlined in the Comprehensive 
Plan Text Amendment, yet the development cannot exceed 5,000 dwelling units. 
The proposed VTZ RMA requires the protection and incorporation of open space and 
environmental resources by incorporating the Greenway and through the provisions 50% open space, 
subject to a potential decrease to 43% for reduced Greenbelts. 
Phase One of Lakepark Estates is being 
developed under the HPD zoning which has more restrictive standards than will be implemented by the 
VTZ RMA, therefore the Phase One development (density, open space, etc.) will be compliant with the 
overall VTZ Master Plan and be able to be incorporated seamlessly. 
c. Justification for the proposed amendment including a statement of consistency with the 
Comprehensive Plan; 
The purpose of the Applicant’s requests is to implement an alternative form of development that 
supports and incorporates elements of existing Lakewood Ranch, encouraging the extension of that 



6 
 

form of development on the subject property. Please see Section 2.4 below for the consistency analysis 
with the Comprehensive Plan. 

2.4 Comprehensive Plan Consistency 
The proposed Comprehensive Plan Large-Scale Map Amendment and Text Amendment both recognize 
and address the unique location, characteristics, and features of the Lakewood Ranch Southeast 
property. With the proposed addition of the new VTZ RMA category and its corresponding policy 
language, it is acknowledged that certain existing policies within Chapter 8 – 2050 Resource 
Management Area are no longer applicable. They must identify which existing polices within 
Chapter 8 that are no longer applicable. Therefore, an evaluation of certain applicable goals, 
objectives, and policies in other sections of the Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan are provided 
below to demonstrate consistency between existing and proposed language, consistent with Chapter 
163 F.S. 
The proposed development is consistent with the intent, goals, objectives, policies, guiding principles 
and programs of the Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan including but not limited to the following: 
Chapter 1 – Environment 
ENV Objective 1.2 Protection of Resources: Protect environmental resources during land use changes 
and establishment of urban services. 
The proposed Comprehensive Plan amendments propose preservation of 50% open space including the 
general preservation of lands designated as a 2050 Greenway RMA, which have an existing conservation 
easement, wetlands, and other native habitats. Open Space may be reduced to 43% for reduced 
greenbelts. The proposal does not protect environmental resources.  The current land use 
designation of OUE-1, OUR require 80% Open Space and HPD requires 60% Open Space.  
Currently, the existing zoning would provide 2,296 acres of Open Space.  If all the land would be 
changed to Hamlet, there would be 2,400 acres of Open space, VTZ ‘s 50% Open Space would 
provide 2,000 acres in Open Space and their request for only 43% Open Space would be 1,720 
acres.  
No one person would find it reasonable to lose 576 acres of Open Space as meeting ENV 
Objective 1.2 
ENV Objective 1.3 Habitat Connectivity: Preserve a network of habitat connectivity across the 
landscape that ensures adequate representation of native habitats suitable to support the functions 
and values of all ecological communities. 
The proposed VTZ RMA includes provisions for significant open space within the subject property. 
Residential development will be clustered and designed in a manner to minimize the disruption of 
habitat connectivity throughout and adjacent to the site. The location of areas designated for habitat 
preservation and open space will be guided by the Sarasota County 2050 Greenway RMA map including 
attention to connectivity between Greenway-designated areas across the subject property’s landscape. 
The reduction of Open Space as well as the reduction on the perimeter of the property on 
Fruitville Road to 50’ from 500’ does not provide adequate representation of native habitats nor 
significant open space. 
Chapter 2 – Parks, Preserves, and Recreation 
PARKS Objective 1.1 Recreation Level of Service (LOS): Acquire, develop, maintain, protect and 
enhance parks, preserves and recreation facilities, consistent with the needs and interests of Sarasota 
County’s population and based on financial feasibility to operate and maintain the parks. 
The proposed VTZ Master Plan and information included as a part of the DOCC will showcase how the 
proposed project will incorporate onsite recreational and preservation areas. 
By simply saying sometime in the future we will do this is not consistency, more like wishful 
thinking. 
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PARKS Objective 1.2 Compatibility and Sustainability: Ensure that parks, preserves and facilities are 
compatible with surrounding land uses, the Sarasota 2050 Plan, and the natural environment. 
The proposed amendment will ensure that the subject property will provide 43% to 50% of its gross 
acreage to Open Space. Uses within the Open Space include, but are not limited to natural habitat, 
improved pastures, stormwater facilities, water storage facilities, public or private park facilities, and 
trails. These uses will work to balance the preservation of ecologically sensitive areas, specifically within 
the Greenway RMA, and recreational/park needs of the community, residents, and surrounding 
neighbors.
Some of the allowable uses in the 43-50% Open Space are not compatible with parks or preserves.  
Stormwater facilities certainly are not compatible with the natural environment.  If they were, there would 
already be lakes.  The water storage facilities can be above ground, huge tanks, that are not compatible 
with parks. 
Chapter 7 – Future Land Use 
FLU Goal 4: Promote orderly development through the establishment of innovative regulatory 
platforms that meet the needs of a growing and changing population. 
The proposed VTZ RMA seeks to provide an appropriate development form and density transition 
between the existing Village and Hamlet RMA overlay zones. The intent of the VTZ RMA is to establish 
development parameters that are specific to the subject site only, given the unique characteristics of the 
site and the needs of the County’s growing population. Proposed development is intended to be a 
balanced and compatible extension of the existing Lakewood Ranch community. The proposed density 
that is contemplated in the new policy language provides a thoughtful transition from higher density, 
more urban development of Village, to the more rural density that exists further east. This transition is 
consistent with limiting urban sprawl and preserving the rural character of the community. 
The subject property will also undergo an extensive planning process, known as a DOCC application, in 
order to ensure orderly and resilient development with an increased focus on collaboration across 
varied disciplines and the community. 
Densities of 2 units per acre in the land does not preserve rural character at 1 homestead per 5 
and 10 acres. 
This development is auto dependent development with a single use that is not functionally 
related to adjacent land uses except for the small section adjacent to Lakewood Ranch 
Chapter 9 – Housing 
HOU Objective 1.1 Housing Creation: Encourage the market to provide ample diversity in housing 
types and affordability levels to accommodate present and future housing need of Sarasota County 
residents. 
The proposed VTZ RMA will allow for Lakewood Ranch Southeast to be developed as an extension of the 
Lakewood Ranch community; thus, the subject property will provide housing types that are 
complimentary to those that exist in the sounding area Sounding Area being only on the side of 
Lakewood Ranch As noted the existing property is OUE-1, OUR and HPD and is identified as 
“rural” on the FLUM.  It is not complementary to those properties. Additionally, the proposed 
Comprehensive 
Plan Amendments offer an option to allow the inclusion of Community Housing to accommodate 
individuals and families from diverse income levels and offer a variety of housing types. 
HOU Policy 1.1.4: Establish and maintain residential development standards that support housing 
production while promoting the vitality of established neighborhoods. 
The proposed amendment will allow the subject property to be developed as a compatible and 
complementary extension of the highly demanded Lakewood Ranch community. Lakewood Ranch 
Southeast will increase the County’s housing production, while also promoting the vitality of established 
neighborhoods through connected street and trail networks, open space, unified signage, wayfinding, 
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and more. The rest of the property not next to the Lakewood Ranch community is also highly in 
demand.  Antidotally, 5- and 10-acre homesteads are also in high demand and they provide 80% 
Open Space and produce less traffic and are currently having more wildlife due to the noise and 
destruction caused by Lakepark Estates.
They have not explained how they are providing vitality to the established neighborhoods.  The 
only neighborhood they consider is Lakewood Ranch.   
This 597.35% increase in density certainly doesn’t forebode well for the rural neighbors.  There 
will be noise and odor complaints.  The rural character will not be vitalized by the increased 
lighting and 39,900 trip increase in traffic. 
Chapter 11 – Economic Development 
ECON Objective 2.2: Support practices that encourage the attraction and development of a workforce 
that is younger, inclusive and diverse. 
The proposed VTZ RMA will encourage the Lakewood Ranch Southeast property to develop in a way that 
positively contributes to the County’s housing stock, supporting the current and future local workforce 
(Waterside, Lakewood Ranch Corporate Park, etc.). 
All of these are off site. This is not smart growth if your population needs to go off site for 
employment. 
2.6 Summary 
In summary, the proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments will allow for the Lakewood Ranch 
Southeast property to support the County’s growing population in a development form that is a 
compatible extension of the existing Lakewood Ranch community. 
This RMA framework implements the organizing concepts represented by the principles set forth 
within “Directions for the Future,” adopted by the Board on October 10, 2000 by Resolution 
2000-230. “Directions for the Future” contained the following principles to guide long range 
planning and sustainability initiatives for the county.
Of the 12 principles, the proposed CPA 2022-B does not comport with the following: 
: • Preserve and strengthen existing communities. The only community CPA 2022-B recognizes 
is Lakewood Ranch and totally ignores the rural communities including the Old Miakka 
Community
• Provide for a variety of land uses and lifestyles to support residents of diverse ages, incomes, 
and family sizes. They want everybody to look like Lakewood Ranch.  They assert CPA 2022-B
should be taken as a whole to Lakewood Ranch not a stand -alone.  This eliminates the 
requirements that would apply to a Village Overlay, like schools and commercial and office 
space.
• Preserve environmental systems Reducing the size of required Open Space does not preserve 
Open Space 
. • Avoid urban sprawl This development is an auto dependent development with a single use 
that is not functionally related to adjacent land uses except for the small section adjacent to
Lakewood Ranch 

. • Reduce automobile trips. All daily needs as well as employment will be off site.
  • Preserve rural character, including opportunities for agriculture This density request is not 
preserving rural character.  They state it is suburban. 
. • Balance jobs with housing.  We don’t know the costs of housing versus the average wage. 

 



9 
 

TRANSPORTATION
Section 5, Transportation obfuscates the real impacts of the traffic that will be generated by this 
proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment. 
What should be considered:  
Existing Traffic Counts on Fruitville Road from Verna to I-75. (They look at new traffic 
impacts on University Parkway from I 75 to Lake Osprey and then further eastern segments.) 
Fruitville Road is the only road into Sarasota and access to I -75. 
Total Trips Under existing zoning on CPA 2022-B.   The existing zoning is OUE-1 - 600 acres 
equals 60 du, OUR – 2,570 acres equals 257 and the Lakepark Estates Hamlet equal 400 du.  
This is 717 du and using the 7.98 factor that would be 7.98 x 717du equals (The analysis of Total 
Trips in the analysis of CPA-2018-C, a factor of 7.98 was used to determine the total trips.  2,727 
du would generate 21,765 daily trips). 5,722. 

Total Trips under proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment.  The Report only speaks to 
Peak P.M. trips.  As stated above, Fruitville Road is the ONLY road into Sarasota from not only 
Old Miakka, but also Manatee and Desoto Counties.  The existing traffic counts will verify that 
the traffic on Fruitville Road is constant.  It is not limited to cars and personal trucks, but a large 
amount of semi-trucks and dump trucks and livestock trailers.  The livestock trailer traffic is 
excepted to increase because of the Estuarian Center in Manatee County which is most easily 
reached using Fruitville Road. 
In the analysis of Total Trips in the analysis of CPA-2018-C, a factor of 7.98 was used to 
determine the total trips.  2,727 du would generate 21,765 daily trips.  There could be internal 
capture of some trips because a Hamlet allows for some commercial.
Using that same factor of 7.98, 5,000 du would generate 39,900 daily trips.  CPA 2022-B does 
not propose to capture any internal traffic.  They have stated they plan for residents to go off site  
for their daily needs.

SCHOOLS
5. Property Zoning: Existing _OUE-1, OUR & HPD____ Proposed OUE-1, OUR & HPD__
Why isn’t the proposed use RSF-2 PUD or more importantly Village transition Zone?

6. Future Land Use: Existing _Rural______________    Proposed Rural   
The RURAL AREA preserves agricultural lands, maintains open spaces and protects native 
habitats.  Residential densities in the rural are typically limited to a maximum of 1 dwelling unit 
per five acres.  Another implementing zoning classification is OUR, 1 unit per 10 acres.   
Are they implying the Village Transition Zone is consistent with the Legend for the Rural 
Designation on the FLUM? 
MCC, unequivocally, states “they are not remotely close”.   

8. Provide the approximate dates of: start of construction, initial occupancy and build out for 
each phase of the project.
The anticipated build out timing is 10 years.
NON- RESPONSIVE.
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GENERAL
Stantec states the buildout will be in 10 years.
The first 5 years will have 300 du built each year, a total of 1,500 du.  This will generate 11,970 
daily trips.  There remains 3,500 du to build in the 6-10 years. This will generate an additional 
27,930 daily trips. 
Why is there such a diversity in the number of homes built in the two time periods? What data 
and analysis were used to reach this conclusion? 
How will this second flux of traffic effect the LOS on Fruitville Road from Verna to I-75? 
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Planner

From: Brett Harrington
Sent: Monday, June 20, 2022 8:22 AM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: CPA 2022-B

For the public record CPA 2022 B

From: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net>
Sent: Monday, June 20, 2022 8:20 AM
To: Brett Harrington <bharring@scgov.net>
Subject: FW: CPA 2022 B

From: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>
Sent: Monday, June 20, 2022 7:30 AM
To: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net>
Subject: FW: CPA 2022 B

For our record.

From: Janet Henshaw <jhrightback@yahoo.com>
Sent: Saturday, June 18, 2022 8:57 PM
To: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>
Subject: CPA 2022 B

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information

Commissioners:
Keep the country...country for now and future generations to live on, learn from and love the land. 
VOTE NO ON CPA 2022-B.
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Planner

From: athickok@aol.com
Sent: Wednesday, July 20, 2022 9:27 AM
To: Planner
Subject: CPA 2022-B

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 

  
he proposed amendment ou d significant  degrade and ad erse  impact the rura  communit  kno n as d 
iakka  his proposed and use change is a thro ack to the kinds of and use change that state p anning a  
as enacted in  to pre ent  It fai s  a great margin to meet the current requirements of orida a  and the 

Count s o n Comprehensi e an  It fai s comp ete  to make the case that the current and use designation and 
standards for the propert  are no onger appropriate and that a change to the Comprehensi e an is necessar  
or appropriate  

his ou d e scattered, sing e  use su ur an de e opment that has no re ationship to the 
rura  and agricu tura  ands into hich it i  e p aced  he proposed de e opment pattern 

ou d e predominant  residentia  it does not inc ude the fu  range and mi  of uses needed 
to support the residentia  su ur  that ou d e ui t  It ou d require no commercia  or other 
non residentia  uses, thus requiring the ne  residents to tra e  mi es for a  emp o ment, 
shopping, entertainment, recreationa , pu ic and other needs  his t pe of de e opment is 
auto dependent de e opment ith a sing e use that is not functiona  re ated to ad acent and 
uses e cept for the sma  section ad acent to Lake ood Ranch  his sing e use residentia  
de e opment a su stantia  distance from a  other uses is c assic ur an spra  modern 
p anning a  and the Count s Comprehensi e an are intended to pre ent  acing a 
residentia  use in a rura  area here the ne  su ur an popu ation needs to tra e  a great 
distance for emp o ment and other ife requirements is the definition of ur an spra  

he app ication proposes the historic de e opment pattern that ga e rise to the need for 
orida s Communit  anning Act, and, for that reason, the kind of pro ect that is rare  e en 

proposed in modern times  en of the app ication as proposing a fu  comp imentar  mi  of 
uses, this is simp  the rong ocation  
 
Howard & Toni Hickok 
2253 Lena Lane 
Sarasota, FL  34240 
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Planner

From: Brett Harrington
Sent: Wednesday, June 29, 2022 9:00 AM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: VOTE NO ON CPA 2022-B.

For Correspondence File VPA 2022 B (Lakewood Ranch SE)

From: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net>
Sent: Wednesday, June 29, 2022 8:23 AM
To: Brett Harrington <bharring@scgov.net>
Subject: FW: VOTE NO ON CPA 2022 B.

From: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>
Sent: Wednesday, June 29, 2022 7:38 AM
To: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net>
Subject: FW: VOTE NO ON CPA 2022 B.

For our record.

From: Michael Huff <mhuff78@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2022 7:46 PM
To: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>
Subject: VOTE NO ON CPA 2022 B.

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information

VOTE NO ON CPA 2022 B

Michael Huff
16321 Winburn Dr, Sarasota, FL 34240
941 587 0749
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Planner

From: Alan Maio
Sent: Monday, March 28, 2022 7:43 AM
To: Mike Hutchinson
Cc: Matthew Osterhoudt
Subject: RE: Need public input on CPA 2022-B

I’ve forwarded this email to the Department Director. 
 
From: Mike Hutchinson <mph_04@verizon.net>  
Sent: Sunday, March 27, 2022 11:06 PM 
To: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net> 
Subject: Fwd: Need public input on CPA 2022-B 
 

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 

  
Dear Commissioner Maio,  

CPA 2022-B creates a new “Village Transition Zone”. This drastic change to 2050 impacts the whole County. It needs a 
full public discussion. Please pull agenda item #26 and added it to next month’s agenda with full public input allowed. 

Thank You, 

Mike Hutchinson 
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Planner

From: Mike Hutchinson <mph_04@verizon.net>
Sent: Sunday, March 27, 2022 10:40 PM
To: Planner
Subject: CPA 2022-B

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 

  
Good Morning, 
 
I am the President of Bern Creek HOA and I was looking at CPA -2022-B and looking at the map it indicates it includes 
Lakepark Estates. I have a number of questions. 

1. Is that correct? 
2. How can that be since the hamlet is currently under construction? 
3. The map  also indicates the Lakepark conservation easement along Fruitville Rd is included? Is that correct? If so how is 

it impacted? 
4. The map also indicates that the conservation easement on the north side of Bern Creek is included? Is that correct? If so 

how is it impacted? 

Thanks, Mike Hutchinson 
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Planner

From: Mike Hutchinson <mph_04@verizon.net>
Sent: Thursday, March 31, 2022 5:52 PM
To: Planner
Subject: Re: CPA 2022-B
Attachments: 11.18.2021 Lakepark Estates_sized compressed.pdf

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 

  
Hi, 
 
While you are working on the answers to my questions below, I have another question.  Attached is the last plan for Lakepark 
Estates that we have received from you. Is this still the plan or is there a new plan? 
 
Thank You, Mike Hutchinson 
President Bern Creek Improvement Association 

On 3/27/2022 10:39 PM, Mike Hutchinson wrote: 

Good Morning, 
 
I am the President of Bern Creek HOA and I was looking at CPA -2022-B and looking at the map it indicates it 
includes Lakepark Estates. I have a number of questions. 

1. Is that correct? 
2. How can that be since the hamlet is currently under construction? 
3. The map  also indicates the Lakepark conservation easement along Fruitville Rd is included? Is that 

correct? If so how is it impacted? 
4. The map also indicates that the conservation easement on the north side of Bern Creek is included? Is 

that correct? If so how is it impacted? 

Thanks, Mike Hutchinson 
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Planner

From: Planner
Sent: Tuesday, June 7, 2022 8:07 AM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: Opposition to Lakewood Ranch Southeast Proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments

From: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net>
Sent: Monday, June 6, 2022 9:45 AM
To: Brett Harrington <bharring@scgov.net>
Subject: FW: Opposition to Lakewood Ranch Southeast Proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments

For the record

From: Matthew Osterhoudt <mosterho@scgov.net>
Sent: Monday, June 6, 2022 9:20 AM
To: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net>; Lisa Wenzel <lwenzel@scgov.net>
Subject: FW: Opposition to Lakewood Ranch Southeast Proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments

Michele and Lisa,
See below. We should have this information sent to the application. We should also have our team meet with them to
better understand their concerns. Please have the team reach out.

Thank you.
Matt

Matthew Osterhoudt, Director 
Sarasota County Government | Planning and Development Services Department 
1660 Ringling Blvd, Sarasota, Florida 34236 
Phone: 941.650.1205  
Email: mosterho@scgov.net  
Website: www.scgov.net/PDS 
Your feedback is valuable to us: Customer Service Survey

All mail sent to and from Sarasota County Government is subject to the public records law of Florida.

From: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>
Sent: Monday, June 6, 2022 9:14 AM
To: Mike Hutchinson <mph_04@verizon.net>
Cc: Matthew Osterhoudt <mosterho@scgov.net>
Subject: RE: Opposition to Lakewood Ranch Southeast Proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments

I’ve forwarded your email to the Department Director for our record.

From: Mike Hutchinson <mph_04@verizon.net>
Sent: Saturday, June 4, 2022 9:57 AM
To: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>; Ron Cutsinger <rcutsinger@scgov.net>; Michael Moran <mmoran@scgov.net>;
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Christian Ziegler <cziegler@scgov.net>; Nancy C. Detert <ncdetert@scgov.net>
Subject: Opposition to Lakewood Ranch Southeast Proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information

Bern Creek Improvement Association
c/o Pinnacle Community Association Management

PO Box 21058
Sarasota, FL 34276

941 444 7090

Sarasota County Board of County Commissioners

Chairman Al Maio

Vice Chairman Ron Cutsinger

Commissioner Mike Moran

Commissioner Christian Ziegler

Commissioner Nancy Detert

RE: Opposition to Lakewood Ranch Southeast Proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments

Dear Chairman Maio and Sarasota County Commissioners:

The Board of the Bern Creek Ranches Homeowners’ Association is writing to express great concern about and opposition
to the Lakewood Ranch Southeast proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments. The Bern Creek Board is very concerned
about the negative impacts this proposed development will have on our community. It appears this proposed
development will surround the long established rural community of Bern Creek Ranches on three sides by development
with densities of 10 to 20 times greater than that of the homesteads in Bern Creek and of the underlying established
zoning for most of the land in the proposed development. The 400 dwelling units in the Lakepark Estates hamlet,
previously approved by the County and which adjoins Bern Creek along its south and east boundaries, is already a
significant density increase in development in this area. Lakepark Estates is now proposed to be merged with the
proposed Lakewood Ranch Southeast and have even greater density than previously approved.

Bern Creek homeowners as well as other 5 and 10 acre homesteads in the immediate vicinity will suffer
significant negative impacts to our quality of life, safety on the roadways, increased flooding, noise and light pollution,
and many other assaults on the rural life we have sought and enjoyed. We understood that some changes would occur
with the 2050 Plan; however, we were also promised that our rural lifestyle would be preserved and respected. The
Lakewood Ranch Southeast proposal will not protect our rural area and homes but will instead endanger the peaceful
enjoyment of our properties and damage our quality of life and properties.
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The ”Neighborhood Workshop” held by STANTEC on April 7, 2022 was inadequate in terms of ease of access by
the public, insufficient in terms of information provided and lack of responses to questions, and did not comply with the
requirements of Sarasota County Resolution No. 2021 165. There were numerous Bern Creek residents unable to access
the workshop via the Teams platform, other residents that were able to attend but were repeatedly dropped out of the
meeting, a number of residents that did not receive mailed notice of the workshop, and the questions submitted by
attendees were primarily “answered” with the unsatisfactory response of “we haven’t studied that yet”. Specific
information on residents that did not receive notice, were unable to access the meeting, or were dropped off the
meeting can be provided. By this letter, the Bern Creek Board respectfully requests that the applicant be required to
hold at least one additional neighborhood workshop focused on the concerns and questions of Bern Creek and nearby
residents at a time when the applicant is able to provide adequate responses. The purpose of the neighborhood
workshops is to provide a forum for addressing concerns of the neighboring community. The April 7th workshop failed to
provide such a forum and was insufficient.

By this letter, the Board of the Bern Creek Homeowners’ Association is stating in writing the failure of the April
7th neighborhood workshop by Stantec on behalf of Lakewood Ranch Southeast to meet County standards for such
workshops as provided in paragraph C of Resolution No. 2021 165. The deficiencies of the April 7th workshop under the
requirements described in Resolution No. 2021 165 include, but are not limited to, the following: the chosen electronic
format was insufficient in accessibility and apparent capacity to handle the number of attendees/attempted attendees
(people unable to sign in and others dropped from access to the online meeting), the County Planning staff member did
not explain the review and hearing process to the public, the presentation did not include the currently applicable land
use densities but rather assumed that all land would be rezoned to Hamlet as a minimum density, there was no
discussion of current permitted maximum height and density (under existing zoning) versus the proposed maximum
height and density, no maximum height was discussed at all, there was no discussion of the impact of moving the
Countryside Line, and there was no discussion of major changes to current 2050 requirements such as buffers and
greenbelts along Fruitville Road and adjacent areas.

The Lakewood Ranch Southeast Comprehensive Plan Amendment application is proposing a number of changes
that will negatively impact Bern Creek and other rural homestead residents. In addition, the Lakewood Ranch Southeast
proposal is to basically excise over 4,000 acres from the 2050 Plan without any analysis of the impact this will have on
the 2050 Plan itself or the long range impacts for Sarasota County. Changes of this magnitude to the 2050 Plan should
go through the process used for publicly initiated plan updates with significant analysis of impacts to the entire County
and multiple public workshops. With a privately initiated amendment, the neighborhood workshop format is the only
opportunity for a public discussion of the proposal and to ask questions in a public format. The later public hearings
before the Planning Commission and Board of County Commissioners do not generate any answers to questions from
the public and are only a venue for the public to testify about the proposal.

For all the above reasons, the Bern Creek Homeowners Association is requesting further public input on this
proposed change to the 2050 Plan and a workshop with residents of Bern Creek and nearby rural homesteads. We look
forward to having a meaningful opportunity to be informed about and comment upon this proposed amendment.

Sincerely,

Bern Creek HOA Board

By its President, Michael Hutchinson
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Planner

From: Mike Hutchinson <mph_04@verizon.net>
Sent: Saturday, July 9, 2022 9:54 AM
To: Donna Carter; Kevin Cooper; Jordon.Keller@sarasotaadvisory.net; 

Theresa.MAst@sarasotaadvisory.net; Colin Pember; Martha Pike; Neil Rainford; Micki Ryan; 
Andrew.Stults@sarasotaadvisory.net; Justin Taylor; Brett Harrington; Planner

Subject: Fwd: Opposition to Lakewood Ranch Southeast Proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 

  
Commissioners, 
 
Below is an email to the letter Bern Creek Improvement Association sent to the Board of County Commissioners.  It is a 
followup to the letter sent to the Commissioners. The Neighborhood Workshop for CPA-2022-B was wholly inadequate. See 
our letter below for details. We are requesting additional workshops be held. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Michael Hutchinson 
President Bern Creek Ranches Homeowners’ Association  
 
 
-------- Forwarded Message --------  
Subject: RE: Opposition to Lakewood Ranch Southeast Proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments 

Date: Mon, 6 Jun 2022 13:13:41 +0000 
From: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net> 

To: Mike Hutchinson <mph_04@verizon.net> 
CC: Matthew Osterhoudt <mosterho@scgov.net> 

 
 
 
I’ve forwarded your email to the Department Director for our record. 
  
From: Mike Hutchinson <mph_04@verizon.net>  
Sent: Saturday, June 4, 2022 9:57 AM 
To: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>; Ron Cutsinger <rcutsinger@scgov.net>; Michael Moran <mmoran@scgov.net>; 
Christian Ziegler <cziegler@scgov.net>; Nancy C. Detert <ncdetert@scgov.net> 
Subject: Opposition to Lakewood Ranch Southeast Proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments 
  

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 

  
Bern Creek Improvement Association  

c/o Pinnacle Community Association Management 
PO Box 21058 



Sarasota, FL 34276 
941-444-7090 

  

Sarasota County Board of County Commissioners 

Chairman Al Maio 

Vice Chairman Ron Cutsinger 

Commissioner Mike Moran 

Commissioner Christian Ziegler 

Commissioner Nancy Detert 

  

RE: Opposition to Lakewood Ranch Southeast Proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments 

Dear Chairman Maio and Sarasota County Commissioners: 

The Board of the Bern Creek Ranches Homeowners’ Association is writing to express great concern about and opposition 
to the Lakewood Ranch Southeast proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments. The Bern Creek Board is very concerned 
about the negative impacts this proposed development will have on our community. It appears this proposed 
development will surround the long-established rural community of Bern Creek Ranches on three sides by development 
with densities of 10- to 20-times greater than that of the homesteads in Bern Creek and of the underlying established 
zoning for most of the land in the proposed development. The 400 dwelling units in the Lakepark Estates hamlet, 
previously approved by the County and which adjoins Bern Creek along its south and east boundaries, is already a 
significant density increase in development in this area. Lakepark Estates is now proposed to be merged with the 
proposed Lakewood Ranch Southeast and have even greater density than previously approved.  

Bern Creek homeowners as well as other 5- and 10-acre homesteads in the immediate vicinity will suffer 
significant negative impacts to our quality of life, safety on the roadways, increased flooding, noise and light pollution, 
and many other assaults on the rural life we have sought and enjoyed. We understood that some changes would occur 
with the 2050 Plan; however, we were also promised that our rural lifestyle would be preserved and respected. The 
Lakewood Ranch Southeast proposal will not protect our rural area and homes but will instead endanger the peaceful 
enjoyment of our properties and damage our quality of life and properties. 

The ”Neighborhood Workshop” held by STANTEC on April 7, 2022 was inadequate in terms of ease of access by 
the public, insufficient in terms of information provided and lack of responses to questions, and did not comply with the 
requirements of Sarasota County Resolution No. 2021-165. There were numerous Bern Creek residents unable to access 
the workshop via the Teams platform, other residents that were able to attend but were repeatedly dropped out of the 
meeting, a number of residents that did not receive mailed notice of the workshop, and the questions submitted by 
attendees were primarily “answered” with the unsatisfactory response of “we haven’t studied that yet”. Specific 
information on residents that did not receive notice, were unable to access the meeting, or were dropped off the 
meeting can be provided. By this letter, the Bern Creek Board respectfully requests that the applicant be required to 
hold at least one additional neighborhood workshop focused on the concerns and questions of Bern Creek and nearby 



residents at a time when the applicant is able to provide adequate responses. The purpose of the neighborhood 
workshops is to provide a forum for addressing concerns of the neighboring community. The April 7th workshop failed to 
provide such a forum and was insufficient.  

By this letter, the Board of the Bern Creek Homeowners’ Association is stating in writing the failure of the April 
7th neighborhood workshop by Stantec on behalf of Lakewood Ranch Southeast to meet County standards for such 
workshops as provided in paragraph C of Resolution No. 2021-165. The deficiencies of the April 7th workshop under the 
requirements described in Resolution No. 2021-165 include, but are not limited to, the following: the chosen electronic 
format was insufficient in accessibility and apparent capacity to handle the number of attendees/attempted attendees 
(people unable to sign in and others dropped from access to the online meeting), the County Planning staff member did 
not explain the review and hearing process to the public, the presentation did not include the currently applicable land 
use densities but rather assumed that all land would be rezoned to Hamlet as a minimum density, there was no 
discussion of current permitted maximum height and density (under existing zoning) versus the proposed maximum 
height and density, no maximum height was discussed at all, there was no discussion of the impact of moving the 
Countryside Line, and there was no discussion of major changes to current 2050 requirements such as buffers and 
greenbelts along Fruitville Road and adjacent areas.  

The Lakewood Ranch Southeast Comprehensive Plan Amendment application is proposing a number of changes 
that will negatively impact Bern Creek and other rural homestead residents. In addition, the Lakewood Ranch Southeast 
proposal is to basically excise over 4,000 acres from the 2050 Plan without any analysis of the impact this will have on 
the 2050 Plan itself or the long-range impacts for Sarasota County. Changes of this magnitude to the 2050 Plan should 
go through the process used for publicly initiated plan updates with significant analysis of impacts to the entire County 
and multiple public workshops. With a privately initiated amendment, the neighborhood workshop format is the only 
opportunity for a public discussion of the proposal and to ask questions in a public format. The later public hearings 
before the Planning Commission and Board of County Commissioners do not generate any answers to questions from 
the public and are only a venue for the public to testify about the proposal. 

For all the above reasons, the Bern Creek Homeowners Association is requesting further public input on this 
proposed change to the 2050 Plan and a workshop with residents of Bern Creek and nearby rural homesteads. We look 
forward to having a meaningful opportunity to be informed about and comment upon this proposed amendment. 

Sincerely,

Bern Creek HOA Board

By its President, Michael Hutchinson
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Planner

From: Mike Hutchinson <mph_04@verizon.net>
Sent: Saturday, July 9, 2022 2:46 PM
To: Donna Carter; Kevin Cooper; Colin Pember; Martha Pike; Neil Rainford; Micki Ryan; Justin Taylor; 

Jordan Keller; Teresa Mast; Andrew Stultz; Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: Fwd: CPA-2022-B Neighborhood Workshop notice

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 

  
Commissioners, 
 
Below is an email I sent to Katie LaBarr of Stantec about notification issues with the Neighborhood Workshop. I have not 
received an answer. This meeting was not only inadequate it was not properly noticed. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Mike Hutchinson  
 
 
-------- Forwarded Message --------  
Subject: CPA-2022-B Neighborhood Workshop notice 

Date: Sun, 3 Jul 2022 17:22:36 -0400 
From: Mike Hutchinson <mike@berncreek.net> 

To: katie.labarr@stantec.com 

CC: Planner <planner@scgov.net>, bharring@scgov.net 
 
 
Katie, 
 
I am the president of Bern Creek Improvement Association. One of our owners noted she did not get the Neighborhood 
Workshop notice. When I looked into the CPA-2022-B application I saw that she was listed as getting a notice. I randomly 
checked with some other owners in Bern Creek that were listed as having gotten the notice. Five of eight responded saying they 
also did not get the notice. Is there a reason that they would be listed as getting the notice when they did not get the notice? 
 
While doing that research, I also noticed that properties inside the heart of Bern Creek (see map on page 78) were not on the list. 
Considering how large the impact is on Bern Creek I do not understand leaving a hole like that. Can you explain this? 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Mike Hutchinson 
President of Bern Creek Improvement Association 
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Planner

From: Bern Creek <berncreekfl@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 19, 2022 2:17 PM
To: Donna Carter; Kevin Cooper; Jordan Keller; Neil Rainford; Teresa Mast; Justin Taylor; Colin Pember; 

Martha Pike; Andrew Stultz; Micki Ryan
Cc: Planner
Subject: CPA 2022-B

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 

  
Dear Commissioner, 

The proposed amendment would significantly degrade and adversely impact the rural community 
known as Old Miakka. This proposed land use change is a throwback to the kinds of land use 
change that state planning law was enacted in 1985 to prevent. It fails by a great margin to meet the 
current requirements of Florida law and the County’s own Comprehensive Plan. It fails completely 
to make the case that the current land use designation and standards for the property are no longer 
appropriate and that a change to the Comprehensive Plan is necessary or appropriate. 

This would be scattered, single – use suburban development that has no relationship to the rural and 
agricultural lands into which it will be placed. The proposed development pattern would be 
predominantly residential; it does not include the full range and mix of uses needed to support the 
residential suburb that would be built. It would require no commercial or other non-residential uses, 
thus requiring the new residents to travel miles for all employment, shopping, entertainment, 
recreational, public and other needs.3 This type of development is auto dependent development 
with a single use that is not functionally related to adjacent land uses except for the small section 
adjacent to Lakewood Ranch. This single use (residential) development a substantial distance from 
all other uses is classic urban sprawl modern planning law and the County’s Comprehensive Plan 
are intended to prevent. Placing a residential use in a rural area where the new suburban population 
needs to travel a great distance for employment and other life requirements is the definition of 
urban sprawl. 
The application proposes the historic development pattern that gave rise to the need for Florida’s 
Community Planning Act, and, for that reason, the kind of project that is rarely even proposed in 
modern times. Even of the application was proposing a full complimentary mix of uses, this is 
simply the wrong location. 

Sincerely. 

Michael Hutchinson 
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From: Bonnie Jupiter <blj@bjupiter.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 6, 2022 9:46 AM
To: Donna Carter; Kevin Cooper; Jordon.Keller@sarasotaadvisory.net; 

Theresa.MAst@sarasotaadvisory.net; Colin Pember; Martha Pike; Neil Rainford; Micki Ryan; 
Andrew.Stults@sarasotaadvisory.net; Justin Taylor; Planner; Brett Harrington

Subject: CPA 202-B
Attachments: CPA 2022-B Planning Commission.docx

Categories: CPA 2022-B Lkwd Rn SE

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information

Dear  Planning Commissioner, 

I am requesting that an additional Neighborhood Workshop be conducted for CPA 202-B.  The first 
workshop did not meet Sarasota County's criteria.The attached document goes into further detail. 

Also, in the attachment are additional questions and comments that were sent to Stantec via the 
Planning Department on June 13.  To date, Stantec has not responded.  These questions MUST be 
answered and any comments need to be provided with a response. 

Respectfully,

Bonnie Jupiter 

Some people who received this message don't often get email from blj@bjupiter.com. Learn why this is important 



1 
 

I will begin by renewing our request for an additional Neighborhood Workshop.  
FLU Policy 1.3.4.  “The purpose of the workshop shall be for the applicant and community to 
work collaboratively and discuss the nature of the proposed development, to solicit 
suggestions and concerns” … (emphasis added).
Resolution No. 2021-165, C “Any person who believes that a required Neighborhood Workshop 
did not meet the county standards must raise the issue in writing…”  MCC is once again raising 
that issue.
THE WORKSHOP SYNOPSIS shows one person (#2) says this is not much of a workshop.  
#13 asks for a more robust process of public input and #21 states several people were unable to 
join the online workshop.  They stated the workshop was inadequate in terms of public access.
Following are Responses given by Stantec, which MCC finds to be substantive lacking: 

Compatibility:
1. This proposal does not match the existing home and land use in this area. Please elaborate on how
this proposal supports the existing residents and landowners?
Response: The intent is to commit to 50% open space for the overall project and to include
greenbelts along the edges of the project to ensure compatibility with the adjacent land
uses.
The Response doesn’t answer the question.  As the Stantec stated in the Pre-Application, the 
existing zoning district is OUE-1, OUR AND HPD on this land.  The first two require an 80% 
open space requirement and the HPD requires a 60% open space. The land east of this 
development is Rural on the FLUM and is therefore either OUE-1 or OUR, both of which UDC 
requirement of 80% open space 
How does 50% open space match 60 and 80% open space.  This is NON-RESPONSIVE.

Concept Plan:
4. You state that this new development will have 50% open space, but your map does not appear to
show 50% open space.
Response: That is the text of the proposal and will be part of our commitment and the
development review process.  
An answer would state how many acres are open space and how many acres are to be developed. 
They list in the text amendment what qualifies as open space.  The open space acreage should 
show how many acres are dedicated to each allowable use.

7. The north east corner of your development does not show buffer. Is the green space north of your
development (red line) permanent Green space??
Response: When we have concept plans at such a scale, sometimes it may be difficult to
really understand or see the separation along the different edges, but we will include details
in our application, with our master development plan, that addresses these edge conditions.
We assure you that proper buffering will be completed throughout the site.
Rather than assure that there will be proper buffering, just state what the buffering will be.  Who 
determines what is “proper buffering”?  What are the criteria?
This is what the Neighborhood Workshop allows for collaboration and the opportunity to solicit 
suggestions This is NON-RESPONSIVE.

Environment: 
1. Will you be providing a wildlife underpasses on the new road?
2. What about wildlife corridor? It seems to be homes from district lines to line
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Response: These are details that would be addressed during the construction plan review,
but it’s important to note that the concept plan does contemplate ribbons of green space
throughout the site, to provide interconnected corridors for wildlife and protected species.
The response should have stated how many acres of ribbons of green space will be provided and 
how wide the ribbons will be.  How can the public feel confident of the interconnected corridors 
are of sufficient size to protect wildlife and protected species?
The protected species and the wildlife should be identified.  NON-RESPONSIVE.

3. Will all development, including roadways, adhere to dark skies principles with shaded lights and
downward only lighting.
Response: Anything that is required by Sarasota County UDC will be complied with at the
time of development.
This is not an answer.  The public are not UDC consultants.  If the Consultant was truly 
interested, particularly since this is provided in written responses, in providing the public with 
information then Stantec would have listed those sections of the UDC with the language of each 
requirement. NON-RESONSIVE.

Housing: 
4. Is there any affordable housing in Lakewood ranch now?
Response: Affordable/Community housing will be offered on a voluntary basis with the
incentives that are provided for in the UDC. There is an overall cap of 5,000 dwelling units
on the property, which includes any community housing.
Response times for sheriff, EMS, fire, etc. are evaluated during the review process, and in
even greater detail at time of rezone. The cost of these services will be contemplated in the
fiscal neutrality study that we will prepare and submit for review.
The UDC requirements should be listed and the language provided. 
There is not information on response times of sheriff, EMS, fire etc. While the response says it 
will be given in more detail at the rezoning, that implies that some review or analysis has been 
conducted.  Yet, they did not provide that information.  NON-RESPONSIVE.

Lakepark Estates:
3. Has LWR purchased Lakepark Estates?
Response: Lakewood Ranch has not purchased Lakepark Estates. Lakepark Estates will be
incorporated into the Village Transition Zone; however, it’s not going to cause any changes
to Phase One that has already been approved. We are working with staff on how to facilitate
this through the proper language
Phases 2 and 3 have also been approved, it was an approval for all of Lakepark Estates. 
How many homes are being built in Phase 1, Phase 2 and Phase 3? 
What are the start and finish dates for each Phase?
The total allowed houses were 400.  Will the density for the entire project be increased?  If so, by 
how many? 
Policy:
2. 2050 Plan policies were that Hamlet transitioned between Village and rural development. How
does an increase in density achieve this policy goal?
Response: The goal of these amendments is to allow for a form of development that is very
similar to what is observed in Lakewood Ranch. We propose to do this by creating the
Village Transition Zone, which will be limited to the subject property and be slightly less
dense than the Village designation and slightly more dense than the Hamlet designation.
This zone will allow for a maximum base density of 2 dwelling units per gross developable
acre, not to exceed a maximum unit count of 5,000 units. The amendments will also include
incentive community housing.
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This is not slightly more dense than what would be allowed by the Hamlet Designation. 
Hamlets preferred density is from 50 to 150 units.  For the proposed 4,000 acres, that would be 
between 200 and 600 units.  5,000 units for the entire project area is MORE THAN SLIGHTLY 
MORE DENSE.  IT IS A 2,400% (200 units) or a 733.33% increase (600 units). 
There is not a guarantee that this land would be Hamlets.  That requires a quasi-judicial hearing 
before the Board of County Commissioners.  Currently allowed densities for the 4,000 acres 
would be a total of 717 units: 60 from the 300 acres zoned OUE-1, 257 from the 2,570 acres 
zoned OUR  400 from the 1,030 HPD.  This is an increase of 597.35% 
UNSUBSTANTIATED STATEMENT. 

4. What does your "commitment" mean? Does that mean you will positively commit and put in
writing?
Response: As we indicated in this presentation, part of this Comprehensive Plan
Amendment is to create a Village Transition Zone which will include text on incentives for
affordable housing, following the same basis outlined in the UDC. There will not be a
mandate for affordable housing as that is no longer allowed in Florida Statute. All
application materials are made available to the public and published on the County website,
so you’ll have the opportunity to review our policy language once it is formally submitted for
staff review.
Again, the specific UDC requirements should be given. NON-RESPONSIVE.

Process:
4. If this goes ahead, when will initial land clearing begin
Response: We are at the beginning of the review process, so it is too early to tell when initial
clearing may begin.
This is grossly inaccurate.  Lakepark Estates has already begun development.  Lakepark Estates 
is CUURENTLY not in compliance with stipulation 2 which required turn lanes for both 
entrances/exits before or concurrent with development.
Can we expect continued non -compliance of stipulations in the future?  Is this the modus
operandi?

Public participation: 
3. How can we stop your request for zoning changes and keep our open-use-estate classification? No
one wants to see more development out here. Do any of you live in these areas.
Response: There are several opportunities for public engagement and input throughout this
process. The first is through tonight’s workshop where we are looking for feedback from the
community. There will also be opportunities for residents to speak to the Planning
Commission and Board of County Commissioners as these applications move though the
public hearing review process.
We all know that the Planning Commission and the Board of County Commissioners are not for 
public engagement.  They merely create a public record.  Both of these meetings occur at the end 
of the process.   
The engagement and input should occur through a Neighborhood Workshop that allows for those 
exchanges rather than the Workshop that occurred already.  

4. There is a reason we moved to Bern Creek and not Lakewood Ranch. Have you considered how
your project impacts residents like us?
Response: Yes, the intent would be to provide appropriate buffering adjacent to each of the
particular boundary conditions. We will provide the specific details in our application.
What is appropriate buffering?  NON-RESPONSIVE.
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Transportation: 
2. Wouldn't an additional road extending east to Verna Road assist in an evacuation event?
Response: This project may improve hurricane evacuation clearance times, by providing a
regional corridor connecting University Parkway to Fruitville Road, via Bourneside
Boulevard. Bourneside Boulevard currently extends all the way to State Road 64, so
providing that north-south corridor for cross county transportation may be beneficial.
“may be beneficial” is NON-RESPONSIVE.
Hurricane evacuation is from downtown to the east, not to the north.  Are the Consultants aware 
that Fruitville Road is an evacuation route for heading EAST, not to get people to a parking lot 
called I-75?
13. What is FDOT's role in approving these plans?
Response: None of these roadways touch state rights-of-way, so they would have no role in
this process.
Isn’t Fruitville Road a State Road, HWY 780? 
During the review of Hi Hat’s Comprehensive Plan Amendment, didn’t FDOT ask to be part of 
the review of other proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments? 

Misc.:
2. "VOS Policy 5.2 Protected Roadway Character requires open vistas and protect the integrity of the
rural character of Fruitville Road/SR 780 east of Dog Kennel Road, now called Lorraine Road. How
will you accomplish this? Already, Lake Park Estates has not protected the rural character of
Fruitville Road. Will construction continue at Lake Park Estates and go west or will Lakewood
Ranch build eat or both? What is the build out date? Is Lakewood Ranch currently at build out
density? While the western boundary is urban, the proposed area of change, 3,900 acres, is
surrounded by rural lands that may currently have livestock. How will you mitigate the construction
noises such as continual diesel engines on large equipment and the backup beepers that will most
likely startle the livestock? I believe there is already such a problem around the Polo Club,
frightening the horses. What water source will be used to irrigate the lawns? Fruitville Road is
currently listed as a constrained road. How many more vehicles will be added to Fruitville Road due
to this proposed density increase? Fruitville Road is an evacuation route. What analysis was
conducted to determine what the additional traffic would do to reduce evacuation times? Thank
you,
Becky Ayech
President Miakka Community Club
Did SMR or Lakewood Ranch challenge the 2050 Amendment? Why or why not? What has
changed since the adoption of 2050 that necessitates thing proposed Comprehensive Plan
Amendment? The waterbodies colored blue is called stormwater on the Development Concept
Plan. How many are there? What is the total acreage? What is the average size? Will they dry
down since they are stormwater? Or will they be augmented? If augmented, from where will the
water come? How will you manage the mosquitoes? Will the HOA or another entity prohibit mowing
to the edge of the stormwater ponds/waterbodies? What will lawn fertilizer applications or
restrictions be? Who will enforce? You portray this as a transition. 2050 defines Hamlets as a
transition form of development intended to blend toward the more rural eastern area of the County.
Why do you need a different type of transition form of development? Two units an acre does not
blend with rural. It is urban sprawl. Bill Spaeth, retired Sarasota Planner identified Lake park
Estates as urban sprawl. This is urban sprawl times 2. If adopted, this will become a creeping of
urban density that will use the same reasoning for extending urban development throughout the
Rural area identified on the Future Land Use Map (FLUM). Why can’t the 1,000-acre development,
Lake Park Estates remain with a density cap of 400 dwelling units on 1 unit per acre? Why don’t
you build up and not out? What amenities will be provided? Where are they located on the
Development Concept Plan? Lake Park Estates is currently under construction. If the proposed
Amendment is approved, when will the next phase begin? Will the infrastructure be in phases or
done all at once? How many water tanks need to be built so the water pressure is sufficient for fire
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suppression? Where will they be located? What will they look like? Will you be able to see them or
will they be screened? Lake Park Estates was required to have one pressure tank that would be
located along Fruitville Road.
3. How exactly is this an example of smart growth? Sincere question.
4. How is this a smart growth effort? Will there be objective environmental impact studies? Who will
pay for infrastructure? Please include accident and incident reports within 5 miles for last 5 years.
Btw this was difficult to get into.
NON-RESONSIVE TO MOST OF THESE QUESTIONS. 

For the question on 2050 - the 2050 regulations were adopted in 2002, about 20 years ago.
Things change and sometimes adjustments are needed, and we believe these adjustments
that we are proposing are appropriate for long term compatible development.
They do not explain why.  What data and analysis has been provided to substantiate these 
claims?  

6. How many acres of the 3900 acres are deemed "developable" acres? If 50% is deemed OPEN
SPACE and not developable, does that mean the developable acres are 1850 acres, and total
units 3900? i.e. 2 X 1850 DEVELOPABLE ACRES
Response: In round numbers, yes this is correct. 6. How many acres of the 3900 acres are deemed 
"developable" acres? If 50% is deemed OPEN
SPACE and not developable, does that mean the developable acres are 1850 acres, and total
units 3900? i.e. 2 X 1850 DEVELOPABLE ACRES
Response: In round numbers, yes this is correct.
This is not the same answer that has been given in the application, they set the limit at 5,000 
units not 3,900.  Which is the correct answer? 

NARRATIVE AND CONSISTENCY
Neighborhood commercial is not proposed, as the needs for commercial uses are supplied 
elsewhere in locations more conducive to the success of commercial and retail enterprise. In addition, 
the proposed project seeks to support the existing commercial development of the area such as 
Waterside. 
The VTZ RMA seeks to provide a more compatible development form and density transition from Village 
to Hamlet. The maximum base density will be 1 du/gross acre, including such portions of the Greenway 
RMA located within the VTZ RMA. To achieve the desired development form, the dwelling units to which 
the on-site Greenway RMA and required Open Space would otherwise be entitled will be transferred 
into 
the Developed Area of the property resulting in a maximum base density of 2 dwelling units per acre of 
Developed Area. This base density may be increased by way of incentives outlined in the Comprehensive 
Plan Text Amendment, yet the development cannot exceed 5,000 dwelling units. 
The proposed VTZ RMA requires the protection and incorporation of open space and 
environmental resources by incorporating the Greenway and through the provisions 50% open space, 
subject to a potential decrease to 43% for reduced Greenbelts. 
Phase One of Lakepark Estates is being 
developed under the HPD zoning which has more restrictive standards than will be implemented by the 
VTZ RMA, therefore the Phase One development (density, open space, etc.) will be compliant with the 
overall VTZ Master Plan and be able to be incorporated seamlessly. 
c. Justification for the proposed amendment including a statement of consistency with the 
Comprehensive Plan; 
The purpose of the Applicant’s requests is to implement an alternative form of development that 
supports and incorporates elements of existing Lakewood Ranch, encouraging the extension of that 
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form of development on the subject property. Please see Section 2.4 below for the consistency analysis 
with the Comprehensive Plan. 

2.4 Comprehensive Plan Consistency 
The proposed Comprehensive Plan Large-Scale Map Amendment and Text Amendment both recognize 
and address the unique location, characteristics, and features of the Lakewood Ranch Southeast 
property. With the proposed addition of the new VTZ RMA category and its corresponding policy 
language, it is acknowledged that certain existing policies within Chapter 8 – 2050 Resource 
Management Area are no longer applicable. They must identify which existing polices within 
Chapter 8 that are no longer applicable. Therefore, an evaluation of certain applicable goals, 
objectives, and policies in other sections of the Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan are provided 
below to demonstrate consistency between existing and proposed language, consistent with Chapter 
163 F.S. 
The proposed development is consistent with the intent, goals, objectives, policies, guiding principles 
and programs of the Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan including but not limited to the following: 
Chapter 1 – Environment 
ENV Objective 1.2 Protection of Resources: Protect environmental resources during land use changes 
and establishment of urban services. 
The proposed Comprehensive Plan amendments propose preservation of 50% open space including the 
general preservation of lands designated as a 2050 Greenway RMA, which have an existing conservation 
easement, wetlands, and other native habitats. Open Space may be reduced to 43% for reduced 
greenbelts. The proposal does not protect environmental resources.  The current land use 
designation of OUE-1, OUR require 80% Open Space and HPD requires 60% Open Space.  
Currently, the existing zoning would provide 2,296 acres of Open Space.  If all the land would be 
changed to Hamlet, there would be 2,400 acres of Open space, VTZ ‘s 50% Open Space would 
provide 2,000 acres in Open Space and their request for only 43% Open Space would be 1,720 
acres.  
No one person would find it reasonable to lose 576 acres of Open Space as meeting ENV 
Objective 1.2 
ENV Objective 1.3 Habitat Connectivity: Preserve a network of habitat connectivity across the 
landscape that ensures adequate representation of native habitats suitable to support the functions 
and values of all ecological communities. 
The proposed VTZ RMA includes provisions for significant open space within the subject property. 
Residential development will be clustered and designed in a manner to minimize the disruption of 
habitat connectivity throughout and adjacent to the site. The location of areas designated for habitat 
preservation and open space will be guided by the Sarasota County 2050 Greenway RMA map including 
attention to connectivity between Greenway-designated areas across the subject property’s landscape. 
The reduction of Open Space as well as the reduction on the perimeter of the property on 
Fruitville Road to 50’ from 500’ does not provide adequate representation of native habitats nor 
significant open space. 
Chapter 2 – Parks, Preserves, and Recreation 
PARKS Objective 1.1 Recreation Level of Service (LOS): Acquire, develop, maintain, protect and 
enhance parks, preserves and recreation facilities, consistent with the needs and interests of Sarasota 
County’s population and based on financial feasibility to operate and maintain the parks. 
The proposed VTZ Master Plan and information included as a part of the DOCC will showcase how the 
proposed project will incorporate onsite recreational and preservation areas. 
By simply saying sometime in the future we will do this is not consistency, more like wishful 
thinking. 
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PARKS Objective 1.2 Compatibility and Sustainability: Ensure that parks, preserves and facilities are 
compatible with surrounding land uses, the Sarasota 2050 Plan, and the natural environment. 
The proposed amendment will ensure that the subject property will provide 43% to 50% of its gross 
acreage to Open Space. Uses within the Open Space include, but are not limited to natural habitat, 
improved pastures, stormwater facilities, water storage facilities, public or private park facilities, and 
trails. These uses will work to balance the preservation of ecologically sensitive areas, specifically within 
the Greenway RMA, and recreational/park needs of the community, residents, and surrounding 
neighbors.
Some of the allowable uses in the 43-50% Open Space are not compatible with parks or preserves.  
Stormwater facilities certainly are not compatible with the natural environment.  If they were, there would 
already be lakes.  The water storage facilities can be above ground, huge tanks, that are not compatible 
with parks. 
Chapter 7 – Future Land Use 
FLU Goal 4: Promote orderly development through the establishment of innovative regulatory 
platforms that meet the needs of a growing and changing population. 
The proposed VTZ RMA seeks to provide an appropriate development form and density transition 
between the existing Village and Hamlet RMA overlay zones. The intent of the VTZ RMA is to establish 
development parameters that are specific to the subject site only, given the unique characteristics of the 
site and the needs of the County’s growing population. Proposed development is intended to be a 
balanced and compatible extension of the existing Lakewood Ranch community. The proposed density 
that is contemplated in the new policy language provides a thoughtful transition from higher density, 
more urban development of Village, to the more rural density that exists further east. This transition is 
consistent with limiting urban sprawl and preserving the rural character of the community. 
The subject property will also undergo an extensive planning process, known as a DOCC application, in 
order to ensure orderly and resilient development with an increased focus on collaboration across 
varied disciplines and the community. 
Densities of 2 units per acre in the land does not preserve rural character at 1 homestead per 5 
and 10 acres. 
This development is auto dependent development with a single use that is not functionally 
related to adjacent land uses except for the small section adjacent to Lakewood Ranch 
Chapter 9 – Housing 
HOU Objective 1.1 Housing Creation: Encourage the market to provide ample diversity in housing 
types and affordability levels to accommodate present and future housing need of Sarasota County 
residents. 
The proposed VTZ RMA will allow for Lakewood Ranch Southeast to be developed as an extension of the 
Lakewood Ranch community; thus, the subject property will provide housing types that are 
complimentary to those that exist in the sounding area Sounding Area being only on the side of 
Lakewood Ranch As noted the existing property is OUE-1, OUR and HPD and is identified as 
“rural” on the FLUM.  It is not complementary to those properties. Additionally, the proposed 
Comprehensive 
Plan Amendments offer an option to allow the inclusion of Community Housing to accommodate 
individuals and families from diverse income levels and offer a variety of housing types. 
HOU Policy 1.1.4: Establish and maintain residential development standards that support housing 
production while promoting the vitality of established neighborhoods. 
The proposed amendment will allow the subject property to be developed as a compatible and 
complementary extension of the highly demanded Lakewood Ranch community. Lakewood Ranch 
Southeast will increase the County’s housing production, while also promoting the vitality of established 
neighborhoods through connected street and trail networks, open space, unified signage, wayfinding, 



8 
 

and more. The rest of the property not next to the Lakewood Ranch community is also highly in 
demand.  Antidotally, 5- and 10-acre homesteads are also in high demand and they provide 80% 
Open Space and produce less traffic and are currently having more wildlife due to the noise and 
destruction caused by Lakepark Estates.
They have not explained how they are providing vitality to the established neighborhoods.  The 
only neighborhood they consider is Lakewood Ranch.   
This 597.35% increase in density certainly doesn’t forebode well for the rural neighbors.  There 
will be noise and odor complaints.  The rural character will not be vitalized by the increased 
lighting and 39,900 trip increase in traffic. 
Chapter 11 – Economic Development 
ECON Objective 2.2: Support practices that encourage the attraction and development of a workforce 
that is younger, inclusive and diverse. 
The proposed VTZ RMA will encourage the Lakewood Ranch Southeast property to develop in a way that 
positively contributes to the County’s housing stock, supporting the current and future local workforce 
(Waterside, Lakewood Ranch Corporate Park, etc.). 
All of these are off site. This is not smart growth if your population needs to go off site for 
employment. 
2.6 Summary 
In summary, the proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments will allow for the Lakewood Ranch 
Southeast property to support the County’s growing population in a development form that is a 
compatible extension of the existing Lakewood Ranch community. 
This RMA framework implements the organizing concepts represented by the principles set forth 
within “Directions for the Future,” adopted by the Board on October 10, 2000 by Resolution 
2000-230. “Directions for the Future” contained the following principles to guide long range 
planning and sustainability initiatives for the county.
Of the 12 principles, the proposed CPA 2022-B does not comport with the following: 
: • Preserve and strengthen existing communities. The only community CPA 2022-B recognizes 
is Lakewood Ranch and totally ignores the rural communities including the Old Miakka 
Community
• Provide for a variety of land uses and lifestyles to support residents of diverse ages, incomes, 
and family sizes. They want everybody to look like Lakewood Ranch.  They assert CPA 2022-B
should be taken as a whole to Lakewood Ranch not a stand -alone.  This eliminates the 
requirements that would apply to a Village Overlay, like schools and commercial and office 
space.
• Preserve environmental systems Reducing the size of required Open Space does not preserve 
Open Space 
. • Avoid urban sprawl This development is an auto dependent development with a single use 
that is not functionally related to adjacent land uses except for the small section adjacent to
Lakewood Ranch 

. • Reduce automobile trips. All daily needs as well as employment will be off site.
  • Preserve rural character, including opportunities for agriculture This density request is not 
preserving rural character.  They state it is suburban. 
. • Balance jobs with housing.  We don’t know the costs of housing versus the average wage. 
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TRANSPORTATION
Section 5, Transportation obfuscates the real impacts of the traffic that will be generated by this 
proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment. 
What should be considered:  
Existing Traffic Counts on Fruitville Road from Verna to I-75. (They look at new traffic 
impacts on University Parkway from I 75 to Lake Osprey and then further eastern segments.) 
Fruitville Road is the only road into Sarasota and access to I -75. 
Total Trips Under existing zoning on CPA 2022-B.   The existing zoning is OUE-1 - 600 acres 
equals 60 du, OUR – 2,570 acres equals 257 and the Lakepark Estates Hamlet equal 400 du.  
This is 717 du and using the 7.98 factor that would be 7.98 x 717du equals (The analysis of Total 
Trips in the analysis of CPA-2018-C, a factor of 7.98 was used to determine the total trips.  2,727 
du would generate 21,765 daily trips). 5,722. 

Total Trips under proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment.  The Report only speaks to 
Peak P.M. trips.  As stated above, Fruitville Road is the ONLY road into Sarasota from not only 
Old Miakka, but also Manatee and Desoto Counties.  The existing traffic counts will verify that 
the traffic on Fruitville Road is constant.  It is not limited to cars and personal trucks, but a large 
amount of semi-trucks and dump trucks and livestock trailers.  The livestock trailer traffic is 
excepted to increase because of the Estuarian Center in Manatee County which is most easily 
reached using Fruitville Road. 
In the analysis of Total Trips in the analysis of CPA-2018-C, a factor of 7.98 was used to 
determine the total trips.  2,727 du would generate 21,765 daily trips.  There could be internal 
capture of some trips because a Hamlet allows for some commercial.
Using that same factor of 7.98, 5,000 du would generate 39,900 daily trips.  CPA 2022-B does 
not propose to capture any internal traffic.  They have stated they plan for residents to go off site  
for their daily needs.

SCHOOLS
5. Property Zoning: Existing _OUE-1, OUR & HPD____ Proposed OUE-1, OUR & HPD__
Why isn’t the proposed use RSF-2 PUD or more importantly Village transition Zone?

6. Future Land Use: Existing _Rural______________    Proposed Rural   
The RURAL AREA preserves agricultural lands, maintains open spaces and protects native 
habitats.  Residential densities in the rural are typically limited to a maximum of 1 dwelling unit 
per five acres.  Another implementing zoning classification is OUR, 1 unit per 10 acres.   
Are they implying the Village Transition Zone is consistent with the Legend for the Rural 
Designation on the FLUM? 
MCC, unequivocally, states “they are not remotely close”.   

8. Provide the approximate dates of: start of construction, initial occupancy and build out for 
each phase of the project.
The anticipated build out timing is 10 years.
NON- RESPONSIVE.
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GENERAL
Stantec states the buildout will be in 10 years.
The first 5 years will have 300 du built each year, a total of 1,500 du.  This will generate 11,970 
daily trips.  There remains 3,500 du to build in the 6-10 years. This will generate an additional 
27,930 daily trips. 
Why is there such a diversity in the number of homes built in the two time periods? What data 
and analysis were used to reach this conclusion? 
How will this second flux of traffic effect the LOS on Fruitville Road from Verna to I-75? 
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Logan McKaig

From: Bonnie Jupiter <blj@bjupiter.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 19, 2022 5:22 PM
To: Donna Carter; Kevin Cooper; Colin Pember; Martha Pike; Neil Rainford; Teresa Mast; Micki Ryan; 

Andrew Stultz; Justin Taylor; Planner; Brett Harrington; Jordan Keller
Subject: CPA 2022-B

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 

  

Planning Commissioners: 

The proposed amendment would significantly degrade and adversely impact the rural community known as Old 
Miakka. This proposed land use change is a throwback to the kinds of land use change that state planning law was 
enacted in 1985 to prevent. It fails by a great margin to meet the current requirements of Florida law and the 
County’s own Comprehensive Plan. It fails completely to make the case that the current land use designation and 
standards for the property are no longer appropriate and that a change to the Comprehensive Plan is necessary or 
appropriate 

his ou d e scattered, sing e  use su ur an de e opment that has no re ationship to the 
rura  and agricu tura  ands into hich it i  e p aced  he proposed de e opment pattern 

ou d e predominant  residentia  it does not inc ude the fu  range and mi  of uses needed 
to support the residentia  su ur  that ou d e ui t  It ou d require no commercia  or other 
non residentia  uses, thus requiring the ne  residents to tra e  mi es for a  emp o ment, 
shopping, entertainment, recreationa , pu ic and other needs  his t pe of de e opment is 
auto dependent de e opment ith a sing e use that is not functiona  re ated to ad acent and 
uses e cept for the sma  section ad acent to Lake ood Ranch  his sing e use residentia  
de e opment a su stantia  distance from a  other uses is c assic ur an spra  modern 
p anning a  and the Count s Comprehensi e an are intended to pre ent  acing a 
residentia  use in a rura  area here the ne  su ur an popu ation needs to tra e  a great 
distance for emp o ment and other ife requirements is the definition of ur an spra  

he app ication proposes the historic de e opment pattern that ga e rise to the need for 
orida s Communit  anning Act, and, for that reason, the kind of pro ect that is rare  e en 

proposed in modern times  en of the app ication as proposing a fu  comp imentar  mi  of 
uses, this is simp  the rong ocation  
 
Sincere , 
Bonnie upiter 
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Planner

From: Brett Harrington
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2022 7:00 AM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: Please vote NO on CPA 2022-B

More correspondence for CPA 2022 B (Lakewood Ranch SE Village Transition Zone)

From: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net>
Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2022 8:33 AM
To: Brett Harrington <bharring@scgov.net>
Subject: FW: Please vote NO on CPA 2022 B

From: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>
Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2022 7:56 AM
To: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net>
Subject: FW: Please vote NO on CPA 2022 B

For our record.

From: stephen lexow <s.lexow@hotmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 22, 2022 2:18 PM
To: Michael Moran <mmoran@scgov.net>; Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>; Ron Cutsinger <rcutsinger@scgov.net>;
Christian Ziegler <cziegler@scgov.net>; Nancy C. Detert <ncdetert@scgov.net>
Subject: Please vote NO on CPA 2022 B

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information

Dear Commissioners,

I am writing to request that you vote NO on CPA 2022 B.

I believe the authors of the Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan achieved the proper balance
between development and preservation of the environment for our county.

Please protect our Comprehensive Plan, and vote NO to this developer driven amendment.

Sincerely,



2

Stephen S. Lexow MD
9229 Blind Pass Road
Sarasota FL 34242
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Planner

From: Long <long@mailmt.com>
Sent: Monday, July 18, 2022 3:47 PM
To: Alan Maio; Christian Ziegler; Ron Cutsinger; Michael Moran; Nancy C. Detert
Cc: Planner
Subject: Neighborhood Workshop Request

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 

  
Sarasota Planning Commissioners, 

I am requesting an additional eighborhood orkshop as allowed under Sarasota County Resolution 1-1 5 
for CPA -  and Development of Critical Concern. 

uestions that were submitted during the orkshop and those submitted after the orkshop as requested by the 
consultant have not been answered. 

Thank you for requesting an additional eighborhood orkshop. 

Peggy Long 
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Planner

From: Long <long@mailmt.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 19, 2022 1:25 PM
To: Donna Carter; Kevin Cooper; Jordan Keller; Teresa Mast; Colin Pember; Martha Pike; Neil Rainford; 

Micki Ryan; Andrew Stultz; Justin.Tayler@sarasotaadvisory.net
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: CPA 2022-B

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 

  
 

The proposed amendment would significantly degrade and adversely impact the rural 
community known as Old Miakka. This proposed land use change is a throwback to the kinds of land 
use change that state planning law was enacted in 1985 to prevent. It fails by a great margin to meet 
the current requirements of Florida law and the County’s own Comprehensive Plan. It fails completely 
to make the case that the current land use designation and standards for the property are no longer 
appropriate and that a change to the Comprehensive Plan is necessary or appropriate. 
This would be scattered, single – use suburban development that has no relationship to the rural and 
agricultural lands into which it will be placed. The proposed development pattern would be 
predominantly residential; it does not include the full range and mix of uses needed to support the 
residential suburb that would be built. It would require no commercial or other non-residential uses, 
thus requiring the new residents to travel miles for all employment, shopping, entertainment, 
recreational, public and other needs.3 This type of development is auto dependent development with 
a single use that is not functionally related to adjacent land uses except for the small section adjacent 
to Lakewood Ranch. This single use (residential) development a substantial distance from all other 
uses is classic urban sprawl modern planning law and the County’s Comprehensive Plan are 
intended to prevent. Placing a residential use in a rural area where the new suburban population 
needs to travel a great distance for employment and other life requirements is the definition of urban 
sprawl. 
The application proposes the historic development pattern that gave rise to the need for Florida’s 
Community Planning Act, and, for that reason, the kind of project that is rarely even proposed in 
modern times. Even of the application was proposing a full complimentary mix of uses, this is simply 
the wrong location. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Peggy Long 
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Planner

From: Brett Harrington
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2022 8:23 AM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: CPA 2022-B

For the record…public input for CPA 2022 B

From: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net>
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2022 8:20 AM
To: Brett Harrington <bharring@scgov.net>
Subject: FW: CPA 2022 B

From: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2022 8:19 AM
To: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net>
Subject: FW: CPA 2022 B

For our record.

From: smarvin47@aol.com <smarvin47@aol.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2022 8:14 AM
To: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>
Subject: CPA 2022 B

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information

PLEASE vote No on CPA 2022-B.  Do it for future generations. Keep the country country! Claudia and Steve Marvin 
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Planner

From: smarvin47@aol.com
Sent: Wednesday, July 20, 2022 1:22 PM
To: Planner
Subject: CPA 2022B

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 

  
he proposed amendment ou d significant  degrade and ad erse  impact the rura  

communit  kno n as d iakka  his proposed and use change is a thro ack to the kinds 
of and use change that state p anning a  as enacted in  to pre ent  It fai s  a great 
margin to meet the current requirements of orida a  and the Count s o n Comprehensi e 

an  It fai s comp ete  to make the case that the current and use designation and standards 
for the propert  are no onger appropriate and that a change to the Comprehensi e an is 
necessar  or appropriate 

his ou d e scattered, sing e  use su ur an de e opment that has no re ationship to the 
rura  and agricu tura  ands into hich it i  e p aced  he proposed de e opment pattern 

ou d e predominant  residentia  it does not inc ude the fu  range and mi  of uses needed 
to support the residentia  su ur  that ou d e ui t  It ou d require no commercia  or other 
non residentia  uses, thus requiring the ne  residents to tra e  mi es for a  emp o ment, 
shopping, entertainment, recreationa , pu ic and other needs  his t pe of de e opment is 
auto dependent de e opment ith a sing e use that is not functiona  re ated to ad acent and 
uses e cept for the sma  section ad acent to Lake ood Ranch  his sing e use residentia  
de e opment a su stantia  distance from a  other uses is c assic ur an spra  modern 
p anning a  and the Count s Comprehensi e an are intended to pre ent  acing a 
residentia  use in a rura  area here the ne  su ur an popu ation needs to tra e  a great 
distance for emp o ment and other ife requirements is the definition of ur an spra  

he app ication proposes the historic de e opment pattern that ga e rise to the need for 
orida s Communit  anning Act, and, for that reason, the kind of pro ect that is rare  e en 

proposed in modern times  en of the app ication as proposing a fu  comp imentar  mi  of 
uses, this is simp  the rong ocation  

hank ou  C audia and Ste e ar in 
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Logan McKaig

From: Caitlin McMullen <coolbluereason@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 19, 2022 7:10 PM
To: Justin.Tayler@sarasotaadvisory.net; Andrew Stultz; Micki Ryan; Neil Rainford; Martha Pike; Colin 

Pember; Teresa Mast; Jordan Keller; Kevin Cooper; Donna Carter
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: CPA 2022-B

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 

  
To the Sarasota Advisory Council, 
 
The proposed amendment would significantly degrade and adversely impact the rural community known as Old Miakka. 
This proposed land use change is a throwback to the kinds of land use change that state planning law was enacted in 
1985 to prevent. It fails by a great margin to meet the current requirements of Florida law and the County’s own 
Comprehensive Plan. It fails completely to make the case that the current land use designation and standards for the 
property are no longer appropriate and that a change to the Comprehensive Plan is necessary or appropriate.  
This would be scattered, single – use suburban development that has no relationship to the rural and agricultural lands 
into which it will be placed. The proposed development pattern would be predominantly residential; it does not include 
the full range and mix of uses needed to support the residential suburb that would be built. It would require no 
commercial or other non-residential uses, thus requiring the new residents to travel miles for all employment, shopping, 
entertainment, recreational, public and other needs. This type of development is auto dependent development with a 
single use that is not functionally related to adjacent land uses except for the small section adjacent to Lakewood Ranch. 
This single use (residential) development a substantial distance from all other uses is classic urban sprawl modern 
planning law and the County’s Comprehensive Plan are intended to prevent. Placing a residential use in a rural area 
where the new suburban population needs to travel a great distance for employment and other life requirements is the 
definition of urban sprawl. 
The application proposes the historic development pattern that gave rise to the need for Florida’s Community Planning 
Act, and, for that reason, the kind of project that is rarely even proposed in modern times. Even of the application was 
proposing a full complimentary mix of uses, this is simply the wrong location. 
 
Please consider this input. 
Thank you, 
Caitlin McMullen 
East Sarasota County resident 
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Planner

From: Brett Harrington
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2022 10:38 AM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: sarasota rural 

More correspondence for CPA 2022 B

Original Message
From: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net>
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2022 9:30 AM
To: Brett Harrington <bharring@scgov.net>
Subject: FW: sarasota rural

Original Message
From: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2022 8:48 AM
To: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net>
Subject: FW: sarasota rural

For our record.

Original Message
From: Audra Mega <audraleigh@mac.com>
Sent: Saturday, June 25, 2022 12:00 AM
To: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>
Subject: sarasota rural

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, Links and Requests for Login
Information

Keep the country...country for now and future generations to live on, learn from and love the land.

Please vote “NO” ON CPA 2022 B

Sent from my iPhone
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Planner

From: Brett Harrington
Sent: Tuesday, July 19, 2022 2:10 PM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: CPA 2022-B

CPA 2022-B Correspondence 
 
From: Heidi <heidi@thenewyorkgroomer.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, July 19, 2022 12:49 PM 
To: Justin.Tayler@sarasotaadvisory.net 
Cc: Planner <planner@scgov.net>; Brett Harrington <bharring@scgov.net> 
Subject: CPA 2022-B 
 

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 

  
he proposed amendment ou d significant  degrade and ad erse  impact the rura  communit  

kno n as d iakka  his proposed and use change is a thro ack to the kinds of and use change 
that state p anning a  as enacted in  to pre ent  It fai s  a great margin to meet the current 
requirements of orida a  and the Count s o n Comprehensi e an  It fai s comp ete  to make the 
case that the current and use designation and standards for the propert  are no onger appropriate 
and that a change to the Comprehensi e an is necessar  or appropriate 

his ou d e scattered, sing e  use su ur an de e opment that has no re ationship to the rura  and 
agricu tura  ands into hich it i  e p aced  he proposed de e opment pattern ou d e 
predominant  residentia  it does not inc ude the fu  range and mi  of uses needed to support the 
residentia  su ur  that ou d e ui t  It ou d require no commercia  or other non residentia  uses, 
thus requiring the ne  residents to tra e  mi es for a  emp o ment, shopping, entertainment, 
recreationa , pu ic and other needs  his t pe of de e opment is auto dependent de e opment ith a 
sing e use that is not functiona  re ated to ad acent and uses e cept for the sma  section ad acent to 
Lake ood Ranch  his sing e use residentia  de e opment a su stantia  distance from a  other uses 
is c assic ur an spra  modern p anning a  and the Count s Comprehensi e an are intended to 
pre ent  acing a residentia  use in a rura  area here the ne  su ur an popu ation needs to tra e  a 
great distance for emp o ment and other ife requirements is the definition of ur an spra  

he app ication proposes the historic de e opment pattern that ga e rise to the need for orida s 
Communit  anning Act, and, for that reason, the kind of pro ect that is rare  e en proposed in 
modern times  en of the app ication as proposing a fu  comp imentar  mi  of uses, this is simp  
the rong ocation  
 
--  
Thank you.  
 
Best Regards, 
 
 
Heidi Minihkeim, Owner 
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Planner

From: Brett Harrington
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2022 6:58 AM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: Vote No on CPA 2022-B

Correspondence for CPA 2022 B (Lakewood Ranch SE – Village Transition Zone)

From: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net>
Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2022 8:33 AM
To: Brett Harrington <bharring@scgov.net>
Subject: FW: Vote No on CPA 2022 B

From: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>
Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2022 7:59 AM
To: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net>
Subject: FW: Vote No on CPA 2022 B

For our record.

From: pnolan483@comcast.net <pnolan483@comcast.net>
Sent: Wednesday, June 22, 2022 9:28 AM
To: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>
Subject: Vote No on CPA 2022 B

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information

Please, VOTE NO on CPA 2022 B.

Thank You, 
Pam Nolan 
Englewood, FL 34223 
206 579-5384 
pnolan483@comcast.net
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Planner

From: Michele Norton
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2022 8:03 AM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: CP Amendment 2022-B

 
 
From: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>  
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2022 7:58 AM 
To: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net> 
Subject: FW: CP Amendment 2022-B 
 
For our record. 
 
From: John Quinn <zimkor.quinn@gmail.com>  
Sent: Monday, March 28, 2022 5:03 PM 
To: Michael Moran <mmoran@scgov.net>; Christian Ziegler <cziegler@scgov.net>; Nancy C. Detert 
<ncdetert@scgov.net>; Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>; Commissioners <Commissioners@scgov.net>; Ron Cutsinger 
<rcutsinger@scgov.net> 
Subject: CP Amendment 2022-B 
 

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 

  

Dear Commissioner, 

Privately initiated Comprehensive Plan Amendment No. 2022-B should receive a full public presentation 
and discussion. 

Instead of a fast track hearing, please postpone your deliberations on the amendment from tomorrow's 
meeting until your next regular meeting to allow full public consideration and input. 

Thank you, 

--  
 
John Quinn  
Englewood, FL 
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Planner

From: Gayle Reynolds <greynoldsdesign@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 19, 2022 1:58 PM
To: Planner
Subject: Vote NO on CPA 2022B, KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 

  
Vote NO on Lakewood Ranch amendments CPA 2022B/ 4100 acre proposal to extend LWR to Fruitville Rd: Formal 
Petition Lakewood Ranch southeast 
 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
LWR developers are asking for approval of a 2050 comp plan amendment, to once again move the Old Miakka 
Countryside line, amend the comp plan to high density village and Hamlet densities to create a new high density 
Village Transition Zoning, VTZ zoning, including increases to the existing Lake Park Estates, reduces green ways and 
buffers from 500' to 50', with no town center or commercial included in 4100 acres.  
 
This proposal occurs nearly at the end of Sarasota County, begining across from the existing entrance to Highhat 
ranch, which will soon be another high density  village development. 
 
17  of the site occurs in a flood plain, including Gum Slough, Myakka River headwaters and Donna Bay . 
 
If the ,  acres ere de e oped at a o a e am et densities, the num er of houses cou d e as 
itt e as  houses and as man  as ,   If the and ere de e oped at the highest densit  of ,  

houses then this ou d create ,  dai  trips impacting our road a s  
 

hat L R de e opers are proposing instead is ,  houses   his ou d create ,  dai  
trips   he tota  traffic generated under the e isting  to  oning is ,  dai  trips   his amendment 
proposes c assic ur an spra  and is the e act opposite of hat the  an as created to end  
 
 e e opers are a so proposing a reduction of the required  uffer to on   and a so to imit the 

pen Space requirement to as itt e as   he am et open space requirement is  he current 
unit per  acres oning   requires  open space  

 
he ,  acres is ithin the oundaries as defined in the d iakka eigh orhood an   hese are 

historic rura  and agricu tura  ands that ere guaranteed protection under the  an and the 
count  appro ed, Countr side Line  
 

he requested densit  increase from  unit per acre to  units per acre ith the proposed  
designation, is not a transitiona  one, ut ur an spra  on top of Rura  eritage oning of  unit per  
or  acres    And these units ont e required to e de e oped on  acre ots, ut the ots can e an  
si e  
 

his amendment is not compati e ith  acre homesteads in d iakka   C A B is ur an 
spra   Ca ing it a i age ransitiona  one  doesn t change the fact that it s ur an spra  
proposed right o er the top of the Countr side Line and the historic Rura  eritage communit  of d 

iakka  



 
The proposal is devoid of wildlife corridor locations and appears to be planned with home sites from district line to 
line. Protected species must be identified and wildlife underpasses planned with all the new roads.  These are details 
that would be addressed during the construction plan review, but it’s important to note that the concept plan does 
not contemplate ribbons of green space throughout the site, to provide interconnected corridors for threatened 
wildlife and protected species.  The amendment should state how many acres of ribbons of green space will be 
provided and how wide the ribbons will be.  How can the public feel confident that the interconnected corridors are 
of sufficient size to protect the threatened and endangered species that inhabit the area? 
 
The Manatee/Sarasota Sierra Club urges the board vote NO on this ill conceived proposal. 
 
Gayle Reynolds 
Conservation Chair, 
Manatee/Sarasota Sierra Club 
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From: Brett Harrington
Sent: Friday, July 8, 2022 6:31 AM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: Just say NO to CPA 2022-B

For CPA 2020 B (Lakewood Ranch SoutheastVillage Transition Zone) Correspondence Files

From: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net>
Sent: Tuesday, July 5, 2022 7:46 AM
To: Brett Harrington <bharring@scgov.net>
Subject: FW: Just say NO to CPA 2022 B

From: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>
Sent: Sunday, July 3, 2022 9:08 AM
To: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net>
Subject: FW: Just say NO to CPA 2022 B

For our record.

From: Glenna Roberts <yolkerswilde@outlook.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 2, 2022 10:45 PM
To: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>
Subject: Just say NO to CPA 2022 B

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information

We need our heritage Ag and rural lands kept country. The
commission has trashed our 2050 plan to keep Old Miakka area
rural. It needs to stop with Pat Neal. We don’t need more than
4000 new homes on Fruitville Rd. The 4,000 is within the
boundaries as defined in the Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan.
These are historic rural and agricultural lands. 
While the density request for 2 units an acre as a transitional zone
to 1 unit per 5 acres is the narrative. the units do not have to be

You don't often get email from yolkerswilde@outlook.com. Learn why this is important 
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developed on 1/2 acre lots. the lots can be any size. How is that
compatible with 5 acre homesteads? 
CPA 2022 B is urban sprawl. Calling it a Village Transitional Zone
(VTZ) doesn't change the fact it is urban sprawl. It is like putting
lipstick on a pig, it still is a pig .
I don’t want anymore town chasing us home. I am just fine with
having to drive 15 minutes to find a Publix. Fruitville Road is 
already crazy with traffic. Animal bodies litter the road daily 
east of what we call Church Row. You can bet I vote in all 
elections. 
Glenna Roberts 
Old Miakka Resident since 1982. 
941-322-1014 
Sent from Mail for Windows
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Planner

From: Michele Norton
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2022 8:36 AM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: CPA2022-B

 
 
From: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>  
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2022 8:26 AM 
To: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net> 
Subject: FW: CPA2022-B 
 
For our record. 
 
From: wendy rossiter <bigwendy@icloud.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2022 7:59 AM 
To: Michael Moran <mmoran@scgov.net>; Christian Ziegler <cziegler@scgov.net>; Nancy C. Detert 
<ncdetert@scgov.net>; Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>; Ron Cutsinger <rcutsinger@scgov.net> 
Subject: CPA2022-B 
 

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 

  
Dear Commissioner,  

CPA 2022-B creates a new “Village Transition Zone”. This drastic change to 2050 impacts the whole County. It needs a 
full public discussion. Please pull agenda item #26 and add it to next month’s agenda with full public input allowed. 

I invite you all to take a drive out to the county via Fruitville Rd during rush hour (AM or PM) to see what has already 
been created and not addressed…traffic is a cluster and these roads cannot take any more…what used to be a 10 minute 
drive takes 45 now! Gridlock sucks! Please consider building additional roadways to handle what you want to add to 
BEFORE you add it 

I understand that the airport is having issues with the amount of people here now… 

Thank You, 

Wendy Rossiter 

 

 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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From: Erin Saba <e.saba@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 17, 2022 9:03 PM
To: Donna Carter; Kevin Cooper; Jordan Keller; Colin Pember; Martha Pike; Neil Rainford; Micki Ryan; 

Andrew.Stults@sarasotaadvisory.net; Justin Taylor; Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: Neighborhood Workshop request

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information

Sarasota Planning Commissioners,

I am requesting an additional Neighborhood Workshop as allowed under Sarasota County Resolution 2021 165 for CPA
2022 B and Development of Critical Concern.

The consultant Stantec, did not comply with FLU Policy 1.3.4. They did not make any attempt to work collaboratively
with the community. Questions that were submitted during the Workshop and those submitted after the Workshop as
requested by the consultant have not been answered.

Thank you for requesting an additional Neighborhood Workshop.

Erin Saba

Sent from Mail for Windows
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Planner

From: Brett Harrington
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2022 6:59 AM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: Vote NO 

More correspondence, and more to come, for CPA 2022 B (Lakewood Ranch SE Village Transition Zone)

Original Message
From: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net>
Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2022 8:33 AM
To: Brett Harrington <bharring@scgov.net>
Subject: FW: Vote NO

Original Message
From: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>
Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2022 7:58 AM
To: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net>
Subject: FW: Vote NO

For our record.

Original Message
From: jessica.traiger@gmail.com <jessica.traiger@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 22, 2022 9:48 AM
To: Michael Moran <mmoran@scgov.net>; Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>; Ron Cutsinger <rcutsinger@scgov.net>;
Christian Ziegler <cziegler@scgov.net>; Nancy C. Detert <ncdetert@scgov.net>
Subject: Vote NO

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, Links and Requests for Login
Information

Dear Commissioners,

I respectfully request you vote NO on CPA 2022 B

Please keep the country…..country for now and future generations to live on, learn from, and love the land.
It’s the right thing to do.

Sincerely,
Jessica Traiger
3929 Wilshire Drive
Sarasota Florida 34238
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Sent from my iPad
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From: Brett Harrington
Sent: Friday, July 8, 2022 6:32 AM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: Urban Sprawl or CPA 2022 - B

For CPA 2020 B (Lakewood Ranch SoutheastVillage Transition Zone) Correspondence Files

From: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net>
Sent: Tuesday, July 5, 2022 11:22 AM
To: Brett Harrington <bharring@scgov.net>
Subject: FW: Urban Sprawl or CPA 2022 B

From: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>
Sent: Tuesday, July 5, 2022 10:26 AM
To: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net>
Subject: FW: Urban Sprawl or CPA 2022 B

For our record.

From: Gary & Deb Tucker <garydeb1968@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 5, 2022 9:53 AM
To: Michael Moran <mmoran@scgov.net>; Christian Ziegler <cziegler@scgov.net>; Nancy C. Detert
<ncdetert@scgov.net>; Ron Cutsinger <rcutsinger@scgov.net>; Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>
Subject: Urban Sprawl or CPA 2022 B

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information

As visitors with family living in Sarasota, we have and do appreciate the
open rural qualities of Sarasota and surrounding farm lands. Please vote
No on allowing so many more houses per acre. Keep the lands open and
the rural quality in tact.

Keep the country...country for now and future generations to live on,
learn from and love the land.

PLEASE HELP! VOTE “NO” ON CPA 2022 B

You don't often get email from garydeb1968@yahoo.com. Learn why this is important 
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Thank you for listening and paying attention to your constituents 
and their families.

Sincerely,

The Tucker family
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Planner

From: Michele Norton
Sent: Monday, March 28, 2022 3:00 PM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: Need Public Input on CPA 2022-B

 
 
From: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>  
Sent: Monday, March 28, 2022 2:59 PM 
To: Kelly Welch <kellywelchsrq@gmail.com> 
Cc: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net> 
Subject: RE: Need Public Input on CPA 2022-B 
 
I’ve read your email and forwarded it to the Department Director. 
 
From: Kelly Welch <kellywelchsrq@gmail.com>  
Sent: Monday, March 28, 2022 1:43 PM 
To: Commissioners <commissioners@scgov.net> 
Subject: Need Public Input on CPA 2022-B 
 

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 

  
Dear Commissioner,  
 
CPA 2022-B creates a new “Village Transition Zone”.  This drastic change to 2050 impacts the whole County.  I am 
requesting that a full public discussion is needed. Please pull agenda item #26 and add it to next month’s agenda with 
full public input allowed. 
 
This is major impact for all of our communities.  It would be greatly appreciated to allow the public to understand the 
changes in the 2050 plan. 
 
Thank you so much, 
 
Kelly Welch 
Sarasota, FL  
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Planner

From: Brett Harrington
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2022 10:38 AM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: CPA 2022-B.  Please vote no on this, we need to leave county, county, not umpteen more 

houses.  Have lived in Sarasota 73 years, 

Correspondence CPA 2022 B (LWR SE Village Transition)

Original Message
From: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net>
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2022 9:29 AM
To: Brett Harrington <bharring@scgov.net>
Subject: FW: CPA 2022 B. Please vote no on this, we need to leave county, county, not umpteen more houses. Have
lived in Sarasota 73 years,

Original Message
From: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2022 8:47 AM
To: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net>
Subject: FW: CPA 2022 B. Please vote no on this, we need to leave county, county, not umpteen more houses. Have
lived in Sarasota 73 years,

For our record.

Original Message
From: NANCY D WHITE <darrinone@verizon.net>
Sent: Saturday, June 25, 2022 9:54 AM
To: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>
Subject: CPA 2022 B. Please vote no on this, we need to leave county, county, not umpteen more houses. Have lived in
Sarasota 73 years,

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, Links and Requests for Login
Information

Sent from my iPad
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Stantec Consulting Services Inc.
6920 Professional Parkway
Sarasota FL  34240-8414

July 19, 2022

Project/File:  215616736 – Lakewood Ranch Southeast 

Greetings Sarasota County Staff, Neighboring Communities and Local Residents,

We received several questions and comments from the neighboring communities and residents regarding 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment (CPA) 2022-B (Lakewood Ranch Southeast) and the Lakewood Ranch 
Southeast Development of Critical Concern (DOCC)/Master Development Order (MDO) application following 
the neighborhood meeting.  Many of the comments that were received expressed concerns regarding limited 
information at the time of the meeting.  Understand, Sarasota County requires us to conduct the 
Neighborhood Meeting prior to even being allowed to make an application, so of course there is 
naturally limited information concerning the specifics of this (or any other similar application for that matter) 
at the time of such meeting.   

Consistent with the intent of the process, by having the neighborhood meeting before application submittal, 
we took several comments into consideration as we prepared our application for both the CPA and DOCC.  
Those applications, with additional information, will now move through the process with continued 
opportunities for public review and input.  We hope that you will review our applications as they address most 
of the questions raised about the CPA and DOCC. In this letter, we address questions and comments that 
were raised after the Neighborhood Workshop now that we have made the applications and are further along 
in the review process.  

The property subject to CPA 2022-B and the DOCC/MDO application, known and referred to as Lakewood 
Ranch Southeast (“LWR SE”), is intended to follow a Master/Incremental form of development. Specific 
project details are available in the Development of Critical Concern (DOCC)/Master Development Order 
(MDO) application that is currently under review by Sarasota County staff.  Additional project details 
consistent with the CPA and DOCC will become available during future Rezone application(s) after approval 
of the DOCC/MDO (such as the location and size of stormwater ponds, specific product types, specific details 
regarding buffer vegetation, etc.) when those specific details are fully developed.  Neighborhood Workshops 
will be required for all future Rezone applications. To ensure that the public has access to the application 
package and ability to relay their questions and/or concerns, there are multiple avenues for participation, 
available at various points in the review process. 

The LWR SE project will engage in the following functions, each of which allow for public participation:

CPA Planning Commission Hearing ~ Scheduled August 4, 2022

CPA Board of County Commissioners Hearing ~ October 2022

DOCC/MDO Planning Commission Hearing ~ September 15, 2022

DOCC/MDO Board of County Commissioners Hearing ~ October 25, 2022

Rezone Neighborhood Workshop(s) ~ Date(s) TBD

Rezone Planning Commission Hearing(s) ~ Date(s) TBD

Rezone Board of County Commissioners Hearing(s) ~ Date(s) TBD 
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Additionally, any citizen is encouraged to directly reach out to the Sarasota County Planning Department 
and/or Stantec to relay any suggestions and/or concerns, at any point in the review process. 

Following the questions and comments relayed to us by the neighboring communities and residents after the 
neighborhood workshop, we have prepared the following:

Clarifications on Compatibility/Need: 

LWR SE will work to ensure compatibility with surrounding development in a variety of methods, including:

The requirement of 50% Open Space, with the ability to reduce to a minimum of 43% Open Space 
under certain conditions (1,772 - 2,060 ± acres). See proposed VTZ Policy 3.1.  Pursuant to the 
DOCC/MDO application, the proposed Open Space show on the VTZ Master Plan reflects not only 
internal preservation, but regional connectivity to offsite open space areas adjacent to the project 
area. Such open space shall not include platted lots, rather the open space will be owned and 
maintained by an entity such as a Homeowners Association or Stewardship District. 

The inclusion of Greenbelts – Proposed VTZ Policy 3.2 within the Comprehensive Plan Text 
Amendment includes the regulations for Greenbelts on the property. The VTZ Master Plan, which is 
included in the separate DOCC/MDO application, indicates the location of the proposed Greenbelts 
for LWR SE. The inclusion and size range of the Greenbelts has been crafted intentionally to ensure 
buffering and setback from nearby residential properties and to allow for better maintenance and 
preservation of the lands. Additionally, in some areas, specifically those adjacent to existing 
residential development, it is planned to have additional acreage extend beyond the Greenbelt to 
provide an expanded buffer between the developed area and adjacent development. This VTZ 
Master Plan, including Greenbelt placement and size, will be thoroughly assessed by Sarasota 
County. 

The DOCC/MDO application includes a Fiscal Neutrality Report, which demonstrates that the 
proposed development will not be a cost to the current County residents and further justifies the 
market-driven, county-wide need for the proposed development in this area of the County. 

Clarifications on the VTZ Master Plan: 

Pursuant to proposed VTZ Policy 2.2, LWR SE will have a maximum base density of one (1) unit per 
gross acre (4,120 units), with the ability to increase the density to a maximum of 5,000 dwelling units 
should the Developer elect to utilize the Incentivized Community Housing program in proposed VTZ 
Policy 2.3.

LWR SE (4,120± acres total) will include a minimum of 43% - 50% Open Space, meaning that there 
will be 1,772 - 2,060 ± acres of Open Space and 2,060 - 2,348 ± acres of Developed Area. Allowable 
use of Open Space shall include natural habitat, improved pastures and associated uses, low 
intensity agriculture, regional or local stormwater facilities, potable or non-potable water storage 
facilities and lakes, public or private park facilities, trails, board walks, telecommunications towers 
and facilities (subject to the terms and requirements of Chapter 118 of the Code of Ordinances), 
public facilities such as public safety stations and community centers, and mitigation for wetlands and 
wildlife, including but not limited to wetland mitigation banks and gopher tortoise mitigation areas. 
More detailed information on specific Open Space design will be available with the Development 
Concept Plan(s) required at time of rezone(s). 

Wildlife and Species Protection – The VTZ Master Plan which is a part of the DOCC/MDO application 
incorporates planned Open Space and wildlife corridors, conducive to the protection of wildlife. These 
plans undergo systematic analysis and review, by both environmental scientists and the Sarasota 
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County Environmental Protection Division (EPD) to guarantee that the proposed development will 
allow for wildlife species and habitat protection. 

Clarifications on Lakepark Estates: 

Lakewood Ranch has not purchased Lakepark Estates. Lakepark Estates will be incorporated into 
the Village Transition Zone; however, it’s not going to result in any changes to Phase One of Lakepark 
Estates that has already been approved, as it will be compliant with the overall VTZ Master Plan.  It 
should specifically be noted that the expanded buffer on the west side of Lakepark Estates adjacent 
to Bern Creek will remain pursuant to VTZ Policy 3.2.  It should also be noted that a very large open 
space is planned for the area north of Bern Creek.  One point that may not have been made clear is 
that the current North/South Road B on the Thoroughfare plan is currently designed to run down the 
east side of Bern Creek.  However, pursuant to the DOCC/MDO application, this roadway is proposed 
to be relocated to the east and away from Bern Creek.  

Clarifications on Transportation/Infrastructure:

The section of Fruitville Road, along LWR SE, is maintained by Sarasota County (See County’s 
thoroughfare plan) – FDOT does not maintain this section of Fruitville Road. 

A Traffic Impact Assessment has now been completed as part of the DOCC/MDO application 
process. This assessment includes the analysis of existing conditions, post-development conditions, 
identifying any needed transportation facility improvements necessary to provide safe and adequate 
access and service to the development project. The Assessment further identifies local and regionally 
significant traffic impacts on the roadway segments and intersections within the transportation impact 
area resulting from the proposed development together with improvements needed to mitigate such 
impacts. The Traffic Impact Assessment undergoes thorough review by the County’s Transportation 
and Planning Department.  

Major infrastructure and utility improvements for LWR SE will be assured by utilizing the Lakewood 
Ranch Stewardship District. This will ensure that infrastructure needs will be addressed in an efficient 
and cost-effective manner, included, for example, the construction of Bourneside Boulevard 
(currently known as North/South Road B) as a 4-lane thoroughfare roadway from University Parkway 
to Fruitville Road. Moreover, the Developer, and/or Lakewood Ranch Stewardship District, will design 
and construct all required utility improvements, such as potable water and sanitary sewer, necessary 
to serve future development. A systematic analysis and review by Sarasota County staff is underway. 

Environmental protections: 

The proposed project will utilize today’s protections of the environment, unlike projects in nearby 
developments, which were designed and built years ago.  For example,  the resulting homesites 
within LWR SE will not utilize septic systems, which have proved to be problematic, especially where 
adjacent to stream systems.  Rather, the homes in LWR SE will connect to the County sewer system. 
The project will not plat lots through wetlands, streams, open space areas or buffers, assuring 
protection of these spaces and ownership through a homeowners association or other appropriate 
entity.  The project will also have pre- and post-development monitoring of surface and groundwater 
pursuant to a plan approved by the County. 



July 6, 2022
Page 4 of 4 

4
u:\215616736\admin\documents\working_document\letter\let_pub-cmnt-rspns_rev-1_20220719.docx

Locations of Unified Development Code (UDC) Sections: 

Outdoor Lighting: See Section 124-126. 

Incentives for affordable housing: See Section 124-271.(c)(3)d.5. for similar incentive structure for 
affordable housing 

We trust this information addresses comments and concerns raised by residents at the Neighborhood 
Workshop. Please do not hesitate to reach out to our team if you have any other questions.

Respectfully,

STANTEC CONSULTING SERVICES INC.

Katie LaBarr AICP
Senior Associate, Community Development
Phone: (941) 907-6900
Mobile: 941-374-2854
katie.labarr@stantec.com

CC: Rex Jensen, President & CEO, Schroeder – Manatee Ranch
Caleb J. Grimes, Esq., Grimes, Hawkins, Gladfelter & Galvano, P.L.
Kyle W. Grimes, Esq., Grimes, Hawkins, Gladfelter & Galvano, P.L.
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Mobility
A decision of Public Works
that provides for the
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of the county and the region.

Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan iii

Acknowledgements

Board of County Commissioners
Paul H. Mercier-County Commissioner (District 1)
Joseph A. Barbetta-County Commissioner (District 2)
David Mills- Former County Commissioner (District 2)
Shannon Staub-County Commissioner (District 3)
Nora Patterson-County Commissioner (District 4)
Jon Thaxton-County Commimissioner (District 5)

Project Staff
Christy Myers-Planner, Neighborhood Services
Debbie Marks-Senior Planner, Neighborhood Services
Jane Grogg-Manager, Neighborhood Services
Laura Semenec-Senior Planner, Long Range Planning

Assisting Staff
Amber Elias-Planner, Neighborhood Services
Ann Shank-History Center
Annemarie Post-UF Cooperative Extension Service
Bill Watts-Land Information Supervisor, Land Development Services
Brian Beatty-Principal Planner I, Long Range Planning
Brie Ondercin-Coordinator of Core Service Programs, Natural Resources
Clarke Davis-Manager, Mobility
David Baber-General Manager, History Center
David Godson-Urban Forestry
Keith Wilson-Cooperative Extension Service
Kirk Bagley-Manager, Drainage, Water Resources
Lorrie Muldowney-History Center
Matt Lewis-Principal Planner, Long Range Planning
Mary Beth Humphreys-Manager, Zoning
Rob Wright-NEST
Robert Bresciani-Technical Specialist, Water Resources
Rochelle Brassard- Grant Coordinator, Neighborhood Services
Scott Woodman-Technical Specialist, Water Resources
Steve Brown-GIS Supervisor, Long Range Planning
Terry Boswell-General Manager, Land Development Services
Tina Crawford-Assisting Zoning Administrator, Zoning
Theresa Connor-Manager, Water Resources
Warren Davis-Surface Water Manager, Water Resources

Other
Old Miakka Community
Martha McNeal, Mel Kline, & Bob Hahn-FPL
Rod Krebs

UF Co-Op Extension
Provides research-based
educational information
and training to people
about management of
agriculture, horticulture,
natural resources, family
and consumer functions,
youth development and
community sustainability.

NEST
The Neighborhood
Environmental
Stewardship Team or
NEST is a volunteer
organization that was
created as a partnership
with Sarasota County to
raise community awareness
of native habitats.

Water Resources
Works with the community
on several projects and
information including
water quality, watersheds,
pollution prevention, water
conservation, storm drain
marking program, and the
wastewater treatment
process.



1 Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan

IIIIIIntroduction

What This Neighborhood Plan
Means to Old Miakka

Old Miakka is not only an area of rich history but one of rural
character and integrity. Of all things material, great and small,
the residents’ love of the land and pastoral admiration is what
they hold closest to their hearts. As development continues to
grow  east of Sarasota County’s Urban Service Boundary, the
neighborhood has begun to feel growing pains, generating
significant concern about the community’s future.

This plan lays out a methodology that seeks to preserve the
rural character the community holds so dear. The fundamental
good that is in this plan is not within any of its policies,
recommendations, or maps. It rests in the demonstrated
commitment to the betterment of the Old Miakka community.

Mission
Although the mission of the Neighborhood Planning process is set
forth in the  Comprehensive Plan, the definition is not described in
detail. It is important to elaborate on this vague language and include
what a plan should be and should contain. A Neighborhood Plan
should not be generally cast as a mundane exercise in community
involvement and collaboration but rather as a vision of the very
people who make that community what it actually is. A neighborhood
cannot, and sometimes does not, exist without the people who fill the
sidewalks, community buildings, and minds of their neighbors. It is
increasingly important to realize that this plan is significant and
represents a continuous work in progress where successes should be
built upon, deficiencies corrected, and usefulness extended to other
communities that look and function like Old Miakka.

Old Miakka Neighborhood



The purposes of the Old Miakka Plan are to:
· Research and analyze a set of planning issues and concerns to

identify needs or assets to be addressed by the plan.
· List public and/or community programs or projects for the

future along with the priorities and timing.
· Produce a plan that is compatible with adjacent communities

and the vision of the Comprehensive Plan.
· Produce a plan that is clear and understandable to the general

public, to decision-makers and to private investors.

Plan Organization

This plan is organized into three parts: Vision, Goals, and Action
Charts. The Vision statement illustrates where the plan is leading us
and guides the adoption and future implementation of the plan.
Following the Vision are the plan Goals, which are more defined
statements radiating from the Vision. More detail appears  in the
Action Charts, which lay out projects to achieve the vision and goals.

A color Concept Plan Map illustrating the major thematic elements of
the Plan is included. There are additional maps and pictures scattered
throughout the plan to illustrate the derivatives of visions and goals.

Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan 2

Comprehensive Plan

The Comprehensive Plan is
an official public document
adopted by the Board of
County Commissioners to
guide decision making
related to the physical
development of the county.

Vision

GoalGoal Goal Goal

Actions Actions Actions Actions Actions

Goal
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Neighborhoods are traditionally chosen as recipients of
Neighborhood Plans based on a set of criteria including income,
education, health, safety and code violations. Lately Neighborhood
Services has focused on neighborhoods to identify assets and
oppurtunities for partnerships and community initiated projects. Old
Miakka’s selection to recieve a plan, however, was initiated primarily
by provisions in the Sarasota 2050 Plan. The receipt of the Notice
to Proceed from the Board was given, prompting Neighborhood
Services to choose the neighborhood as the next target for planning
and improvements. Sarasota County’s Comprehensive Plan also
clearly outlines this initiative:

Objective Rural Heritage Estate (RHE)1: To protect the
existing rural character of the areas outside of the Urban
Service Boundary and the established large lot development
within Rural Heritage Estate/RMA.

Policy RHE1.1 Preservation of Historic Rural Character
The County shall prepare a Neighborhood Plan to designate the
Rural Historic District in Old Miakka to be completed within two
years from Notice to Proceed from the Board of County
Commissioners including, but not limited to, an evaluation of each
of the following components and proposed strategies to preserve the
historic rural character of the area:
        · Land Use
        · Transportation
        ·     Public and Private Facilities
        ·     Protection of Rural Character

The Neighborhood Plans shall include processes and components as
described in Policy US1.2 and US1.3.  The Board of County
Commissioners may provide assistance, when requested, to those
communities within the Rural Heritage/Estate RMA to preserve
their historic rural character.

The Process
BBBBBBackground

Policy US1.2 & US1.3

Policies US1.2 and US1.3,
respectively, establish the
Neighborhood Planning
Process and outline the
components to be included
in the plans.

Sarasota 2050 Plan

An incentive-based overlay
plan to act as a supplement
to the Future Land Use
chapter in the
Comprehensive Plan.



A kick-off meeting took place on March 18, 2006 with several
representatives from various departments of Sarasota County
Government attending.

Monthly community planning meetings began to identify local issues
that concerned the community. The major identified issues include:

· Explore a multipurpose trail for the area. While
acknowledging that they are a rural community, the residents
also want a place where they can walk, ride bikes, or even ride
horses locally. Currently, residents either conduct these
activities on their own property, the roadside, or by paying to
enter  Myakka River State Park.

· Restore native plants to the area. The residents feel it is
important to educate the area on native vs. invasive species of
plants and have several goals in mind to achieve a more
‘natural’ rural landscape. They are also interested in creating
Canopy Roads and encouraging roadside wildflower
plantings.

· Limit commercial sites to specifically designated areas. The
neighborhood currently enjoys conducting a farmer’s market
at the Old Miakka School House. There is also a resident who
is interested in restoring and operating a historic grocery store
on Myakka Road.

· Encourage 4-H clubs to generate youth interest in the area by
utilizing the existing rural resources in the community.

· Mitigate stormwater runoff and increase drainage
opportunities in the region. Several residents have raised
concerns about habitual flooding on their properties and
expressed unease about the possibility of future developments
contributing further to this problem.

· Calm local traffic on Fruitville and Myakka Roads. Residents
are concerned about the speeds at which  vehicles currently
travel these roads and are worried what repercussions future
development will have on this issue.

These issues were refined and put into charts of “Wants” and “Do Not
Wants” (see Appendix A) and cross-department staff met to pinpoint
means to address these issues and what business centers are best
suited to manage each project. The neighborhood also formed three
subcommittees of Multipurpose Trail, Native Plants, and 4-H
Facilitation.

As the meetings continued, the community heard from
representatives of Florida Power &Light, Kirk Bagley-Environmental
Services, and Clarke Davis and Kwamena Sankah-Transportation and
Mobility. Many of these meetings not only acted as question and
answer sessions but as actual educational discussions between
department specialists and residents.

Canopy Roads
A Canopy Road (see below)
is a county-owned and
maintained street where
preservation and
maintenance of oaks and
other species will maintain
their historic, aesthetic,
economic, cultural and
environmental value.

Subcommittees
Subcommittees act as
branches  of the larger
group that plan for and
target specific issues or
initiatives identified in the
Neighborhood Planning
Process.
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Designated canopy road west
of the School House on Wilson
Road.



Study Area/Boundaries

Old Miakka’s boundaries are simple yet expansive, to include all
potential interested parties in the creation of the plan. They are
bounded to the north and east by Manatee County, to the south by
Myakka Valley Ranches and the Myakka River State Park, and to the
west by Dog Kennel Road. (see below as well as a map in Appendix B)

The greater community spans approximately 57 square miles or
36,590 acres and lies in the large Myakka River Watershed. The
western edge of the community is approximately 5.8 miles from the
city of Sarasota and occupies the northeastern corner of Sarasota
County. The land is primarily
agricultural and is used for both crop
and animal production but is quickly
becoming scattered with residential
developments. Residents also
acknowledge a core area of historical
and cultural significance east of Verna
Road in addition to an area south of
Fruitville Road, as noted in blue in the
map above. Outside of this core area is
an area of concern to the north and west
of Fruitville and Verna Roads.
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The Myakka River
Watershed (see below-
right)  runs in a southerly
direction through Manatee,
Sarasota and Charlotte
counties, where it empties
into northwestern
Charlotte Harbor at Hog
Island. The basin is
approximately 600 square
miles in area.

Myakka Watershed

Sarasota County

Old Myakka United Methodist
Church on Myakka Road

http://www.checflorida.org/chec/mybasin/index.htm
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Area History

Old Miakka is particularly rich in local history. With historical
records dating further back than many areas of Sarasota County, and
the county itself, the area not only prides itself on its impressive
history but also its ability to continue to preserve it.

The area was first inhabited by Native Americans, particularly
Seminoles. This population was driven out when European settlers
began populating the area. Surveyors were sent out to examine and
assess the lands and identify resources that could be used for
potential Florida settlements. Among them in 1849, was John M.
Irwin who led a survey crew into the Old Miakka area, and observed
stating that “It is only third rate quality and good only for its fine
timber and being a good range for cattle and hogs.” (Williams, 20.)

Cattle freely roamed the thousands of acres in Old Miakka confined
only by their branding. This arrangement was not only tolerated but
embraced by the ranchers, primarily because the Miakka area was
described as “surrounded by the finest grazing lands in the State,
known as the Miakka bottoms.” (Williams, 28.)

This  does not mean that development was not occurring in the
community. In February 1914, the Miakka District No. 13 voted to
take advantage of recent legislation to building “a school house that
would be an ornament and credit to the community and merge some
of the smaller schools into this one.” (Williams, 32.) The school was
completed in September of the same year and remained in operation
until the mid-1940s. Fortunately, the school house still remains today
and acts as a meeting place for community meetings, events, and
activities, remaining the ‘ornament’ it was envisioned to be. Although
restoration is a continuous need, a jewel has been preserved through
various efforts and emerges as a significant asset to the community.

Sarasota County was established in 1921 receiving a majority of the
Myakka River Valley Region, a tremendous loss to Manatee County.
Old Miakka continued to concentrate its efforts and attention on
agriculture and remained a quiet ranching community that
appreciated seclusion from urban areas and development.

Today Miakka is a quaint community containing ten historic
structures: a church, a general store, and eight rural residences.
There is a strong sense of place here, a rural identity linking humans
and land. The density of land use in the area must be meticulously
mindful of such characteristics and avoid being at odds with the rural
context of the community and realize the strain that land use puts on
the area’s natural resources-most importantly water.

“surrounded
by the finest
grazing
lands in the
State,
known as
the Miakka
bottoms.”

According to the 1897
General Directory,
populations in the Sarasota
County area were as
follows:

Populations

Osprey           15
Venice            16
Fruitville       22
Miakka       44
Englewood   52
Sarasota        93

The Tatum-Rawls House at
the Crowley Museum and
Nature Center
(crowleymuseumnaturectr.org)
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Land Use in Sarasota County is categorized in two ways. There is the
Comprehensive Plan (previously called APOXEE) which is an official
public document adopted by the Board of County Commissioners to
guide decision making related to the physical development of the
county. Also, there is the 2050 Plan which was adopted as an
incentive-based overlay plan to act as a supplement to the Future
Land Use chapter in the Comprehensive Plan. It is important to note
that if a conflict arises between the two, the “2050 Resource
Management Area Goals, Objectives and Policies take precedence.”

Old Miakka’s existing land use in the Comprehensive Plan falls
primarily into the Rural designation. There are various other parcels
(see Appendix C) that fall into either Public Conservation/
Preservation (Myakka River State Park) or Major Government
Uses. As far as the 2050 Plan is concerned, Old Miakka is literally
and figuratively “in the middle of things” by being designated as one
of the areas to target controlled growth (RMA-3). Outside the Urban
Service Area, the Sarasota 2050 Plan provides incentives intended
to allow urban level densities but prevent urban sprawl by
encouraging the development of compact, mixed-use, pedestrian
friendly Villages, Hamlets and Settlement areas within a system of
large areas of permanent open space. Old Miakka and its
surroundings are considered prime targets for sprawling
development and the 2050 Plan is the county’s response to
proactively plan for development before it happens. The Resource
Management Areas (or RMA’s) that Old Miakka falls into are:

· RMA-1
o Rural Heritage/Estates

§ Where the maximum gross density is one
dwelling unit per five acres

o Greenway
§ A resource overlay designed to designate a

network of riverine systems, flood plains, native
habitats, storm surge areas, and uplands as
priority resources for the county to implement
programs designed to protect these lands in
perpetuity.

o Publicly Owned Lands and Lands Protected for
Preservation

§ Areas of high ecological value that are managed
to preserve the native habitats even though the
areas may be open to the public or utilized for
public purposes.

and
· RMA-3

o Village
§ A collection of neighborhoods designed so that

Major Gov’t Uses

Any land owned by a
government agency for
their use.

Urban Service Area

The area within the Urban
Service Area Boundary
where the County has
planned for facilities
needed to support
development.
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a majority of the housing units are within a
walking distance or one-quarter mile radius of a
Neighborhood Center.

o Hamlet
§ Collections of rural homes and lots clustered

together around crossroads that may include
small-scale commercial, civic buildings or shared
amenities.

As depicted on both the land use map and the pie chart (below-right),
the uses that cover the most land area are Hamlet, Greenway, and
Rural Heritage/Estate covering 28%, 23%, and 22% of the land
respectively. Following those are Publicly Owned Lands/Lands
Protected for Preservation (19%) and Village (8%).

The 2050 Plan provides for the preservation of rural character in
several different ways including buffers, the Dark Sky Initiative,
native landscaping provisions and the Old Miakka Neighborhood
Plan itself.

Neighborhood Center
The public focal point of a
neighborhood, which may
be a combination of parks,
schools, or public type
faciliites such as churches
or community centers.

Use Distribution

Greenway
     23%

Hamlet
   28%Preservation

        19%

Rural
Estate
 22%

Village
   8%

Old Miakka 2050 Resource Management Areas (RMAs)
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The Concept Plan Map is intended to illustrate and summarize the
major elements of the Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan. It reflects
major land use, land development regulation overlays and physical
features of the Plan.

Rural character preservation is the neighborhood’s primary focus.
Development concerns and activities preserving and enhancing the
natural features are also a large component. All uses in the area
should take advantage of and enhance Old Miakka’s natural and rural
assets. It is also important to realize that while Old Miakka is in fact
rural and wishes to stay that way, continued development is pushing
them up on a priority list for increased urban services.

The plan’s most dominant feature is the Rural Heritage Overlay
District. This zoning overlay incorporates several elements including
restrictions on outdoor lighting and commercial recreation facilities,
and landscaping provisions. These zoning changes are targeted
specifically at development that is not utilizing the 2050 provisions
for Villages and Hamlets. The overlay district actually aspires to
emulate the provisions for these elements that the 2050 Plan
includes. The plan also incorporates a stormwater element requiring
all new development to utilize the model formulated from the Upper
Myakka Watershed Study. Dependant upon what the study reveals
other projects or regulations could be implemented in the area.

Along with land use, this plan also addresses the community’s visions
and concerns with several physical elements. Many of these elements
deal with either nature or historic preservation. A few of the natural
features the neighborhood would like to take advantage of are the
land recently purchased by Sarasota County (referred to as the O’Neil
Property) and the opportunity to enhance roadways and road safety
by incorporating roadside plantings into the area.

Besides the above activities, the community would also like to draw
attention to and better utilize the historic assets they possess. They
are interested in local historical designations for both the Old Miakka
School House and the Grocery Store on Myakka Road allowing
limited commercial uses on both properties. They are also interested
in acquiring the Firestation 19 firehouse (currently located on Rawls
Road) when the County relocates operations to a proposed site at the
east end of Fruitville Road.

Although this Concept Plan seems small in scope, there are
community intentions to continuously renew these programs, ideas,
and concepts to retain the vision and reality of a naturally rural Old
Miakka. This plan sets the stage for a great neighborhood strategy
that can only be maintained through persistent involvement by those
who call Old Miakka home.

Concept Plan
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A Vision of Old Miakka in the Future

I would rather sit on a pumpkin
and have it all to myself than be

crowded on a velvet cushion.
Henry David Thoreau

A neighborhood or place is a legacy that we leave for the future. Each
generation makes its own contribution. This Old Miakka
Neighborhood Plan is today’s attempt to define and refine the
community’s legacy to the neighborhood. Their dream of how the
neighborhood should be and could be for the next generation is
present in this plan. Such a plan is a statement of confidence,
optimism and belief in themselves, a statement that community
members can make a difference and make their neighborhood a
better place.

The vision sets forth the aspirations of this planning effort. In the
future, the vision will be used when the plan is amended or
interpreted to ensure the values it embodies are not lost. The vision
statement is written in the present tense, as if the community were
speaking of Old Miakka today.

We Envision Old Miakka as a rural
community...

that is minimally affected by new
development...

When visiting Old Miakka, or as you review this plan, it is obvious
that Old Miakka residents visualize the community remaining the
same yesterday, today and forever. Historically, the community was
rural and dominated by agricultural uses. Today, that still holds true
but the main concern is preserving this character well into the future.

It is an unmistakable fact that Sarasota County’s population is
growing. While the county is planning for growth and how to best
control it, there are further concerns in Old Miakka that this
“controlled growth” has generated. It is important to recognize these
issues as they emerge, identify their cause, and plan further to
mitigate their influence on the existing human and natural
environments.

Old Miakka Fall Festival

Development off Fruitville
Road

Old Miakka residents at a
Community Planning Meeting

building on its assets...
Because Old Miakka is a rural community, there are many assets to
take advantage of. There is a large 4-H participant population in the
area, the agricultural character lends itself to such things as
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while preserving its history...

and environment.

As mentioned earlier in the plan, Old Miakka is rich with history.
Although they currently have many historic elements in their
community, this does not mean there is not more work to be done.
The residents have already held various fundraisers and events to
raise money to restore the Old Miakka School House. As discussions
continue with residents, other funding sources and projects are being
identified and proposed for application.

Environment has always been an important element of Old Miakka.
Before settlers even inhabited the land, the natural environment
thrived in multitude bringing newcomers to the conclusion that there
was nothing to be done with this land but to leave it be and let cattle
graze the expanse. As new uses and development encroach into Old
Miakka’s organic environment, it is important to give voice to the
silent but ever-present cohort: nature. From native plantings and
canopy roads to simple educational programs, Old Miakka’s residents
realize how important the environment is to them and want to spread
their love and respect to their neighbors.

Community Gardens
Community Gardens are
collaborative green spaces
where residents share in
both the maintenance and
rewards of growing their
own food. There are
currently four recognized
gardens in Sarasota
County.

Further:
Rural character preservation has a lot to do with new development
concerns. Old Miakka prides itself on its historically relevant rural
heritage. The residents are particularly troubled that new
developments entering the neighborhood will not harmonize with the
natural, agricultural, and rural surroundings. It is important to them
to retain this quality in order to preserve the actual neighborhood.

community
gardens and
agricultural
educational
opportunities,
and the rural
landscape is ideal
for certain
recreational
purposes. By
focusing on these
aspects of the
community,
Old Miakka will
indefinitely continue to be rural and agricultural, but will not lack
active opportunities to participate in these areas.

4-H Numbers

Within a 10-mile radius of
the Old Miakka School
House, there are  six
community 4-H Clubs that
are active for local children.
The number of youths (5-18
year olds) enrolled in these
clubs represents approxi-
mately 30 percent of all of
the 4-H youth enrolled in
the entire county.

Florida Native Plant
Species understood as
indigenous, occurring in
natural associations in
habitats that existed prior
to significant human
impacts and alterations of
the landscape.

Grazing pasture off Fruitville
Road.

Bayou Oaks Community Garden

Functional Goals
Goal 1: Rural Character Preservation
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1.1: Establish Rural Heritage Overlay District
This zoning overlay would include several aspects both outlined in
the objectives of this plan and in the “Wants and Do Not Wants”
chart the community created. The district would apply only to
development that was not taking advantage of the 2050 Plan’s
provisions for Villages and Hamlets. These variables include:

- More stringent restrictions on outdoor lighting mirroring
   2050’s Dark Sky Initiative;
- A native plant provision for landscaping in new
   developments again borrowing regulations from 2050; and
- Exclusion of commercial golf courses, tennis courts, and
  paintball facilities.

The community believes this is necessary to catch those
developments that are not taking advantage of the 2050 provisions.

Construction site off Fruitville
Road

New development is a huge issue for Old Miakka residents. This is
partly addressed by the 2050 Plan’s action steps to mitigate a free-
for-all of sprawling developments in the RMA designations for
Villages, Hamlets, and Greenways. It is important to keep in mind
that Old Miakka is a rural neighborhood. The residents are proud of
the community’s lack of urban environment and embrace anything
that preserves its rural character. However, remaining rural in nature
has the drawback of being out of the County’s Urban Service Area
which means less county maintenance. It seems as though Old
Miakka is reaching the precarious position of wishing to stay rural yet
feeling a need for more urban services due to increased development.

One example in particular is the area’s drainage issue. Old Miakka is
nestled in the middle of a watershed. In fact, it basically is a
watershed and there will always be standing water that is the design
of such a geological feature. However, the residents have seen an
increase in water and flooding and claim that it stems from the
increase of impervious surfaces and erosive construction sites due to
a swell in new development in the area. The size of the neighborhood
itself presents an obstacle to mitigate the drainage problem

Goal 2: Mitigate Developmental Impacts
Further:

Watershed
A region of land where
water from rain or melting
snow drains downhill into
a body of water, such as a
river, lake, dam, estuary,
wetland, sea or ocean. The
watershed includes both
the streams and rivers that
convey the water as well as
the land surfaces from
which water drains into
those channels.
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2.2: Partner with NEST and other business centers to create
natural traffic calming methods
The neighborhood has significant concerns about the traffic on their
local roads, particularly Fruitville and Myakka. Speed on these roads
has not only generated concerns but also accidents and fatalities. The
neighborhood is not interested in the installation of new traffic lights,
speed tables or signs. Research shows that by incorporating roadside
plantings, the road appears, psychologically, more narrow. This
non-engineering traffic calming method has proven to slow down
speeds by up to five miles per hour.

Automobile accident on
Fruitville Road east of Dog
Kennel Road.

When illustrating offensive
outdoor lighting several large
churches, such as this one off
of Fruitville Road, serve as
great examples.

2.1: Require all future developments to utilize the Upper
Myakka Watershed Study and to follow the recommended
procedures and actions that are adopted
The largest verbalized issue from the residents was stormwater and
drainage. The Upper Myakka Watershed Study will shed a light on
exactly what the geologic limitations the area has and how to best
coordinate development. The Upper Myakka River model and study
should be completed by Summer 2007. Once the final report has been
completed and adopted by the Board of County Commissioners,
Stormwater planning could then consider the possibility of either
starting an alternatives analysis study to address identified Level Of
Service deficiencies, starting a critical capacity analysis to restrict
offsite discharges from future developments to address identified
flood risks, or establish Capital Improvement Project design and
construction project(s) to address flooding concerns from the final
report. By requiring new developments to use the model and adhere
to the recommendations, actual confidence could be reinforced that
the  developments’ layout and infrustructure are appropriate for the
area.

effectively for everyone. Therefore, innovative solutions are necessary
for this area and this issue. It is important to keep Old Miakka in
mind when new and inventive programs arise.
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Goal 3: Identify projects that Expand Rural and
Agricultural Opportunities

Old Miakka residents at the
Fall Festival

Signage at Bayou Oaks
Community Garden

2.3: Further restrict outdoor lighting for new developments
(Zoning Overlay)
The 2050 Plan sets more stringent guidelines for lighting in new
developments for Hamlet and Village areas (see Appendix D). The
community would like to capture any other development or structure
that may be in one of the 2050 areas but will not be taking advantage
of the overlay’s density incentives (such as a large church or recre-
ation building). Therefore, the provision for lighting in the overlay
will directly mirror the 2050 Plan’s lighting restrictions.

3.1: Re-Open O’Neil Property with limited public use
The O’Neil Property was recently acquired by Sarasota County and
has been incorporated into the Environmentally Sensitive Land
Protection Program (ESLPP) in the Conceptual Plan for Public Access
to Natural Areas (see Appendix E). Prior to the county’s acquisition of
this land, several Old Miakka residents used it as a recreational
walking space utilizing the existing cattle paths. Although this
property was not originally slated for public access for quite time, the
community has expressed interest in expediting the process.
Pursuant to a land management plan and coordination with
Environmental Services, Old Miakka residents wish to once again use
this property for limited public use and, in the future, link it to
prospective trails in the area. Along with this linkage, the community
would also like to see a trail system instituted into the neighborhood
ending at a public entrance for the Myakka River State Park. This
could either be acheived by a connection of greenway systems or be
incorporated into the Trails Master Plan.

Although Old Miakka is proud of its agricultural integrity, it is
difficult to actually get involved in the character unless you own or
operate some kind of farm or land for these purposes. It is important
to create opportunities for all residents, young and old, new and
established, so the community can continue to harbor this tradition.
Not only does Old Miakka have the physical resources necessary to
create these prospective programs and activities but it also has the
local knowledge which many times can be much more important.



Goal 4: Provide and Promote Facilities,  Programs,
and Public Events that Reinforce the  Historic
Integrity of Old Miakka.

Further:
Just as strong as the rural heritage is the historic splendor that is Old
Miakka. Not only can they boast Native American burial mounds,
The Crowley Museum, historic architecture, and the legacy of great
landowners and ranchers, but they have also managed to preserve a
lot of that integrity including the Old School House which has the
potential to once again serve as the focal point of the community. It
is important that this heritage is embraced and embellished so that it
may be preserved for future generations. However, most of the
responsibility for these programs and events lies in the hands of the
residents. Fostering these activities requires ownership, compassion,
and dedication. Although the county plans on being a close partner,
citizen involvement will be the key to this goal’s success.

3.2: Donation of Rawls Road Firehouse facility (Firestation
19) to community
The services provided by Old Miakka Firehouse 19 on Rawls Road
will be transferred to a new facility at the east end of Fruitville Road.
Although this future construction is not slated for several years, the
community is interested in using the remaining structure on Rawls
Road as a community building to conduct meetings, events, and
neighborhood activities. Coordination with Emergency Operations
has been initiated and plans would progress as the move nears.

3.3: Creation of a Community Garden on School House
property
Although Community Gardens are usually reserved for urban
residents who may not have adequate land to garden and raise their
own crops the residents of Old Miakka believe this would be a great
opportunity to enhance community collaboration through
responsibility sharing and social networking. It is also an opportunity
to share local agricultural knowledge by acting as an easily accessible
outdoor lab that younger 4-H groups and other organizations could
utilize.

Limited Public Use
Limited public use sites
consist of nature trails,
limited parking and
possibly seasonal use only.

Old Miakka residents at the
Old Miakka Fall Festival

Old Miakka Firestation 19 on
Rawls Road

Community Garden in Bayou
Oaks Neighborhood
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4.1: Apply for matching grants both from the State of
Florida’s Office of Cultural and Historical Programs and
through the Neighborhood Grant Program
Through coordination with the History Center and Neighborhood
Services, funding is easily identified and could be applied for through
both a matching grants program and the county’s Neighborhood
Grant Program. Both of these grant programs require matching funds
from the neighborhood in either cash, in-kind donations or volunteer
hours for restoration projects that would enhance and preserve
common or publicly owned properties.

4.2: Commence the process for a publicly initiated Special
Exception to allow School House to continue to conduct a
Farmers Market
This property must acquire a local historic designation to take
advantage of provisions in the Zoning Code for Special Exception
Uses (Section 4.10.1 c 2 & 3, See Appendix F). Although the School
House has been famously designated nationally, it does not have a
local designation. By possessing a national designation, the local
designation process becomes quite simple. When all tasks are met,
the community members will be able to legally conduct their Farmers
Market even if a majority of the products sold are not produced on
the School House property. Although the neighborhood does not wish
to allow commercial uses throughout the community, they would like
to make an exception for the School House and possibly the Old
Grocery Store on Myakka Road.

Special Exception
A special exception is a use
that would not be
appropriate generally or
without restriction
throughout a zoning
division or district but
which, if controlled as to
number, area, location, or
relation to the
neighborhood, would
promote the public health,
safety, welfare, morals,
order, comfort,
convenience, appearance,
prosperity, or the general
welfare.

Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan 18

Old Grocery Store on Myakka
Road

Further:
Old Miakka residents are significantly interested in implementing
and creating educational opportunities for the emergence of native
plantings and the removal of invasive species. They realize the
benefits of such activities and have been meeting as a subcommittee
group for several months. Starting small with roadside plantings and
educational pamphlets, the community hopes to one day create an
attraction of native plant gardens so that they may start a ‘Tour of

Goal 5: Create Opportunities Conducive to Native
Landscape Implementation and Education

Invasive Species
Any species, including its
seeds, eggs, spores, or
other biological material
capable of propagating that
species, that is not native
to that ecosystem, and
whose introduction does or
is likely to cause economic
or environmental harm or
harm to human health.



5.1: Plan community invasive removal events
The County already participates in programs like this through Keep
Sarasota County Beautiful. The Old Miakka Community would like to
mirror those events using volunteers in the community to target
specific areas of public or publicly seen properties that are in need of
invasive plant removal. This could be easily achieved by partnering
with the Neighborhood Environmental Stewardship Teams (NEST)
and applying for Neighborhood Grants to pay for the removal of
invasive plant waste.

5.2: Creation of a Roadside Planting Initiative Pilot Project
The neighborhood is interested in roadside plantings. This interest
stems from a desire to reinstate nature and native plants throughout
the community and also to serve as a natural traffic calming method
as mentioned earlier in the plan. They would like to start this project
by receiving funds from Neighborhood Initiative dollars to plant trees
and other native vegetation along roadsides to create canopy roads
and reinstate the natural beauty of the area. This landscape plan
needs to pass both Florida Yards and Neighborhoods standards and
those currently present concerning plantings in county rights of way.
After several meetings with Urban Forestry, three roadways were
identified as good candidates for the pilot project: the east section of
Wilson Road, Lena Lane, and Hancock Road. The community’s
subcommittee would choose one and coordination would continue
between county staff and residents. Ideally, planting these trees
would initiate a community event showcasing the procedures and
importance of proper tree planting and maintenance. If successful,
the community would like to continue this program by applying for
funds through the Neighborhood Grant Program and spread their
efforts throughout the rest of the community.

Example of roadside planting
practices

19 Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan

Brazilian Peppers are among
the invasive species slated for
removal

Gardens” program like the one that exists in the city of Sarasota. By
establishing the attitudes of these initiatives, the community
members have a greater chance to make the area more pleasurable
and restore some of its natural settings.



5.3: Requirement of new developments to use Native Plant
Landscaping Standards (Zoning Overlay)
This idea would be incorporated into the Zoning Overlay and require
Florida native plants to dominate the landscaping plans of new
developments not utilizing the 2050 Plan overlay. This effort is
similar to  the restriction on outdoor lighting and the requirements
for these developments would directly mirror those of 2050. Not only
would this support the Plan’s goal to retain a natural rural character
but it would also mitigate overwatering that can often occur in
residential areas. After the initial stabilization period where newly
planted vegetation must be irrigated, native plants become much
more hardy and self sufficient than plants native to Florida’s climate
and soils. These requirements would include any landscaping at the
entrances/exits of developments and anything in clear sight view of
the Fruitville Road corridor.

Florida native plant
landscaping

Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan 20
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Appendix D 



c. Outdoor Lighting.  Outdoor lighting and design requirements shall be applied as per 
Section 7.5, Sarasota County Zoning Ordinance, Outdoor Lighting. Areas designated 
Village/Hamlet or Settlement land use are located in rural portions of the County. In 
order to reduce sky glow in these areas, the following table delineates lighting 
requirements for Village, Hamlet, and Settlement Area development. Total outdoor light 
output shall not exceed the limits in Table 5. Seasonal decorations, permitted between 
Thanksgiving and 15 January, are not counted toward these limits; lighting used for 
external illumination of signs is counted, while lighting used for internal illumination of 
signs is not counted.

Table 5. Maximum Outdoor Lighting Standards 
(Lumens per net Acre) 

TABLE INSET: 

Single-Family and 
Duplex Areas Commercial, Office, and Apartment Areas    

Unshielded 
Fixtures
Only

Maximum 
Lumens 
(Fully
Shielded + 
Unshielded. 
LPS + nonLPS)

NonLow
Pressure
Sodium 
(LPS)

Unshielded 
Fixtures

Maximum 
Lumens 
(Fully
Shielded + 
Unshielded, 
LPS + nonLPS)

VPD-RES 1,000 lm    10,000 lm    5,000 lm    4,000 lm    50,000 lm    

VPD-NC 5,000 lm    10,000 lm    10,000 lm  10,000 lm  100,000 lm    

VPD-VC 5,000 lm    20,000 lm    20,000 lm  10,000 lm  200,000 lm    

VPD-OS 1,000 lm    10,000 lm    1,250 lm    1,000 lm    25,000 lm    

TC-RES 1,000 lm    10,000 lm    5,000 lm    4,000 lm    50,000 lm    

TC 5,000 lm    20,000 lm    20,000 lm  10,000 lm  200,000 lm    

HPD-RES 1,000 lm    10,000 lm    5,000 lm    4,000 lm    50,000 lm    

HPD-FP 5,000 lm    10,000 lm    10,000 lm  10,000 lm  100,000 lm    

HPD-OS 1,000 lm    10,000 lm    1,250 lm    1,000 lm    25,000 lm    
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Old Miakka (O’Neil) 
The 129-acres Old Miakka (O’Neil) ESLPP Priority Site is located in northeastern Sarasota County along the east 
Sarasota-Manatee county line.  It is part of an expanding wildlife corridor with The Crowley Museum and Nature 
Center and Myakka River State Park just due south.  Its location provides connectivity of green space with both the 
Crowley property and the State Park. 

Reason(s): connection to other nearby green space 
 129 acres 
 Rural 
 Northeastern county property at east Sarasota-Manatee county line 
 Adjacent to The Crowley Museum and Nature Center and Myakka River State Park 
 Land Management levels: 1 (basic) 
 Public Use Level: III (limited public use) 
 Assets: 

o Rosemary scrub 
o Oak hammock 
o Freshwater wetlands 
o Updlands 

 Fauna: 
o Florida scrub-jay 
o Gopher tortoise 
o Eastern indigo snake 
o Sherman’s fox squirrel 
o Wood stork 

 Flora: 
o Slash pine 
o Oak (laurel oak and sand live oak)
o Saw palmetto 
o Cabbage palm 

 Needs:  
o Annual monitoring 
o Management plan 

 Current Uses: 
o Walking 
o Cattle grazing 

Recommended nature-based recreation at Old Miakka:
Walking 
Birding

Recommended infrastructure at Old Miakka:
nature trails 
1 five-space parking lot (with adequate handicap parking) 
1 entrance sign 
perimeter fencing 
entrance gate with walk-thru 

Suggested rules for public access of Old Miakka:
Park hours:  7:00 a.m. – 8:00 p.m. (April – October) 
  7:00 a.m. – 6:00 p.m. (November – March) 
Suitable for walking and birding 
No sales or solicitation 
No glass containers 
No open fires or barbecues 
No camping 
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No motorized vehicles beyond parking lot 
No dumping or littering 
No removal or destruction of property or natural resources (other than fish) 
No pets 
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RESOLUTION 
SARASOTA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

RECOMMENDATION FOR APPROVAL OF COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 
2022-B, AMENDING THE SARASOTA 2050 RMA CHAPTER TO ADD A NEW VILLAGE 
TRANSITION ZONE RMA, AMENDED FUTURE LAND USE POLICY 1.1.2, AMENDED 
RMA GOAL 1, AMENDED MAPS RMA-1 AND RMA-3, AND ADDING NEW MAP RMA-5.

WHEREAS, pursuant to Article VIII, Section I(g) of the Constitution of the State of Florida, the 
Sarasota County Home Rule Charter, and the Community Planning Act, Sections 163.3161, et 
seq., Florida Statutes (the Act), Sarasota County is authorized and required to adopt a 
Comprehensive Plan; and

WHEREAS, Section 94-67 of the Sarasota County Code, designates the Sarasota County Planning 
Commission as the Local Planning Agency for the unincorporated area of Sarasota County, 
Florida, for the preparation and recommendation of a comprehensive plan and amendments thereto 
by the Sarasota County Planning Commission and the adoption of a comprehensive plan and 
amendments thereto by the Board of County Commissioners in accordance with the provisions of 
the Act; and

WHEREAS, The Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan has been adopted by the Board of County 
Commissioners by Section 94-61 of the Sarasota County Code; and

WHEREAS, the Act, Section 163.3167(2), Florida Statutes, provides that each local government 
shall maintain a comprehensive plan of the type and in the manner set out in this part or prepare 
amendments to its existing comprehensive plan to conform it to the requirements of this part and 
in the manner set out in this part; and

WHEREAS, the Sarasota County Planning Commission has held a Public Hearing with due public 
notice to receive public comments on the proposed amendment to the Comprehensive Plan, 
including additional revisions to the Comprehensive Plan to maintain internal consistency; and

WHEREAS, the Sarasota County Planning Commission, sitting as Sarasota County’s Local
Planning Agency, has reviewed the proposed amendment to the Comprehensive Plan and has 
considered the public testimony received at said Public Hearing.
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NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Planning Commission of Sarasota County, 
Florida, in public meeting assembled:

1. The Planning Commission hereby transmits to the Board of County Commissioners 
proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment No. CPA 2022-B as set forth in Exhibit "A" as 
attached hereto, with the recommendation to approve said amendment.

PASSED AND DULY ADOPTED BY THE SARASOTA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION, this 

______ day of ______________________, 2022.

SARASOTA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

By:  _________________________________ 
Chair
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FLU POLICY 
1.1.2 

The Future Land Use Map Series shall consist of the following maps  
and figures which may be consolidated or reformatted by resolution of  
the Board to promote clarity and ease of use by the public*: 

“Map 7-3: Future Land Use Map, Sarasota County” 
“Map 7-1: Land Cover and Native Habitat Map, Sarasota  
County, 2008”  
“Map 1-2: General Soil Associations and Mineral Resources in Sarasota 
County”  
“Map 1-9: Ecological Strategy Map” 
“Map 1-10: Sites of High Ecological Value, 1995” 
“Map 12-2: Areas of Special Flood Hazard” 
“Map 12-9: Wellfields and Community Potable Water Systems Greater 
than 100,000 Gallons per Day” 
“Map 10-8: Year 2040 Future Thoroughfare Plan (Functional 
Classification)”  
“Map 10-9: Year 2040 Future Thoroughfare Plan (By Lanes)”  
“Map 6-1: Coastal High Hazard Area” 
“Map 7-4: Affordable Housing Overlay” 
“Map 7-5: City of Venice Joint Planning Area” 
“Map 7-6: Special Planning Area No. 1”  
“Map 7-7: Special Planning Area 2 – Medical Boulevard Development”  
“Map 7-8: Special Planning Area 3 – Fruitville Interchange East 
Compact Urban Economic Development”   
“Map 8-1 RMA-1: Resource Management Areas,” from Sarasota 2050 
Plan” 
“Map 8-3 RMA-3: Village/Open Space RMA Land Use Map” from 
Sarasota 2050 Plan” 
“Map 8-4 RMA-4: Settlement Area Land Use Map from Sarasota 2050 
Plan” 
“Map 8-5 RMA-5: Village Transition Zone Land Use Map” from 
Sarasota 2050 Plan” 

 
 *The County Administrator or designee may publish and distribute copies 

of the Future Land Use Map Series that reflect changes to physical features 
and political boundaries, but such administrative updates shall not 
constitute amendments to the Plan. 
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PURPOSE AND INTENT OF THE SARASOTA 2050 RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AREA CHAPTER 
 
Adopted on July 10, 2002, Sarasota 2050 creates a set of policies overlaid on top of the 
Comprehensive Plan’s Future Land Use Map of Sarasota County. It establishes an optional policy 
framework to enhance the livability of the County by preserving its natural, cultural, physical, and 
other resources with an incentive-based system for managing growth. This policy framework is 
the Resource Management Area (RMA) system that encourages a compact development form; 
simultaneously implementing a number of public benefits, allowing for continued growth and 
economic development that preserves environmentally sensitive lands and open space in a 
fiscally neutral manner for the County. 
 
Sarasota 2050 RMA Policy primarily limits development to 43 forms; a Settlement Area, Village, 
Village Transition Zone, or Hamlet. Each form of development is limited to those land areas 
designated on the RMA- 1 and RMA-3 maps that are a part of Sarasota County’s Comprehensive 
Plan. The Settlement Area and Village urban forms are essentially the same except for their 
respective geographical locations. Settlement Areas are limited to those lands between the 
existing USB and the Future USB lines on the FLUM. Villages are limited to those lands between 
the existing USB and the ‘countryside line’ depicted on RMA-3. Village Transition Zone (“VTZ") is 
intended to provide a transition from Village to Hamlet and is limited to the 4,120± acre VTZ 
boundary depicted on Map 8 – 5 RMA – 5: VTZ Land Use Map. Hamlets are a transitional form of 
development intended to blend toward the more rural eastern area of the county. 
 
The Sarasota County Resource Management Area (RMA) Goal, Objectives and Policies are 
designed as a supplement to the Future Land Use Chapter of The Sarasota County Comprehensive 
Plan. The RMAs function as an overlay to the adopted Future Land Use Map and do not affect 
any existing rights of property owners to develop their property as permitted under the 
Comprehensive Plan, the Zoning Regulations or the Land Development Regulations of Sarasota 
County or previously approved development orders; provided, however, that Policy TDR2.2 shall 
apply to land located within the Rural/Heritage Estate, Village/Open Space, Greenway and 
Agricultural Reserve RMAs where an increase in residential density is sought. 
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RMA GOAL 1  Establish a development policy framework that enhances the
livability of the County and preserves its natural, cultural, physical
and other resources, by creating a Resource Management Area
(RMA) system that 
addresses development issues within six seven unique resource
areas: 

Urban/Suburban 
Economic Development 
Rural Heritage/Estate 
Village/Open Space 
Greenway 
Agricultural Reserve 
Village Transition Zone 

 

This framework was created to implement the Organizing Concepts
and Principles of Directions for the Future, Resolution 2000-230,
adopted October 10, 2000. 
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VILLAGE TRANSITION ZONE RMA 
 

The Village Transition Zone (“VTZ”) RMA, as depicted in Map 8 – 5 RMA – 5: VTZ Land Use Map, 
provides a density transition between Villages and Hamlets as the same are described in the 
Village/Open Space RMA. The VTZ is further intended to incorporate the development form and 
principles of the existing community of Lakewood Ranch of which the VTZ will form a part. This 
VTZ is intended to serve as a stand-alone RMA and not to be governed by the Objectives, Goals 
and Policies of the Village/Open Space RMA and the related Village Planned Development (VPD) 
standards.  Rather, development is to be regulated as per this VTZ RMA, the RSF-2/PUD 
standards, and the Unified Development Code (UDC) standards as they are more appropriate for 
the suburban development form exemplified by Lakewood Ranch. 
 
The purpose of this VTZ RMA is specifically intended to support the expansion and extension of 
an existing community, not the creation of a separate new community or development. 
Utilization of the VTZ RMA should be limited to specific lands that meet the following criteria: 
 

The VTZ RMA is intended for use only to support the extension of an existing community, as 
opposed to the creation of a new and separate community which happens to be adjacent to 
a planned or existing Village. Other RMA’s should be utilized to create a new community as 
opposed to extend an existing community. 

 
The VTZ RMA is only to be used in instances where it can be demonstrated that a Master 
Developer will commit to long-range planning and oversight of the project through 
implementation and buildout.  

 
Finally, the VTZ RMA is only intended for use where there is an existing financing 
mechanism in the form of a stewardship district capable of making a financial commitment 
sufficient to construct and maintain the infrastructure necessary to support the 
development in question. All of the land proposed to be within the VTZ boundary must be 
within the boundary of such a district. 

 
Therefore, the land within the VTZ is a portion of Lakewood Ranch, and not a standalone project. 
Thus, planning and permitting within the VTZ must be considered in the context of Lakewood 
Ranch in its entirety with respect to such issues as neighborhood design, housing mix, 
transportation, neighborhood centers, support uses, lifestyle offerings, recreation, open space 
and infrastructure ownership installation and capacity.  
 
Development will require significant initial capital investment. To facilitate master infrastructure 
construction up front, rather than through a phased approach, entitlement of the overall project 
will enable the Developer to commit to repayment of initial capital investments.  
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Other sections presented in Chapter 8, shall not be applied to the VTZ unless explicitly referenced 
in the following Objectives and policies. 

 

VTZ OBJ 1 Create a VTZ intended to provide an appropriate development 
form and density transition from Village to Hamlet or Rural, for 
only those lands designated as VTZ on Map 8-5 RMA – 5: VTZ 
Land Use Map which form a portion of the larger Master Planned 
Community of Lakewood Ranch. 
 

VTZ POLICY 1.1 Intent 

 The VTZ is intended to: 
provide an appropriate development form and density transition 
from Village to Hamlet or Rural, for only the 4,120± acre property 
generally located north of Fruitville Road, south of the 
Manatee/Sarasota County line, and east of Heritage Ranch 
Conservation Area [The eastern boundary of the VTZ shall be the 
revised Countryside Line as shown on Map 8-5 RMA – 5: VTZ Land 
Use Map]. The VTZ shall only be applied on this property and shall not 
be applied elsewhere; 
incorporate the development form and principles of Lakewood Ranch 
of which the VTZ will form a part. The VTZ is a portion of Lakewood 
Ranch, and not a standalone project. Thus, planning and permitting 
within the VTZ must be considered in the context of Lakewood Ranch 
in its entirety with respect to such issues as neighborhood design, 
housing mix, transportation, neighborhood centers, support uses, 
lifestyle offerings, recreation, open space and infrastructure;  
provide an efficient permitting process which gives an orderly 
progression from Master Development Order (MDO), to Rezoning, to 
Site Development Plan; and 
facilitate the advancement of community infrastructure through 
developer investment utilizing mechanisms such as a Stewardship 
District. 
 

VTZ OBJ 2 Implement Smart Growth principles through the continuation of 
thoughtful development, maintaining the overall context of 
existing Lakewood Ranch, by establishing an alternative to the 
development forms of the Village/Open Space RMA, and creating 
a VTZ that provides a reduction in density and intensity, from west 
to east, while encouraging the continuation of Lakewood Ranch, 
rather than development of a standalone project. 
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VTZ POLICY 2.1 Permitted Land Uses 
Permitted Land Uses within the VTZ may include: 

residential uses permitted in the RSF-2/PUD Zoning District;  
internal civic as well as other nonresidential uses, as permitted in the 
RSF-2/PUD Zoning District; 
public facilities such as schools, public safety facilities, all parks, and 
other government buildings;  
telecommunication facilities as provided for in Chapter 118 of the 
Sarasota Code of Ordinances; 
non-residential uses are permitted, but not required within the VTZ 
as such uses have already been provided in other areas of Lakewood 
Ranch; and 
other permitted uses shall include all uses allowed in the RSF-2/PUD 
Zoning District together with the UDC zoning standards applicable 
thereto. 

 

VTZ POLICY 2.2 Base and Maximum Density 
Maximum Base Density shall be 1 dwelling unit per gross acre, 
including such portion of the Greenway RMA located within the 
VTZ RMA (“Base VTZ Density”).  
 
Density may be increased by way of VTZ policies 2.3, and 2.4 
below.  
 
The maximum density in the VTZ, which shall be in the Developed 
Area, shall be 5,000 dwelling units. (“Maximum VTZ Density”). 

  

VTZ POLICY 2.3 Incentivized Community Housing 
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 As an incentive to the development of Community Housing units, for 
any Community Housing units provided in the VTZ, additional market 
rate units (“VTZ Incentive Units”) shall be permitted per the ratios 
outlined below (the Community Housing units and the VTZ Incentive 
Units shall be in addition to Base VTZ Density calculation, subject to 
the Maximum VTZ Density):  

 
2.0 incentive dwelling units for every housing unit provided for a 
family at or below the 80 percent Adjusted Median Income (AMI).  
1.5 incentive dwelling unit for every housing unit provided for a 
family at or below the 100 percent AMI.  
1.0 incentive dwelling unit for every housing unit provided for a 
family at or below the 120 percent AMI. 

 
If any or all of the foregoing incentives are proposed to be used in 
any development increment within the VTZ, a Community Housing 
Plan, consistent with the methodologies and mitigation measures 
used in the Agreement for Waterside Affordable Housing Plan, may 
be approved by the Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) either 
with the MDO or any subsequent zoning approvals.  

  
VTZ POLICY 2.4 Participation in Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) Program 
 Density, in addition to density available by right or by way of 

incentivized Community Housing may, at the election of the 
developer, be obtained through offsite transfer or purchase of TDR 
credits, as described in the policies under TDR obj 1 contained 
elsewhere in this Chapter 8. 
 

VTZ OBJ 3 Open Space  

 Open Space is recognized as one of the key foundations of 
Community development in this VTZ RMA. Open Space outside 
Developed Areas is required to support the environmental goals of 
this VTZ RMA by preserving environmental features, connections, 
and functions on site and off site. Lands designated as Greenway 
RMA shall be included in the VTZ’s Open Space calculation. Internal 
recreation amenities that contain ecological benefit (i.e. trails or 
habitat restoration with educational or interpretive signage), are 
minimally improved, and are connected to adjacent Greenway RMA 
or Open Space, as approved in the MDO, may be calculated as Open 
Space for the overall project. Unlike the Village/Open Space RMA, 
uses of Open Space outside the Developed Area are encouraged to 
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be integrated with public Recreational Uses such as parks and trails 
to form a seamless community based recreational system with 
connectivity to areas outside the VTZ.   

  

VTZ POLICY 3.1 Required Open Space and Uses Allowable within Open Space 

 A minimum of 50% of the gross acreage within the VTZ is required to 
be designated as Open Space unless reduced Greenbelt areas are 
approved by BOCC as set forth under Greenbelt Modifications 
below, in which event Open Space shall be no less than 43% of Gross 
Acreage.  
 

 Allowable use of Open Space shall include natural habitat, improved 
pastures and associated uses, low intensity agriculture, regional or 
local stormwater facilities, potable or non-potable water storage 
facilities and lakes, public or private park facilities, trails, board 
walks, telecommunications towers and facilities (subject to the 
terms and requirements of Chapter 118 of the Code of Ordinances), 
public facilities such as public safety stations and community 
centers, and mitigation for wetlands and wildlife, including but not 
limited to wetland mitigation banks and gopher tortoise mitigation 
areas.  
 

 Lands designated as Greenway RMA shall count towards the Open 
Space requirement for properties within the VTZ, yet allowable uses 
within the Greenway RMA itself as it is currently mapped shall be in 
compliance with GS Policy 2.5 contained elsewhere in this Chapter 
8.  
 

VTZ POLICY 3.2 Greenbelt 

 Greenbelts are typically 500-feet, unless modified as indicated 
below, and shown conceptually on the VTZ Master Plan. Greenbelts 
may be modified by the BOCC under a development plan approved 
with a MDO as follows.  Such modifications will allow for better 
maintenance and preservations of the lands, including but not 
limited to maintenance and removal of exotic vegetation and 
compatibility of maintenance practices with nearby residential uses. 

The 500-foot Greenbelt along Fruitville Road may be modified to not 
less than 50 feet. 
The 500-foot Greenbelt along the eastern boundary of the property 
may be modified to not less than 50 feet. 
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No Greenbelt is required on the northern boundary of the VTZ or on 
the western boundary of the VTZ that is adjacent to the Heritage 
Ranch Conservation Area. 
The 500-foot Greenbelt located adjacent to The Ranches at Bern 
Creek shall not be eligible for modification or reduction. 

 

 Lakes and stormwater facilities may be included within the 
Greenbelt as shown on the VTZ Master Plan; in association with 
landscape planting and opacity.  
 
Additionally, any reduced Greenbelt configuration shall: 

 
protect the Greenway systems, including wildlife corridors; and, 
avoid adverse impacts to adjacent publicly owned environmentally 
sensitive lands. 

 

VTZ POLICY 3.3 
 

Alternate Greenway Resource Management Area 
Designation 
Lands designated as Greenway RMA that fall within the 
boundaries of the VTZ may provide Alternate Greenway 
buffer configurations, which include reconfigured buffers 
and ecologically enhanced Greenway buffers, consistent with 
Article 14 Section 124-271(i)(2)(g) of the UDC as amended. In 
the event the alternat Greenway buffer within the VTZ is 
proposed to be reduced to less than 300 feet in width, the 
applicant shall mitigate within the on-site Greenway or other 
Open Space for the additional reduction to provide 
equivalent or greater net ecological benefit. 
 

VTZ POLICY 3.4 Parks Acreage/Recreation Level of Service (LOS) 
Land designated as VTZ RMA shall provide on-site park space at a 
rate of 1 acre per 47 dwelling units or fraction thereof.  
 

VTZ Obj 4 Provide a development review process that facilitates the 
efficient review and approval of projects within the VTZ. 
 

VTZ POLICY 4.1 Applicable Zoning Code, Design Standards & Land 
Development Regulations 

 The authorized development form within the VTZ is the primarily 
suburban development form of existing Lakewood Ranch.  Thus, the 
implementing Zone District shall be RSF-2/PUD (not VPD).  Any 
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community or street network design mandates of the Village/Open 
Space RMA together with the complementary VPD standards do not 
apply in any manner to the VTZ. Rather, the UDC standards shall 
apply to all aspects of development within the VTZ. By way of 
example only, the following shall be permitted within the VTZ, 
private roads, gates, and cul-de-sacs. Implementation of other 
development standards, such as Greenbelts and Greenways shall be 
consistent with the VTZ standards set forth above. 
 
Ownership of Irrigation Utility: Lakewood Ranch is served by Braden 
River Utilities with respect to reclaimed water. Any reclaimed water 
or irrigation facilities and associated infrastructure within the VTZ 
may be owned and operated by Braden River Utilities and/or the 
Lakewood Ranch Stewardship District. 
 

VTZ POLICY 4.2 Development Review Process 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

At the option of the Developer, the County may process either one 
or multiple rezone application(s) that involves one or multiple 
owners as one project. The MDO application and RSF-2/PUD 
rezoning for one or more development increments may be 
processed concurrently.  
 
The overall development within the VTZ shall undergo review as a 
Development of Critical Concern (“DOCC”) resulting in an MDO and 
VTZ Master Plan. No Neighborhood Plan shall be required with 
respect to any development within the VTZ.   

 
The unit threshold for the development may exceed the current unit 
threshold for a DOCC set forth in the DOCC implementing ordinance. 
The MDO shall specify the information which must be submitted 
with a rezoning application which may include all or any portion of 
development within the VTZ. In no case shall the VTZ consist of more 
than 5,000 dwelling units. 

 
Once the MDO is approved, the uses and densities and intensities of 
use approved by the MDO are not subject to unit or density 
reduction, intensity reduction, or other changes to the land relating 
to the County Comprehensive Plan or UDC standards, unless the 
County can demonstrate that substantial changes in the conditions 
underlying the approval of the MDO have occurred. 
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Once an MDO is approved, each portion of the development within 
the VTZ shall be rezoned pursuant to the terms of the MDO and 
Article 6 of the UDC (including all submittal standards), provided 
such application for rezone is consistent with the VTZ policies in 
Chapter 8. Rezoning to RSF-2/PUD shall be permitted in the VTZ, 
notwithstanding any provision to the contrary in the UDC.    
 
Given the requirement of significant initial investment in off-site 
Sanitary Sewer, Potable Water, Reclaimed Water, and a 4 Lane 
Section of Bourneside Boulevard (North South Road B) to be 
financed and completed with the initial Lakewood Ranch 
Stewardship Bond Issue, and the concurrent assessment of the 
subject property to Benefit Special Assessments, the phasing (by 
either geography or by dwelling unit count) of development within 
the VTZ shall not be required in any respect. 
 

VTZ POLICY 4.3 Submittal Requirements  

The VTZ Master Plan approved with the MDO shall include at a minimum 
the following information: 

site analysis of natural features consistent with the natural system 
classification in The Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan; 
location of Greenway RMA Open Space, and Recreational                     Space to be 
preserved; 
land use mix; 
density and intensity of land uses proposed; 
circulation routes for auto, transit (where applicable),  pedestrian and 
bicycle modes; 
infrastructure analysis on-site and off-site (e.g., water supply, sewer, 
stormwater pre-development conditions and drainage intent, 
transportation, and schools); and 
location of proposed Sending and/or Receiving Zones for            Density 
Incentives Program, if implemented by Developer, to increase 
residential density beyond the Base VTZ Density. 

 

VTZ POLICY 4.4 Fiscal Neutrality 

 Development within the VTZ shall provide adequate infrastructure 
that meets or exceeds the levels of service standards adopted by the 
County and be Fiscally Neutral to Sarasota County Government, the 
School Board, and residents outside that development. The intent of 
Fiscal Neutrality is that the costs of additional local government 
services and infrastructure that are built or provided for the VTZ shall 
be funded by properties within the VTZ. 
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A Fiscal Neutrality Analysis, completed for lands within the VTZ, shall 
be demonstrated and deemed complete with the approval of the 
MDO. The MDO shall require that Fiscal Neutrality be determined for 
the entirety of the VTZ. In addition, the MDO may allow for 
incentives to provide affordable housing. For off-site impacts, the 
MDO will address the costs of infrastructure needed for the 
development. This shall include, but not be limited to, both localized 
and Countywide impacts on County, City, State, and Federal 
transportation facilities (such as roads, intersections, sidewalks, 
lighting, medians, etc.). Such transportation related components 
shall be analyzed as a separate item from the remaining items of: 
public transit, schools, water supply and delivery, sewage 
transmission and treatment, solid waste, storm and surface water 
management, law enforcement, fire and emergency management, 
justice, general government, libraries, parks and recreation, and 
public hospitals. Fiscal Neutrality for funds that are not fungible (i.e., 
generally enterprise funds) shall be measured separately.  Nothing 
within this Policy is intended to establish a school concurrency 
system. 
 
The BOCC shall require that these procedures for measuring Fiscal 
Neutrality and the Fiscal Neutrality plans be submitted as part of the 
application for the MDO and reviewed for compliance by County 
staff.  Fiscal Neutrality procedures and calculations for school 
demands shall be submitted to the School Board for review prior to 
review by the BOCC. All calculations of costs shall be based on 
current cost data. 
 
The Fiscal Neutrality provisions applicable to the VTZ are expressly 
determined to be overarching to achieving the public benefits of the 
Sarasota 2050 RMA-1 Comprehensive Plan Amendments. 
 
 
 
 

  

Definitions for VTZ: 
 
Developed Area: For the VTZ RMA, that land area exclusive of Open Space identified and 
depicted on a VTZ Master Plan, as approved by the MDO. 
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Greenbelt: A permanent Buffer surrounding the Developed Area of the Village Transition Zone. 
 
Open Space (VTZ): For the, VTZ, that land area exclusive of Developed Area identified and 
depicted on a VTZ Master Plan, as approved by the MDO. Open Space shall be property under 
public or private ownership which is unoccupied or predominately unoccupied by buildings or 
other impervious surfaces and which is identified as Greenway, Greenbelt, and other open 
space. Open Space can be used for parks, recreation, agriculture, conservation, preservation of 
native habitat and other natural resources, surface/irrigation water impoundment, historic, or 
scenic purposes. Allowable uses within the Greenway RMA itself as it is currently mapped shall 
be in compliance with GS Policy 2.5. 
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From 
MODR 

 to OFF/MF 


